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Abstract 
 

The Right to Life with Dignity: Economic and Social Rights Respect in the World 
 

by  
 

Felicity Ann Kolp  
 

Doctor of Philosophy in Public Policy  
 

University of California, Berkeley  
 

Professor David L. Kirp, Chair  
 
 
 

The international human rights system formally recognizes two principal categories of rights: 
civil and political (CP) rights and economic, social, and cultural (ESC) rights.  While these are in 
theory equal and indivisible, CP rights have been heavily prioritized in reality.  This project 
seeks to address this imbalance, focusing on ESC rights realization.   
 
Conceiving of ESC rights as a path between CP rights and development helps anchor the concept 
and offers a constructive perspective on how these rights can contribute to the alleviation of 
human suffering.  Building upon this theoretical foundation (described more fully in Chapter II), 
the greater part of this project focuses on ESC rights to better understand what they are, where 
they are upheld, and why they are protected or violated.  Thus the driving questions motivating 
this project are: what are ESC rights, where are they being referenced and utilized successfully, 
and why?   
 
The first question of ESC rights content is a background question, which lays the foundation for 
the subsequent and more central questions regarding their successful provision.  Chapter III 
presents the relevant theoretical and practical components of ESC rights, and builds on previous 
studies to present a framework for their measurement.  The resulting ESC rights index purports 
to capture this concept in a single indicator, which then is incorporated into the subsequent 
statistical investigation.   
 
This quantitative analysis addresses the second question, which asks where ESC rights are being 
used effectively.  Following an extended description of methodology and data issues in Chapter 
IV, Chapter V immediately employs the newly developed ESC rights construct in response to 
this second question.  The measure is applied at the country level to gain a better understanding 
of where around the world ESC rights are most – and least – realized.  This analysis is 
comparative both within ESC rights (between various categories of countries) and between ESC 
and CP rights.  Results show that countries have consistently improved their ESC rights record in 
recent decades.  In contrast, CP rights scores have remained relatively constant.  Additionally, 
countries’ ESC rights scores are converging, while the relative distance between CP rights scores 
has changed very little over the same time period.   
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The third and final question further extends this examination, to consider the underlying 
conditions associated with the respect and provision of ESC rights.  Chapter VI helps shed light 
on whether variables included in earlier CP rights studies have similar impacts on ESC rights, or 
whether a different collection of variables better explains ESC rights outcomes.  It appears that a 
broader spectrum of issues is involved in at least ESC rights promotion.  Results of analyses by 
income level suggest that, in general, political factors are more influential for CP rights, and 
economic factors for ESC rights.  Moreover, results vary more by countries’ economic 
development level in the ESC rights analyses.  Consequently, policy recommendations may 
differ not only between CP and ESC rights, but also within these categories. 
 
While previous investigations have provided valuable insights into human rights provision, the 
exclusive focus on CP rights has resulted in an incomplete analysis.  This research project fills 
this gap by considering the interaction of political, economic, and social conditions on ESC 
rights violation.  Gaining this type of new and constructive information has important 
implications for academic research, policy formulation, and project work happening at the field 
level.  Chapter VII concludes by highlighting these areas of impact, and identifying the relevant 
individuals and institutions implicated in the pursuit of continued and future ESC rights 
realization. 
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Chapter I.  Background and Project Outline 
 
 
Human rights are quite simply the rights one has as a human being.  In theory, they are equal, 
inalienable, and fundamental.  They cannot be earned or renounced and are universal in the sense 
that they should be enjoyed by everyone.  In practice, however, the complexity of human rights 
prevents consensus on a single, comprehensive, agreed-upon definition, much less a means of 
protection and promotion.  The actual and current level of human rights recognition and 
realization globally therefore remains quite dynamic.  Consequently, the depth and breadth of 
rights enjoyment varies both within and between countries.   
 
Despite this diversity of experience, there exists a formal international, regional, and even 
national human rights framework.  The international human rights law developed within the 
United Nations in the post-war period provides the core directives.  The “International Bill of 
Human Rights” consists of three instruments.  The Universal Declaration of Human Rights 
(UDHR) was the first elaboration of human rights – and of these objectives as introduced in the 
founding UN Charter – by the United Nations.  The Declaration was designed to be universal in 
its content and in its application.1  While not legally binding, and not without some controversy, 
this central declaration is widely considered to have achieved the status of customary law.2   
 
The International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) and the International 
Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) complete the International Bill of 
Human Rights.  These two treaties divide the notion of human rights into two categories, and 
outline the rights and obligations contained within each.  Civil and political (CP) rights guarantee 
human rights to life, physical integrity, freedom of speech and belief, and due process of law.3   
Economic, social, and cultural (ESC) rights include rights to an adequate standard of living, 
education, health, housing, food, work, and protection of one’s intellectual property.4    

 
1 It lists numerous human rights (political, civil, economic, social, and cultural) to which all people are entitled.  
Though it does not have signatories, it was ratified by a 1948 General Assembly proclamation with no votes against 
(and 48 votes in favor).  However, eight countries did abstain – all the Soviet Bloc states, South Africa and Saudi 
Arabia.  Despite the fact that the UDHR is widely accepted, its validity remains controversial in Muslim nations in 
particular.  The 57 members of the Organization of the Islamic Conference (OIC) have officially resolved to support 
an alternative declaration, the Cairo Declaration on Human Rights in Islam, designed “to contribute to the efforts of 
mankind to assert human rights, to protect man from exploitation and persecution, and to affirm his freedom and 
right to a dignified life in accordance with the Islamic Shari’ah” (Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers, 1990).  
In many ways, this debate over the UDHR reflects a wider dispute over the nature of human rights, and their 
application to various religious or other traditions. 
2 The Final Act of the 1968 International Conference on Human Rights (“Proclamation of Teheran”) states that the 
UDHR “constitutes an obligation for the members of the international community” (UN Doc. A/CONF. 32/41 at 3, 
1968).  
3 The principal civil and political rights elaborated in the ICCPR include freedoms from racial and equivalent forms 
of discrimination, slavery, torture, and arbitrary arrest, detention, and exile; rights to life, liberty, security of the 
person, fair and public trial, participate in government, and own property; and rights of movement, thought, 
conscience, and religion, opinion and expression, and peaceful assembly and association. 
4The principal economic and social rights elaborated in the ICESCR include rights to an adequate standard of living, 
including adequate food, clothing and housing, and to the continuous improvement of living conditions.  These 
include rights to be free from hunger, to the enjoyment of the highest attainable standard of physical and mental 
health, to education, to work and to just conditions of work, to form and join trade unions, to social security, to take 
part in cultural life, and to the family (including protections for pregnant women and mothers, and for children). 



While the impact of this classification scheme has varied over the years since its implementation, 
the basic act of separating rights into two main types – and drafting treaties along those lines – 
had an immediate (and in many ways, permanent) effect on the theory and practice of human 
rights.  Current debates about hierarchical rights generations versus equality and interdependence 
aside, over a half a century of very real division has resulted in uneven attention to various 
rights.  In many situations, CP rights have been the focus of law, implementation, enforcement, 
and even research, while ESC rights have been relatively neglected, in comparison. 
 
This human rights context is an influential background to this research project, but the focus here 
diverges from the popular consideration of CP rights, to concentrate instead on ESC rights.  The 
objective here is to offer additional insights into the realization of these rights, in an attempt to 
inform both theory and practice.  While it is important to contribute to a greater understanding of 
ESC rights more generally, it also is critical to consider how to translate this information into 
actionable policy decisions. 
 
 
I. A.  Outline of This Research Project 
 
This research project identifies where ESC rights are being realized and implemented 
successfully, and why.  To achieve these multiple objectives, it is necessary to first determine 
each country’s current level of ESC rights provision, and then to examine the underlying 
conditions and causes of ESC rights realization or violation.  While similar studies have been 
done relating to CP rights,5 the extension of this question to ESC rights has not yet appeared in 
academic and policy research. 
 
ESC rights have been widely ignored until very recently, yet a core argument of this project is 
that these rights are a crucial component of the international human rights law framework.  
Properly situated between CP rights and international development, ESC rights bring additional 
value and tools to the objective of recognizing human dignity and improving quality of life.  By 
exploring the existence and conditions of these rights, this research brings a clearer 
understanding of their interactions to future research and policy applications. 
 
Empirically, this research project is divided into three main pieces.  The first piece tackles the 
question of ESC rights measurement.  The purpose here is to establish a baseline measure of 
ESC rights realization for each country for which there is available data.  Though the ultimate 
goal is to arrive at a single country score for later analysis, this stage also allows for greater 
nuance in understanding ESC rights by comparing the level of provision of various discrete 
rights (e.g. health and education) within an individual country.   
 
The second component of this research uses this ESC rights “score” to determine where ESC 
rights are well respected, protected, and provided.  In essence, this provides one indication of 
where in the world ESC rights realization is the highest.  From this, it is possible to reveal 
patterns of rights protection, and compare ESC rights respect with CP rights respect. 
 

                                                 
5 See, for example: Mitchell and McCormick, 1988; Poe and Tate, 1994; Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999. 

 2



The third and final research component consists of a quantitative analysis.  This involves 
regression analyses first with CP rights as the dependent variable, and then with ESC rights as 
the outcome variable.  The included operationalized independent variables represent the key 
conditions identified as important from existing literature and research.  This allows for 
construction of a more comprehensive – in terms of ESC rights – dataset to evaluate the relative 
influence of various factors on ESC rights provision.  This analysis provides both a better 
understanding of the important correlates of ESC rights and a potential for comparison with 
similar findings regarding CP rights. 
 
Theoretically, this project helps locate ESC rights more properly as an integral element of human 
rights.  Practically, it demonstrates the potential uses of ESC rights as a tool within both the 
fields of development and human rights.  Throughout this project, a foundational contention 
remains that ESC rights are best framed at the overlap between these two more recognized 
disciplines, and that these rights offer additional value beyond either of these two discrete 
disciplines, or of their combined sum.  To that end, this research helps illuminate the extent of 
divergence among different countries’ approaches and outcomes with regard to CP and ESC 
rights.  Further, it helps identify what conditions and actions are associated with greater ESC 
rights enjoyment, suggesting what (policy and other) levers are (and are not) available to 
improve their provision. 
 
 
I. A. 1.  Theoretical Location of ESC Rights 
 
Positioning ESC rights theoretically and practically between CP rights and international 
development brings together the fields of human rights and development, as well as the two 
categories of rights, in ways that are mutually beneficial but previously unexplored.  Within the 
paradigm that has been predominant since WWII, responsibilities were clearly divided and 
allocated between CP rights and development, which together were seen as sufficient and 
comprehensive.  CP rights, synonymous with human rights, handled all rights claims and legal 
obligations.  Development programs took responsibility for the various approaches to economic 
and human development.   
 
Yet persistent poverty and worsening inequalities have proven these two approaches to be 
insufficient in addressing some of the world’s worst problems.  Millions of people live without 
access to basic healthcare, nutrition, sanitation, and education.6  CP rights have failed to reduce 
inequalities and development has not provided a universal safety net.  Neither democratic 
participation nor economic growth has ensured a minimum standard of basic needs satisfaction 
for all of any country’s citizens. 
 
Against this backdrop, ESC rights have (re-)emerged as legitimate claims of individuals and as 
potential tools in the quest for realization of basic economic and social conditions necessary for a 
life of dignity.  This process of reconsidering ESC rights has also demonstrated that these rights 

                                                 
6 Amnesty International recently reported that “850 million people are chronically malnourished,” “[n]early 11 
million children die before the age of five” annually, and that “[o]ver 100 million (more than half of whom are girls) 
do not have access even to primary education” (2005: 1). 
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are not only important, but also different from either CP rights or development – or of their 
combined sum. 
 
In many ways, ESC rights are beginning to bridge the gap between CP rights and development.  
In this central role, they offer a new means of helping people directly, and indirectly facilitate an 
interdisciplinary dialogue between the fields of human rights and development.  As the human 
rights field increasingly accepts ESC rights on par with CP rights and consequently becomes 
more attentive to economic and social conditions, development issues come to the forefront.  
Similarly, as the development field searches for a new paradigm, many are acknowledging the 
need to incorporate the perspectives and desires of people in developing countries.  Emphasizing 
and valuing the process – and not just the results – of development programs brings the 
development approach even more in line with a human rights model. 
 
In making connections between CP rights and development, ESC rights reveal that they have 
strong commonalities with both, without falling fully into one category or the other.  In many 
circles, ESC rights are compared to development goals more than anything else.  The two clearly 
share concerns with deprivation and disparities.  Indeed, much of the underlying context for 
failures to realize ESC rights is extreme poverty, which is the central focus of development.7  
Yet ESC rights are not programmatic aspirations, as are development goals.  ESC rights entail 
legal claims to be demanded by all individuals of states or other duty-holders; development 
decisions, in contrast, are made at the discretion of officials or donors.  As a result, development 
programs are often top-down, short-term projects, and desire for accountability in this field ha
led to a focus on inputs or outputs, often at the aggregate level.  Accountability within the 
international human rights law framework, however, requires attention to the process in addition 
to outcomes, all considered at an indiv 8

s 

idual level.  

                                                

 
Properly situating ESC rights in the international human rights law framework highlights the 
similarities with CP rights.  While ESC rights and development share issue areas and objectives, 
ESC rights and CP rights share a grounding in the category and claims of rights.  They both rely 
on and reference the theories, treaties, and mechanisms of international law.  Despite this 
common backdrop, the two types differ in nature, and consequently in implementation and in 
recourse in the absence of enjoyment.  Though the stark dichotomy of CP rights as negative 
rights and ESC rights as positive rights grossly overstates the distinction, from a practical, policy 
perspective – given today’s realities, ideological and policy priorities, and institutional and social 
structures – ESC rights realization often requires resource allocation and expenditures by the 
state to meet its obligation. 
 
These ESC rights obligations generally can be classified in a now widely cited triumvirate of 
responsibility – to respect, protect, and fulfill.9  As discussed further in the next chapter, in 
recognition of the practical difficulties posed by demands for full realization, especially for poor 
countries, many ESC rights are also subject to the notion of “progressive realization” to the 

 
7 This is especially true of human development, with its additional concern for participation and empowerment – on 
the choices and capabilities of individuals, based on the work of Amartya Sen (1999). 
8 ESC rights involve legal claims – and thus associated obligations – of both “conduct” and “result.” 
9 Fulfillment – further deconstructed into obligations to facilitate and provide – generally presents the most serious 
obstacle in the realization of ESC rights, due to its associated expenditures and institutional accommodations. 
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“maximum available resources” of the state.  These implementation provisions are highly 
controversial, as states have exploited this flexibility by using it as a means of avoiding 
responsibility altogether. 
 
Despite remaining theoretical and practical obstacles, ESC rights are emerging as an important 
means of supporting the most vulnerable and disadvantaged.  Both scholarly work on and 
practical applications of ESC rights are increasing, but both theory and practice in this field 
remain relatively untested, and, in some cases, even experimental.  Conceiving of ESC rights as 
a path between CP rights and development helps anchor the concept and offers a useful 
perspective on how these rights can contribute to the alleviation of human suffering in distinct 
and constructive ways. 
 
 
I. A. 2.  Three Key Questions Motivating This Research 
 
The driving questions motivating this project are: what are ESC rights, where are they being 
referenced and utilized successfully, and why?  Building upon the more general historical and 
theoretical foundation presented throughout Chapter II, the remaining chapters focus on ESC 
rights to better understand what they are, where they are upheld, and why they are protected or 
violated. 
 
The first question, regarding ESC rights content, is a background question – answering it lays the 
foundation for the subsequent and more central questions regarding their successful provision.  
While international treaties, comments from expert bodies, and further elaboration by scholars 
and practitioners have greatly clarified the nature and scope of these rights, some translation into 
operationalizable indicators is still required.  Chapter III builds on existing work to present a 
theoretical and practical framework for measuring ESC rights.  Ultimately, this leads to 
construction of a new ESC rights index, which is then incorporated into the subsequent statistical 
analysis. 
 
The second question asks where ESC rights are being used effectively.  Following an extended 
description of methodology and data issues in Chapter IV, Chapter V immediately employs the 
newly developed ESC rights construct in response to this second question.  The measure is 
applied at the country level to gain a better understanding of where around the world ESC rights 
are most – and least – realized.  Beyond an overall picture, it is important to consider country 
performance relative to other characteristics, such as geography and available financial 
resources, so this index is also utilized in a comparative fashion, by categories like geographic 
region, level of economic development, and religion.  Finally, this presentation of ESC rights 
respect and provision also offers an opportunity to compare countries’ compliance with 
international human rights law, as it applies to both CP and ESC rights. 
 
The third question goes further, to examine the underlying conditions associated with the respect 
and provision of ESC rights.  It asks why ESC rights appear to be more fully realized in specific 
countries.  Current research has provided many insights by evaluating a range of independent 
variables that could explain (civil and political) human rights violations.  Authors have found 
significant relationships between various political, economic, and demographic conditions and 
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political rights violations.  Chapter VI helps shed light on whether these same – or other – 
variables have similar impacts on ESC rights.   
 
These final two questions comprise just one segment of an overarching question of what makes 
ESC rights “work” in some situations, and not in others.  To fully understand the process of ESC 
rights realization obviously requires a wide range of inquiry, including identification of core 
components of ESC rights, locations of success and failure, analyses of key actors, processes by 
which these rights are implemented, etc.  As the scope of this discrete project is necessarily 
limited, the aspiration here is to provide a foundation for future work by focusing on the basic, 
fundamental questions that begin to paint a picture of ESC rights realization.  Thus the objective 
is to highlight the correlates, or basic conditions, associated with these rights.  By determining 
what conditions are most associated with ESC rights and comparing these new conclusions with 
existing findings on CP rights, this research project contributes to a greater understanding of the 
similarities and differences between the two “halves” of international human rights law, and to 
engage with existing literature on the topic of correlates of human rights violation. 

 
 
I. A. 3.  Relevance of This Project to Existing Research 
 
This project fits into current literature by engaging with – and in fact connecting – two main 
veins of existing research.  The first is a relatively recent but growing attention to ESC rights in 
general.  Greater interest from both the academic community as well as practitioners has spurred 
investigations into this previously neglected side of human rights.  Nonetheless, this past work 
has concentrated on legal or theoretical aspects, such as justiciability and legal application, or 
comparisons with CP rights.  Additionally, ESC rights activists have worked to improve the 
legitimacy and political acceptability of these rights.  While both of these pursuits are important, 
they do not address the lack of academic research on the topic of ESC rights in the social 
sciences more generally. 
 
The other line of existing research relevant to this current project is work on human rights 
violations.  There was a concentrated period of activity directly on this topic at the end of the 
twentieth century; there has been more indirect work (e.g. on individual elements associated with 
violations) over a much longer period of time.  Yet because the current human rights framework 
is especially focused on potential abuse by the state against an individual, this has resulted in a 
special attentiveness to individual CP rights.  Consequently, most of the work on the ground 
focuses on identifying CP violations, and the vast majority of research concentrates on 
investigating the causal factors of CP violations. 
 
A very brief summary of the main topics and findings follows here; Appendix I.A. contains a 
more detailed literature review, and extended rationales for each explanatory factor.  Much of 
this research begins by developing (either creating or constructing) human rights indices, which 
are then employed to investigate the impact of various independent variables on human rights 
protection or violation.  In operationalizing human rights (as the dependent variable), most 
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authors have used one or more indicators of CP rights protection.10  The key independent 
variables fall into one of three categories: political, economic, and demographic conditions.   
 
The first category – political conditions – encompasses any past or present condition of the state 
that influences the operation of government.  The two most important political conditions 
thought to influence human rights are political culture and regime type.  Studies on regime type 
find, not surprisingly, that democracy is one of the strongest predictors of human rights 
protection or violation (as defined by CP rights).11  While most authors find a direct relationship 
between democracy and human rights, a few argue that a “u-shaped” relationship better explains 
the variation.12  According to most theories, military regimes and leftist regimes typically lead to 
a decrease in human rights respect.  The second key political factor, political culture, generally 
refers to the experience of colonial rule, which actually acts through democracy as an 
intervening variable.  The argument is that British colonial rule (as opposed to rule by other 
powers, such as Spain) is more likely to lead to post-colonial democratic regimes, as British 
rulers instilled a greater sense of democracy through their particular form of colonial 
administration.13  A final potentially important political variable is armed conflict – in both civil 
and international wars – which is also a strong influence on CP rights violation.   
 
The second category – economic conditions – covers the range of elements relevant to a 
country’s economic system, financial situation, and the functioning of the market.  The three 
most common economic factors are poverty, levels of development, and financial dependence on 
advanced capitalist countries.  The poverty thesis posits a direct relationship between poverty and 
human rights violation, with people in poorer countries being more likely to be abused.  In 
contrast, the levels-of-development thesis claims that it is actually the disruptive process of 
economic modernization (not underdevelopment itself) that leads to human rights violations.14  
In general, the poverty thesis finds more support in the data, though some authors caution that 
this finding is tempered by a threshold effect.  Nevertheless, economic development is widely 
cited as the strongest economic explanatory factor.15  Level of wealth and economic growth are 
frequently measured by GDP (per capita) and (percent) change in GDP, respectively.  The third 
proposition is that involvement with the United States or other advanced capitalist nations 

                                                 
10 For example, Mitchell and McCormick (1988) use a two-part measure: arbitrary imprisonment and torture.  More 
generally, the two most common data sources are Amnesty International and the US State Department, both of 
which produce annual, qualitative reports on a country’s human rights practice.  These are typically coded into 
quantitative scales for statistical analysis.  The Political Terror Scales (PTS) formally integrate the information from 
the AI and State Department reports into a single quantitative scale measuring the amount of government violation 
of physical integrity rights.  This measure is unique in that it is currently available for a worldwide sample; it also 
covers a wide range of years.  This five-point scale is by far the most common measure used to study human rights 
violations (Carleton and Stohl, 1987; Duvall and Stohl, 1988; Gibney and Dalton, 1996; 1997; Gibney and Stohl, 
1988; Henderson, 1991; 1993; Poe, 1992; Poe and Tate, 1994; Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999; Stohl and Carleton, 
1985). 
11 Dixon, 1994; Milner, Poe, and Leblang, 1999; Regan and Henderson, 2002. 
12 Fein, 1995. 
13 Mitchell and McCormick, 1988. 
14 The proposed causal chain here is that the political instability resulting from the changes of development creates a 
climate favoring abuse, resulting in a curvilinear relationship between wealth and human protection (Huntington, 
1968). 
15 Bank, 1991; Burkhart, 2002; Cutright, 1963; Dahl, 1971; Diamond, 1992; Dixon, 1994; Lipset, 1994; Milner, Poe, 
and Leblang, 1999; Muller, 1995; Park, 1987; Regan and Henderson, 2002; Schumpeter, 1950. 
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(operationalized by measuring trade and investment) is associated with increased human rights 
violations.  Any significant relationship between these variables generally disappears when 
controlling for population size.16   
 
The third category – demographic conditions – focuses on social aspects of society.  The most 
commonly cited demographic factors are a large population and (rapid) population growth.  The 
most obvious impact of population and growth is on resource stress.  A large or rapidly growing 
population likely stresses available resources – natural as well as organizational, financial, etc.  
Most authors find that large populations or populations experiencing great changes in size are 
associated with greater human rights violations, as scarcity leads to competition and relative 
deprivation.17   
 
The studies using a measure of CP rights as the dependent variable have provided invaluable 
information and they are not, in themselves, faulty in their methodology or conclusions.  
However, the exclusive focus on CP rights has resulted in an incomplete analysis.  Conceptually, 
no study links a comprehensive view of law to the choice of dependent variable – the 
international human rights regime recognizes two halves of a whole of human rights.  By not 
considering this, the current research remains incomplete.  
 
This research fills this gap by considering the interaction of political, economic, and social 
conditions on ESC rights violation.  By doing so, it not only recognizes the clear interaction of 
human rights with the surrounding environment, but it makes a formal link between the human 
rights recognized in international law and research on their realization.  By considering both CP 
and ESC rights, this project not only links the two categories, but explores their similarities and 
differences in a more systematic – and not purely abstract or theoretical – manner.  In this way, 
this work bridges previous research on human rights violations with current work on ESC rights 
content and boundaries. 
 
 
I. A. 4.  Theoretical and Policy Contributions of This Research 
 
The project has both theoretical significance and policy relevance.  Against the backdrop of 
limited but growing attention to ESC rights in academia and in practice, the conclusions of this 
research clearly contribute to the body of knowledge developing in this field.  Beyond the 
linkages just described above, this project attempts to make connections in several ways, and 
endeavors to build on existing work to offer new insights about the existence and realization of 
ESC rights at the national level. 
 
The ideas and fields of work in human rights and human development have followed strikingly 
similar paths over the past decades, but only recently have they entered into serious conversation.  
Many unexplored linkages remain, and this research provides one more connection by 
emphasizing the place of ESC rights between CP rights and international development.  It not 
only points to connections between CP and ESC rights within the field of human rights, but 
demonstrates how human rights and human development can provide mutual benefit by 
                                                 
16 Mitchell and McCormick, 1988. 
17 Burkhart, 2002; Gupte, 1984; Henderson, 1993. 
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recognizing their similarities.  In many ways, advances in one field can support gains in another.  
Thus, there is a consistent emphasis on the importance of making connections between these 
disciplines, even as the core of this project remains centered in the field of human rights. 
 
Clearly, definitions are foundational.  Human rights, bounded by circumstance and convention, 
have largely been defined as CP rights.  This exclusive focus has resulted in an incomplete 
analysis.  International law recognizes two equal categories of rights, and the United Nations has 
affirmed the indivisibility and equality of CP and ESC rights.  The growing movement to 
increase the recognition of ESC rights presents an opportunity to innovate and redefine human 
rights more completely.  This new approach would not only compel research to keep pace with a 
growing movement toward the equality of CP and ESC rights, but would help define the 
direction of future work.  By contributing to the discussion about ESC rights measurement, 
which obviously references definitions as well as indicators, this research provides additional 
structure to these conversations.   
 
This perspective also allows new and interesting linkages with existing research in human rights.  
The rich body of work on CP rights violations provides a valuable opportunity for comparison.  
ESC rights have different characteristic features from CP rights, but we have only speculation on 
the implications of that divergence.  Do states have similar performance on CP and ESC rights 
measures?  Do violations appear to stem from similar sources, or do different explanations better 
fit these very different issues?  The aim here remains to offer answers to these questions, and to 
engage others as they both examine this work and pursue their own lines of inquiry. 
 
Work on ESC rights also has very real implications for activists and practitioners working at 
grassroots levels, as well as for the very people with whom they are working.  Identification of 
potential correlates of ESC rights realization or violation provides valuable information to 
governments and human rights advocates.  While some associated conditions may be historical 
or structural and thus fixed, others may fall within the realm of government policy.  A better 
understanding of the available policy levers can help those interested in poverty alleviation and 
development.  Moreover, increasing clarity, and even quantification, of ESC rights realization 
and violation can bring even more attention to these issues. 
 
Thus this project not only bridges the human rights and development disciplines, it connects 
theoretical postulations with applied policy work.  Much of previous human rights work has been 
either very theoretical or heavily applied (e.g. on-the-ground situations in which organizations 
attempt to apply a merger, as in the case of rights mainstreaming).  Yet in the academic 
literature, there are no similar studies, no examples of scholars moving from the theory to 
empirical work.  So while there is an emerging convergence regarding ESC rights, there are no 
similar studies in that vein.  This project attempts to contribute by bridging this gap. 
 
As more people begin to consider the place and potential impact of ESC rights, and as more and 
better data become available, research on this topic will increase in both quantity and quality.  
This has important implications for academic research, policy formulation, and project work 
happening at the field level.  Thus while it is essential to contribute to the body of knowledge on 
ESC rights – from measurement issues to important contributing factors to violations – it is 
equally important to provide support to those working on ESC rights policies and projects.  
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Raising the profile of ESC rights, offering insights into locations of realization or violation, and 
suggesting some of the contributing factors all have obvious applications to present and future 
work.  Idealistically, then, the goal of this project is not only to bridge academic fields, but also 
in some small way to make connections between this research and the actual experience of ESC 
rights. 
 
 
 
 
 

 10



Chapter II.  Historical Foundations and Theoretical Claims 
 
 
Broadly considered, human rights developed in their early years through a chronological and 
cumulative process, created in response to the changing needs of a developing society.  When the 
atrocities of WWII brought human rights to the fore, they became institutionalized with the 
emerging system of global governance.  Human rights were incorporated in the new United 
Nations, and formalized in the following years, which coincided with the transition into the Cold 
War.  Thus what had been an evolving concept was captured at a particular moment in time, and 
these comprehensive standards were divided and distributed as the world separated into 
oppositional camps. 
 
With the world partitioned into ideological extremes, the West chose political freedoms and the 
East economic and social rights.  When the UN Commission on Human Rights attempted to 
institutionalize the human rights ideals espoused in post-war declarations, it was forced to 
compromise to overcome the prevailing ideological divide.  In the end, the Commission adopted 
two separate documents – one on CP rights and one on ESC rights.   
 
While considered to be equal and complementary under the law, the dual nature of the human 
rights regime – now entrenched in the political processes of the United Nations – continued to 
reflect the Cold War rift.  The West maintained its support for the primacy of CP rights, and both 
academic research and policy decisions reflected this hierarchy.18  This then led to more 
development of the concept and jurisprudence of CP rights, which further reinforced the 
perceived superiority.  Ultimately, at least in the West, ESC rights were relegated to a 
subordinate status, and human rights became synonymous with CP rights. 
 
This rift has roots in both the historical evolution of human rights, as well as the theoretical 
conceptions of rights that took place both contemporaneously and retrospectively to the historical 
process.  That is, not only did chronological developments influence conceptions of rights at 
various points in history, but more recent assessments of rights have sculpted historical 
circumstances to reinforce particular arguments.  This is most evident in considerations of the 
two categories of human rights, and their respective importance. 
 
To provide a comprehensive – and sufficiently nuanced so as to be fair – foundation for this 
research, this chapter presents several perspectives on the evolution of human rights to the 
present time.  It begins with a brief description of the historical progression of the concept of 
rights, from natural law to positive law and the vocabulary of “universal international human 
rights” used today.  Next, this narration of political and legal developments is complemented 
with an assessment of the theoretical developments in the human rights field, including the 
divide between CP and ESC rights.  Finally, this historical and theoretical discussion is extended 
to explore the intersections between ESC rights and the separate but related field of international 
human development.  Together, these three sections offer a comprehensive backdrop to the 
research project put forward in subsequent chapters. 

                                                 
18 Though some CP rights issues may have had (often indirect) links with prevailing economic and social conditions, 
the purview of “human rights” was clearly political. 
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II. A.  Historical Background to Human Rights 
 
All human rights evolved within and because of their contemporaneous political, economic, and 
social conditions.  The identification of particular rights and their separation into various 
categories are fully reflective of the historical moment in which these decisions were made.  
Thus to fully understand the evolution of human rights, and to give context to current debates 
over the place of ESC rights today, it is necessary to understand the history of human rights.  
This section outlines the largely political and legal developments that led to the creation of 
modern-day international human rights.   
 
 
II. A. 1.  Origins of the Human Rights Concept  
 
Many scholars trace back to philosophical and religious traditions the central ideas and values – 
right and wrong, good and evil, equality, legality, fairness, human dignity – that underpin our 
secular understanding of modern human rights.  Religious texts incorporate moral principles as 
duties to God.  While these do not equate to rights in a formal sense, the idea of ethical or social 
standards for treating others clearly connects with the motivations underlying human rights.  
However, these religious principles take as their foundation a commitment to God.  In its early 
years, natural law theory, revised and publicized by John Locke, also stressed the duties humans 
(or society) had to God.  Eventually, those societal duties came to be understood as natural rights 
of an individual.   
 
The language of natural laws formally began to shift into a language of natural rights in the early 
modern period.  In The Second Treatise of Civil Government (1690), Locke claimed that all 
people have “natural rights to life, liberty and property,”19 which should be enjoyed by all and 
must be respected by all.  He further reasoned that government is only legitimate to the extent 
that it protects individuals – “when man entered a civil society, the need for a new structure for 
society was created.  Thus, man entered into a ‘social contract’ with the state.”20  Rawls further 
modified this notion with his idea of the original position, with which he introduced the 
“maximin” (maximizing the minimum) rule for allocating primary social goods in a way that 
expanded social equality.21  In many ways, his theory of social justice previewed the formal legal 
ideas of economic and social rights.22  From these origins, rights came to be directly linked with 
the idea of a social contract, and indirectly associated with notions of citizenship.   
 
Thus while the concept of human dignity is embedded in all of the world’s major religious and 
philosophical traditions, it is translated (ideally, into reality) in society through clearly political 
processes.  International law operates within a state-based framework and relies on sovereign 

                                                 
19 Bouandel, 1997: 14, citing Locke, 1690. 
20 Bouandel, 1997: 14. 
21 Rawls, 1973. 
22 Rawls wrote, “Justice is the first virtue of social institutions, as truth is of systems of thought” (Ibid.: 3).  He 
moves very close to linking CP and ESC rights, writing: “Therefore in a just society, the liberties of equal 
citizenship are taken as settled; the rights secured by justice are not subject to political bargaining or to the calculus 
of social interests” (Ibid.: 4). 
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state power to address human rights violations.23  So while the idea of human rights expresses 
our belief in essential and core principles or norms, they find expression – or repression – 
through institutions and procedures.  Despite small intermediary steps, these formal processes 
did not emerge until the international environment was favorable to their construction, which 
came only after a time of major upheaval and reevaluation.  Thus from various early conceptual 
origins, the political expression and legal codification of human rights belong to the post-World 
War II era. 
 
 
II. A. 2.  World War II 
 
World War II was the single most important event in contemporary human rights formulation.  
The war left no doubt that the global institutional structure must be reconsidered, and it brought 
human rights to the forefront of international discussions.  The horrifying acts of war – coupled 
with the slow Allied response to Hitler’s expansionist policies24 – led the international 
community to formalize the idea of basic human rights requiring universal respect. 
 
During the war, the Allied powers had publicly stated respect for human rights as their aim, and 
they included crimes against humanity among the charges brought against Nazi leaders at the 
Nuremberg tribunal.  Freedom from genocide and crimes against humanity were among the first 
core universal human rights.  The War was the first major occasion for countries to question the 
notion of sovereignty when considering protection of rights within traditional borders.25   
 
These events also precipitated creation of a global governance system to protect and promote 
human rights.  Responding to calls for a new international organization, global powers came 
together to create the United Nations in 1945.  The UN Charter cited promotion of human rights 
as the principal purpose of the organization, and it established the necessary institutions and legal 
framework for their protection.26  
 
In 1948, the UN General Assembly unanimously adopted the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights, the first human rights instrument produced by an international organization, and one of 
three documents comprising the International Bill of Human Rights.  Though declarations have 

                                                 
23 Like the law covering the economic and political aspects of trade between nations, international human rights law 
originates in treaties or in customary law.  While in many ways these rules do reflect beliefs about what is necessary 
to protect the “inherent dignity and … equal and inalienable rights of all members of the human family,” it more 
clearly represents points of agreement – formally or in practice over time – between sovereign states.  The phrase on 
dignity and equality is found in the opening sentence of all three documents comprising the International Bill of 
Human Rights (UNGA, UN Doc. A/6316 (1966), 999 UNTS 171, 1966; UN Doc. A/6316 (1966), 993 UNTS 3, 
1966; UN Doc. A/810 at 71 (1948), 1948). 
24 Bouandel, 1997: 1. 
25 Even though discussions took place among Northern countries alone, and focused only on certain rights, the 
elevation of the discussion to a global scale was an important step.   
26 UNGA, UN Doc. 1 UNTS XVI, 1945.  The political nature of the process necessarily resulted in a less ambitious 
document than the one envisioned by President Roosevelt in his famous “Four Freedoms” speech.  In 1941, FDR 
called for “a world founded upon four essential human freedoms” – freedom of speech and expression, freedom of 
religion, freedom from want, and freedom from fear (Roosevelt, 1941).  Nonetheless, the Charter did reaffirm that 
human rights were a subject of international concern. 
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no legal force, the UDHR generally is considered to be a normative instrument generating some 
minimal legal obligations for UN member states.27 
 
In crafting this document, state representatives deliberately wrote in the language of human 
rights, rather than natural rights.  This shift away from a philosophical framework (of natural 
rights), together with the formation of the UN, marks the beginning of the modern human rights 
period.  Rather than justifying the (usually religious) source and reason of human rights as in 
earlier documents, the current assumption is that humans have rights simply because they are 
human – no additional justification is necessary. 
 
The mid-twentieth century was a time of great change in the formation of institutions to protect 
and promote human rights.  In addition to the establishment of the United Nations, the post-
WWII period also saw the creation of regional and international human rights tribunals, an 
expansion of the jurisdiction of national tribunals, the establishment and increased role of the 
World Court, and development of substantive international law (through UN declarations, 
international treaties, and customary law).  While the revolutions of the eighteenth century 
reduced the role of the state and the Industrial Revolution triggered a call for increased state 
intervention, the shifting paradigm of international politics following WWII gave rise to an 
overarching international governance system with vast implications for human rights, as well as 
national sovereignty.28   
 
 
II. A. 3.  The Cold War 
 
In spite of this progress, as the political divide of the Cold War quickly came to dominate 
international relations, human rights were caught up in the ideological divide.  With the defeat of 
Fascism in WWII, two superpowers emerged to dominate international politics in a global power 
struggle that lasted much of the remainder of the century.  The Iron Curtain introduced 
ideological divisions that played out in politics, economics, and foreign relations.   
 
Unfortunately, despite the advances of post-WWII negotiations, countries on either extreme of 
the spectrum violated human rights.29  States justified routine rights violations with claims of 
national security (over individual security), cultural relativism (over universal human rights), and 
imperatives of democracy or of communism (over individual or group interests).30  Ironically, 
despite regular abuses, the issue of human rights remained an important point of contention and 

                                                 
27 Some scholars go further, and consider it to be customary international law which has achieved universal 
normative status, as an authoritative interpretation of the UN Charter: “The Declaration, as an authoritative listing of 
human rights, has become a basic component of international customary law, binding on all states, not only 
members of the United Nations” (Sohn, 1982: 16-17). 
28 The case of Augusto Pinochet exemplifies the extended reach and expanded commitment of the international 
community with regards to human rights and against the impunity of dictators and war criminals.  The 2000 
indictment by a Senegalese court of Hissene Habre, the exiled former dictator of Chad, on torture charges 
demonstrates the legacy of the Pinochet case. 
29 The US overthrew democratically elected governments and supported oppressive (self-proclaimed anti-
Communist regimes) in Guatemala (1954) and in Chile (1973), among others.  The USSR employed military force 
against reformers in Hungary (1956) and the former Czechoslovakia (1968). 
30 Bouandel, 1997: 29-30. 
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conflict between the East and the West.  Caught up in the ideological divide, human rights were 
pushed to extreme positions.  Generally, Western countries asserted the primacy of CP rights, 
while Eastern countries favored ESC rights. 
 
The capitalist countries of the West believed in the supremacy of the individual, and 
consequently guaranteed freedoms of expression and movement.  They portrayed refugees 
fleeing Communist countries as seeking “freedom,” and called for increased human rights 
monitoring worldwide.31  However, they were less successful regarding the rights to health care 
and to work (with many perceiving unemployment as unavoidable).  While many states still 
promoted a right to basic education, other core ESC rights were seen as objectives – however 
desirable – rather than rights.   
 
Communist countries of the East, in contrast, focused on community, class interests, and group 
rights (from which individuals would benefit).  The East correspondingly favored ESC rights 
more heavily, and predictably provided more housing, jobs,32 and higher standards of health 
care,33 though censorship and state-controlled media limited freedom of expression, and freedom 
of movement was restricted.  In response to calls by the West for increased monitoring of (CP) 
human rights, the East emphasized state sovereignty and denounced outside interference in 
internal affairs.34 
 
 
II. A. 4.  International Bill of Human Rights 
 
The shift away from a progressive notion of human rights to one characterized by division and 
opposition occurred in the years following WWII and largely accounted for the delay – despite 
strong initial enthusiasm and political will – in establishing a universal international human 
rights regime.  In the end, this resulted in a somewhat weakened and fractional approach.  
Though intended to be joined (and thus comprehensive), in reality both the theory and practice of 
human rights remain divided.  It took nearly thirty years to complete the International Bill of 
Human Rights, slowed by battles over ideology and fears about losing sovereignty.  The final 
two documents reflect the political power struggles prevalent at the time, and remain a lasting 
legacy of the Cold War. 
 
With two superpowers engaged in a prolonged global power struggle that played out in politics, 
economics, and foreign relations, the conflict eventually found expression in the United Nations.  
Human rights became a major battlefield of the Cold War, and discussions within the UN 
Commission on Human Rights reflected the ideological division between the East and West.35  

                                                 
31 Ibid.: 30. 
32 Though jobs were secure (as employment was both a right and a duty), disguised unemployment and 
underemployment did exist.   
33 Ibid.: 38. 
34 Ibid.: 30. 
35 The UN Commission on Human Rights was an international body created in 1946 to review, monitor, and report 
on human rights issues (under thematic mandates) and human rights situation in specific countries (under country 
mandates).  It was composed of state delegates, not independent experts.  A subsidiary body of the Economic and 
Social Council (ECOSOC), the Commission was composed of 53 state delegates, not independent experts.  These 
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To resolve the deadlock, the Commission eventually adopted two covenants: the International 
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) and the International Covenant on Economic, 
Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR).  Together with the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights, the two Covenants, which came into force in 1976, make up the International Bill of 
Rights.36 
 
Planting the formal, modern international human rights regime’s roots firmly in this particular 
moment in time has had ramifications that continued long after the official end of the Cold War.  
In many ways, the polarization of that time facilitated the entrenchment of a “generations” 
perspective on a divided human rights regime.  It is now clear that this approach contains some 
elements of truth and some aspects of ideological interpretation.  Though it can be useful as a 
framework by which to organize a complicated system, the current application of the generations 
approach as a lens through which to reinterpret history has led many scholars to try to revise the 
theory.  However, by no means has it been completely eliminated, and its enduring influence on 
thought and practice sustains its place in the human rights field. 
 
What is indisputable is that ultimately two principal human rights treaties came out of the United 
Nations.  The ICCPR and the ICESCR divided the international human rights regime, and forced 
some level of acceptance with respect to this dichotomy.  More recently, there has been an 
increasing (re-)emphasis on the indivisibility and interdependence of the two categories of 
human rights.  This serves many objectives, as there are a number of similarities between CP and 
ESC rights.  Nonetheless, real distinctions do exist, which require recognition and attention.  
Indeed, failure to acknowledge difference because of a blind allegiance to a mantra of “equality” 
in some cases could actually be detrimental.   The key is to recognize that rights are equal in 
importance without being identical in nature or implementation. 
 
 
II. B.  Theoretical Background to Human Rights 
 
Strong theoretical claims about the nature and priority of human rights continue to dominate 
many discussions in this field.  In many cases, more recent determinations have been 
retroactively superimposed on the history of human rights.  While some contentions are (or can 
be) based in historical fact, others adopt a more expansive interpretation.  The most relevant 
issues for this project come from the divide between CP and ESC rights.  Here, the historical 
evolution of these rights provided the occasion for arguments (to varying extremes) of not only 
division, but also of hierarchy.  The most entrenched view is that of a “generations” approach to 
human rights.  A closer examination of both the similarities and divergences between CP and 
ESC rights adds greater substance and nuance to the generations perspective, even as it 
highlights areas that remain contentious. 
 
 

                                                                                                                                                             
representatives were elected by ECOSOC members from member states.  It was replaced by the UN Human Rights 
Council in 2006 (For further information, see: “Human Rights Council,” 2009a). 
36 UNGA, UN Doc. A/6316 (1966), 999 UNTS 171, 1966; UN Doc. A/6316 (1966), 993 UNTS 3, 1966; UN Doc. 
A/810 at 71 (1948), 1948. 
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II. B. 1.  Evolution of CP and ESC rights 
 
Human rights and the political and economic systems with which they interact have had a long 
and intersecting history.  All of the human rights (proactively) recognized today were once 
retroactive in nature, demanded in response to a particular historical moment.  Calls for both 
political and economic rights stemmed from dissatisfaction with the prevailing system at the 
time.  Both of the two major categories of rights were born in revolution and supported by an 
intellectual movement, arising from the needs and aspirations of the people.  In many ways, one 
group of rights built on the preceding, resulting in a dynamic model in which rights were 
evolutionary as well as revolutionary. 
 
The reformist theories of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries firmly introduced and 
established the first “generation” of human rights: civil and political rights.37  Though still rooted 
in religion, recognition of CP rights extended beyond a contractual obligation between God and 
man and began to define the role of the state, and to delineate boundaries between people and 
their government.  These rights define the realm of individual liberty, in many ways free from 
state intervention.   
 
These ideas gained traction during the English, American, and French Revolutions, and 
developed further through the Enlightenment.38  Though they were not explicit about the exact 
source (e.g. God or nature), authors of founding national documents did substitute a social-
contractual base for the divine basis of rights of man; in essence, they “took natural rights and 
made them secular, rational, universal, individual, democratic, and radical.”39   
 
Under this system, individuals consented to be governed, but retained their rights as part of their 
social contract with their governors.  Separation of power and the system of checks and balances 
represented safeguards against tyranny within a representative government.  Ultimately, civil and 
political rights became associated with the creation of new democratic systems on both sides of 
the Atlantic, which in turn further reaffirmed the primacy of securing civil and political 
freedoms.40 
 
While CP rights initially arose as people established their relationship with the state, economic 
and social rights arose in a formal sense from reactions to the negative effects of unregulated 
interaction between political and economic realities.  As countries began to develop 

                                                 
37 Again, it is important to note that the language of human rights (and thus of civil and political or economic and 
social rights) is a contemporary convention.  These terms were used not at all or not in the same ways during the 
historical periods described here.  These modern labels are attached to historical times only to facilitate 
understanding of this evolution, and to elucidate connections to the generations categorizations, which permeates 
much human rights scholarship today. 
38 In Europe, subjects used the emerging nation-state as a forum for acquiring and securing secular rights in an 
ecclesiastical dominion.  In America, the idea of separation of church and state became a founding principle for the 
emerging nation, and the Founding Fathers incorporated ideas and language of natural law, inherent freedom, and 
self-determination into the Declaration of Independence, and later the Constitution and Bill of Rights.  Thomas 
Jefferson, in particular, recognized that natural rights remained limited in exercise and applicability if they were not 
explicitly inscribed in a country’s legal structure.   
39 Henkin, 1999: 8. 
40 Ishay, 2004: 72-74, 80-81. 
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economically, it became clear that CP rights were insufficient to protect the poor and working 
classes.  The idea of individual liberty that legitimated exploitation of the working classes (and, 
to a lesser extent, of colonial subjects) precipitated a rejection of the current system and demands 
for social equity.  The Industrial Revolution and the socialist movement together provided the 
context in which a new generation of rights was both necessary and practical, along with a new 
conception of the state in terms of duties it has to protect and provide for the rights of its citizens.   
 
The socialist position (promoted by Proudhon, Marx, Engels, and Bebel, among others) seeking 
egalité dismissed formal “rights” language, though demands for social equity and protection 
soon found articulation in human rights language.  In response to inadequate provision by the 
capitalist market system, European socialists called for a second “generation” of economic, 
social, and cultural rights, and, if necessary, the intervention of the state in their pursuit.41  
Whereas the revolutionaries of Europe and America fought against the abuses of monarchial 
power, the resulting capitalist-dominated system produced a societal reality which demanded a 
remedy on such a scale that people turned back to the state.42  To ensure equitable participation 
in the system and in production, and more importantly, to guarantee equitable distribution of the 
benefits of production, the people sought intercession from a non-market entity. 
 
Even while they work within the existing system to fight for a renewed interest in ESC rights, 
developing countries have more recently demanded a new set of rights altogether.  Their shared 
experience of colonialism and neo-colonialism, and their suffering from poverty, illiteracy, poor 
health, and worsening environmental conditions, have led to calls for global rights to self-
determination, development, peace, and a healthy environment.43  While some argue that these 
rights are ill-defined and infeasible, proponents see them as yet another stage in an ongoing 
evolution, in which new rights are emerging from the rise and decline of the nation-state, and 
reflect the desire for kinship, liberty, and equality on a truly global scale.44  As proponents of the 
generations approach attempt to accommodate these new rights into their existing construct, it 
remains to be seen whether it will fit well and strengthen the paradigm, or reveal its faults and 
contribute to its breakdown.45 
                                                 
41 Ibid.: 120-121; Bouandel, 1997: 16-17. 
42 Donnelly, 2003: 58-60, 64-65. 
43 Brems, 2001: 98; Claude and Weston. 1992: 31; Freeman, 2002: 47; Morgan-Foster, 2004; Wellman, 2000. 
44 Though there is less consensus on the composition of these solidarity rights, and less agreement on their 
legitimacy as fundamental, universal human rights, there is general agreement on six discrete solidarity rights: right 
to political, economic, social, and cultural self-determination; right to economic and social development; right to 
participate in and benefit from the “common heritage of mankind”; right to peace; right to a healthy and ecologically 
balanced environment; and right to humanitarian disaster relief.  The first three reflect the growing nationalism in 
economically developing countries, and the call for redistribution of global power and resources, while the latter 
three indicate that the nation-state continues to be ineffective or incapable in certain matters (Vasak, 1979: 3; 
Weston, 1984: 266).  See also: African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (Banjul Charter), OAU Doc. 
CAB/LEG/67/3 rev. 5, 21 I.L.M. 58 (1982), 1986; Declaration of the United Nations Conference on the Human 
Environment (Stockholm Declaration), 1972; Declaration on Environment and Development (Rio Declaration), 
1992.  Though Southern countries may risk diluting the power of human rights language with their many and 
varying demands of it, they are now using their (ever more collective) voice to demand that their “solidarity” rights 
assume primacy over (supposedly Western) first and second generation rights.  See, for example: Algan, 2004.  
45 Without implying any inferiority of these rights, claims for and arguments about this newest “set” of rights lies 
largely outside the scope of this paper.  While references to these “solidarity” rights appear in the background 
discussions of intersections between human rights and development, and while there are clearly overlaps with the 
objectives of economic and social rights, the focus of this project necessarily remains centered on ESC rights. 

 18



II. B. 2.  Generations Theory of Human Rights 
 
Human rights – as well as their codification – have evolved over time, often in response to 
people’s needs at a particular historical moment.  The idea of a “generations theory” of human 
rights emerged as a useful and descriptive means of understanding this evolution, and thus of 
organizing various rights into separate categories.  However, fueled especially (but not 
exclusively) by Cold War ideology, this classification by generation has been interpreted not 
only as chronological, but also as hierarchical.46 
 
The French revolutionary slogan of “liberté, égalité, et fraternité” (liberty, equality, and 
fraternity) provides a helpful chronology of the three generations of rights.47  In this view, the 
idea of individual liberty (liberté) speaks to what would become known as the first generation of 
civil and political rights.  Associated with the idea of freedoms from, these rights are perceived 
to be largely “negative,” requiring the (costless) abstention of the state from interference.  In 
contrast, demands for social equity (égalité) characterized what would be labeled as the second 
generation of economic, social, and cultural rights.  Described as rights to, these essentially 
“positive” rights demand the active intervention of the state, rather than its abstention, and imply 
an associated government expenditure.  To complete the chronology, the idea of fraternité has 
been sculpted to describe a new, third, generation of solidarity rights.   
 
This precise division of human rights – particularly between the current core CP and ESC rights 
– offers some insights and clearly presents an orderly classification system.  However, it 
oversimplifies the reality of rights – and of their resource requirements.  More importantly, the 
generations theory has some clear limitations when applied to justify a superiority of one 
category (CP) of rights over another (ESC).48  In these cases, the distinctions between 
generations are often stretched to extremes, at which point they no longer reflect real differences.  
Consequently, this approach is inadequate to fully explain the differences between rights, even 
while it offers a useful framework for understanding their evolution. 
 
 
II. B. 3.  Commonalities and Divergences between CP and ESC Rights  
 
ESC rights are human rights, theoretically intended to be placed equally to CP rights.  Both share 
a human rights framework and language.  This includes the very idea of rights and a grounding 
in international human rights law, anchored by the principal UN treaties.  These binding 
documents describe individuals – the “rights-holders” – as having fundamental human rights, 
which governments – the “duty-bearers” – have the primary responsibility to uphold.49  Human 
rights treaties set out three principal obligations for states with respect to all human rights: 
                                                 
46 It is important to note that the idea of “human rights” is largely a post-WWII creation.  The emphasis in this 
section is to acknowledge the historical foundations of the ideas which would become associated with human rights.  
By linking newly labeled “universal international human rights” with historical legal developments, scholars both 
categorized rights and constructed arguments for their prioritization.  
47 Bouandel, 1997: 15; Weston, 1984: 264. 
48 Weston, 1984: 268. 
49 While these treaties remain state-based in that they are signed by countries and refer to countries’ responsibilities, 
a growing recognition of the role of non-state actors has in recent years led to the development of both voluntary and 
binding agreements for such entities.  In particular, multinational corporations (and, to a lesser extent, other smaller 
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• Respect – refrain from interfering (directly or indirectly) with the enjoyment of a right 
(do not deprive people or communities of access), 

• Protect – prevent interference (by other parties) with the enjoyment of a right (pass and 
enforce laws against violations), and  

• Fulfill – adopt the necessary measures to achieve full realization of the right (provide 
essential services and access).50 

 
Besides the international human rights law framework, CP and ESC rights also share the 
institutional infrastructure of the United Nations.  Oversight of the states parties’ general human 
rights compliance falls under the jurisdiction of the UN Human Rights Council,51 and specific 
treaty bodies monitor performance with respect to the individual covenants.  Both the ICCPR 
and ICESCR require country reports on implementation, and independent committees of experts 
convene regularly in Geneva to review compliance and progress.52 
 
Finally, both types of human rights exist within the current political system, and are marked by 
tensions between national government and international governance.  The dominant state-based 
structure is ruled by the notion of sovereignty.  Human rights (among other) concerns during the 
World Wars brought this idea into question on a large scale, and the boundaries have remained 
somewhat blurred.  At the national level, rights are enshrined in law and enforced through the 
legal system (which stretches from the police to the courts).  At the international level, rights 
contained in treaties technically have the force of law, yet there is little to no legal or judicial 
system to ensure implementation or compliance.  While a (relatively weak) version of a 
complaints mechanism exists, political persuasion remains the primary means of enforcement at 

                                                                                                                                                             
businesses) have been targeted as playing a large role in human rights violations (or protections), for which they 
should assume some formal responsibility.  Examples of voluntary initiatives include the UN Global Compact, the 
ISO 14000, and AccountAbility’s AA1000 standard (based on triple bottom line reporting), among others.  The 
major binding document comes from the UN in the form of the “Norms on the Responsibilities of Transnational 
Corporations and Other Business Enterprises with Regard to Human Rights” (UN Sub-Commission on the 
Promotion and Protection of Human Rights, UN Doc. E/CN.4/Sub.2/2003/12/Rev.2, 2003).  Outside of these 
initiatives, through which corporations pledge to monitor their own behavior, it remains the responsibility of 
governments to control the actions and policies of third-party actors, including businesses.  For example, the 
International Court of Justice ruled that the United States was responsible for human rights violations carried out by 
Nicaraguan contras who operated in their own country, but were supported by the US both politically and financially 
(Nicaragua V. United States of America, 2008). 
50 UNOHCHR, 2009b.  As an example, UN General Comment 12 on the Right to Food states: “The right to 
adequate food, like any other human right, imposes three types or levels of obligations on States parties: the 
obligations to respect, to protect and to fulfil. In turn, the obligation to fulfil incorporates both an obligation to 
facilitate and an obligation to provide” (CESCR, UN Doc. E/C.12/1999/5, 1999). 
51 The Human Rights Council was established by the UN General Assembly on March 15, 2006.  The Council is the 
successor to the United Nations Commission on Human Rights (UNGA, UN Doc. A/RES/60/251, 2006). 
52 Currently, the ICCPR, in an Optional Protocol, contains an additional protection in the form of an individual 
complaints mechanism, whereby individuals can submit a complaint directly to the Human Rights Committee.  
While this has long been considered to be an imbalance between the ICCPR and the ICESCR, only recently have 
attempts to rectify it been successful.  A Working Group on the Optional Protocol to the ICESCR has presented a 
draft protocol for negotiations, and the slow adoption process is underway (United Nations Human Rights Council, 
UN Doc. A/HRC/8/WG.4/2/Rev., 2008). 
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the international level.53  Thus both CP and ESC rights operate within a political system, 
requiring both resource allocation and political collaboration for their realization. 
 
Despite these common roots and sources of authority, there are some key differences between 
CP and ESC rights which must be acknowledged – without suggesting that ESC rights are not 
rights.  Difference does not by definition imply hierarchy; similarly, equality does not require 
identical means of implementation. 
 
Yet in many ways this is precisely how the differences between CP and ESC rights have been 
interpreted – as indications of superiority (of CP rights) and inferiority (of ESC rights).  Much of 
the debate regarding the specific nature of ESC rights (especially relative to CP rights) and of 
state obligations with respect to these rights arises from Article 2 of the ICESCR, which affirms 
that: 

“Each State Party to the present Covenant undertakes to take steps, 
individually and through international assistance and co-operation, especially 
economic and technical, to the maximum of its available resources, with a 
view to achieving progressively the full realization of the rights recognized in 
the present Covenant by all appropriate means, including particularly the 
adoption of legislative measures.”54 

 
There are three main points in this Article which underscore the unique nature and requirements 
of ESC rights.  First, it specifically mentions “international assistance and co-operation,” which 
extends the responsibility for realizing these rights beyond national borders.  Uncertainty – and 
unwillingness – in interpreting this obligation has left a key controversial element of ESC rights 
unresolved. 
 
Second, and perhaps most importantly, Article 2 requires states “to take steps” to move 
“progressively” toward an objective of “full realization.”55  The idea of progressive achievement 
reflects the fact that not all countries can immediately realize the final goal, though it was not 
intended to be perceived as an opportunity for states to evade taking any steps toward realizing 
these rights.  Two rights – the rights to self-determination56 and to non-discrimination57 – require 
immediate recognition for ESC as well as CP rights.  A core baseline of standards also must be 

                                                 
53 The other main means of enforcement for international law comes through national mechanisms, in that 
international law is supposed to be integrated into national law, so that all of the implementation and enforcement 
measures of the country can be applied.  However, to date this idea has been unevenly taken up in practice. 
54 UNGA, UN Doc. A/6316 (1966), 993 UNTS 3, 1966: Article 2(1).  Article 2(2) contains a provision concerning 
non-discrimination: “The States Parties to the present Covenant undertake to guarantee that the rights enunciated in 
the present Covenant will be exercised without discrimination of any kind as to race, colour, sex, language, religion, 
political or other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other status” (Ibid.).  In comparison, the ICCPR 
begins Article 2 with this provision, meaning that it avoids the complicated qualifications contained in Article 2(1) 
of the ICESCR (UNGA, UN Doc. A/6316 (1966), 999 UNTS 171, 1966: Article 2). 
55 These ideas in particular are discussed in greater detail – especially as they apply in practice – in the subsequent 
chapter on ESC rights measurement. 
56 Both covenants recognize that “all peoples have the right to self-determination,” to freely determine political 
status and pursue their economic and social development (UNGA, UN Doc. A/6316 (1966), 999 UNTS 171, 1966; 
UN Doc. A/6316 (1966), 993 UNTS 3, 1966). 
57 Both covenants – as well as other international documents – also bar discrimination based on race, color, sex, 
language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, property, or birth (Ibid.). 
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ensured at once, regardless of resource constraints.58  In all cases, states must take some action 
(“steps”) toward full realization, which always remains the final objective.  Finally, the qualifier 
of “maximum of its available resources” provides additional flexibility for the state in terms of 
pace and resource allocation decisions.   
 
Not surprisingly, implementation of Article 2 has been difficult to monitor and enforce.  While 
some clear violations of ESC rights exist,59 assessing compliance with the obligation to take 
steps, to the maximum of available resources, to progressively achieve full realization of ESC 
rights, remains a significant challenge. 
 
 
II. B. 4.  Examination of Arguments against ESC rights 
 
Clearly, Article 2 highlights key differences between CP and ESC rights, beyond the basic 
content or range of rights covered in the respective categories.  It demonstrates that there are 
different ways of conceiving of and implementing these rights as well.  For some, these 
differences provide sufficient justification for questioning ESC rights, especially for those with a 
pre-existing desire to discount them.  The divergences of ESC rights from CP rights offer ESC 
rights’ opponents the opportunity to bring them into question. 
 
There are two principal types of arguments against recognizing ESC rights.  The first focuses on 
the justiciability of ESC rights, questioning their legal status.   The other major type of argument 
made relates more to practical or administrative obstacles to enforcement.  The first is a largely 
theoretical argument, which the second refers to actual practice.  These two arguments are often 
intertwined; rebuttals to both have been made repeatedly, and with greater frequency, and many 
authors now agree on the basic justiciability of and states’ ability to implement ESC rights.60  A 

                                                 
58 In the case of ESC rights, the minimum core requirements include available foodstuffs, essential primary health 
care, basic shelter and housing, and the most basic forms of education.  The CESCR has issued a General Comment 
further expanding on the nature of progressive realization.  The Committee wrote that “the fact that realization over 
time, or in other words progressively, is foreseen under the Covenant should not be misinterpreted as depriving the 
obligation of all meaningful content. It is on the one hand a necessary flexibility device, reflecting the realities of the 
real world and the difficulties involved for any country in ensuring full realization of economic, social and cultural 
rights. On the other hand, the phrase must be read in the light of the overall objective, indeed the raison d’être, of the 
Covenant which is to establish clear obligations for States parties in respect of the full realization of the rights in 
question. It thus imposes an obligation to move as expeditiously and effectively as possible towards that goal” 
(CESCR, UN Doc. E/1991/23, annex III at 86, 1991). 
59 While further consensus is needed on the nature of scope of government obligations, three clear violations can be 
identified at the present time.  First are those policies that violate the “minimum core content” requirements.  
Standards have been named for each of the core ESC rights, and these should be available to all people immediately.  
Anyone denied of a basic level of subsistence – what Amartya Sen calls the “good life,” a life one would have 
reason to want to live – would be deprived of their basic human rights (1999: 14).  A second violation would be 
those actions that violate the principle of non-regression.  The “progressive realization” obligation of ESC rights 
may require additional clarification in the positive direction, but it is explicit in identifying any policy that worsens 
people’s enjoyment of or access to ESC rights as a human rights violation.  Finally, a third violation results from any 
form of discrimination.  This principle requires immediate (not progressive) action on the part of states with regard 
to all human rights, for all people, at all levels of socioeconomic development. 
60 For reference, see: Alston, 1991; Alston and Quinn, 1987; Higgins, 1994; Melish, 2002: 36-7; Scheinin, 2001: 29-
30, 49-54; Tinta, 2007; Tomasěvski, 2005; G.J.H. van Hoof, 1984: 98-102; Vierdag, 1978. 
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brief summary of the arguments against and for is presented here to provide context for ESC 
rights at the present moment. 
 
The first approach, questioning the justiciability of ESC rights, suggests that ESC claims are not 
about rights at all.  Some observers concede that the issues highlighted in the ICESCR are salient 
and have power as norms, but insist that they are too vague or imprecise for real judicial 
recognition or enforcement.61  In response, it should be noted that several CP rights – such as 
those relating to due process and equal protections – are equally open.  It is the role and 
responsibility of judges to interpret norms and give them “legal effect within a juridical 
context.”62  Moreover, the existence of (a growing) jurisprudence at all levels of governance 
conclusively demonstrates the justiciability of these rights in practice.63 
 
A related argument focuses on the “progressive realization” aspect of ESC rights, making a case 
that these objectives are development goals, rather than legal rights.  In the Cold War period, 
dominated by trickle-down economics theory, ESC rights were often considered to be “benefits” 
or “needs” as opposed to rights.  This status removes the legal entitlement, and thus significantly 
weakens any claim.  While debate will continue about the exact nature of progressive 
achievement, there are several ESC rights – such as non-discrimination – that also oblige states 
to take immediate steps.  States must also respect the right to non-regressivity; they cannot 
remove a right or benefit once it has been granted.  Failure to comply with any of these 
obligations constitutes a human rights violation, for which states can be held accountable. 
 
The second approach focuses on the difficulty in implementing ESC rights.  One contention in 
this vein highlights relative expenditures and the role of the state in realizing rights.  A common 
manifestation – and misconception – here picks up the dichotomy between positive and negative 
rights.  In much of the early literature distinguishing between “first” and “second generation” 
rights, a key difference cited was that CP rights require only negative duties, or abstention of the 
state, while ESC rights require positive duties, or state intervention.  This became linked to 
broader political questions of the (expanded or limited) role of the state.   
 
Most of scholars now agree that this is a false dichotomy.  The argument that CP rights are 
costless illustrates the way in which their proponents have attempted to exaggerate the more 
appealing aspects.64  In reality, there is not a clear or complete correspondence between the two 
categories of rights and ideas of positive and negative duties.  Both CP and ESC rights have 
positive and negative components, and failure to comply with either obligation – refraining from 

                                                 
61 Christiansen, 2007: 321-2. 
62 Melish, 2002: 34. 
63 The CESCR has also issued a General Comment addressing this issue: “It is important…to distinguish between 
justiciability (which refers to those matters which are appropriately resolved by the courts) and norms which are 
self-executing (capable of being applied by the courts without further elaboration).  While the general approach of 
each legal system needs to be taken into account, there is no Covenant right which could not…be considered to 
possess at least some significant justiciable dimensions” (CESCR, UN Doc. E/C.12/1998/24, 1998). 
64 Ensuring free and fair elections or a range of due process rights – central CP rights – obviously requires 
significant involvement and expenditure by the state, while not discriminating against women and children in health 
and education – key components to ESC rights – may involve the costless abstention of the state typically associated 
with CP rights. 
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violating rights or taking proactive, protective action to protect rights – can result in judicial 
review and states being held accountable.65   
 
A better breakdown is found in the three principal duties of states – to respect (generally 
negative), to protect (regarding third parties), and to fulfill (generally positive) – that are relevant 
to both CP and ESC rights.66  The duty to fulfill is especially important in this discussion, as it 
requires states to establish political, economic, and social systems, to provide equal access to all 
people.  This responsibility requires moving beyond the simplistic and inaccurate claim that ESC 
rights are administratively unenforceable because they are solely positive rights requiring 
excessive state intervention. 
 
Some groups extend this argument further, maintaining that courts cannot instruct legislatures on 
how to distribute public funds.  Referencing the constitutional doctrine of separation of powers, 
they emphasize the necessity of preserving resource allocation decisions with elected 
representatives.  In fact, many CP rights also require government expenditure, and courts can be 
involved in these decisions as well, while a number of ESC rights that require no allocation of 
public funds.  Finally, the separation of powers doctrine is about “ensuring accountability to the 
law, not shielding government branches from it.”67   
 
A final argument claims that violations of ESC rights are not possible to address – or redress – 
because there is no identified causal agent for poverty.68  Yet ESC rights are not just rights of the 
poor, but of all people, in all socioeconomic classes.  Moreover, the current system is designed to 
address specific violations of individual rights, not sweeping and generalized conditions.  
Furthermore, many such specific, individual violations against people living in poverty stem 
from actions that clearly contravene core human rights principles such as equality and non-
discrimination.69  Addressing these human rights violations simultaneously address one of the 
roots of poverty. 
 
Ultimately, despite a range of arguments on the difficulty of legislating, enforcing, and 
redressing ESC rights, there is a large and growing consensus that these are rights.  Like CP 
rights, ESC rights are subject to fulfillment and violation, legal scrutiny and redress.  Clearly, 
these rights require additional attention and clarification, but the debate is slowly shifting to how 
to best articulate and implement ESC rights.  In reaffirming the indivisibility and 
interdependence of all human rights, the ESC Rights Committee has concluded that the “question 

                                                 
65 Melish, 2002: 36-7; Tinta, 2007: 431-59. 
66 See: note 50 above.   
67 Melish, 2002: 39.  Melish concludes that this is not a violation of the doctrine, but rather, “it is precisely the 
reason the doctrine was created – i.e., to prevent the arbitrary exercise of public power by ensuring the political 
accountability of the most powerful branches” (Ibid.). 
68 Pogge, 2007: 2-3; Salomon, 2007; UNDP, 2000: 73-4. 
69 “The principles of equality and non-discrimination address one of the root causes of poverty. Poverty strategies 
target individuals and groups that are socially excluded, marginalized, vulnerable and disadvantaged. The human 
rights-based approach to poverty reduction espouses the principles of universality and indivisibility, empowerment 
and transparency, accountability and participation. It addresses the multi-dimensional nature of poverty beyond the 
lack of income” (UNDP, 2003: iv). 
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is not whether these rights are basic human rights, but rather what entitlements they imply and 
the legal nature of the obligations of States to realize them.”70 
 
 
II. C.  Intersections between Human Rights and International Development 
 
ESC rights exhibit some unique and interesting links to the international development field, 
especially where it focuses on the idea (and implementation) of human development.  While the 
two fields have developed along parallel but only occasionally intersecting paths in the post-war 
period, when brought into conversation it is evident that there are important influences and 
connections.  Examination of their respective historical trajectories reveals fascinating 
similarities, which also underscore the intimate interaction of both human rights and 
development with surrounding political, economic, and social circumstances.  
 
While the two fields are clearly distinct in many essential ways, consideration of more recent 
intersections highlights the opportunities for mutual benefit.  For example, the technical and 
methodological advancements of the development sphere offer a depth and breadth of general 
country knowledge and specific data that can be adapted to provide useful human rights 
information.  Due to both enhanced political feasibility and less restrictive technical 
requirements, work in development has outpaced human rights in terms of defining indicators 
and collecting and analyzing data.   
 
On the other side, the human rights field offers the development discourse a means of focusing 
on discrimination and inequality within countries and groups (rather than between countries, the 
historical focus of development).   The strength of the human rights approach – a “set of 
analytical tools for breaking down the actions of powerful institutions into permissible and 
impermissible categories”71 and the mechanisms to enforce such distinctions (e.g. the “naming 
and shaming” approach) could be useful in pressing for poverty alleviation. 
 
The introduction of ESC rights, in particular, to development work emphasizes government 
obligations to respect, protect, and fulfill, considering advancement concerning four key human 
rights principles: non-discrimination, progress, participation, and remedies.  Fukuda-Parr 
succinctly captures the mutual benefits possible in cross-referencing these two fields:  
“‘Introducing human rights into development analysis turns objectives and goals into rights and 
entitlements, responsibilities and accountability. Integrating human rights into development 
opens up a whole new agenda – of strengthening the institutions, the consensus on norms, legal 
standards, and political processes to strengthen the mechanisms of enforcing entitlements and 
accountability.’”72  Development and human rights workers, often working toward similar ends, 
albeit with little mutual recognition, increasingly find themselves in conversation as the 
intersections of these still-separate fields become more apparent.73 

                                                 
70 CESCR, 1991a. 
71 Green, 2001: 1066. 
72 Fukuda-Parr, 1999: 6-7. 
73 Relatively recent changes have highlighted the intersections of human rights and development, and have actively 
moved these two fields closer together.  The introduction of “third generation” solidarity rights – and particularly the 
right to development – have explicitly brought rights language into a development realm.  The related rights-based-
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II. C. 1.  Recent History of International Development Theory and Practice  
 
The rejection of ESC rights as rights also prevented them from being applied as a means of 
protecting and providing for the most vulnerable and disadvantaged.  Instead, issues or 
conditions such as poverty and inequalities in resource allocation remained the responsibility of 
development projects.  International development (variously considered to be economic, social, 
or human development) was charged with addressing basic needs provision and care for the 
world’s poor.  These programmatic objectives emanated from a sense of concern, charity, or 
even moral responsibility, but not from a legal obligation. 
 
In many ways, there are important parallels between the post-war history of development and of 
human rights.  Like human rights, the idea and practice of international development was not a 
novel concept in the mid-twentieth century, but it did gain greatly increased attention following 
World War II.  Changing ideas about sovereignty and international stability generated a growing 
consensus among Western countries that they must take an active role in dealing with 
underdevelopment outside of their own borders.74  Though initial work on development was 
confined within the UN, development debates – like human rights discussions – quickly migrated 
out into academic and policy circles. 
 
In perhaps the most important parallel with human rights, the early stages of development 
thinking were also highly influenced by the political and economic realities of the Cold War.  
With the world divided between capitalism and communism, the polarized superpowers used 
development assistance as a means of securing the loyalty and allegiance of (increasingly post-
colonial, independent) developing countries.75 
 
In the earliest post-war thinking, “development” meant economic development, which in turn 
was equated with economic growth; increased living standards were expected to follow naturally 
from growth in GDP.  Theories about how to achieve this growth marked this first phase of 
development thinking – including, in particular, capital formation and industrialization,76 human 
capital and technical assistance,77 and trade.78  Though some development attempts were 
successful in accelerating growth, it became clear that higher GDP does not necessarily alleviate 
– and may in fact exacerbate – poverty and related problems of unemployment and inequalities 
in resource distribution.   
 
                                                                                                                                                             
approach to development similarly makes unambiguous connections.  The RBA is quite applied, as is the practice of 
human rights mainstreaming into development programs, which brings the two together in a very practical way.  All 
of these exemplify the increasing interconnections between human rights and development, both in theory and in 
practice.  As an example of this conversation in the literature, see: Salmón, 2007. 
74 Indeed, one author commented that “the development of the less advanced countries may be regarded as the major 
need of the decades following the war” (Hambridge, 1955: 56, citing FAO, 1945). 
75 Arndt, 1987: 49, 79.  Rapley points out that the “term ‘third world’ originally denoted those countries that were 
neither advanced capitalist (the first world) nor communist (the second world)” (2002: 10).  Eventually, in practice 
all poor or developing countries became known as “third world” countries, regardless of their political or economic 
system (Ibid.). 
76 Lewis, 1955; Nurske, 1953. 
77 Abramovitz, 1951; Brown & Opie, 1953; Maddison, 1965; Parnes, 1962; Schultz, 1963; Singer, 1964. 
78 di Marco, 1972; Friedeberg, 1969; Johnson, 1967; Little, Scitovsky, and Scott, 1970; Myrdal, 1956a; 1956b; 
1957; Robertson, 1949; Rosenstein-Rodan, 1943; Viner, 1949. 
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Consequently, by the 1960s, questions of social objectives entered into the discipline’s discourse 
in a more substantial way, coinciding with a shift in thinking about the ends – rather than simply 
the means – of development.  The idea of social development79 moved to the forefront, along 
with overarching ideas about improved quality of life.  The major thrusts of this movement 
focused on employment,80 equity, poverty eradication,81 and basic needs provision.82  The idea 
of basic needs takes as foundational a minimum required standard of living, often entailing 
redistribution of resources.

a 

ly operating market. 

                                                

83  The basic needs model was the closest any twentieth century 
approach came to overlapping with human rights, but opposition from conservatives and the 
difficulties involved in defining and implementing these ideas relegated the basic needs ideal to a 
passing phase. 
 
The move away from social development was cemented in the 1980s with the introduction of 
structural adjustment programs (SAPs), which dominated the decade and had lasting 
repercussions.  After the end of the Cold War, links with developing countries shifted along with 
all other geopolitical relationships.  Assistance from the West came more from third-party 
organizations (instead of individual countries), often in the form of loans (rather than direct aid).  
Most notoriously, SAPs demanded drastic restructuring of political and economic systems in 
poor countries.  These programs relied on an incontrovertible faith in the power of the free 
market, including freedom from state intervention or regulation.  The major components of these 
programs included fiscal austerity,84 privatization,85 trade liberalization,86 currency 
devaluation,87 and state retrenchment and deregulation.88  Social development and increased 
quality of life were expected to flow (to most, but not all, people) eventually from the benefits 
generated in a free
 
By the turn of the century, SAPs – though not without some success stories – had devastated 
many developing countries, and the century ended fifty years of development experimentation 
with both poverty and inequality at higher (and growing) levels than before.  Today, the 
development discipline is searching for a new paradigm.  As the SAPs of the 1980s partially 
echoed the focus on economic growth of the 1950s, so do emerging models follow in the 
footsteps of the social development theories of the 1960s and 70s.  With non-state actors – 
including corporations and non-governmental organizations – gaining tremendous power, many 
people are calling for the reintroduction of the state to regulate capitalism and help ensure a 
minimum social safety net for those most disadvantaged by the current system. 

 
79 Jolly, 1977; Seers, 1969; Singer, 1965; Thant, 1962; ul Haq, 1971. 
80 Healey, 1972; Hughes, 1974; ILO, 1970; Morse, 1971; Schumacher, 1973; Seers, 1970; Singer, 1970; Turnham 
and Jaeger, 1971. 
81 McNamara, 1970; 1973; Seers, 1969; Singer, 1979. 
82 Higgins, 1978; ILO, 1976; Lisk, 1977; Seers, 1969; Srinivasan and Bardhan, 1974; Paul Streeten, 1981; P Streeten 
and Burki, 1978; ul Haq, 1971. 
83 Arndt calls “basic needs” both a slogan and a program (1987: 101). 
84 Doroodian, 1993; Frenkel & Khan, 1992; Rapley, 2001; The World Bank, 1994. 
85 Cook, 1992; Crane, 1989-1990; Ellis, 1993; Faucher, 1991; Harrison & Hanson, 1999; Ram, 1996; Ramamurti, 
1993; Taylor, 1993; Yoder, Borkholder, and Friesen, 1991. 
86 Adhikari, Kirkpatrick, and Weiss, 1992; Agosin and French-Davis, 1995; Edwards, 1994; Greenaway, Morgan, 
and Wright, 1997; Harrison and Hanson, 1999; Jenkins, 1996; Kawai, 1994. 
87 Kamin and Rogers, 2000; Krugman and Taylor, 1978; Mengisteab, 1991. 
88 DeGregorio and Guidotti, 1995; Haggard, Lee, and Maxfield, 1993; Haggblade, Leiedholm, and Mead, 1990; 
Handa and King, 1997; Taylor, 1993. 
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A relatively recent focus on human development (as opposed to purely economic development) 
provides some indication of current trends.  Bolstered by Sen’s work on human capacities, 
donors are increasingly seeking to involve the people and countries meant to benefit from 
development work in designating their own priorities.  As this bottom-up approach hints at 
human rights ideals, major organizations like the UN are formally integrating a human rights 
perspective through mainstreaming initiatives.89 
 
 
II. C. 2.  Important Divergences between Human Rights and International Development 
 
Historically, human rights and development have been separated in terms of ideology, 
administration, and implementation.  Though both were among the stated principal purposes of 
the United Nations, human rights pursuits traditionally have been seen as political aims, while 
development goals have been viewed as social or economic objectives.  Neither field perceived 
significant benefit from cross-reference with the other – in many cases, both saw such influence 
as detrimental.90  Yet after just two decades of historical change across the globe, beginning with 
the end of the Cold War and the increase in globalization,91 most public and private development 
organizations now have at least partially integrated a human rights focus. 
 
Though there is an emerging consensus that the disconnection between development and human 
rights was artificial, the real result of this divide is that the two fields have evolved in different 
directions.  They may ultimately share the outcome of poverty alleviation and increased respect 
for human dignity, but their stated objectives and strategies are not the same.  
 
First and foremost, ESC rights are rights, which belong to individuals who are (at least 
theoretically) empowered to assert them.  They cannot be preempted or arbitrarily dismissed by 
officials,92 as they involve enforceable claims and corresponding obligations on the part of duty-
bearers (typically the state).  Moreover, rights are “not just to be enjoyed but secured by social 
arrangements.”93  This requires that strategies focus not only on improved outcomes but on 
securing the process by which rights are realized. 
 
The international system has constructed an evaluative framework to ensure human rights 
realization in relation to the following: accountability (of key duty bearers, with regard to their 
obligations), conduct or process (of the duty bearer) in addition to result, and progress (relating 

                                                 
89 The UN Development Programme (the major development organization of the UN) has implemented a program 
called The Human Rights Strengthening Programme (HURIST).  The objective of this program is to Integrating 
human rights into UNDP’s activities.  For further information on the HURIST’s agenda and achievements, see: 
UNDP, 2006. 
90 Mokhiber, 2001: 155-6. 
91 The most notable shift of the late twentieth century was the end of the Cold War, which changed the discourse and 
decisions of international relations, development, and human rights.  The 1990s also saw a range of UN-convened 
global summits (on democracy, development, human rights, and even their interlinkages), the appointment of the 
High Commissioner for Human Rights – with a mandate that prioritized “promoting a balanced and sustainable 
development” and “ensuring realization of the right to development” – and a call from the Secretary General to 
mainstream human rights throughout the UN (Ibid). 
92 Green, 2001: 1095, citing Philippines Human Rights Information Center (PhilRights), 1997: 1-2. 
93 Fukuda-Parr, 2001: 240. 
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to non-discrimination, adequate progress, participation, and effective remedies).  To ensure that 
these obligations are fulfilled, the human rights framework entails a complex monitoring process, 
which to date has relied heavily on political pressures.     
 
Development goals, on the other hand, relate to needs or aspirations.  Often, they are defined by 
authorities external to the process, and can be deferred at the discretion of decision-makers.94  
Typically, they are relative and contextual – a characteristic that allows increased flexibility in 
adapting strategies to manage a particular situation, but which simultaneously fragments the 
process and limits the application of an overarching or universal framework.   
 
Consequently, monitoring human development focuses on outcomes (instead of on the process, 
or on underlying conditions), to take into account the multiplicity of strategies and objectives 
(rather than a single dimension).95  While development practice does strive to integrate a focus 
on equity and relative deprivation, practical realities often force the utilization of national 
averages.96   

 
 

II. C. 3.  The Right to Development and Rights-Based Approach to Development 
 
Human rights and development presently overlap most obviously – and most formally – in the 
right to development and the rights-based approach to development.97  While both hold some 
promise, the latter has garnered far greater positive attention in recent years. 
 
The right to development is the only “third generation” solidarity right to be officially recognized 
as an inalienable human right by the United Nations.  Though it appeared in indirect references 
in earlier documents,98 it was formally codified in the UN Declaration on the Right to 
Development in 1986.99  Despite this formal commitment, the right to development is a highly 
contested and controversial concept.  The most obvious problem is that development has no 
single definition, and can imply various plans, programs, ideas, attitudes, and actions.  
Complicating clarification is the fact that the right itself is conceived of differently by different 
people and at different times.  Consequently, there is general agreement that the right to 
development “cannot function as a substitute for a human rights approach to development, 
because of its vagueness, lack of legal obligation laid down in an international treaty, and lack of 
consensus.”100 
                                                 
94 Green, 2001: 1095, citing PhilRights, 1997: 1-2. 
95 For example, the well-known Human Development Index highlights three important measures of human 
development and value – to live a long and healthy life, to be knowledgeable and develop one’s creative potential, 
and to enjoy a decent standard of living – though there are myriad additional components to enhancing human 
choice and capability. 
96 Fukuda-Parr, 2001: 242-3. 
97 Both the right to development and the rights-based approach to development are described in greater detail in 
Appendix II.A. 
98 These include the 1944 Philadelphia Declaration of the International Labor Conference, the 1945 UN Charter, the 
1948 UDHR, and the two International Covenants.  Not until 1969, in the Declaration on Social Progress and 
Development, did the language explicitly reference a comprehensive “right to development,” rather than its 
component parts. 
99 UNGA, UN Doc. A/41/53 (1986), 1986. 
100 Hamm, 2001: 1010. 
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Instead, many scholars and practitioners have turned to a rights-based approach (RBA) to 
development, which “sets the achievement of human rights as an objective of development.”101  
The RBA represents a more complete integration of human rights and development.  Within this 
model, development is not merely one component of a bigger spectrum of rights (as with the 
right to development),102 nor are rights relegated to the periphery of development.  Quite simply, 
an RBA is an integrated process of the development of human rights for each and every human. 
 
A human rights framework for development policy is based fundamentally on the basic human 
rights principles of equity and non-discrimination; it focuses especially on the empowerment of 
disadvantaged groups.  It also requires and relies on good governance, with its key components 
of transparency, accountability, and efficiency.  Accepting the universality of human rights 
obligations provides the consensual basis for the incorporation of a human rights framework by 
the international development policy community, and changes the dynamic from charitable aid to 
a moral and even legal obligation in a participatory process.  It also brings other actors into this 
legal obligation, by making both donor and recipient governments duty-bearers.  Though in 
many ways it builds on the best of both development and rights, true implementation of a rights-
based approach to development would involve a major reconceptualization and reorganization of 
the development industry itself.   
 
These types of perceived threats constitute some of the largest potential drawbacks of the RBA; 
consequently, they also contribute to the greatest resistance to this approach.  Challenges to the 
RBA from the development world come in the form of apathy or a more subtle undermining 
whenever opportunities for cooperation or integration arise.  Many practitioners are not 
interested in the disruptive restructuring the RBA would require of development agencies.  More 
overt opposition to the RBA could come from political elites who see this approach (and its 
implicit embrace of ESC rights) as a threat to their ideology or their very power.  The sheer 
logistical obstacles associated with formal implementation further complicate acceptance of an 
RBA, and provide an easy excuse for those attempting to avoid such considerations.  Regardless, 
the RBA has not gained mainstream acceptance yet, so many assessments remain projections of 
potential consequences, positive or negative.103 
 
At both the theoretical and practical levels, then, the future of the RBA remains uncertain.  Some 
argue that integration of human rights into the development field is natural and mutually 
beneficial, while others insist that human rights activists are attempting to take over an 
independent field in which human needs are just that – needs, without a rights component.  This 
debate clearly has implications in the field, both for those working on issues of human rights or 
poverty alleviation, and for those suffering from unfulfilled needs or unrecognized rights.  While 
those seeking remedies may care little for such distinctions, these deliberations have real impacts 
on the avenues available to them for recourse.  For now, the debate remains open, and the 
boundaries remain fluid between ESC rights, “third generation” solidarity rights, human 
development, and the rights-based approach to development.  

                                                 
101 Ibid.: 1011. 
102 Some argue that a rights-based approach takes the right to development and operationalizes it.  From this 
perspective, the right to development is interpreted as the right to a process of development (Sengupta, 2002: 846).   
103 Greater detail on the content and the consequences of a rights-based approach to development are included in 
Appendix II.A. 
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Chapter III.  Measurement: What Are ESC Rights? 
 
 
Scholars and practitioners are working to define, legitimize, and operationalize ESC rights.  One 
key area – crucial to both the conceptualization and implementation of ESC rights – gaining 
attention is the issue of measurement.  In this context, measurement refers to the broadly 
conceived process used in the social sciences, in which observable conditions are assessed in an 
attempt to capture an underlying concept (in this case, ESC rights).  The process of measurement 
thus ranges from identification to observation, which may surpass a more mainstream 
understanding of measurement. 
 
In the case of ESC rights, measurement attempts to capture the degree to which governments are 
complying with their legal obligations, and the extent to which people are enjoying their rights.  
Consequently, it is necessary to define ESC rights (or its components), determine how to 
evaluate them (directly or through proxies), and translate the outcome into results meaningful to 
the questions asked.  As the motivations for measuring ESC rights differ from those of either CP 
rights or development, they accordingly require different methods of measurement.104 
 
This chapter elaborates on this point by exploring the unique measurement issues of ESC rights.  
The task of measuring ESC rights is very much a work in progress, and this review is necessarily 
simply a brief snapshot, presenting the issues and advances of greatest relevance at present.  To 
provide some background on the status of this work, this chapter begins with a description of the 
types of measurement most prevalent in human rights work.  It also introduces the central issues 
involved in quantifying ESC rights.105  It then offers a condensed overview of development and 
development indicators, in relation to ESC rights.106  Despite the numerous areas of overlap and 
influence between the two fields, an effort is made to constrain the focus here to issues of 
measurement alone.  Toward that end, this chapter presents an outline of current (and proposed) 
developments in ESC rights measurement.  These projects are considered in terms of a broader 
categorization within several measurement approaches, which themselves reflect evolving 

                                                 
104 In particular, it is important to recognize the differences between the two categories of rights, and to not attempt 
to indiscriminately apply successful CP rights paradigms and methodologies to ESC rights.  Very broadly, CP rights 
monitoring concerns mostly events (i.e. violations of individual’s rights), while ESC rights monitoring focuses on 
“persistent disparities (as between genders, socio-economic groups, and the like) with respect to access to, or the 
availability and quality of a wide variety of goods, services and facilities that are essential in promoting adequate 
functional capabilities and general well-being among all members of a society” (AAAS, 1992).  Thus CP rights are 
measured more in terms of the extent or abuse of political freedom, while ESC rights deal more with national 
achievements, and, when possible, with resource distribution decisions. 
105 Appendix III.A. expands on this introduction, by outlining the benefits and challenges of measurement in general 
and using indicators in particular.   
106 The comparative focus in this section is confined to ESC rights and development, to the exclusion of CP rights.  
While some issues relating to human rights measurement apply to CP as well as ESC rights, a more detailed 
comparison of CP and ESC rights measurement falls outside the necessarily constrained scope of this project.  A 
summary list of human rights and development indicators is provided in Appendix III.B.  A separate Appendix 
(III.C.) contains a reference list of existing CP rights measures, with brief descriptions of each one.  CP rights 
indicators clearly are more advanced than ESC rights indicators, but the former have had relatively limited influence 
on evolving methods of measuring the latter.  At this point in time, development indicators are more relevant to 
measuring ESC rights, as many ESC rights measurement approaches reference or even incorporate directly a range 
of development indicators. 
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thought about ESC rights more generally.  Finally, this chapter concludes with the construction 
of a new indicator of ESC rights for use in this project.  This measure builds on the foundation of 
existing work on human rights measurement, and takes into consideration the central 
requirements of both legitimacy as a valid ESC rights measure and feasibility for use in a 
statistical analysis.  An effort is made to outline both the theoretical and methodological 
decisions made in constructing this measure, as it is incorporated into the research presented in 
subsequent chapters. 
 
 
III. A.  The Process of Measurement 
 
Measurement constitutes one method by which to capture dimensions or characteristics of a 
particular idea or event.  To be accurate and useful, a concept must be both clearly defined and 
precisely portrayed (either quantitatively or qualitatively).  A measure should be “defensibly 
precise, reliable, valid, and equivalent”107 both conceptually and in subsequent evaluation.108  
Beginning with the careful definition of a social concept – e.g. human rights – the measurement 
process continues by identifying, disaggregating, operationalizing, and finally measuring each of 
the concept’s relevant dimensions.109 
 
As described, a comprehensive measurement process involves a number of complex 
requirements.  First and foremost, it requires a baseline of information from which to proceed.  
Careful measurement then entails both a formal framework to organize the data and informed 
judgments to ensure the measure’s validity.110  Ideally, data can be considered over time and 
space, to facilitate recognition of broader patterns.111  Following completion of the technical 
components of measurement, it is important to employ a form of secondary – often political or 
social – contextual analysis to inform and interpret the preceding statistical analysis112 (e.g. a 
more nuanced explanation of human rights enjoyment or violation). 
 
The most fundamental considerations regarding human rights measurement concern basic 
assumptions required to undertake the process in the first place.  Most obviously, this assumes 
that human rights can be measured at all.  There is a general consensus that human rights can be 
measured at least in principle (as laid out in legal documents) and in practice (as enjoyed by 
individuals and groups), and perhaps even as outcomes (of government policy bearing on human 
rights protection).   

                                                 
107 Barsh, 1993: 93. 
108 Precision refers to the correspondence “between properties of the numbering system used, and the nature of 
whatever is being measured” so that the process of measurement itself does not affect the results (Ibid.).  Reliability 
captures the “extent to which measurements are consistent when repeated by the same observer, or by different 
observers using the same instrument” (Ibid.: 94).  This ensures that both the instrument and the observer are 
consistent and reliable.  Validity reflects the idea that the instrument measures “exactly what it is supposed to 
measure, no more and no less” (Ibid.: 95).  Equivalence refers to the complex question of whether comparable 
indicators have the same meanings in diverse cultures (Ibid.: 96). 
109 Stohl et al., 1986: 599.  In some cases, these measured dimensions are subsequently reaggregated into a 
composite measure. 
110 Ibid.: 595. 
111 Landman, 2004: 909. 
112 Ibid.; Stohl et al., 1986: 598. 
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A measurement framework also assumes the existence of an identifiable baseline standard.  
Typically, international human rights law provides the ideals for rights in principle.  A more 
complicated notion of (minimum) core obligations assigns the baseline level for rights in 
practice.  Identifying positive outcomes of government policy frequently overlaps with rights in 
practice; the “violations approach” discussed in this chapter offers an alternative focus on the 
negative effects of state action (or non-action).113 
 
 
III. A. 1.  Types of Measurement  
 
In terms of measurement, rights are often divided by the type of right (or data), not according to 
whether they are a CP or ESC right.  Dividing measurement schemes by implementation level 
separates rights in principle from rights in practice.  This idea is most clearly presented by Todd 
Landman, who adds government policies and outcomes as a third category.114  Contrasting rights 
in principle with rights in practice reflects the (often problematic) gap between formal 
government commitment and actual enforcement of rights.  It is widely recognized that a right in 
principle does not necessarily lead to a right in practice. 
 
Rights in Principle 
 
Rights in principle represent the formal commitment of government.  In many ways, this concept 
is the most easily measured, as qualitative information on government promises can be tracked, 
coded, and represented as quantitative data.  The availability of this type of information makes it 
feasible to undertake country comparisons regarding norms widely held in domestic and 
international law.  The two most common sources of this type of information are state accession 
to international treaties and the content of national constitutions.  Several authors have examined 
levels of participation (or non-participation) with the major international human rights treaties,115 
while others have explored the extent to which human rights norms are enshrined in national 
constitutions.116 

 
Rights in Practice 
 
Rights in practice reflect the actual practice of government, which in turn represents the actual 
enjoyment of rights by citizens.  This area has been the greatest focus of human rights research, 
and consequently contains a larger number of measures.  Many authors divide these measures 
into those that use events-based, standards-based, or survey-based data.  All of these measures 
contain advantages and drawbacks, and grapple with tradeoffs between quantitative and 
qualitative data as well as the search for an elusive balance between low-level data providing 
detailed information and macro-level summaries enabling fair comparisons. 

 

                                                 
113 This approach assumes that the violator can be identified and that the victim can provide information.  
Additionally, such a process necessitates a standardization mechanism for translating information into useable data 
(Landman, 2004: 910). 
114 Landman, 2004. 
115 Alston, 2000; Hathaway, 2002; Keith, 1999; Landman, 2004. 
116 Davenport, 1996; Foweraker and Krznaric, 2002; Landman, 2004: 911, citing Maarseveen and Tang, 1978. 
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Events-Based Data 
 
Events-based data concentrate on individual human rights violations.  They record the basic facts 
of who, what, where, and when, in descriptive or quantitative summaries.  Often quite detailed, 
disaggregated to the level of specific violations, these data contain a tremendous amount of 
information.  When carefully collected and documented, they can demonstrate that violations are 
systematic rather than sporadic or isolated.  They may also point to underlying causes of abuse, 
rather than reporting only on overall statistics of violation.  On the other hand, they can risk 
misrepresenting a situation by failing to capture events or inflating counts of true violations.   
 
Examples of events-based measures are HURIDOCS and the various handbooks on specific 
rights.  The Human Rights Information and Documentation System (HURIDOCS)117 is a global 
network connecting organizations using human rights information.  Among the tools and 
techniques they have developed is a set of standards on human rights reporting.  Another source 
for guidance on specifying particular rights and collecting relevant data are the manuals dealing 
with single rights and legal options, such as the Torture Reporting Handbook and Reporting 
Killings as Human Rights Violations.118   

 
Standards-Based Data 
 
Standards-based data focus on state compliance with – or violation of – specific rights, by 
referencing international standards.  As such, they deal more with the frequency and degree of 
violations than with detailed accounts of individual cases.  For example, a standards-based 
measure would report on a country’s overall rates of infant mortality.  Clearly, this type of 
information allows for detailed scrutiny of key areas targeted for international human rights 
monitoring and evaluation.  This data also lends itself to quantitative scaling, which makes them 
especially useful in cross-national comparisons.  However, standards-based measures achieve 
this comparability and abstraction at the expense of specificity (especially important for 
advocates or policy makers). 
 
Two principal standards-based measures are the Political Terror Scale and the Freedom House 
Index of Political Freedom.  Other, less commonly used measures include the Torture Scale, the 
Minorities at Risk Project, and the State Failure Project.  Standards-based data relating to CP 
rights introduce an additional complexity due to their frequent partial overlap with measures of 
democracy.  Two such measures used as proxies in human rights investigations are Vanhanen’s 
Index of Democratization119 and the Polity institutional measures of democracy and 

120autocracy.  

urvey-Based Data
 

S  

                                                

 
Survey-based data are compilations of individual reports.  Generally, these contain information 
from random samples, by country.  While they often provide insights into perceptions of human 

 
117 HURIDOCS, 2007. 
118 These two manuals are published by the Human Rights Centre, University of Essex, 2000; 2002. 
119 Vanhanen, 2000. 
120 Jaggers and Gurr, 1995. 
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rights enjoyment or violation within a particular state, they are obviously susceptible to cultural 
biases.  If they are not conducted according to carefully constructed research designs, survey data 
re also vulnerable to a range of methodological biases and other problems. 

cus on 

ons, 

ew global surveys are the World Barometer and the more famous 
World Values Survey.121 

overnment Policies and Outcomes

a
 
Most survey-based data come from smaller projects with a limited scope.  Many tend to fo
countries with large at-risk populations, such as Physicians for Human Rights’ surveys in 
Afghanistan, Sierra Leone, and Iraq.  At the other end of the spectrum are self-examinati
often by developed countries like the United Kingdom with high levels of human rights 
protections.  Among the f
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evelopment indicators,122 discussed in greater detail below. 

I. A. 2.  Indicators 
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They can come from a variety of sources,124 and are most constructive when 
isaggregated.   
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out how the proxy (indicator) captures the underlying factor (the 
henomenon of interest). 

                                                

 
In addition to these rights in principle and in practice, Landman discusses government po
and outcomes.  To some degree, the addition of this category reflects the complications 
introduced by the inclusion of ESC rights into debates over methodology and measurement.  
Government outcomes are often measured through socioeconomic indicators, introducing the 
myriad issues arising from the attempt to divide measures of s
d
 
 
II
 
Indicators are one specific type of measurement tool used by the social sciences in general, and 
by human rights (and human development) in particular.  Technically, an indicator “refers
set of statistics that can serve as a proxy or metaphor for phenomena that are not directly 
measurable.”123  
d
 
Indicators, which generally tend to be quantitative,125 are very useful in succinctly summarizing 
a particular characteristic or situation.  However, it is important to note that indicators consist n
only of statistical extractions (which themselves reflect measurement decisions and methods
but also of assumptions ab
p

 
121 World Values Survey Association, 2009. 
122 Fukuda-Parr, 2001. 
123 Cobb and Rixford, 1998: 1.  Indicators, which provide an absolute measure at the present time, differ from 
benchmarks, which refer to relative (future) targets set by individual governments concerning specific rights (Green, 
2001: 1080). 
124 Türk identifies the following sources: “(a) population, housing and agricultural censuses; (b) household sample 
surveys; (c) civil registration and other registers; (d) administrative data; (e) non-governmental administrative data” 
(UNESCO, UN Doc. E/CN.4/Sub.2/1990/19, 1990: II.24). 
125 Like most social development indicators, human rights indicators focus on quantitative measures.  Nevertheless, 
Türk stresses the importance of qualitative indicators as well, especially with regard to ESC rights: “qualitative 
distinctions are only rarely emphasized and often cannot be significantly derived from existing methods of collection 
and assumptions surrounding social and economic indicators.  Yet the qualitative elements of economic, social and 
cultural rights are as crucial as those measuring quantitative aspects” (Ibid.: II.25). 
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Conceiving of an indicator as a “yardstick to measure results and to assess realization of desired 
levels of performance in a sustained and objective way”126 suggests a powerful role for th
in the human rights field.  Here, ind

is tool 
icators are statistics used to capture the enjoyment or 

lfillment of a particular right.127 

he 

t, the 
 utilize these different values, 

dividually or in combination, remains an open discussion. 

III. A. 3.  Measurement Overlaps with International Development Work 

d 
any to make both formal and informal connections between ESC rights and development.129 
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etween ESC rights and development, and their respective indicators. 
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Using indicators to measure human rights has given rise to several interesting debates.  One 
discussion particularly relevant here is the dual nature of this measurement tool.  Human rights 
indicators can measure individual enjoyment of a specific right, or government compliance with 
its legal obligation to respect, protect, and fulfill a particular right.  A related debate concerns t
best means of categorizing indicators.  Besides being divided into quantitative and qualitative 
measures, human rights indicators have been classified as dealing with the content of a righ
state obligation, the results, and the progress.128  How to best
in
 
 

 
One outcome of the increasing attention to ESC rights is a growing movement to actually 
develop concrete measurement schemes for them.  The natural linkages with the development 
field, combined with the rich history of quantification and measurement in development, has le
m
 
The 2000 Human Development Report underscores the shared objectives and motivations o
human rights and human development.  Fukuda-Parr goes further, claiming that “[h]uman 
development and human rights are in fact two sides of the same coin – there is no developmen
without human rights.”130  In both academia and practice, people are beginning to look at the 
overlaps between the two fields.131  In particular, the incorporation of development ideas a
use of development data is one proposed solution to the problem of designing ESC rights 
indicators.  Within this paper on ESC rights measurement, this chapter
b
 

 
126  Chapman, 2000: 1-2. 
127 In other words, the numerical quantification of a political, economic, social, etc., aspect is employed to indicate 
the degree of realization of a particular right (Green, 2001: 1065). 
128 Omar, 2001: 149. 
129 In this chapter, development discussions refer to human development, which maintains a primary focus human 
capabilities and choices.  Fukuda-Parr identifies five general elements of a human development agenda: 
prioritization of social development; pursuit of economic growth that generates resources for human development; 
emphasis on democratic governance (to secure human rights); equity and special attention to the most 
disadvantaged; and global reforms to facilitate developing countries access to markets, technology, and information 
(2003: 310-2). 
130 Fukuda-Parr, 2001: 239. 
131 Green comments that the question of how human rights fit into the development process has gained increasing 
attention on a global stage, with consideration of the role of human rights indicators in development occupying a 
narrower yet vibrant subfield (2001: 1094-5).   
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III. A. 3. i.  Development and Human Rights Indicators 
 
While there is overlap between human rights and development indicators, these two sets of 
measures are not synonymous.132  A human rights indicator assesses the extent of government 
compliance with legal obligations.  Development indicators, in contrast, measure the extent of 
individual enjoyment of basic needs.133  The 2000 Human Development Report distinguishes 
between the two in the following way: “Human development indicators assess the status of 
people’s capabilities.  Human rights indicators evaluate whether people are living with dignity 
and freedom and the extent to which critical actors, usually states, have fulfilled their obligations 
to establish and uphold just social arrangements to enable their residents to do so.”134 
 
This distinction has led to different methodologies.  Human rights indicators necessarily cover 
obligations, and consider inputs as well as outputs, while development indicators focus more 
exclusively on outcomes (often without the obligation component).135  Highlighting a similarity 
in objective achieved through divergent means, the 2000 Report concluded that, while both 
indicators “draw attention to unacceptable disparities and suffering, human rights indicators also 
need to cover the policies and practice of legal and administrative entities and the conduct of 
public officials.”136 
 
The universal nature of human rights also requires attention to all people, and requires 
disaggregated data to compare the rights enjoyment of the most disadvantaged to the rest of the 
population.  While development programs also serve the poor and marginalized, they make no 
claims of universality and typically rely on national averages in analysis and evaluation.  
Nevertheless, at a basic level the two fields – and their indicators – purport to cover the same 
territory, as illustrated by the fact that the components of the Human Development Index (health, 
educational achievement, and living standards) are also core aspects of the ICESCR.137 
 
 
III. A. 3. ii.  Contribution of the Development Field to ESC Rights Measurement 
 
This overlap in spheres – coupled with the advanced state of development indicators, compared 
with ESC rights measures – has led many scholars and practitioners to turn to development 
methodologies and data sources as a possible means of constructing new ESC rights indicators.  
While this movement remains in its infancy, some key issues can be identified regarding the 
translation of development data into human rights indicators.   
 
                                                 
132 Greater detail on development indicators and examples of the most common measures are included in Appendix 
III.D. 
133 Chapman, 2000: 2; Green, 2001: 1091. 
134 UNDP, 2000: 91. 
135 The twin emphases of human rights indicators reflect the dual obligations of conduct and result found in the 
ICESCR.  Chapman, among others, stresses that the obligation of conduct is the more essential and distinctive, 
underscoring “the advantage of highlighting policy priorities and implementation, both of which are under the 
control of state parties, rather than on outputs or results, which reflect a confluence of factors, including the 
availability of resources” (2000: 3). 
136 UNDP, 2000: 91. 
137 Sano and Lindholt, 2000: 79.  
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Most obviously, human rights indicators need to reflect the fact that they purport to measure 
rights, rather than aspirations or general conditions.  As such, they must make adjustments to 
existing development indicators so that they directly relate to international norms from the 
ICESCR, UDHR, and other human rights instruments.  Human rights indicators similarly must 
reflect the obligations associated with rights.  Thus measures of ESC rights must consider state 
compliance with their responsibilities, including assessments of accountability and effective 
remedies138 – the hallmarks of the international legal human rights framework. 
 
Consistency with the ICESCR and international law also requires a focus on universality.  While 
development indicators reflect national trends or evaluate specific programs, ESC rights 
indicators need to capture the degree to which rights are being enjoyed by every individual.  This 
clearly requires highly disaggregated data.  However, because both development and human 
rights are concerned with reducing deprivation, development data already contain some useful 
measures.  Some promising indicators include universal literacy and access to basic primary 
health care (e.g. immunizations and elimination of malnutrition).139 
 
From this basis in universality and equality, human rights prioritize the process of rights 
enjoyment as well as the ultimate outcome.  ESC rights indicators consequently must reflect 
compliance with obligations of conduct.  To do so, they need to assess the effectiveness of state 
policies, and the levels of participation and nondiscrimination they foster.  This again requires 
information at an individual level, rather than an absolute measure.140 
 
Finally, ESC rights indicators, in reflecting the unique nature of the ICESCR, must take into 
account available resources and progressive realization.  Ideally, these rights indicators will 
capture state efforts and compliance within their means.  However, in practice, the obvious 
correlations between poverty and development indicators introduce a risk of poorer countries 
being depicted as having higher rates of human rights violations.141   
 
Human rights measurement schemes therefore must distinguish between rights subject to 
immediate application and those dependent on available resources and progress over time.  
Though core obligations should continue to be minimum requirements in all cases, indicators of 
the other rights subject to progressive realization must take into account the (relative) availability 
of resources and policy options.  
 
 
III. B.  Measuring ESC Rights 
 
Often incorporating knowledge about and from the development field, ESC rights scholars and 
advocates have begun to take on ESC rights measurement in its own right.  The movement to 
identify ESC rights indicators gained momentum beginning in the 1990s, led in part by the UN 

                                                 
138 Fukuda-Parr, 2001: 244. 
139  UNESCO, UN Doc. E/CN.4/Sub.2/1990/19, 1990: VI.85. 
140 Fukuda-Parr, 2001: 244. 
141 Recognition of differing levels of technological and statistical resources also must be taken into consideration. 
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and the ESC Rights Committee.142   The Committee has identified two principal uses of 
indicators – international comparability and domestic information143 – for which they hope to 
employ existing data in new ways.  There is already a significant amount of available data, but 
this information must be supplemented by new measures (e.g. disparities) or utilized in new 
ways (e.g. comparative proportions, disaggregation) to transform them into human rights 
measures.144  In the words of Danilo Türk, “The problem is not one of availability of information 
but the absence of agreement of which indicators are to be used and how.”145 
 
The myriad views on ESC rights measurement stem from more general opinions about ESC 
rights themselves.  Philosophical, ideological, legal, and practical considerations about ESC 
rights are driving decisions about ESC rights indicators.  This comes in part because the ESC 
rights measurement project really is still in its infancy, and in part because the unique nature of 
these rights – especially the issues of maximum available resources and progressive realization – 
has complicated the development of widely agreed upon measures in this early stage. 
 
As a result, the wide-ranging opinions about how to best measure ESC rights have led to a 
variety of approaches.  Accordingly, what is presented here are some of the most referenced and 
promising models, grouped into two overarching categories, which represent the two major 
approaches to creating ESC rights indicators.  The first section includes the measurement 
approaches that attempt to solve the problems of progressive realization and maximum available 
resources.  The second section concentrates on the division between a focus on individual rights 
and a broader view encompassing all ESC rights together.  Some of these remain proposals, 
while others have been pursued further, offering some real outlines for or attempts at actual 
quantification and assessment. 
 
 
III. B. 1.  Approaches to ESC Rights Measurement 
 
Scholars and practitioners have put forward a variety of approaches to measure ESC rights, 
reflecting different strategies for dealing with the particular challenges created by ideas of 
progressive realization and maximum available resources.  Four approaches are outlined here: 
immediate obligations, core obligations, resource and entitlements, and violations.  This 
overview illustrates how each effort tends to focus on solving a particular complication of ESC 
rights, and in many cases presents essentially a theoretical solution to a specific conceptual 
challenge.146    

                                                 
142 In 1993, the UN Centre for Human Rights convened an expert seminar on developing ESC rights indicators.  In 
1995, the Committee adopted the first general comment on a specific ESC right identified in the ICESCR, soon 
followed by several more: adequate housing (1995), adequate food (1999), education (1999), health (2000), water 
(2002), and work (2005).   
143 UNESCO, UN Doc. E/CN.4/Sub.2/1990/19, 1990: II.13. 
144 AAAS, 1992: 9. 
145 CESR, 1995: 12. 
146 As CP rights were the focus of theory and practice more simultaneously, means of real enforcement and recourse 
developed alongside ideas about these rights.  In contrast, ESC rights have remained more limited to the conceptual, 
rather than practical, domain, and discussions about their measurement (with an eye toward their enforcement) also 
have remained somewhat conjectural.  Largely due to this approach, various approaches to measurement appear 
designed to deal with a specific difficulty of ESC rights.  Of the four approaches reviewed here, the first two 
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III. B. 1. i.  Immediate Obligations 
 
One way to avoid the potentially thorny questions of maximum available resources and 
progressive realization is to focus on those rights not subject to gradual implementation or 
relative resource levels.  Several ESC rights are subject to immediate realization in all countries.  
Two of the most important of these rights are nondiscrimination and equality between men and 
women.  Both of these have parallel rights within the CP rights field, which also impose 
immediate obligations. 
 
Nondiscrimination creates an immediate duty on the part of the state.  ICESCR Article 2(2) calls 
on states parties to guarantee that the rights enunciated in the Covenant “will be exercised 
without discrimination of any kind as to race, color, sex, language, religion, political or other 
opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other status.”147  The Committee has 
interpreted this as requiring both negative and positive actions, to prevent and to compensate for 
discrimination, respectively.148 
 
The equal rights of men and women are also subject to immediate respect.  Article 3 establishes 
that states parties are required “to undertake to ensure the equal rights of men and women to the 
enjoyment of all economic, social, and cultural rights set forth in the present Covenant.”149  In 
General Comment 16, the Committee linked this provision with the right to nondiscrimination 
(on the basis of sex), and elaborated on both.150  They again call for temporary special measures 
to compensate for past inequalities, and continue to weave through duties to respect, protect, and 
fulfill, a theme running throughout many of the more recent communications from the 
Committee. 
 
  
III. B. 1. ii.  Core Obligations 
 
A third category of ESC rights requiring immediate implementation deserves its own category, 
both for its scope and for the amount of attention it has received.  The idea of core rights or 
content – and associated core obligations – captures the notion that there is a baseline of ESC 
rights realization necessary for a life of dignity and worth.  No human being should be allowed to 
fall below this minimum level of provision, regardless of a country’s resource endowments or 
other circumstances.151  In General Comment 3, the Committee clarifies that a core obligation is 
designed “to ensure the satisfaction of, at the very least, minimum essential levels of each of the 
rights is incumbent upon every state party,”152 though the obligation remains for each state party 
to strive to ensure the widest possible enjoyment of the relevant rights. 
                                                                                                                                                             
(immediate obligations and core obligations) generally have been applied in practice more than the other two 
(resource use and violations) have been. 
147 UNGA, UN Doc. A/6316 (1966), 993 UNTS 3, 1966: Article 2. 
148 Alston, 1991a: 47. 
149 UNGA, UN Doc. A/6316 (1966), 993 UNTS 3, 1966: Article 3. 
150 CESCR, UN Doc. E/C.12/2005/3, 2005. 
151 Importantly, it is also possible to connect the idea and implementation of a core standard with equality.  For 
example, Michelman identified a tendency toward judicial “equality” in the US Supreme Court as actually a claim 
for “minimum welfare” (1969: 9).   
152 CESCR, UN Doc. E/1991/23, annex III at 86, 1990. 
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Many UN agencies have already identified their own set of core indicators.153  While there is 
significant overlap among these, the lists are not identical.  Clearly each organization selects 
indicators best suited to its own purpose, which typically emanates from a narrowly defined 
mission (e.g. related to a single ESC right).  In many ways, the idea of core or minimum 
obligations simplifies ESC rights measurement difficulties, and this standard can provide a 
baseline of protection, especially in countries with limited resources.   
 
Nonetheless, many authors also caution that it is important to be mindful of the drawbacks and 
hazards of reference to a small number of measures, based on a minimum level.  The most 
obvious problem with a labeled minimum is that it risks becoming “sufficient” – i.e. 
governments may fulfill the minimum and no more.  In such a case, the idea of progressive 
realization could become limited to only a basic level of provision, which governments perceived 
to be the amount required by international interpretation of the Covenant. 
 
Another labeling problem comes from directing the application of these rights primarily at the 
poor, who may already feel singled out and branded.  Türk points out that, “in countries where 
attempts have been made in this direction, the beneficiaries feel that they are second-class 
citizens…a punishment for being poor.”154  Such programs may also restrict the freedom or 
independence of beneficiaries, which can be detrimental to their own self-perception and to 
social cohesion.  Some suggest a solution to the labeling problem is to rename the idea, 
transforming it from a minimum to a beginning of sorts.155 
 
 
III. B. 1. iii.  Entitlements and Resource Use 
 
To avoid these problems associated with the idea of minimum or core obligations, some human 
rights advocates prefer to focus on more positive or proactive concepts.  One such possibility is 
the idea of “entitlements,” which emphasizes the rights-side of the equation, rather than the 
obligation.  In this sense, the weight falls on the desired end condition (though a rights-based 
approach is necessary to achieve any outcome) rather than a specific set of steps, or obligations. 
 
Another means of shifting the stress from a list of obligations is to concentrate on resource 
utilization instead.  This clearly references the notion of maximum available resources, but 
avoids placing the entire onus on a checklist of duties.  Robertson offers a resource approach to 
“assess state performance by measuring it against standards of resource utilization indicative of 
compliance.”156  He advocates using formal indicators to measure specific ESC rights against the 
five resources needed to realize them: human, technology, information, natural, and financial.  
While this approach provides focus and guidelines for state compliance, some critics question its 
validity, and warn that states could satisfy indicators without satisfying obligations associated 
with rights. 

                                                 
153 Appendix III.E. lists examples of several of these. 
154  UNESCO, UN Doc. E/CN.4/Sub.2/1990/19, 1990: F.1. 
155 One such suggestion is to call them “spring-board” rights, which are “dynamic rights, driving forces of 
development, [that] can form the basis for combating poverty, starting with guaranteed security for the family” 
(Ibid.). 
156 Robertson, 1994: 703. 
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To some degree, both the entitlements and resource use approaches try to circumvent problems 
of abstract notions of “maximum” and “progressive” relating to ESC rights realization.  They 
also may help deal with the central complication of maximum available resources, arising from 
the very fact that state obligations are based on relative levels of scarcity – namely, that the 
poorest countries are required to meet minimum levels only, while other countries must meet all 
obligations.  In this case, indicators can help clarify a country’s true level of available resources, 
and subsequently facilitate designation of a realistic and appropriate set of associated 
obligations.157 
 
 
III. B. 1. iv.  The Violations Approach 
 
The conventional (and possibly, in practice, most prevalent) means of monitoring ESC rights is 
in terms of government compliance with the standards of the ICESCR, through the lens of 
“progressive realization.”  This approach has been criticized for being ineffective and even 
irrelevant.  One main alternative that has garnered significant attention is the “violations 
approach” put forward by Chapman.158  She argues that “the identification of violations in order 
to end and rectify abuses is a higher priority than promoting progressive realization.”159   
 
While there is no consensus on how to approach ESC rights monitoring, the debate over the 
violations approach has implications on the parallel discussion regarding ESC rights 
measurement.  A violations approach requires less rigorous conceptual and methodological 
standards, as instances of non-compliance typically are easier to identify than “taking steps” for 
the “progressive realization” of ESC rights, according to “maximum available resources.”160  
Violations are identified by using three of the major components of ESC rights provision or 
compliance, presented here in the negative.  Thus, violations can stem from government action 
or policy (e.g. retrogression or failing to take steps), discrimination, or state failure to fulfill 
minimum core obligations. 
 
Indicators have an important role to play in determining all of these types of violations.  They are 
perhaps most straightforward in the determination of discrimination, as properly disaggregated 
data can facilitate identification of inequities and lack of protection of or provision to specific 
(typically already disadvantaged) groups.  With minimum core obligations now clearly defined, 
and in many cases quantified, indicators can help establish whether states are failing to meet their 
responsibilities for immediate implementation.  By using similar data over time, retrogression, or 
retraction or denial of a right previously provided, can also be documented.  In some cases, this 
may be easier to identify than a less obvious or delineated notion of forward movement (i.e. 
taking steps, toward progressive realization). 
 
                                                 
157 UNESCO, UN Doc. E/CN.4/Sub.2/1990/19, 1990: 17. 
158 Chapman, 1996. 
159 Chapman, 2000: 9.  However, Paul Hunt calls the distinction between the “progressive realization” and the 
“violations” approaches a “tyrannizing dichotomy” (Green, 2001: 1086).  He argues that there is danger in 
overemphasizing a theoretical distinction that does not apply in every situation – especially when there is, in his 
opinion, a more straightforward perspective, namely that every right has a duty, and that a duty not met constitutes a 
violation.   
160 For examples of violations of economic, social, and cultural rights, see: Chapman, 2000: 10-11. 
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In a slight variation to Chapman, Stohl et al. have presented their own take on the violations 
approach.  They responded that there is now too much focus on the quantity of violations, and 
instead suggest “that there exist three dimensions of general relevance to human rights 
measurements: those of scope, intensity, and range.”161  Scope refers to quality, or the types of 
harm inflicted, and intensity identifies quantity, or frequency of occurrence of violations.  Range 
includes the target size of the population whose rights are threatened.162 
 
 
III. B. 2.  The Disaggregation Dilemma 
 
One of the biggest decisions for those involved in the ESC rights measurement project is whether 
to try to measure a single right or all ESC rights together.  Those projects focusing on all ESC 
rights can be divided further into those which collect a series of indicators representing the 
various substantive components and those which attempt to construct a single composite index 
representing a country’s overall level of ESC rights realization.  All of these projects are again 
driven by both practical and theoretical considerations, and both individual and collective 
measures are already being employed in the service of greater understanding and protection of 
ESC rights. 
 
 
III. B. 2. i.  Indicators of Individual ESC Rights  
 
Though some organizations are beginning to tackle the prospect of a comprehensive index, the 
majority of work to date has focused on one right at a time.  Theoretically, this approach has 
been presented as particularly relevant to ESC rights, as the overarching concept covers such a 
wide range of issue areas.  Practically, this scenario has come about in part because these types 
of indicators are often driven by one or two international organizations (e.g. WHO, ILO) with a 
mandate to work on that specific issue area.   
 
Health and education have been the two central issues of this work, and as a result, these rights 
have received the most detailed coverage.  Work and housing rights have also gathered 
significant interest.  The other main manner of considering ESC rights is through attention to 
vulnerable groups; here the most referenced are women, children, and minorities.163   
 
 
III. B. 2. ii.  Indicators of ESC Rights Collectively 
 
Rather than focus on a single right, some organizations have gathered a collection of indicators 
intended to capture the essence of ESC rights when taken together.  As early as 1990, Special 

                                                 
161 Stohl et al., 1986: 600. 
162 Ibid.: 600-602. 
163 As each right has its own list of specific issues and indicators, greater detail for each substantive field is included 
in Appendix III.F. 
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Rapporteur Türk identified the following indicators as meeting his strict criteria for the “first 
stage of indicator usage by human rights bodies”164: 

• Under-five mortality rate 
• GNP per capita for poorest 40 percent of population 
• The Physical Quality of Life Index 
• Overall literacy rate 
• Access to primary health care 
• Population suffering from acute malnutrition 
• Population inadequately housed 
• Disaggregated indicators for each right by gender, race, age, income, etc. 
• GNP per capita 

 
Though most organizations tend to focus on the single right most relevant to their work, some do 
use a wider range of indicators measuring all ESC rights, or issues closely related to these rights.  
For example, the World Bank annually publishes over 900 indicators of economic and social 
data related to development,165 along with the Social Dimension of Adjustments project in 
Africa and the Living Standards Measurements Surveys.  The International Monetary Fun
Economic Commission for Europe, and the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance have all 
produced relevant publications as well.

d, the 

                                                

166  The OECD collects indicators about development aid, 
and produces two reports.167   
 
Within the UN, the Conference on Trade and Development reports basic social and economic 
indicators in the Substantial New Programme of Action for the Least Developed Countries, and 
the Department of International Economic and Social Affairs publishes both the Report on the 
World Social Situation and the Handbook on Social Indicators.  Regionally, the Economic and 
Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific publishes the Statistical Yearbook for Asia and the 
Pacific. 
 
 
III. B. 2. iii.  Previous Attempts to Create an ESC Rights Index 
 
Beyond a basic listing of indicators are bigger projects that combine several distinct measures in 
an attempt to capture the concept of ESC rights in a single quantitative indicator.  Researchers 
working on this type of project typically select a small number of high-profile rights and create 
an index that measures their realization at the national level.   
 

 
164  UNESCO, UN Doc. E/CN.4/Sub.2/1990/19, 1990: VII.89.  Appendix III.G. includes other examples of criteria 
for indicators. 
165 In 2006, the World Development Indicators (the Annex to the Report) included 80 tables, organizing more than 
900 indicators in six sections: World View, People, Environment, Economy, States and Markets, and Global Links 
(The World Bank, 2006). 
166 They have published the Government Finance Statistics Yearbook, Recommendations for the 1990 Censuses of 
Population and Housing in the ECE Region, and System of Basic Indicators for Social Statistics, respectively 
(CMEA, 1978; ECE, 1986; IMF, 2008). 
167 They issue the OECD List of Social Indicators and Living Conditions in OECD Countries: A Compendium of 
Social Indicators (OECD, 1986; 2008). 
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Obviously, this approach involves a tradeoff between detail or nuance and comprehensiveness.  
It provides a simple and immediate picture of a country’s level of ESC rights realization, yet 
often fails to consider contextual or other related factors.  While such measures (especially of CP 
rights) are frequently employed in academic research, they are often criticized by practitioners 
for being inaccurate or unrepresentative in their superficiality. 
 
The broadest measures of ESC rights typically include indicators of both formal government 
commitment and (progressive) implementation.  The two most common signs of public, formal 
commitment are ratification of the ICESCR (and other human rights treaties on CP rights, 
women, minorities, and children) and constitutional or other legislative ESC rights provisions.  
Measures of ESC rights enjoyment in practice typically focus on government expenditures, 
usually in the fields of health and education, though social security and welfare provisions are 
also cited.168 
 
Another more innovative and inventive approach comes from a 2000 study done by the Danish 
Centre for Human Rights.169  This analysis involved the construction of a country and regional 
database of human rights indicators, primarily for internal use.170  Within the human rights 
section, they measure four indicators of conduct: formal commitment, CP rights commitment, 
ESC rights commitment, and commitment to eradication of gender discrimination.  Their very 
preliminary attempt to construct an ESC rights measure concentrates on government obligations 
to fulfill ESC rights, by constructing an index comprised of two equally weighted elements: “the 
proportion of government expenditure spent on health and education as a percentage of the gross 
domestic production, and the gross national income in combination with achievements of 
progress in the human development indicators health and education.”171 
 
Two other projects in this category are currently in early stages of progress.  The Washington-
based American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS) is working with Human 
Rights Information and Development Systems International to develop tools for conceptualizing 
and monitoring ESC rights.  The Center for Economic and Social Rights (CESR) in Madrid 
proposes to develop “rigorous quantitative monitoring tools”172 in the field of ESC rights, with 
the goal of helping to hold governments accountable for ESC rights violations.   
 
In many ways, the CESR and AAAS projects are taking important steps to generate legitimacy 
for this ESC rights measurement project.  Both are pursuing a careful and rigorous 
                                                 
168 Fraser, 1994: 6-7. 
169 Sano and Lindholt, 2000. 
170 The authors heavily stress the fact that they undertook this investigation as part of an internal exercise to 
“contribute to strategy development and country assessment in the project work at DCHR” (Ibid.: 2).  Toward that 
end, they chose countries with an eye to determining the feasibility of their inclusion in the Centre’s projects; thus 
the conclusions from this report should not been seen as a global evaluation of human rights. 
171 Ibid.: 5.  The first indicator – change in human development indicators measuring health and education between 
1994 and 1998 – purports to capture progressive realization.  This may favor developing countries, which can 
demonstrate greater progress, as they began from a lower level of development.  The second indicator – present 
average public expenditure on health and education as a percentage of the GDP or GNP – intends to reflect current 
government commitment.  This may favor developed countries as greater levels of wealth offer the opportunity to 
invest more heavily in the social sector (Ibid.: 78-79).  For more detailed information on the methodology employed, 
see: Ibid.  
172 CESR, 2008. 
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methodological approach; the sound scientific grounding of such work may help overcome 
skeptics predisposed to dismiss ESC rights and any possible measurement schemes.  Moreover, 
their interdisciplinary awareness allows for a comprehensive and collaborative process, which 
enhances the results and the reception of the measurement project.   
 
 
III. C.  Constructing a New ESC Rights Indicator 
 
Constructing an appropriate measure of ESC rights clearly is central to this analytical project.  
While there has been greater attention to this measure in recent years, and in fact there is 
increasing convergence of opinion on its composition, the question of how to measure ESC 
rights remains relatively open.  To create such a variable for use in this study, this research 
builds on the work that has been done in terms of defining and operationalizing the concepts that 
comprise ESC rights.  From this foundation, it is necessary to make some additional decisions, 
for both practical and theoretical reasons, about how to proceed.  This section summarizes the 
resulting new ESC rights indicator, along with the most significant theoretical choices faced 
along the way.173 
 
 
III. C. 1.  The New ESC Rights Index 
 
This ESC rights indicator is a composite index comprised of country-level values of principle, 
practice, and outcome measures in the areas of health and education.  As such, it attempts to 
provide an overall picture of a country’s ESC rights realization in a given year, even while its 
components can be examined independently, to illustrate the contribution of the various aspects 
of the indicator to the broader ESC rights picture. 
 
The breakdown of human rights into principle, practice, and outcome indicators reflects both 
theoretical research presented in academic papers as well as current work of the UN intended to 
be applied by member states.  The selection of health and education fields aligns with a general 
focus on these areas in both theory and practice.  The health principle, practice, and outcome 
variables are, respectively: ICESCR ratification status, the proportion of children immunized 
against measles, and the infant mortality rate.  The corresponding variables for education are: 
ICESCR ratification status, the proportion of children enrolled in primary school, and the 
primary school completion rate.  Life expectancy and literacy rates are also included as 
additional outcome variables, to reflect their widespread use as key indicators in the fields of 
health and education.  The following table summarizes these ESC rights indicators, measured at 
the country level: 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
173 Additional technical notes on this (dependent variable) measure are included in the following chapter, which 
delves more deeply into issues related to data collection and analysis.  The present section presents only the basic 
outlines of this ESC rights indicator as well as the theoretical foundations upon which it is built. 
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  Principle Practice Outcome Additional 

Outcome 
 

 Health Status of country’s 
commitment to 
relevant 
international 
human rights treaty 
(ratification of the 
ICESCR) 

Proportion of 
children (one year 
old) immunized 
against measles 
(vaccine-
preventable 
disease) 

Infant mortality 
rate (per 1000 live 
births) 

Life expectancy at 
birth 

 

 Education Status of country’s 
commitment to 
relevant 
international 
human rights treaty 
(ratification of the 
ICESCR) 

Proportion of 
children enrolled in 
primary school 

Primary school 
completion rate 

Literacy rate  

       
 
 
 
III. C. 1.  Focus on Economic and Social Rights 
 
ESC rights are comprised of a wide range of human rights.  Most obviously, they include the 
three categories of economic, social, and cultural rights.  Of these, the first two are often grouped 
together, with cultural rights occupying their own, separate space.  While many legal instruments 
and political bodies affirm the right to culture, culture and the right to culture remain 
complicated concepts, without clear definitions.   
 
The ICESCR most explicitly discusses the right culture, recognizing in Article 15 the right of all 
people to take part in cultural life and to enjoy the benefits of scientific progress.  It also 
encourages international cooperation in these areas, and requires steps be taken to achieve the 
“conservation, the development and the diffusion of science and culture.”174  Beyond the 
ICESCR, issues of culture are most directly taken up in discussions and instruments concerning 
the rights of indigenous peoples.175  Ultimately, while many legal instruments176 and 
organizations177 deal with and promote the right to culture, this ESC right stands apart from 
economic and social rights. 

                                                 
174 UNGA, UN Doc. A/6316 (1966), 993 UNTS 3, 1966: Article 15. 
175 See, for example: the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNGA, UN Doc. 
A/RES/61/295, 2007) and the Declaration on Race and Racial Prejudice (UNESCO, UN Doc. 
E/CN.4/Sub.2/1982/2/Add.1, annex V, 1978).  
176 Beyond the ICESCR and the documents dealing with race or indigenous peoples, see, for example: the 
Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (1972), Convention on the Means 
of Prohibiting and Preventing the Illicit Import, Export and Transfer of Ownership of Cultural Property (1970), 
Declaration of the Principles of International Cultural Co-operation (1966), Recommendation concerning the Status 
of the Artist (1980), Universal Copyright Convention (1952, 1971), and UNESCO Universal Declaration on Cultural 
Diversity (2001). 
177 Such organizations include, at the international level, the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural 
Organization (UNESCO), Culture Section, Aga Khan Trust for Culture, Aid to Artisans, Asian Cultural Council, 
Arab Artists Resources and Training, Center for Arts and Culture, Central Asian Crafts Support Association, 
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In recognition of both the difficulty in dealing with cultural rights, and the general practice of 
focusing more exclusively on economic and social rights, this work also concentrates on specific 
rights that fall most clearly in the areas of economic and social rights.  Nevertheless, the 
abbreviation of “ESC” – economic, social, and cultural – is still used, because that broader 
category of rights remains the overarching interest.  Just as the selected specific indicators 
attempt to capture only some of the principal components of health and education, and as health 
and education are only two of the many aspects of economic and social rights, so are the 
economic and social fields just a representative piece of the broad notion of economic, social, 
and cultural rights.178   
 
 
III. C. 2.  Focus on Health and Education 
 
Given this focus on economic and social rights, the next step was to select to focus on the two 
main areas of interest within ESC rights – health and education.  These two fields are most 
widely referenced in discussions and work on ESC rights, and their higher profile additionally 
has led to higher quality and availability of data.179   
 
The ICESCR specifically addresses the rights to health and education, respectively.  In Article 
12, the Covenant recognizes the overarching “right of everyone to the enjoyment of the highest 
attainable standard of physical and mental health.”180  The steps required to achieve this include 
work to reduce infant mortality and advance healthy child development, the improvement of 
hygiene, the prevention and control of epidemics and other diseases, and the expansion of 
services and attention to all those who are sick.181  Article 13 guarantees the right of everyone to 
education, which is explicitly linked to free participation in society, greater understanding and 
tolerance, and the pursuit and maintenance of peace.182  The ICESCR specifically states that 
“[p]rimary education shall be compulsory and available free to all.”183  This is the minimum core 
obligation of comprehensive provision.  The treaty does not require states to offer secondary and 
higher education, but where these are provided, they should be made available and accessible to 
individuals on an equal basis and by all appropriate means.184 
 

                                                                                                                                                             
Cultural Heritage Watch, International Centre for the Study of the Preservation and Restoration of Cultural Property, 
The International Council of Museums, International Council on Archives, International Council on Monuments and 
Sites, International Theatre Institute, Organization of World Heritage Cities, Pacific Islanders’ Cultural Association, 
Society for Cross-Cultural Research, Society for Intercultural Education, Training and Research, and Women’s 
Intercultural Network.  Many other organizations and associations exist at the national or sub-national level, 
typically dedicated to a particular topic or group of peoples. 
178 Indeed, ESC rights are only one half of the whole of human rights, and one must be satisfied with proxy 
representations of ESC rights, just as with CP rights.  All of these indicators are imperfect attempts to measure an 
underlying concept, but the aim remains to reach conclusions that are applicable or transferable on a broader scale. 
179 Their understandable overlap with the development field also contributes to their receiving greater attention both 
theoretically and with respect to data quantity and quality. 
180 UNGA, UN Doc. A/6316 (1966), 993 UNTS 3, 1966: Article 12(1). 
181 Ibid.: Article 12(2). 
182 Ibid.: Article 13(1). 
183 Ibid.: Article 13(2)a. 
184 Ibid.: Article 13(2)b and c. 
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Given these parameters, more specific indicators were selected to represent the broader concepts 
of the right to health and education, which are themselves representative of ESC rights.  In doing 
so, attempts were made to reflect the legal standards of the ICESCR to the greatest extent 
possible, by choosing indicators of issues explicitly mentioned in these Articles (e.g. infant 
mortality and disease prevention).  It was also important to represent the entire range of 
government obligation with respect to these rights, though from the perspective of minimum core 
standards.  To achieve this, a framework from the broader human rights literature was adapted to 
this specific project; this approach was particularly constructive because this framework covers 
rights’ realization from government proclamations, to policy, to outcomes.   
 
 
III. C. 3.  Principle, Practice, and Outcome Components 
 
The breakdown of human rights into principle, practice, and outcome indicators was adopted as 
the organizational framework for this ESC rights indicator.  This three-part structure comes 
originally from Todd Landman’s categorization of rights within a broader measurement 
discussion, and has strong parallels to the work presently being done by the UN Human Rights 
Office on measuring human rights.   
 
A crucial early stage of the measurement process involves careful definition of the concept in 
question.  In many cases, this may involve some degree of categorization; this is especially true 
when the concept is broad, multifaceted, or otherwise complex.  In his work on measuring 
human rights,185 Professor Landman suggests that human rights “can be measured in principle 
(i.e. as they are laid out in national and international legal documents), in practice (i.e. as they are 
enjoyed by individuals and groups in nation states), and as outcomes of government policy that 
has a direct bearing on human rights protection.”186  While he focuses in this article on 
specifically how to measure these various aspects of human rights, other scholars have taken up 
this taxonomy of human rights more generally.187 
 
The Human Rights Office of the UN has built (intentionally or otherwise) on this idea.  The 
objective is to monitor and evaluate the implementation of international human rights law around 
the world, and they have initiated a human rights measurement project toward that end.  They 
first sought to “translate the narrative on the legal standard of the right into a limited number of 
characteristic attributes” through which they could operationalize these legal rights.188  They 
focused on state obligations – “from intent to efforts, and on to outcomes of those efforts.”189  
This concentration clearly parallels the logic presented by Professor Landman in his 
classification scheme; indeed, a 2006 UN paper groups human rights attributes into structural, 

                                                 
185 While Landman admittedly focuses on CP rights, he also points out that “it is possible to extend the 
methodological discussion to include the measurement of economic, social, and cultural rights” (2004: 922). 
186 Ibid.: 911.  He also notes that “International human rights lawyers would argue that the difference between 
principle and practice is the same as the difference between de jure protection of human rights and de facto 
realization” (Ibid.: 911, fn 22). 
187 See, for example: Blume and Voigt, 2007; Capellán and Gomez, 2007; Dudai, 2007; Meckled-García and Cali, 
2006; Meier and Fox, 2008; Narayan-Parker, 2005; Skaaning, 2006. 
188 UNOHCHR, UN Doc. HRI/MC/2006/7, 2006: 6. 
189 Ibid.: 7. 
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process, and outcome indicators, a classification scheme that very much mirrors the principle, 
practice, and outcome model Landman put forward in 2004.190 
The UN Report goes further than Landman, however, in presenting a methodological framework 
by which to actually select indicators.  The authors discuss data issues, selection criteria, and 
contextual relevance.  Most importantly, they also present a preliminary collection of illustrative 
indicators for four specific rights, which they hope national governments will consider 
incorporating into their own human rights assessments.191 
 
A combined version of this three-category framework was adapted for use in this project.  This 
classification captures the multifaceted nature of human rights (more generally, but including 
ESC rights), and takes into account the multiple points of entry for actors interested in promoting 
and protecting human rights.  It takes into consideration both government intent and the actual 
realization of rights (whether from government action or not), both integral aspects of 
international human rights law.  Moreover, this approach helps to distinguish human rights from 
development objectives or outcomes, an issue which concerns those working on issues of human 
rights measurement, especially when relying on largely development-focused data. 
 
To apply this framework, one principle indicator, one practice indicator, and one outcome 
indicator for health were chosen, and then one of each for education.  Given their prevalence in 
their literature as reliable and highly referenced ESC rights indicators, life expectancy (health) 
and literacy (education) were also included.  In the final dataset, each of these indicators are 
included individually, along with a composite index for health and one for education, and the 
final ESC rights index (combining health and education).  This allows for exploration of the 
relationship between these components, and makes it possible to run analyses on the various 
aspects of ESC rights as well as the ESC rights concept as a whole.   
 
This multifaceted structure helps to reflect the complex nature of ESC rights.  The principle 
indicator attempts to capture government commitment to this particular right.  However, as it is 
infeasible to collect data on Constitutional or other protections relating to ESC rights for each 
country, it is necessary rely on international treaty ratification status to measure government 
intent.  Consequently, the key variable here is the level (no signature, signature, and ratification) 
of state involvement with respect to adoption and ratification of the ICESCR.192 

                                                 
190 The UN report links structural indicators to legal instruments to “capture the intent or acceptance of human rights 
standards by the State in undertaking measures for the realization of the human right concerned.”  It connects 
process indicators to milestones “more directly related to the realization of human rights.”  Finally, outcome 
indicators “capture attainments, individual and collective, that reflect the status of realization of human rights in a 
given context” (Ibid.). 
191 The four rights covered in the Annex to this Report include the right to life, the right to judicial review of 
detention, the right to adequate food, and the right to enjoyment of the highest attainable standard of physical and 
mental health.  The authors at the UN Human Rights Office specifically selected two CP rights and two ESC rights, 
in order to demonstrate the applicability of their framework across the spectrum of international human rights and 
their respective treaties. 
192 Obviously this component of the overall index can have a greater impact on the final outcome because it can take 
on only three values (as opposed to the other components, which are continuous, and thus allow for more gradation).  
This explains some degree of the comparatively lower “score” the United States receives, for example.  By only 
signing and not ratifying the ICESCR treaty, the US has a lower value for the principle component of the index.  
However, the objective of the overall indicator is to provide a measure that captures all aspects of rights realization, 

 50



The practice indicator helps to bridge state proclamations and final outcomes.  In this sense, it 
represents the actions states take to get from promises to full realization of rights.  Using 
proportions (percentages and rates) in the practice indicators (childhood vaccination and primary 
school enrollment), also helps to represent the ESC rights idea of progressive realization as much 
as possible.193  While states may make a wide range of commitments, the reality of resource 
allocation decisions becomes most relevant in actually designing and implementing policies.  
State practice is where willingness and ability must come together. 
 
The outcome indicator provides a measure of the final stage of government implementation – the 
actual enjoyment of rights by individuals.  Moving beyond promises and programs, indicators of 
real access to and use of the means (schools, hospitals, etc.) by which to maintain minimum 
levels of health and education demonstrate the achievements of government (and others’) efforts.  
This measure of final results is particularly applicable in the case of core human rights, since 
these require immediate implementation.  Basic, minimum levels of healthcare and primary 
education must be sustained regardless of resource availability, so outcome measures are 
especially telling with respect to these core ESC rights.  The health and education outcomes used 
in this project are rates of infant mortality and primary school completion.  The widely 
referenced measures of life expectancy and literacy are also included. 
 
Together, these practice and outcome indicators provide insights into the implementation and 
success of government policy.  They also counter-balance each other nicely in that they capture 
both stock and flow results – on one side, vaccinations and enrollments are very responsive to 
government policy and action, while at the other extreme, life expectancy and literacy rates are 
slow to change.  Mortality rates and primary school completion rates likely fall in the middle.   
 
As mentioned above, this breakdown also facilitates narrower analyses on the various 
components of ESC rights to see how they are related to each other and to a range of independent 
variables.  Yet in the final analysis, these elements are combined into a single index, so as to be 
as comprehensive as possible in representing the broader concept of ESC rights.   
 
 
III. C. 4.  Incorporation of Human Rights Principles 
 
Finally, it is important to ensure that these selected indicators reflect – as fully and accurately as 
possible – the key attributes that define human rights (and ESC rights).  These include stated 
human rights tenets like accessibility, equality, and non-discrimination, as well as the ESC 
rights-specific characteristics of progressive realization to the maximum of available resources.  
Indicators also should reflect current international legal standards, and obligations to respect, 
protect, and fulfill.   

                                                                                                                                                             
which includes a country’s formal, stated commitment to the principle as well as its actions with respect to policy 
and implementation (whether in the name of ESC rights or not). 
193 Clearly, measuring the same variables over time also helps quantify the notion of progressive realization (which 
does not allow for neglect or inaction, particularly with respect to minimum core obligations).  As discussed below, 
the ability of practice indicators to capture the “flow” nature of a variable is also useful in this regard.  Including 
variables that measure the proportion of the population that is enjoying a particular right simply provides another 
means of assessing this complicated concept. 
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Basis in International Law 
 
Taking indicators directly from the ICESCR whenever possible helped to ensure an explicit link 
between this new measure and the underlying legal document on which the rights’ definitions are 
based.  Both health and education are discussed in this treaty, and in some cases specific aspects 
of their fulfillment are also mentioned.  The selected indicators reflect these comments, as well 
as the inputs of other articles and instruments more generally. 
 
Individual Rights and State Obligations 
 
It was also important to reflect the focus of human rights on both individuals as rights-holders 
and governments as duty-bearers.  The vast majority of international human rights instruments 
focus on the individual as the primary rights-holder.  Using indicators of individual achievement 
and enjoyment signals the centrality of the individual as the possessor of rights.   
 
In a complementary position, states are the chief duty-bearers, and states continue to be 
responsible for implementing and realizing human rights.  These indicators correspondingly 
include policies and outcomes within the control of the government.  Specifically, they focus on 
minimum core obligations, which are subject to immediate implementation.194  However, states 
have the responsibility to ensure that rights are realized; this does not always require direct 
government provision.  These indicators make room for other actors, from NGOs to private 
entities.  They do not specify a specific policy to be employed in pursuit of the objective of rights 
realization – on the contrary, there could be many paths to the same end.  This openness to civil 
society and other actors, and the freedom and flexibility granted to states in pursuit of rights 
objectives links well with the general approach of human rights. 
 
The recognition that states have multiple roles to fill is encapsulated in the breakdown of state 
obligations into requirements to respect, protect, and fulfill.  This classification loosely parallels 
the categorization of indicators into principle, practice, and outcome variables.  These reflect the 
notion that governments are responsible for a range of actions, from enacting laws to 
implementing policies to ensuring outcomes.  States must not only proclaim their intention to 
uphold human rights, but also take additional steps to move from law to policy.  Taken together, 
these indicators measure government compliance with their tripartite obligations to respect, 
protect, and fulfill – from words to actions to results. 
 
Human Rights Tenets 
 
In many ways, the fact that these indicators are strongest together reflects the increasingly 
emphasized idea that human rights are indivisible and interconnected.  This is true not only for 
human rights in general, but also within the category of ESC rights.  It is more accurate and 

                                                 
194 This choice was made not only because of the obvious simplicity it brings to the statistical application (by 
avoiding some of the key difficulties inherent in progressive realization), but also for strong theoretical reasons.  In 
lobbying for ESC rights to gain attention and legitimacy, it is prudent to begin with core rights that are most widely 
accepted and implemented.  There is a general consensus around the world about the importance of minimum 
standards in health and education (e.g. infant mortality, disease control, literacy, etc.).  By representing these core 
rights in the index, the goal is to minimize detractions based solely on the disdain for ESC rights more generally. 
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legitimate to use a composite index, then, rather than arbitrarily selecting a single indicator as 
representative of such a broad concept.195 
 
Practice indicators are sensitive to government policies – and in particular, to shifts in policy 
(especially compared with outcome indicators) – which helps reflect the notion of progressive 
realization.  As governments take additional measures to secure these rights, practice indicators 
should keep pace in reflecting these changes, even if outcome indicators are slower to rise.  In 
contrast, outcome indicators portray the current status of human rights realization at the country-
level.  Moreover, such outcomes are the product of many policies, so this indicator is a useful 
summary measure (e.g. life expectancy and literacy likely result from a number of important 
factors, crossing boundaries between health and education as well as with other areas).196  This 
also illustrates how related (and interrelated) these categories of indicators are to one another. 
 
In addition to the renewed attention to indivisibility, there are many other traditional human 
rights tenets.  One common assessment of any outcome from a human rights perspective 
considers whether it is accessible, available, appropriate, and of good quality.  Non-
discrimination and equality are also core human rights characteristics.   
 
The most basic means of including these in a quantitative indicator is to employ disaggregated 
data.  While this information is provided wherever possible in the independent variables, the 
quality and quantity of this type of data simply is not available for the extended time period in 
this study.197  Instead, the focus remains on population-level information, and on data measuring 
proportions of the population, as this type of information comes as close as possible to 
disaggregated data, and helps to reflect ESC rights-specific characteristics like progressive 
realization and the idea of maximum available resources.   
 
 
III. C. 5.  Meeting Statistical Criteria 
 
From a statistical perspective, quantitative indicators should be relevant, valid, reliable, few in 
number – and in this case, suitable for comparison over space and time.  Consequently, selecting 
indicators for this study required being realistic from a statistical standpoint, as well as idealistic 
from a theoretical human rights perspective.  It was necessary to make use of data that is both 
available for the time period of this study and also of good quality.  This requires reliance on 
well-respected and frequently referenced international organizations with the resources to 

                                                 
195 In fact, a principal components analysis of these individual indicators revealed only one underlying factor.  This 
further supports the use of an aggregate to capture the broader concept of ESC rights. 
196 Obviously the boundaries between practice and outcome indicators in particular are somewhat fluid.  Attempts 
have been made to categorize the rights chosen as carefully and explicitly as possible, but some degree of overlap 
and influence is inevitable as these rights – and these fields – are clearly interrelated.  In some ways this supports the 
argument that human rights more generally is an interconnected concept and should be maintained as such.  
Nevertheless, investigation of the three motivating questions requires this division, and this project proceeds with as 
firm of theoretical and statistical foundations as possible. 
197 Many variables are disaggregated by gender and measured at various intervals (e.g. every five or ten years) quite 
some distance into the past.  While these were not frequent enough to include as components of the composite index 
directly, they were included in the multiple imputation process (described in the next chapter) which informed the 
retained data. 
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generate high-quality collections of information.198  Finally, from a wider range of initial data, 
the final list of included variables was pared down in an attempt to capture a comprehensive 
picture of ESC rights, while respecting the statistical standards of parsimony and precision.199 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
198 Toward that end, many sources of international development data were utilized, as these types of organizations 
have many years of respected practice in data collection, as well as the financial and other resources to carry out this 
task in a comprehensive manner. 
199 The next chapter discusses specific methodological issues and choices in more detail, and so this section only 
highlights the importance of considering data quality and quantity issues alongside the theoretical human rights 
concerns. 
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Chapter IV.  Data and Methodology 
 
 
The prospect of ESC rights measurement is a relatively unexplored and certainly challenging 
task, but it also is not impossible.  More importantly, the potential benefits stemming from 
feasible and credible data make the effort worthwhile.  ESC rights indicators can provide 
governments and human rights advocates with an important tool in identifying respect and 
violation of ESC rights around the world.  While not a replacement for qualitative measures or 
field work, quantitative statistics offer a powerful means of assessing a situation, making 
comparisons (over both time and space), and drawing conclusions.  Scholars, practitioners, 
government officials, and grassroots activists could all utilize these measures in their own work. 
 
The previous chapter addressed the first of the driving questions motivating this research project: 
what are ESC rights?  From this foundation, the new ESC rights indicator is employed to answer 
the second and third core questions: where are ESC rights being respected or violated globally, 
and why?  To address these questions, it was first necessary to collect relevant information to 
build a dataset, and then address several statistical issues related to the dataset and subsequent 
analysis.   
 
This project required construction of a cross-sectional, time series dataset, using information on 
176 countries covering the time period from 1960 to 2006.  It included human rights dependent 
variables – measures of both CP and ESC rights – and a wide range of political, economic, 
social, and other independent variables that might partially explain the human rights outcome in 
any given country.  A form of multiple imputation was used to complete the dataset, by taking 
into account the uncertainty in the data sample and in the imputation process, while still taking 
the fullest advantage possible of the existing data available.   
 
This completed dataset is the basis for the subsequent statistical analyses at the core of this 
research project.200  Before proceeding with the analysis, it is necessary to explore issues related 
to heteroskedasticity, autocorrelation, and multicollinearity, and to consider questions of random 
effects versus fixed effects, and the analytical options available to analyze cross-sectional time-
series (CSTS) data.201  With these issues resolved, it is possible to proceed with the statistical 
analysis itself.   
 
The subsequent two chapters present the analytical results of this statistical process.  This current 
chapter describes in greater detail the steps taken to assemble and prepare the final dataset, and 
to achieve the best possible multiple regression analysis.  
 
 
 
                                                 
200 A “rectangularized” dataset is one in which all cells (intersections of rows and columns) contain data.  When an 
original dataset has missing data (resulting in blank cells), multiple imputation uses a statistical process to fill in, or 
complete, the empty cells.  As explained later in this chapter, the resulting rectangularized dataset actually allows for 
more accurate subsequent statistical analyses. 
201 Within the Stata statistical package, the two primary operators are xtreg (the Stata default) and mira (an 
alternative available for incorporation into Stata in order to analyze post-imputation CSTS data). 
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IV. A.  Dataset Construction 
 
To answer the central questions about ESC rights respect or violation, this dataset includes data 
collected on human rights and on a wide range of potential explanatory factors.  All variables are 
measured at the country level, and the unit of measurement is the county-year.202  This first 
section explains the contours of the dataset and identifies all of the variables included in the final 
version.  It also outlines in greater detail the selection or construction of the human rights 
dependent variables (measures of both CP and ESC rights).  Finally, this section describes the 
multiple imputation process that deals with the “missingness” problem inherent in social science 
data by completing (or “rectangularizing”) the dataset.  All of these variables, collected and then 
completed through imputation, constitute the final dataset, which is used in subsequent chapters 
to address the ESC rights questions central to this project. 
 
 
IV. A. 1.  Countries Included 
 
As this project was designed to be a global study, the goal was to include as many countries as 
possible in the dataset.  From the list of 192 countries recognized by the United Nations, 
countries were only excluded based on insufficient information from major data sources.  
Countries with minimal available data would contribute very little to the final results.   
 
Ultimately, 176 countries were included in the final dataset.203  This list includes countries from 
each of seven geographic regions,204 and represents all levels of economic development, size, 
population, cultural and religious traditions, etc.  This diverse collection of countries allows for 
the application of the final findings more generally.205 
 
 
IV. A. 2.  Time Period Covered 
 
The original data collection covered the time period 1960 to 2006, in order to maintain maximum 
flexibility in selecting the final data set.  This forty-six year range represents the widest possible 
number of years for which there is any available data on the variables of interest.  However, the 

                                                 
202 An example of a “country-year” is United States in 1995.  An individual observation would be the value for a 
particular variable, measured for a particular country in a particular year (e.g. literacy rate in Costa Rica in 2000, or 
95.6).  In line with this, the data in these analyses is tsset by the country and year variables.   
203 The complete country list is included in Appendix IV.A.  A list of the excluded nations is also included there. 
204 North America and Western Europe, Latin America and the Caribbean, Sub-Saharan Africa, Middle East and 
North Africa, Eastern Europe and Central Asia, South Asia, and East Asia and the Pacific. 
205 The only possible exception is small island nations, and even this is unlikely.  There are forty independent island 
nations in the world.  Twenty-nine of these are included in the dataset.  Not all excluded countries were islands; 
however, small island states were the only identifiable “group” to be excluded.  In other words, none of the other 
excluded countries could be considered as a collective of any sort – they include various economic development 
levels, regions, religions, etc.  Moreover, many island nations are included.  Greater detail on island nations and 
their inclusion in the dataset (as well as various membership organizations) is provided in Appendix IV.B. 
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availability of data – especially relating to social issues like health and education – is not 
consistent throughout this time period.206 
 
Consequently, the final statistical analyses used data for the 1980-2006 time period.  This has not 
only a practical motivation (related to data availability and quality), but also a theoretical 
rationale.  Many countries experienced significant change prior to 1980, and many authors begin 
their dataset at this point in order to exclude years that complicate good time series analysis.207  
Nonetheless, information on the entire 1960-2006 time period is provided in a few of the 
descriptive statistical presentations, to provide a longer-term perspective on ESC rights trends. 
 
 
IV. A. 3.  Data Sources 
 
The majority of data for this study comes from a few large, international organizations.208  These 
include the World Bank and the various agencies of the United Nations.  Many indicators come 
from development data sources, such as the World Bank Development Indicators.209  Other 
pieces of information come from scholars, independent projects, and smaller organizations.  The 
source for each variable in the dataset is identified in the complete variable list below.210  Using 
highly reliable data sources, and verifying information across overlapping sources, enhances the 
legitimacy of my data. 
 
Whenever possible, data in an electronic format was used, to reduce opportunities for data-entry 
errors.  In some cases, manual entry from hard copies was required.  All information was double-
checked in these instances.  When multiple sources contained overlapping information on the 
same variable (e.g. literacy), attempts were made to fill in missing values, provided the data 

                                                 
206 From roughly 1960 until roughly 1980, many social phenomena were measured only every five years.  While the 
frequency of measurement increased after that, many are not measured annually until the late 1990s or 2000.  As 
there is an obvious lag between measurement and reporting, 2006 is the latest year for which there is data across all 
variables. 
207 Indeed, many of today’s countries did not even exist until quite late into the twentieth century.  As it starts with 
1980, this data sample is more representative of today’s global constitution.  
While it is possible to test for a structural break in the data, in this case, the principal concern is that it would be 
impossible to attribute a statistically significant result from this test to a structural break when there is also a break in 
the quality and availability of data at about the same time.  Thus the analyses use data beginning with 1980.  Given 
that the data is cross-sectional as well as over time, there remain have sufficient observations to support the 
statistical analysis from a technical requirements perspective, even given the political volatility experienced by some 
countries throughout the 1980s and 1990s.  
208 Data source abbreviations include: CIRI: Cingranelli and Richards CNTS: Cross-National Time Series, CoW: 
Correlates of War Project, PTS: Political Terror Scales, RPC: Relative Political Capacity, UN OHCHR: United 
Nations Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, WDI: World Development Indicators. 
209 For the independent variables in the dataset, the original intention behind the data collection is of no 
consequence.  This information captures conditions existing in the country, which can be used as explanatory 
variables for any outcome of interest.  The issue is slightly more complicated in the case of the dependent variable, 
particularly this new ESC rights measure.  (Human rights-specific information has been collected to measure CP 
rights.)  The previous chapter outlined the theoretical approach to measuring ESC rights and ensuring that the final 
indicator truly captures a human rights – not a development – outcome.  This section further addresses some of the 
remaining technical issues. 
210 Appendix IV.C. includes a complete list of data sources for included variables. 
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collection and variable definitions were parallel.  Otherwise, missing values were left until the 
multiple imputation stage described below. 
 
 
IV. A. 4.  Variables  
 
The dataset includes a wide range of variables, all of which are measured at the country level.  
There are two dependent variables – a measure of CP rights and a measure of ESC rights.  The 
Political Terror Scales (PTS) have been used to represent CP rights in previous studies, and are 
employed here as well.  As there is no similarly utilized and widely accepted ESC rights 
measure, it was necessary to construct an indicator for use in this analysis.  This index consists of 
the following principle, practice, and outcome measures of health and education: ICESCR 
ratification, infant mortality, primary school enrollment, child immunization, primary school 
completion, life expectancy, literacy. 
 
Beyond these measures of CP and ESC rights, a diverse selection of independent variables 
completes the dataset.  Some of these are referenced in existing CP rights studies.  Others show 
some promise of being relevant to ESC rights, or even to human rights more broadly.  A 
complete list of dependent and independent variables is presented in Appendix D. 
 
 
IV. A. 5.  Completing the Dataset 
 
For a number of reasons, available data varies from year to year and country to country.   
Missing data can cause problems for statistical analysis, particularly when gaps in availability are 
in some way systematic.   
 
Fortunately, there have been many advances in recent years – most of them coming from 
political science departments – to deal with “missingness” in social science data.  Previously, 
most analysts relied on listwise deletion, in which each row with even one missing variable is 
deleted entirely.  Obviously, this disregards all other data points in that row, and can result in a 
huge loss of information.  Moreover, listwise deletion is not only inefficient, but also biased 
(assuming that missingness is not completely at random, which is rare).  An alternative method – 
simply guessing answers – also understandably introduces problems. 
 
To deal with the problem of missing data, methodologists recommend “multiple imputation” 
over these other methods.211  Multiple imputation involves using all of the available information 
in a dataset to impute values for each missing cell, creating a preset number of “completed” 
datasets212; five new datasets is optimal, as beyond that, the marginal utility of adding another 

                                                 
211 Statisticians had long recommended multiple imputation over methods like listwise deletion, best guess, or mean 
imputation.  However, these techniques were unavailable to social scientists that collected and analyzed their own 
data until recently.  With the debut of Amelia I in 2001, this process became accessible to a much wider audience 
(King et al., 2001). 
212 The theory behind multiple imputation suggests that all relevant variables should be included in the initial 
dataset, in order to provide as much information as possible for imputation.  (This logic is the opposite of regression 
analysis, where parsimony is valued.)  Consequently, this initial (pre-imputation) dataset contains variables for 
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imputed dataset decreases.  Across these datasets, the observed values remain constant, but the 
imputed values will vary.  This variance reflects the uncertainty inherent in missingness.   
 
Subsequent regression (or other statistical) analysis then incorporates all of the imputed datasets.  
The resulting coefficients reflect the means across datasets, and the standard errors take into 
account the inter-imputation variance (essentially accounting for the uncertainty of this process).  
Consequently, multiple imputation is more accurate than listwise deletion, but also stricter in that 
it accounts for the relevant uncertainty, and makes it more difficult to get a significant result.213  
Importantly, multiple imputation improves efficiency without introducing additional bias. 
 
Improvements in computational technology now have made this type of imputation possible for 
researchers to use with their own data.  This research project was able to make use of King et. 
al.’s Amelia II (View version)214 program to impute missing values from the initial incomplete 
dataset, producing five completed (rectangularized) datasets.215  Amelia II improves upon its 
predecessor by providing additional features to make valid and more accurate imputations for 
cross-sectional time-series data.  Amelia runs on the R statistical program, but has a graphical 
interface to input data, set options, create the imputed data sets, and run diagnostics. 
 
After imputation, it is possible to apply any statistical procedure that could have been used with 
the original dataset to each of the newly completed datasets.  An additional procedure combines 
the results.  The Clarify216 program then makes it possible to run regressions incorporating the 
imputed datasets and produce the results automatically.  Clarify interprets and presents statistical 
results by using stochastic simulation techniques.217   
 
Together, Amelia and Clarify make it possible to take advantage of the data available for the key 
variables in the study.  When used with the cross-sectional time series techniques described in 
the next section, these programs facilitate both descriptive and inferential statistical analysis, 
facilitating understanding of where ESC rights are respected or violated in the world, and why. 

                                                                                                                                                             
which there is only a small amount of data (e.g. male and female life expectancy), but which provide useful 
information for the multiple imputation process (e.g. regarding total life expectancy).  These extraneous variables 
are later dropped.  All variables to be included in the regression analysis must be included in the imputation, but not 
vice-versa.  Thus the final dataset excludes variables that contributed useful information to the multiple imputation 
process but were not relevant to the statistical analyses. 
213 By making it more difficult for a researcher to get a significant result, obtaining a statistically significant finding 
carries additional weight in terms of credibility. 
214 Amelia II: A Program for Missing Data by James Honaker, Gary King, and Matthew Blackwell.  For additional 
information on the software package, see: Honaker, King, and Blackwell, 2007.  For further information on the 
theory underpinning this software, see: Honaker and King, 2007; King et al., 2001. 
215 A “rectangular” dataset is one in which all rows and columns contain data; i.e. in which there is no missingness.  
The multiple imputation process fills in missing values to create a dataset that is completed, or “rectangularized.” 
216 Clarify: Software for Interpreting and Presenting Statistical Results by Michael Tomz, Jason Wittenberg, and 
Gary King; version: 2.1, 5 Jan, 2003.  For additional information on the software package, see: Tomz, Wittenberg, 
and King, 2001.  For further information on the theory underpinning this software, see: King, Tomz, and 
Wittenberg, 2000.  NORM offers an alternative to Clarify, with few differences, but Clarify has the added advantage 
of being compatible with Stata. 
217 Clarify uses Monte Carlo simulation to run regression analysis (or another statistical procedure) on all of the 
(five) imputed datasets.  By estimating parameters for each dataset, it produces a standard error that reflects not only 
the estimation uncertainty, but also the uncertainty arising from the estimation process. 
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IV. B.  Cross-Sectional Time-Series Data 
 
The data described above are pooled cross-sectional time series (CSTS) data.  Cross-sectional 
data are collected across units (countries), at one point in time.  This component allows for 
investigation of variation between countries.  Time series data is collected over a period of time; 
in this case, that dataset contains information for each year from 1960-2006.  This makes it 
possible to draw conclusions about over-time variation within countries.  CSTS data combines 
the attributes of both cross-sectional and time-series information to allow for more nuanced 
analysis.  However, using this type of data requires attention to several statistical points.  This 
section briefly outlines the key issues related to this data and its analysis. 
 
 
IV. B. 1.  Heteroskedasticity and Autocorrelation 
 
While the CSTS dataset combines the benefits of cross-sectional and time series data, it also 
exhibits the potentially problematic characteristics typically found in each.  Traditionally, cross-
sectional data are heteroskedastistic, and autocorrelation is a feature of time series data.  
 
Heteroskedasticity signifies unequal variance; when the disturbances (ui) of the population 
regression function do not have the same spread, or variance.  Classical ordinary least squares 
(OLS) regression assumes that the disturbances are homoskedastistic (have the same variance); 
the diagonal elements on the covariance-variance matrix are supposed to be constant.  In cross-
sectional data this is often not true, and subsequent analysis must account for this reality when 
using CSTS data.   
 
Autocorrelation in the disturbances means that they are not independent; independence would 
mean that the residual from one observation is not coordinated with any other residual from a 
different observation.  While OLS regression assumes there is no such autocorrelation, that the 
off-diagonal elements of the covariance-variance matrix are zero, CSTS data almost always 
violates this assumption.  Intuitively, it is easy to see how two time series could be related, and, 
in fact, this is a common problem in time series data.  Thus it is important to take some 
corrective action in statistical analysis of CSTS data. 
 
Two tests of heteroskedasticity – the Breusch-Pagan and White tests – and one test for 
autocorrelation – the Wooldridge test218 were significant, suggesting that both heteroskedasticity 
and autocorrelation are present in this dataset.  These are common with CSTS data, and indicate 
that the most appropriate approach is to use the xt suite in Stata, which is specifically designed 
for cross-sectional time series data.  The main xt regression command is a form of generalized 
least squares with error decomposition, which assigns a weight that accounts for both cross-
sectional and over-time variance. 
 
                                                 
218 These tests are not available using the xt (time series) suite in Stata, so the results presented in Appendix IV.E. 
are post-estimation tests using OLS regressions.  To confirm the conclusions of heteroskedasticity and 
autocorrelation, these tests are performed on each of the five imputed datasets.  Reaching the same result in each 
case provides additional evidence that both are present.  This finding also conforms to general expectations 
regarding CSTS data. 
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IV. B. 1. i.  Lagged Dependent Variable  
 
Some authors include a lagged dependent variable to account for first-order autocorrelation.  The 
studies that include a lagged DV as an additional explanatory variable in regression analysis 
typically do so in an attempt to model the dynamism inherent in many CSTS datasets, arguing 
that the outcome variable is dependent upon previous values of itself as well as other 
independent factors.   
 
However, a growing body of more recent research advises against this approach, arguing that it 
is not only atheoretical, but also statistically detrimental in the presence of serial correlation 
(present in nearly all CSTS datasets).  The argument against lagged dependent variables, made 
most adamantly by Achen, maintains that, under conditions of serial correlation and trending 
over time, inclusion of a lagged dependent variable will introduce bias into the analysis. 219  In 
this situation, the R2 is artificially inflated and the effects of other explanatory variables are 
moderated.  In essence, the lagged value “steals” the effect of the other independent variables, 
diminishing their apparent influence in favor of an explanation that past levels of the dependent 
variable explain future values of the same variable.220  While there is undoubtedly some role of 
the past on the present, from a statistical perspective, inclusion of the lagged dependent variable 
far overstates this influence.221 
 
Consequently, rather than present an exaggerated view of the weight of past human rights 
practices, this analysis excludes a lagged dependent variable.  It is important to note that many 
previous studies on the topic of CP rights did use a lagged dependent variable.222  For this 
reason, some of the results here should be expected to differ from the literature, to the extent that 
this is an issue.  Rather than dispute prior findings, this should encourage consideration of 
ongoing research and recommendations from the statistical community regarding lagged 
dependent variables, and their potential impact on broader statistical analyses. 
 
 
IV. B. 2.  Multicollinearity   
 
Multicollinearity is a high level of linear dependence among explanatory variables.  When 
variables are highly correlated, it can be more difficult to separate out the contribution of 
individual variables.  Multicollinearity does not affect the predictive power of the overall model 
– predictions and the R2 remain accurate – but rather creates problems for inferential statistics – 
understanding the impact of individual independent variables on the dependent variable.  In the 
inferential case, standard errors will be higher, p-values may be misleading, and confidence 
intervals likely will widen.  The higher the multicollinearity, the more results are both unreliable 
                                                 
219 Achen, 2000; Beck and Katz, 2004. 
220 In extreme cases, it is even possible to get sign reversals as well.  Earlier arguments suggested that the most acute 
outcome would be inflated standard errors and weakened coefficients, but Achen (2000) presents a strong argument 
and a mathematical proof showing that bias results from inclusion of the lagged dependent variable under the 
specified conditions. 
221 For an informative primer on the basic issues on both sides of this debate, see: Ibid.; Beck and Katz, 1996; 2004. 
222 For the section in which extant studies are compared with the findings from this project, results from the dataset 
with a lagged dependent variable are included, to facilitation comparisons.  In all other cases, a lagged DV is not 
included. 
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and unstable, with coefficient sizes (and, in extreme cases, even signs) changing dramatically 
following small modifications to the model.  Multicollinearity can be avoided, or its impacts 
mitigated, by using a large sample size, a wide range of independent variables, and careful 
selection of variables for inclusion in the final model. 
 
While there is no irrefutable test for multicollinearity, there are several indications that it might 
be an issue in a particular dataset.  Beyond the symptoms – inconsistent results, high p-values, 
and wide confidence intervals – mentioned above, two other simple tests help to identify the 
problem.  The most obvious approach is to consider the pairwise correlations between individual 
independent variables.  A high r value points to high levels of linear dependence.223   
 
Only a few variables in the dataset, beyond those with obvious correlations (e.g. Muslim and 
Christian, or government revenue and government expenditures), have r values suggestive of a 
strong relationship.  Among these are empowerment rights and free and fair elections, fertility 
and age dependency ratio, and ratification of the ICCPR and ICESCR.224  All of these highly 
related variable pairs are to be expected, as their connections are fairly obvious.  While it is 
important to note these correlations, this test does not uncover any additional combinations 
worthy of concern.225 
 
 
IV. C.  Statistical Analysis 
 
This research project utilizes multiple regression analysis as the primary statistical approach, run 
in the Stata 9 package.  Multiple regression allows for assessment of the degree of relationship 
between the dependent variable (measures of human rights) and a range of independent 
variables.  It also helps to gauge the relative importance of these independent variables. 
 
Beyond this broad application, however, a few key decisions were required to account for the 
characteristics of this data.  Specifically, it was necessary to choose between two methods for 
analyzing cross-sectional time series (CSTS) data, and between random and fixed effects 
estimation, in performing the multiple regression analysis. 
 
 
IV. C. 1.  Analyzing CSTS Data: XTreg vs. Mira  
 
Pooled CSTS data typically exhibit heteroskedasticity and serial correlation, as noted above.  
Statistical software packages offer several techniques to account for this reality.  In Stata, the 
commands within the “xt suite,” anchored by the basic “xtregression” (or “xtreg”), allow for 

                                                 
223 Most researchers consider pairwise correlations of greater than either |0.80| or |0.90| to indicate the presence of 
multicollinearity.  As there are two benchmarks in general use, this project adopts the lower (more restrictive) 
measure of |0.80| as an indication of a potential correlation problem. 
224 The correlations for these highlighted variables are provided in Appendix IV.F. 
225 GDP and population did have some high r values when paired with other independent variables, but this problem 
is resolved when using the logged values of these two variables. 
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cross-sectional time-series regression.226  These xt options take into account and control for 
serial correlation (from over-time variation) and heteroskedasticity (from cross-sectional 
variation). 

 

s 

ows for a more accurate redistribution of the effects of the variables 
nd captures a truer value.   

. C. 2.  Fixed Effects vs. Random Effects 

the 

 unobserved variables are constant over time within each particular unit (in this case, 
ountry).   

t does not 

the point of dropping all variables that remain consistent over time (e.g. regional classifications, 
British colony, etc.).231  Consequently, while FE has some benefits, analysts typically prefer RE 
for its ability to provide information on variation over time.232   

 
An additional operator, “mira,” works in conjunction with xtreg (or any other regression 
command) to allow for simultaneous analysis of multiple imputed datasets.  This command uses
Rubin’s formula to compute coefficients and standard errors, making use of all datasets.227  To 
the extent that missingness is a problem, mira delivers better standard errors, because it correct
for bias due to missingness.228  While it is not possible to know the direction of bias resulting 
from missingness in the data, it is highly likely that some bias does exist.  Using mira to include 
multiple imputed datasets all
a
 
 
IV
 
Within the xt suite, random effects (RE) presented a superior alternative to fixed effects (FE),229 
a decision justified on both theoretical and statistical grounds.  Random effects estimation – 
default in Stata and most other statistical packages – takes account both temporal and cross-
sectional variation, while fixed effects is concerned with variation only among units.  FE models 
assume that
c
 
Fixed effects estimation is consistent and generally efficient, though it loses efficiency as the 
number of observations increases.230  In contrast, RE is at least as efficient as FE (and i
use up as many degrees of freedom), but can lose consistency in the presence of serial 
correlation.  Most importantly, however, FE is limited (to cross-sectional variation) in scope, to 

                                                 
226 Using xtreg is far superior to alternative methods of controlling for these problems.  For example, to account for 
heteroskedasticity, it would be possible to use dummy variables – preferably for each country – but that process
dramaticall

 
y uses degrees of freedom.  Controls over time (e.g. classic breaks from the literature) would be needed 

l correlation, but this is a highly imperfect technique, whose efficacy is difficult to accurately 

hat the standard errors are going to be more trustworthy using the mira command. 

ore 

nt both types of effects and thus is more efficient.  
However, this type of estimation assumes that the FE are not correlated with the between effects disturbances.  If 
this is the case, RE will be biased (even if it is still efficient). 
231 The FE estimator is derived from deviations from particular group means.  This formula is another way of 
expressing linear regression with dummy variables, in that it essentially creates a dummy variable for every cross-
sectional unit (country).  In this way, it accounts for idiosyncrasies pertaining to those cases not captured by the 

to deal with seria
assess. 
227 Rubin, 1987. 
228 King et al. (2001) argue t
229 Even so, Appendix IV.G. presents results from the final models using fixed effects for comparison with the 
random effects results. 
230 Technically, FE becomes less efficient as the number of cross-sectional units (countries) increases, and m
efficient as the number of over-time time points (years) increases.  In this dataset, there are more countries than 
years, which adds to the inefficiency of FE.  Since RE estimation accepts that unobserved variables may be 
classified as either fixed or between effects, it takes into accou
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The Hausman test is the standard test of whether RE is as good (

233
consistent and efficient) as FE 

r a given dataset and model.   The Hausman test is specific to a particular model, so the most 

ysis could proceed, using random effects, mira, and 
e xt suite in Stata 9.  These statistical procedures take the fullest advantage of all available data 

     

fo
comprehensive approach was to run it for each of the final models presented in Chapter VI.  As 
this test is not available for simulated datasets together, it must be run on each of the imputed 
datasets individually.234  In all cases, the Hausman test results conclude that using random 
effects is a legitimate approach with this data.235 
 
Having assessed the above issues, the anal
th
on the countries in the dataset.  The next two chapters use all of this information to explore the 
remaining two questions of this research project, with descriptive and then inferential statistical 
methods. 

                                                                                                                                                        
included independent variables.  While this approach provides some benefits, it could also be a form of omitted 
variable bias, if it actually captures factors that might account for differences between countries.   
232 This is true even for variables that do not vary over time.  Such “nonvarying” variables are dropped from FE 
estimation, but not from RE estimation – an added advantage for random effects. 
233 The Hausman test tests the orthogonality of the independent variables and the random effects.  From FE 
estimation, the null hypothesis is that RE would be consistent and efficient.  The test has a chi-square distribution, 
with k-1 degrees of freedom (k is number of independent variables, except for constant terms).  Larger test statistics 
suggest that FE would be preferable over RE. 
234 Running fixed effects estimations of the final models provides additional comparison.  These results are included 
in Appendix IV.G., though they reference the final model developed in Chapter VI.  It is important to note that RE 
and FE results will be different, to the extent that between-case variation matters.  One of the criticisms of FE is that 
it assumes away cross-sectional variation, thereby losing information.  In that respect too, it is less efficient. 
235 A non-significant result supports the use of RE estimation, in that the difference between FE and RE is not 
significant.  As the number of variables in the model increases, the Hausman test is more likely to rule against FE, 
because the efficiency problem will increase and the omitted variable problem will decrease.  Thus, getting a ruling 
against FE with only a few independent variables included is a promising result, suggesting that support for RE 
likely will hold when more regressors are added. 
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Chapter V.  Descriptive Statistics: Where Are ESC Rights Respected? 
 
 
In this chapter and the next, the ESC rights index created for this project is employed to explore 
the range of ESC rights respect or violation in the world.  Here, the focus is on descriptive 
statistics, to examine both the nature of the dependent variable (the new ESC rights index), as 
well as its interaction with various independent variables.  Given the limited nature of 
quantitative information on ESC rights, a more detailed examination of descriptive statistics is 
warranted here.  These studies provide important insights into where ESC rights are well-
respected, which is useful in guiding future research and constructive in directing immediate 
policy reform, advocacy, and program implementation. 
 
Before an extensive examination of ESC rights outcomes globally, it is important to understand 
the dependent variable used to measure countries’ performances.  Thus this chapter begins by 
examining the newly constructed ESC rights index, exploring the relative influence of its various 
components to better understand how each contributes to the whole.  This assessment of ESC 
rights scores provides additional insights into the measurement process.  Review of a particular 
index in application offers valuable feedback that is rarely encountered when measures are 
merely proposed, but not tested or examined.   
 
This chapter then presents several descriptive statistics to answer the question of where ESC 
rights are respected or violated (the second of the core motivating questions).  It outlines where 
ESC rights scores are highest and lowest, and explores some patterns or trends in these findings.  
To ground this work in existing human rights literature, these rankings are also compared with 
similar findings with respect to CP rights, though the focus remains on countries’ ESC rights 
performance over time, individually and in comparison with other nations.  Consideration is also 
given to the relationship between ESC rights and various other factors used to categorize 
countries.236  In many cases, visual graphics are included to illustrate these relationships and 
trends.237 
 
Overall, the graphs from this chapter, and the insights they offer, paint an interesting picture of 
ESC rights.  They increase our understanding of the general properties and trends of this 
category of rights, and suggest some of the ways in which they interact with other important 
categories, such as geographic region, economic development level, and religion.  While these 
conclusions offer only correlations, not causation, they still provide greater awareness of the 
movement of these variables over time.  The next chapter follows up on these findings, testing 
these associations, and the relative importance of these and other independent variables on 
countries’ ESC rights performance. 
 
 
 

                                                 
236 Analyses by region and economic development level are included in the text, while the religion study is presented 
in Appendix V.G. 
237 In this text, included graphs illustrate the most fundamental aspects of these statistics.  The Appendices contain 
several additional graphs to provide further supplementary information. 
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V. A.  Examination of the New ESC Rights Index 
 
This first section on descriptive statistics breaks out the distinct elements of the next ESC rights 
index for individual consideration.  The first motivating question of this ESC rights research 
project was: What are ESC rights?  Answering this fundamental question provides the 
foundation for subsequent analyses.  Accordingly, it important to construct the most valid and 
reliable index possible.  The opportunity to separate the components of the newly developed 
ESC rights index for consideration of their trends provides valuable feedback in assessing this 
variable.   
 
Following the theoretical structure described in Chapter III, this analysis is divided into both 
“topical” and “structural” components.  The first comparison concentrates on the health and 
education aspects.  The next analysis separates the principle, practice, and outcome components 
to contrast their contributions to the overall ESC rights index. 
 
 
V. A. 1.  Health and Education Components 
 
Health and education represent ESC rights in this index.  Here, these two components are 
separated to evaluate their individual contributions to the collective.  The most basic overview 
graphs the health and education lines together, along with the ESC rights index.238 
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As this graph shows, the health and education components of the ESC rights index are very 
similar.  They follow the same trajectory at the same values.  The slight variation in their paths is 
visible only when focused in on the small range of their overall movement.  It is not necessarily 
surprising that these two measures would trend together, as they are both capturing social issues.  
                                                 
238 When viewed on the full (0-1) scale, the three lines are nearly indistinguishable, so the graph below focuses in on 
a smaller range of values on the y-axis.  A graph of these values over the full (0-1) range is included in Appendix 
V.A. 
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Government approaches and policies likely would take a similar approach to health and 
education matters. 
 
To factor out the slightly disparate starting point, the next illustration uses 1980 values as a 
baseline to compare the relative movement of health versus education.  The graph below shows 
these two variables, progressing forward from a zero starting point.  Again, these are moving 
nearly in tandem, though the health line remains slightly higher.239 
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The three standard deviation bands for health and education offer some final insights.  These 
represent the area accounting for 65%, 95%, and 99% of the values; these are the first, second, 
and third standard deviation (SD) bands.  These show the relative dispersion of the data, and 
allow for comparison over time, and between health and education. 
 

                                                 
239 It is important to recognize that the actual numbers reflect the issues being measured, so this graph does not 
necessarily mean that health provision is “better” than education.  Rather, it is the pattern of their movement which 
is crucial; here, it is evident that health did break away and gain more than education in the 1980s, when the two 
moved more in parallel. 
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Standard deviation bands: health and education, 1980-2006

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

198
0

198
1

198
2

198
3

198
4

198
5

198
6

198
7

198
8

198
9

199
0

199
1

199
2

199
3

199
4

199
5

199
6

199
7

199
8

199
9

200
0

200
1

200
2

200
3

200
4

200
5

200
6

Health Education

 
 
The most obvious feature of the above graph is that the health and education lines are nearly 
identical at every point.  This reinforces the finding that these two variables truly move in 
unison.  Here, all lines are also trending downward, coming closer together.  This means that, 
over time, the spread of values is decreasing, so that the data is clustering more tightly.  When 
coupled with the overall ESC rights scores, this provides additional information about the 
general movement of this data – and of the level of rights respect they represent.  The ESC rights 
scores are trending upward, and the SD bands are trending downward.  Thus while countries are 
improving their scores (and human rights performance), they are also clustering together more 
tightly.  The average line consequently comes from countries being nearer to the same values, 
rather than spread over a wide area, which also makes it more representative.  More importantly, 
scores are reaching increasingly higher levels, which is good news for human rights. 
 
 
V. A. 2.  Principle, Practice, and Outcome Components 
 
In addition to the topical focus on health and education, it is also possible to separate the ESC 
rights index into the structural components of principle, practice, and outcome.  As explained in 
the theoretical background to the composite index, these reflect the varied components of human 
rights law and the range of elements necessary to ensure human rights enforcement and 
enjoyment – in both theory and practice.  The principle indicators attempt to capture government 
commitment to a particular right.  The practice indicators move from state proclamations to final 
outcomes, and consequently represent state actions taken to realize a right.  The outcome 
indicators reflect individuals’ actual enjoyment of rights, by measuring government 
implementation through indicators of access to and use of the means (schools, hospitals, etc.) by 
which people maintain minimum levels of health and education. 
 
As these principle, practice, and outcome variables come from different types of sources, and 
purport to represent fairly different aspects of human rights, is it logical to anticipate more 
variation here than in the previous health and education section.  A single graph of all three 
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factors together, along with the ESC rights score, tests this assumption.  As before, the full (0-1) 
version shows three of the lines as virtually indistinguishable.  That version is available in 
Appendix V.A.; the graph here offers a view of more limited y-axis values. 
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This graph clearly shows the parallel and tightly clustered path of the process and outcome 
variables.  The principle variable, in contrast, follows a very different trajectory.  This is not 
wholly unexpected, as the principle variable is quite distinct from the other two in several ways.   
 
The principle variable measures a country’s formal legal commitment to the main ESC rights 
treaty, and therefore takes on only three values (no signature, signature, and ratification).  
Consequently, this data is more likely to show a stair-step progression (smoothed somewhat by 
averaging over all countries) than the process and outcome variables, which are continuous 
rather than ordinal. 
 
Countries seeking to initiate progress with respect to ESC rights – or to at least give the 
appearance of improvement – often begin by acceding to international human rights treaties.  
Government officials may perceive this action as an early step toward greater advancement on 
human rights performance.  They often consider it an easier step as well, as treaty ratification 
requires fewer resources than the translation of these ideas and commitments into practice.  For 
these reasons, it makes sense that the principle variable shows a dramatic increase and moves 
above the process and outcome lines.   
 
There is also a time component at work here.  The ICESCR opened for signature in 1966 and 
entered into force in 1976.  Many countries were just beginning the ratification process in the 
1970s and 1980s, so there were fewer state parties to the treaty at the beginning of this time 
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period.240  Of the 192 UN member states, there are currently six signatories and 160 state parties 
to the ICESCR.241 
 
To wash out the influence of the very different starting points, the next figure takes 1980 as a 
zero baseline for all variables, and graphs them from that point.  This illustrates their relative 
movement, regardless of their initial value. 
 

Relative ESCR score movement for principle, process, and outcome, 1980-2006 (1980=0)
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Not surprisingly, this graph shows an even more dramatic break of the principle variable from 
the process and outcome variables.  Treaty support shows a slow increase, and then a big rise 
beginning around 1990.  In later years, the slope decreases somewhat, which is expected, as there 
is a limit to a country’s achievement, and to all countries’ collective attainment, when the highest 
possible level is treaty ratification. 
 
This graph also emphasizes the fact that the process and outcome lines have not risen very far at 
all over twenty-six years; their total movement is around one-tenth of the total scale.  Though 
they started at a reasonably high level (as seen in the first principle, process, and outcome graph), 
they have not made huge strides.  This is especially stark when compared to the principle 
indicator, but is evident even when looking at just these two.  Though it only comprises a portion 
of the overall score, the dramatic increase in the principle component may account for some of 
the apparent improvements in ESC rights overall. 
 
The final graph presents the three standard deviation bands.  These compare the relative 
dispersion of each element of the ESC rights index. 
 
                                                 
240 Moreover, many countries did not come into existence until later years, which also helps to account for the 
relatively sudden spike in signatures and ratifications.   
241 Technically, many – but not all – of the state parties which ratified the treaty first signed it, and so are considered 
signatories as well as state parties.  The numbers provided above consider as “signatories” those countries, including 
the United States, which have signed, but not ratified, the ICESCR.  State parties are in all cases only those countries 
which have ratified the treaty (UN Treaty Collection, 2009). 
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Standard deviation bands: principle, process, and outcome, 1980-2006
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The principle variable, which demonstrated such relatively high levels of “achievement” in 
previous graphs, exhibits a wide spread in the data here.  This reflects the wide variability in 
values for this particular indicator.  In contrast, the process and outcome variables show very 
little dispersion.  These two are both are very tightly clustered, and move together very closely. 
 
From all of these graphs, it is evident that the process and outcome indicators have very similar 
patterns.  Further analysis of these two variables is necessary to determine the extent of the 
relationship between the individual elements of each.  It is to be expected that, because each is 
comprised of health and education indicators, the two are closely linked.  It may be that the 
process variable (representing government policy) and the outcome variable (representing the 
actual results) are either measuring nearly the same underlying factor, or so closely related that 
they trend together incredibly closely.  Certainly, it is not surprising that government policies and 
outcomes are related, though one would expect at least some gap between implementation and 
effect.  Nevertheless, it is quite believable that there is a much larger break between formal law 
and then its enforcement and enjoyment. 
 
Methodologically, it is intriguing that the process and outcome variables track so closely 
together, and move apart from the principle variable.  Though the above arguments seem to offer 
a logical explanation, this warrants further investigation.  Theoretically, it is interesting to 
witness the distinct trends.  As the objective is to capture in the composite variable the range of 
steps necessary for ESC rights enjoyment, it is actually encouraging to witness variability in the 
individual indicators that contribute to the index. 
 
Similar studies on the respective contributions of the health and education indicators would be 
welcomed in this field.  From the analyses undertaken here, it seems that these two variables are 
very closely related.  In many ways, this is not surprising, as they are both social issues that 
likely fall into similar service categories for the government (and for any other providers, such as 
NGOs or foreign aid programs).  The visual aids reinforce the fact that these are trending 
together, which suggests that they are capturing a similar underlying idea.  This result is 
promising in terms of measurement, and reinforces the notion that this index reflects core aspects 
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of ESC rights.  Of course, health and education are only two facets of a much larger group of 
rights, and future studies could examine other rights; understanding how different rights 
(especially those that are less referenced) trend and interact with other variables would pr
valuable additional information. 
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collectively over time.  Observing general trends and basic characteristics of this ESC rights dat
permits better understanding of the core attributes of this information.  Gaining a better 
appreciation of countries’ overall performance with respect to ESC rights builds an impo
foundation for subsequent consideration of discrete components of rights, as well as analysis o
selected groups of countries’ rights scores. 
 
 
V
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countries for each year.  This most basic picture reveals a fairly steady increase of average
rights respect over time.242  This is also true if the focus is restricted to the second half of the 
time period, 1980-2006.243  This general upward trend suggests that countries – taken as a glo
collective – have fairly consistently improved their ESC rights record in recent decades.244 
 

 
242 As a reminder, ESC rights are measured from 0 (no respect/full violation) to 1 (full respect/no violation).  In most 
cases, the y-axis represents the “country score” on this ESC rights index – either the full (0-1) range, or some 
portion thereof.  Also in many cases, the x-axis captures the time series by measuring in years – usually from either 
1960-2006 or 1980-2006. 
243 As discussed previously, the statistical regression analyses (presented in the Chapter VI) use data from 1980 
forward.  However, in this and several subsequent descriptive presentations, data from 1960-2006 is also included, 
often alongside data from 1980-2006.  This longer time period allows for a wider historical view, and helps identify 
trends that develop over time.  However, it is important to note that data availability and quality often were much 
lower in these earlier decades, and results from these years should be observed and interpreted with caution.  For 
example, it is possible in this graph that some of the zigzag movement observed from 1960-1970 might be due to 
data issues as much as, or in addition to, characteristics inherent in ESC rights experience itself. 
244 The possible exception to this is the most recent year, 2006.  It appears that there may be a slight decrease in the 
ESC rights score from 2005-2006.  More twenty-first century data is needed to extend this line before a definitive 
statement can be made in this regard.  Nonetheless, if present, a new downward trend would be both troubling, and 
contrary to over forty years of fairly continuous improvement.  If a stall in the upward movement would develop, the 
hope is that it would at least plateau at a level state, and not decrease. 
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Overall ESCR average, 1960-2006
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Overall ESCR average, 1980-2006
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Comparing this “all countries, all years” snapshot of ESC rights with a similar view of CP rights 
reveals a clear contrast.  While the ESC rights scores demonstrate an unambiguous upward trend, 
CP rights scores show very little movement over the same time period.  Though not entirely flat, 
this line fluctuates minimally, generally staying within a range of less than one point on this ten-
point scale.245 
 
This result is consistent with general attitudes towards these two categories of human rights over 
time.  As discussed in Chapter II, CP rights have long been the primary focus of all of human 
rights, and thus historically have received the most attention – both within countries and 

                                                 
245 CP rights are also measured from 0-1, so the “ten-point scale” actually represents tenths of the total range.  
Though both rights scores are measured from 0-1, since different components constitute each of the CP and ESC 
rights scores, it is more relevant to examine the overall trend or movement of these average lines, rather than 
compare the numbers of the “scores” themselves. 
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internationally, as countries praise or criticize one another.  ESC rights, on the other hand, have 
gained a spotlight much later, and also more slowly.  Moreover, the links with development 
issues likely have influenced the more recent uptake and then consistent increase in these scores. 
 

Overall CPR average, 1980-2006
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V. B. 2.  Relative Movement over Time 
 
Graphs of the standard deviation bands for both CP and ESC rights confirm these general trends, 
and additionally reveal that ESC rights scores are also clustering more tightly over time, while 
CP rights scores have maintained their relative distance.  Standard deviation represents the 
dispersion or spread of data around the mean.246  Viewed by year, the SD bands provide 
information regarding the general data trends over time.  The three SD bands reflect the level of 
“clustering” around an average, and so indicate whether countries have similar ESC rights 
outcomes, or whether there is greater diversity in experience with respect to realizing these 
rights.  The two graphs below show that the relative distance between the three ESC rights SD 
bands is decreasing, while the three CP rights bands stay fairly consistently separated.  This 
means that countries are converging in terms of their ESC rights scores, while maintaining 
consistent distances from one another in their CP rights scores. 
 

                                                 
246 Assuming a normal distribution, 68% of countries fall within one standard deviation (SD) of the mean, 95% fall 
within two SDs, and 99% within 3 SDs.   
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ESCR standard deviation bands, 1980-2006
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CPR standard deviation bands, 1980-2006
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A final graph illustrates the divergent paths of ESC and CP rights scores.  By setting the 1980 
score for each to zero and calculating subsequent years’ scores relative to that baseline, it is 
possible to depict the relative movement of the two rights scores over time.247  CP rights scores 
have remained somewhat steady overall, even while fluctuating substantially within a limited 
range.  ESC rights scores, in contrast, have trended upwards quite consistently.  Again, the slight 
drop in 2006 is intriguing and raises many questions, which require additional annual data to 
explore fully. 
 

                                                 
247 Again, the scales of the two rights themselves are not comparable, but the relative movement is. 

 75



Relative ESCR and CPR score movement, 1980-2006 (1980=0)
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V. B. 3.  Ranges and Changes for Human Rights Scores 
 
As the above pictures are only averages, this next section delves into characteristics that are 
masked when a single point stands for all countries in a single year.  Though still working at a 
very broad level, the first move away from averages is to consider the range of countries’ scores 
in each year.  To illustrate this, the graphs below depict the range of ESC rights – the highest and 
lowest score among all countries, within each year.  With the y-axis depicting the full range (0-1) 
of ESC rights scores, the bars indicate the lowest and highest country scores for each year from 
1980-2006.   
 

Highest and lowest annual ESCR score, 1980-2006

0
0.1
0.2
0.3
0.4
0.5
0.6
0.7
0.8
0.9

1

198
0

198
2

198
4

198
6

198
8

199
0

199
2

199
4

199
6

199
8

200
0

200
2

200
4

200
6

annual low

annual high

 
 

 76



This shows not only the fairly big overall range of scores – which encompasses nearly half of the 
overall range at many points – but also hints at the source of the general upward trend displayed 
in the average graphs above.  While the annual high stays fairly consistent over the time period, 
the annual low slowly increases.248  It appears that the countries with the highest scores are 
maintaining their levels of ESC rights respect, while those with the lowest scores are improving 
their respect of these rights.249  The corresponding graph for CP rights also shows a large gap 
between the lowest and highest scores in a single year, though without the upward (converging) 
trend exhibited by the ESC rights graph.250 
 
The contrast in general trajectory of ESC versus CP rights movement from 1980-2006 is 
reinforced by looking at the gains or losses made by each country over that twenty-six year time 
period.  Subtracting each country’s 1980 score from its 2006 score results in a measure of the 
magnitude of change – either positively or negatively – for that country.  Putting together those 
numbers for all countries reveals a clear trend.251   
 

Range of countries' change in ESCR score over 26 years, 1980-2006
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248 The one exception to the flat pattern of high scores is the most recent year, 2006.  In this case, the high is 
significantly higher, while the low stays fairly flat from the 2005 low score.  This presents a contrast to the average 
of all scores, where the 2006 score dropped from the 2005 score.  Again, data beyond 2006 is needed to explore this 
situation fully, but it poses interesting questions for future research, when several years of data past 2006 are 
available. 
249 Further information along these lines is provided in Appendix V.B., which includes graphs of all countries over 
all years, for both ESC and CP rights.  These offer additional insights into the range covered by countries within 
discrete years; these graphs reflect influences from both the human rights respect in question, as well as the technical 
aspects of the respective rights’ measurement process. 
250 The CP rights graph is included in Appendix V.C.  As the CP and ESC rights scores are calculated from different 
source data, it is not possible to compare the scores – or their overall ranges – directly.  Rather, the general trajectory 
and pattern should be the focus for comparison. 
251 As with the overall average line, these graphs also do not take into account the flatness or spikiness of scores 
during the period 1980-2006, but rather reflect only the total gains or losses from the start of that time period (1980) 
to the end (2006).  Where this contributes additional information, over the basic average line, is in considering 
individual country movement over the time period, rather than an average of all countries for each year. 
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Range of countries' change in CPR score over 26 years, 1980-2006
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For ESC rights, very few countries have negative numbers, signifying that most countries have 
improved their overall ESC rights score over this time period.  This corresponds to the general 
upward trend of ESC rights performance depicted on the overall average line above.  For CP 
rights, in contrast, just over half of the countries have lower scores (some significantly lower) in 
2006 than in 1980.  Thus, though the average line (in the first graph of this chapter) is fairly 
constant, the range of countries’ twenty-six year difference shows that individual countries are 
not themselves static.  Instead, the steady average line reflects the fact that roughly half the 
scores are moving upward, while half are moving downward. 
 
This finding strengthens the notion that ESC rights respect is generally improving.  Most 
countries had higher ESC rights scores in 2006 than in 1980.  However, it exposes some 
ambiguity in CP rights performance.  While the cumulative average of CP rights scores remains 
constant – a finding that coincides with theory – it seems that individual countries are in fact 
fairly dynamic in their practice.  Looking at the countries at the extremes in each rights category 
reveals more about what national characteristics might lay behind this divergence in rights 
movement over time. 
 
For CP rights, a pattern emerges when country names are associated with the graph above.  The 
histories of countries at the extremes are well-known and clearly influential in driving scores up 
or down.  The majority of those countries with the biggest increase in scores (at the left side of 
the graph) come from Latin America.252  Most have infamous stories of torture and abuse under 
cruel dictatorships in the second half of the twentieth century.  Starting from very low numbers 
coming out of the 1970s, to 1980, their dramatic improvement thereafter results in the highest 
twenty-six year improvements in CP rights scores.   
 
At the other side of the scale, those countries exhibiting the most drastic drop in CP rights scores 
from 1980-2006 have experienced turmoil and destabilization more recently.  Many of these 
                                                 
252 In the top five of this list, Argentina and Chile are particularly notorious for their difficulty history with respect to 
CP rights.  Nicaragua, at number six, experienced a similar past. 
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countries enjoyed relatively high levels of CP rights respect in 1980, but have since suffered 
instability and conflict.  A number of developing countries were involved in Cold War politics, 
and enjoyed a fairly consistent influx of resources from one side or the other.  At the end of this 
struggle, such countries often experienced a rapid decline in funding.  In many cases, the 
financial troubles opened the way for simmering problems to boil over, and civil war and 
conflict, coups and power vacuums, and other forms of political and economic turmoil typically 
increased.  Countries with fewer resources of their own (especially landlocked countries) found 
themselves in an even more precarious position.  These countries entered the twenty-first century 
with minimal CP rights guarantees, which is reflected in their large CP rights score decrease over 
the twenty-six year period.253 
 
While changes in CP rights scores seem to be tied to governmental and political realities, it is 
important to recognize the role that wealth and economic development likely play as well.  All of 
the five countries with the most improvement over this time period rank in the highest two 
development levels recognized by the World Bank – as high-income or upper-middle-income 
economies.  On the other side, all of the five countries with the biggest drop in scores fall into 
the lowest two World Bank development levels – lower-middle and low-income countries.  Most 
probably, the combination of political influence and available economic resources together 
explain the large changes in CP rights scores over time. 
 

    
 Biggest change (positive and negative) in CPR scores, 1980-2006  
    
    
 +0.5 Argentina, Bahamas, Chile, Uruguay  
 +0.4 Grenada  
 --   
 --   
 --   
 –––– 0  
 --   
 --   
 --   
 --   
 –0.5 Algeria, Central African Rep., Cote d’Ivoire, Sudan  
 --   
 –0.7 Sri Lanka  
    
    

 
At first glance, economic development levels seem to account for the movement in ESC rights as 
well.  Here also the countries with the biggest score changes group together into the top and 
bottom two World Bank income levels.  Yet with ESC rights scores, the countries with the 
greatest decrease in scores are the wealthiest; these highly developed economies have the 
greatest level of available resources.  Those countries with the greatest increase in scores all fall 

                                                 
253 As a reminder, the CP rights score used in this analysis comes from the Political Terror Scales.  Thus the impact 
of government turmoil, civil war, and other conflict will influence the dependent variable (the PTS) more 
significantly than if it were a measure of other aspects of CP rights (e.g. religious freedom, political participation, 
etc.). 

 79



into the lowest income categories recognized by the World Bank.  Thus the correlations between 
increase or decrease and wealth level remain high, but run exactly opposite to those found in the 
CP rights case. 
 
However, closer examination of ESC rights scores from 1980-2006 brings to light a trend that 
more accurately explains these numbers.  Unlike CP rights scores, which, taken together, rise 
above and sink below the zero baseline in roughly equal numbers, and to roughly equal heights 
and depths, ESC rights scores show an overall tendency to increase.  The vast majority of 
countries have improved their scores over time; the graph (on page 77) depicting the range of 
countries’ twenty-six year change in ESC rights scores demonstrates this with its dramatic skew, 
compared to the more balanced equivalent CP rights graph.   
 
The few countries with negative ESC rights scores (i.e. 1980 scores were higher than 2006 
scores) were wealthy countries that started at elevated levels of ESC rights respect, and generally 
maintained those high rates.  In essence, it was difficult to go anywhere but down, but their 
decreases were moderate at worst.  On the other hand, those countries with the greatest increase 
in ESC rights scores generally started at the lowest levels, and have shown marked improvement 
from there.  Since all those with the most positive changes are classified by the World Bank as 
among the lower-income economies, and those with negative changes enjoy many economic 
resources, development level does not entirely explain ESC rights respect. 
 

    
 Biggest change (positive and negative) in ESCR scores, 1980-2006  
    
    
 +0.3 Yemen, Djibouti, Bolivia, Malawi, Somalia  
 --   
 --   
 –––– 0  
 --   
 –0.2 Chile  
 –0.3 Norway, Australia  
 –0.4 Netherlands, United States  
    
    

 
To illustrate this idea, countries at each of these extremes were graphed (over time).  The first 
graph below shows only the countries with the biggest increase and biggest decrease, along with 
the country with the least movement for a relative perspective.  Comparing the country with the 
“worst” change in ESC rights score – the United States – with the country exhibiting the least 
movement – Iceland – accentuates the fact that countries with decreasing scores are really just 
maintaining fairly high levels of ESC rights respect; these two countries are maintaining nearly 
the same level of change (or lack thereof).  This stands in contrast to those with increasing 
scores, which show real and substantial upward movement.254   

                                                 
254 It also contrasts with CP rights scores results, where the biggest increases and decreases were roughly equal in 
magnitude.  Those countries with the biggest improvements started with scores ranging from 0.1 to 0.4, and ended 
with scores ranging from 0.6 to 0.8.  Those with the biggest declines moving from starting points between 0.5 and 
0.7 and ended with 2006 scores between 0.0 and 0.2.  Thus the differences averaged around half of the entire range, 
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The second graph extends this notion, putting together the five countries with the biggest 
increases, biggest decreases, and least change, to show that this trend applies beyond the most 
extreme single case.  This simply reinforces the idea that those with “decreasing” scores are 
nearly indistinguishable from those just maintaining high scores, while there is clear movement 
upward – albeit with far greater diversity of pattern and ultimate gain – among countries 
progressing from low to high scores.  Those countries with scores that have decreased or 
changed little over time are clustered at high scores – no country that fits this description has an 
average score below 0.6, well above the average.   
 

Country with most positive, negative, and least ESCR score change, 1980-2006
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Five countries with most positive, negative, and least ESCR score change, 1980-2006
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While these graphs provide valuable insight into the ultimate movement over the 1980-2006 
period, it is important to recognize that they do connect just two datapoints.  Thus they rely on a 
                                                                                                                                                             
for both positive and negative movement.  For reference, the ESC rights scores showed almost no change for the 
decreasing countries, and a marked increase for the improving countries. 
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country’s standing in 1980 and 2006 to represent its progression accurately.  Though this could 
be interpreted as a random datapoint, ESC rights scores rarely vary dramatically from year to 
year, so these two points do provide some insight into the general movement of each country. 
 
Nevertheless, it is important to include some indication of the variability between these 
datapoints, both to verify the appropriateness of the above conclusions, and to examine the 
nature of countries’ scores over this extended period of time.  Toward this end, a summary of the 
absolute value of yearly score differences helps to gauge how “flat” or “spiky” a country’s year-
to-year performance was with respect to ESC rights scores.  The countries with the flattest and 
spikiest movement throughout the time period reinforce earlier findings; all five of the most 
consistent countries come from Europe, and the most inconsistent countries are concentrated in 
Sub-Saharan Africa and in the World Bank’s lower income levels.255 
 

Five flattest and spikiest countries, 1980-2006
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V. C.  ESC Rights Rankings 
 
Human rights rankings are always a controversial subject, and they should never be the sole 
means of interpreting a country’s position or actions.  Nevertheless, when considered in context 
and with a fair view of their value, they can be extremely useful in understanding a country’s 
level of human rights respect – both its own performance over time, and compared with other 
countries. 
 
To provide as fair and nuanced a position as possible, this section presents three different 
approaches to ranking countries according to their ESC rights scores.  As in the other sections, 
the primary focus is on the time period 1980-2006, with references to the longer view (1960-
2006) when appropriate.  Appendix V.D. contains the complete list of country rankings by ESC 

                                                 
255 The most consistent countries are: Poland, Denmark, Sweden, Bulgaria, and the Netherlands.  The most 
inconsistent countries are: Equatorial Guinea, Cambodia, Cape Verde, Liberia, and Maldives. 
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rights score for the most recent year, 2006, from the highest (Germany, with a 2006 score of 
0.833) to the lowest (Pakistan, with a score of 0.378). 
 
More important than this single year snapshot, however, is a view of rights respect over time.  
Below are descriptions of three types of rankings, covering the time period 1980-2006.  These 
summary tables attempt to capture the cumulative information gleaned from yearly scores in 
order to present a simple picture of ESC rights respect over twenty-six years.  Three different 
methods are offered to be as fair as possible to distinct influences and to allow for comparisons 
among the various methods. 
 
The first ranking method simply tallies the frequency of a country’s appearance in the top or 
bottom ten countries, for each of the yearly rankings.  Where in this ten the country falls does not 
factor in; only its presence on the list counts.  Thus the countries with the highest frequency are 
those that appeared more often somewhere in the top or bottom ten.   
 
The second option summarizes each country’s ranking (1 to 176) from year to year, and 
calculates a final overall number representing the general location of a country over this time 
period.256  This provides additional information over the previous ranking, in that it accounts for 
the exact place of each country in each year, rather than tabulating only whether or not the 
country appeared in the top or bottom ten scores for any given year.  This second measure also 
supplies information on scores beyond the highest and lowest ten, which are simply excluded 
from the previous rankings.   
 
The third type of ranking begins with the mean and standard deviation (SD) of all countries for 
each year.  Each country’s deviation from the mean is tabulated over the entire time period, 
resulting in a type of weighted rankings.  This offers additional nuance in that it takes into 
account each country’s actual distance from the mean, rather than just its relative order.  As a 
result, countries that are grouped together have similar scores, and are distinguishable from 
scores with a wider spread.  This final measure presents a particularly good representation of 
consistently high and low scoring countries, but summing these scores over the time period does 
not take into account the “spikiness” of countries with intermediate and inconsistent scores. 
 
The following tables present all three rankings together, along with their key component 
(frequency, summed scores, and summed standard deviations).  In each case, the tables below 
present only the highest, middle, and lowest ten countries, from 1980-2006.257  A complete list 
of all countries for each ranking method (and for 1960-2006 in addition to 1980-2006) is 
provided in Appendix V.E. 

                                                

 
 
 

 
256 The order of rankings was reversed so that countries with the highest scores would be those with the highest 
levels of human rights respect. 
257 The frequency method tabulates the number of appearances in the top or bottom ten, so this method identifies 
only high- and low-ranking countries.  As such, it cannot provide rankings for the central scores in a list as long as 
this.  Thus this table provides summary and weighted/SD scores for all three groups of countries, but frequency 
scores for only the highest and lowest ten scores. 
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 Highest scores, 1980-2006  
            
 rank  country freq   sum   SD  
 1  Sweden 25  Sweden 4666  Sweden 35.78  
 2  Iceland 21  Iceland 4548  Netherlands 34.11  
 3  Finland 20  Finland 4520  Iceland 33.90  
 4  Canada 17  Netherlands 4510  Finland 33.74  
 5  Netherlands 15  Spain 4476  Canada 33.45  
 6  Spain 15  Canada 4471  Spain 33.04  
 7  Australia 14  Norway 4398  Australia 32.41  
 8  Norway 12  Japan 4397  Norway 32.34  
 9  Portugal 12  Portugal 4397  Japan 32.33  
 10  Japan 10  Australia 4390  Portugal 32.27  
            
            
 Middle scores, 1980-2006  
            
 rank  country freq   sum   SD  
 84  N/A   Georgia 2641  Georgia 8.60  
 85     Iraq 2622  Iraq 8.25  
 86     Moldova 2501  Moldova 7.98  
 87     China 2493  Grenada 5.38  
 88     Kuwait 2419  Kyrgyz Rep. 5.27  
 89     Gabon 2405  China 4.72  
 90     Singapore 2387  Kuwait 4.65  
 91     Grenada 2349  Morocco 3.38  
 92     Morocco 2343  Paraguay 3.05  
 93     Kyrgyz Rep. 2326  Gabon 3.04  
            
            
 Lowest scores, 1980-2006  
            
 rank  country freq   sum   SD  
 167  Ethiopia 13  Ethiopia 344  Pakistan -47.18  
 168  Niger 13  Niger 340  Ethiopia -47.62  
 169  Bhutan 15  Haiti 307  Haiti -48.39  
 170  Chad 15  Mauritania 284  Bhutan -49.50  
 171  Haiti 15  Chad 271  Mauritania -49.85  
 172  Mozambique 18  Bhutan 267  Chad -50.61  
 173  Sierra Leone 18  Djibouti 261  Sierra Leone -53.38  
 174  Djibouti 19  Sierra Leone 234  Burkina Faso -54.95  
 175  Mauritania 19  Mozambique 230  Djibouti -55.57  
 176  Burkina Faso 20  Burkina Faso 223  Mozambique -56.84  
            
            

 
These results reveal that the highest and lowest scores are consistent across the three different 
ranking methods.  Of the highest scorers, the exact same ten countries appear in each list.  Of the 
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lowest, nine of the ten are in each list.258  This pattern also holds true for the ten countries in the 
middle of the list (rankings 84 to 93), where nine of the ten countries appear in both lists.  While 
the order shifts minimally from one list to the next, the general ranking remains remarkably 
steady.  This suggests both that the ranking methodologies, as different as they may be, have 
little impact on the final outcome in this case, and that the countries have distinct enough 
practices with respect to ESC rights that their overall rankings are notably consistent. 
 
Depicting graphically the ten highest and lowest scores (by the summed standard deviation 
method) also reinforces earlier conclusions.  Those countries with the highest scores are tightly 
clustered at a high level (around 0.7).  Those with the lowest scores are much more dispersed 
(from below 0.2 to above 0.6), and generally take very different paths, even while all are 
increasing overall. 
 

Ten highest and lowest ESCR scores, 1980-2006
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Turning to trends, these tables and graph also clearly suggest that geography and economic 
development level play a significant role in the relative respect or violation of ESC rights.  Those 
countries consistently appearing in the top ten come predominantly from the North America and 
Western Europe region, while those in the bottom represent Africa more than any other 
continent, and poor countries in every case.  The following section turns to these group 
comparisons. 
 
 
V. D.  Sub-Group Analyses 
 
This section considers ESC rights scores by different groups of countries, rather than 
individually or as a collective of all 176 countries.  By classifying countries into specific clusters, 
it is possible to look for patterns in ESC rights respect, and to compare the performances of these 

                                                 
258 Niger occupies the 168th position (eighth from the bottom) on the first two lists, and falls off in the standard 
deviation list.  In the SD ranking, Pakistan appears for the first time, tenth from the bottom. 
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distinct categories.  The focus here is on geographic region and economic development level – 
two of the most commonly referenced categories of countries, which many people assume have 
the biggest impact on many outcomes, including human rights.259 
 
 
V. D. 1.  Analyses by Region 
 
Geographic region is often considered to be an important factor in a range of international issues 
and practices, and human rights performance is no exception.  The analyses in the previous 
section suggest that regional affiliation correlates with human rights scores.  Several graphs, 
using ESC rights scores calculated by region, were constructed to examine this possible 
connection.  Countries were grouped into one of seven regions: Sub-Saharan Africa, South Asia, 
Middle East and North Africa, East Asia and the Pacific, Latin America and the Caribbean, 
Eastern Europe and Central Asia, and North America and Western Europe.  Following are graphs 
for ESC and CP rights scores by region, measured every five years, from 1980-2005. 
 

ESCR scores by region, 1980-2005
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259 There is a correlation of 0.27 between region and economic development level.  Additional details on this 
relationship (and with religion as well) are provided in Appendix V.F.  A third aspect – religion – was analyzed as 
well; the results of that investigation are included in Appendix V.G. 
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CPR scores by region, 1980-2005
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Both ESC and CP rights scores appear to have regional trends.  Over all time periods, countries 
in North America and Western Europe have the highest ESC rights scores, though the gap 
narrows significantly by 2005.  On the lower end, Sub-Saharan Africa remains the lowest-
scoring region throughout the time period, and even seems to increase more slowly than the other 
regions.  Of particular interest is the Middle East and North Africa, which in the 1980s passed 
East Asia and the Pacific.  Other than this, the regions stayed in the same relative order over the 
twenty-five year period.   
 
Regions also mostly maintain relative rankings with respect to CP rights scores.  North America 
and Western Europe again have the highest scores, though by a much wider margin in this case.  
Here, South Asia has the lowest scores, again by a wide margin.  The rest of the regions are more 
tightly clustered.   
 
This information is reflected again in the graphs below, showing the relative movement of 
regions with respect to ESC and CP rights scores.  Setting the regional average of each at zero 
and calculating annual scores from that baseline allows for comparison of the scores’ trends over 
time. 
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Relative ESCR score movement, 1980-2006 (1980=0)
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Relative CPR score movement, 1980-2006 (1980=0)
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The first graph shows the upward trend demonstrated by all other ESC rights graphs.  More 
importantly, it also emphasizes the slower gains made by the North America and Western 
Europe region, relative to the others.  Interestingly, South Asia shows the most dramatic gains in 
the second half of the time period.  Again like other graphs, the second graph here confirms the 
more diverse movement of CP rights scores.  However, this counters somewhat the general 
findings above, in that Latin America and the Caribbean stands out with its higher scores, and 
Sub-Saharan Africa (and South Asia) have lower scores.  This suggests that, despite being closer 
to the regional mean overall, Sub-Saharan Africa is actually declining in CP rights scores.   
 
Concentrating on ESC rights scores, this next analysis examines the countries driving these 
trends.  First, observing all regions together, by the highest and lowest scoring countries, 
illustrates the difference between scores within a single geographic area.  Next, looking at each 
region individually, graphing the highest and lowest country in each region, along with the 
regional average, offers additional insights into the regional trends.  These lines reveal the range 
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within each region, as well as the relative distance of the highest and lowest country from the 
regional mean.   
 
The first graph below combines all regions in one snapshot for easy reference.  This includes the 
highest and lowest ESC rights scores for each region, measured every five years.   
 

Highest and lowest ESCR scores, by region, 1980-2005
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he countries with the highest scores in each region are fairly tightly clustered together, 

ntry 

ithin regions, not surprisingly, the highest and lowest countries in North America and Western 

t-

he graph below shows the gains made by each region, in five-year increments.  This shows that 

 
 

T
especially by the latest time period (2005).  The lowest-scoring countries in each region, 
however, exhibit a wider range of scores.  This shows that each region has at least one cou
with high ESC rights scores.  Consequently, region may be more powerful in explaining the 
countries scoring below the highest levels. 
 
W
Europe (Sweden and the United States) are the closest to one another, when considered over the 
entire time period.  However, the countries in Eastern Europe and Central Asia (Hungary and 
Turkey) clearly are the closest together in 2005, after a dramatic increase by Turkey, the lowes
scoring country in the region. 
 
T
the entire Eastern Europe and Central Asia region experienced a dramatic increase in ESC rights 
scores from 1990 to 1995 (after almost no gains in the prior period).  This gain likely explains 
the convergence (seen in the graph above) between the highest- and lowest-scoring countries in
this region.  This graph also shows that Middle East and North Africa and Sub-Saharan Africa in
particular made improvements earlier in the time period, while South Asia was the only standout 
making advances later on.  As seen in other graphs, North America and Western Europe has a 
relatively low rate of improvement, but again, these countries began at quite high levels.  No 
region experienced a negative change in any five-year period, underscoring the generally 
universal upward trend. 
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Change in ESCR scores over five-year periods, by region, 1980-2005
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he level of a country’s wealth is the other major factor typically cited as being highly influential 
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o examine this theory, ESC rights scores are plotted using the World Bank’s four income 
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A
group average, for each region.  These visual displays confirm that most of the regions exhibit a 
consistent dispersion.  North America and Western Europe shows the tightest clustering among 
its countries, and the highest scores by far – the lowest-scoring country there has a similar 
performance to the highest-scoring country in other regions.  Eastern Europe and Central A
countries show the greatest convergence over the time period, though the Middle East and Nort
Africa displays a recent, dramatic reduction in the gap between high- and low-scoring countries. 
 
 
V
 
T
on human rights performance.  It is generally assumed that countries with greater available 
resources are better able to provide for and protect their citizens, including their human righ 260

 
T
levels: low, lower-middle, upper-middle, and high.  For simplicity, values are presented eve
five years; the bars represent the income-level average for that year.  Following the ESC rights 
graph is an equivalent visual illustration using CP rights scores. 
 
 

 

E. Europe / Central Asia

S. Asiaaharan Africa

Middle East / N. Africa 
Sub-S

260 Some extend this theory, and also believe that wealthier countries are more interested in rights, and more willing 
to secure them for their people. 
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ESCR scores by income level, 1980-2005
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CPR scores by income level, 1980-2005
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These graphs both show strong trends by income level.  Indeed, these are even more consistent 
than the regional characteristics studied above.  Both ESC and CP rights scores appear to rise 
proportionally with economic development level.  The only exception to this comes in the 
earliest years of the CP rights graph, but even this falls back into the common pattern in later 
(more recent) years.  Thus, in almost every case, less wealth seems to be associated with lower 
levels of human rights respect. 
 
As with other measures of these rights, the gap between groups in the ESC rights graph are 
diminishing over time; that is, less developed countries are improving their scores more quickly 
than wealthier countries (which started at higher levels); all are trending upwards, but at different 
speeds.261  The CP rights gaps, however, remain fairly consistent over time, with the exception 
                                                 
261 Appendix V.I. includes graphs of relative ESC and CP rights scores movement over time (using 1980 as a 
baseline). 
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of the two lowest income levels in earlier years.  Also, the high-income countries are particularl
advanced with respect to their CP rights scores, compared to other income levels, there is less 
evidence of convergence. 

y 

 
To evaluate the range of countries’ ESC rights scores in each income level, the next graphs 
present the highest and lowest countries in each income bracket.  The first graph compares all 
income levels in one visual display.  The following graphs present one income category at a 
time, and include the highest and lowest country for that group, along with its mean.  This helps 
to understand the range within the income level, and to compare across income levels. 
 

Highest and lowest ESCR scores, by income level, 1980-2005
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Appendix V.I. contains additional graphs, displaying the highest- and lowest-scoring country, 
along with the group average, for each income bracket.  For the three highest economic 
development levels, the average score is very close to the highest score, suggesting that there is 
greater diversity in scores that fall below the average.  For the lowest-income bracket, all three 
lines exhibit trajectories that are quite distinct from the same lines in the other graphs.  Possibly, 
basic human rights protections – for this ESC rights index measures minimal levels of rights 
respect – are not very costly, and having some resources allows countries to overcome many of 
the obstacles that exist to reach a basic level of human rights support.  The very poorest 
countries, on the other hand, are not achieving similar levels of ESC rights protections.  This 
could be due to resource constraints, or to some other (political, economic, etc.) issues.   
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Chapter VI.  Inferential Statistics: Why Are ESC Rights Respected? 
 
 
This final phase of this research project analyzes the contribution of various conditions or 
explanatory factors that may be associated with ESC rights realization.  The objectives here are 
twofold: to identify the most important correlates of ESC rights and to compare these results 
with similar findings regarding CP rights. 
 
This information is constructive from a theoretical perspective, especially where it adds to the 
emerging literature on ESC rights, but it is at least as valuable for policy makers and human 
rights activists.  To date, CP rights have remained the focus of both academic and applied work, 
and they now are considered easier to implement as well as more politically palatable than ESC 
rights.  While many proponents of ESC rights contend that this argument – whether true or not – 
should be irrelevant, the practical policy ramifications are clear.  For governments with limited 
resources and narrow agendas, protection of core CP rights and the exclusion, or only partial 
adaptation, of ESC rights (or more typically, ESC goals) appears warranted. 
 
One objective of this research project is to provide additional insights into this public policy 
conversation.  Having more information about the driving forces behind ESC rights can help 
those advocating on their behalf.  If the explanatory factors motivating respect for both 
categories of human rights are nearly identical, for example, it could become more difficult for 
decision-makers to claim a budget-based rejection of ESC rights.  If, however, the primary 
conditions for favorable ESC rights outcomes are unique, then advocates must make more 
specific arguments to support the purported equality of different kinds of human rights. 
 
The primary hypothesis of this research project is that the main explanatory factors for ESC 
rights and for CP rights do in fact diverge, though possibly not in ways put forward by those 
fighting for or against ESC rights recognition.  The main expectation here is that ESC rights 
implementation requires a more complex collection of circumstances, compared to CP rights.  
While this may sound like the ESC rights excessive expenditure argument, the contention here is 
that these rights actually are tied more closely to broader economic and social goals – in some 
ways, public goods.  ESC rights are not only compatible with more expansive economic and 
social goals, but could even facilitate them as a means of achieving those ends. 
 
More specifically, political factors are expected to be more important for CP rights, and 
economic conditions for ESC rights.  While previous studies have identified the core issues 
relevant to CP rights respect, successful ESC rights prediction likely will require additional 
variables.  For example, a country’s (income or ethnic) inequality may influence whether all 
people can access the essential services at the heart of ESC rights provision. 
 
This chapter tests these theories using multiple regression statistical analysis, which allows for 
examination of the relative influence of a wide range of independent variables on two human 
rights dependent variables: CP and ESC rights.262  The CP rights dependent variable makes use 

                                                 
262 Following conventional procedures in statistical analysis, the results tables include the coefficient (whose size 
indicates the magnitude of the effect), the sign (positive or negative, indicating the direction of the effect), and the 
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of existing measures, while the ESC rights dependent variable incorporates the operationalization 
and measurement of these rights done in earlier chapters of this project.  For the independent 
variables, these analyses utilize both the traditional factors typically referenced in studies of CP 
rights, as well as additional factors that are theoretically relevant to ESC rights.  These analyses 
result in new models, based on the dependent variable: the central Determinants of Economic 
and Social Rights Index (DESRI) model and the secondary Determinants of Civil and Political 
Rights Index (DECPRI) model. 
 
The first section below contains a more detailed account of the study’s hypotheses regarding 
numerous independent variables, with respect to CP and then ESC rights.  Following these, an 
initial analysis using a limited number of traditional explanatory variables directly references 
previous studies in the literature.  The goal in this case is to replicate these existing studies using 
CP rights as the dependent variable.  This verifies the validity of this project’s dataset, and 
provides a means of control regarding the subsequent analysis by allowing for comparison with 
previous research projects.  Then a similar analysis is performed using ESC rights as the 
dependent variable.   
 
The next, and most important, stage of this statistical analysis, involves construction of new 
models using a more expanded list of potential independent variables.  A wider range of 
explanatory factors offers additional opportunities to explore the influences on both CP and ESC 
rights.  A lengthier discussion follows the presentation of statistical results in this section, 
relating to variations of both the DESRI and DECPRI models.  Finally, the last section includes 
breakdowns of these results by the three classification schemes used in the previous (descriptive 
statistics) chapter – region, economic development level, and religion – for a further, more 
nuanced, investigation of these issues.263 
 
 
VI. A.  Hypotheses 
 
Before beginning the statistical analysis, it is important to lay out the theoretical expectations 
with respect to the various explanatory factors, using both CP and ESC rights as outcome 
variables.  While the hypothetical expectations are similar for many of the independent variables 
with respect to CP and ESC rights, in some cases it is reasonable to anticipate that the results will 
diverge across these two models.   
 
This section of the chapter outlines the hypothetical expectations for the two (CP and ESC 
rights) statistical models, focusing more heavily on ESC rights, which remain the primary 
subject of this research project.  Immediately below is a summary table of the hypotheses; 
following this is a description, in greater detail, of the key independent variables of interest.  
Lengthier explanations for a wider range of variables – for both CP and ESC rights – are 
included in Appendix VI.A.  
 
                                                                                                                                                             
level of statistical significance (with one to three asterisks indicating p-values of <.05, <.01, and <.001, 
respectively). 
263 As in the previous chapter, the regional and economic development level analyses are presented in the text, while 
the study on religion is contained in Appendix VI.G. 
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VI. A. 1.  Direction and Magnitude of Hypothetical Expectation 
 
This summary table includes the independent variables, grouped by general category, for which 
there are articulated hypotheses.264  For each of these, the theoretical expectation with regard to 
both CP and then ESC rights is indicated, if applicable.  The “+” and “–” symbols designate a 
positive or negative expectation, respectively.  The number of pluses or minuses denotes the 
weight given to this hypothesis, from zero to three.265 
 

       
       
 Variable   CP rights  ESC rights  
       
 Political       
       
 Regime type / Military control  – – –  – –  
 Polity / Democracy  + + +  + +  
 Leftist regime  –  +  
 British colonial influence  +    
 Women’s political rights  + +  +  
 Relative political capacity  +  + +  
 Civil war  – – –  – –  
 International war   – – –  – –  
 Conflict index  – – –  – –  
       
       
 Economic      
       
 (Logged) GDP  + + +  + + +  
 GDP growth  + +  + + +  
 Trade openness  + +  + +  
 Fuel exports  – –  – –  
 Women’s economic rights    + +  
       
       
 Government Expenditure      
       
 Tax ratio  +  +  
 Defense-to-government spending  – –  – –  
       
       
 Social      
       
 Gini coefficient   –  – – –  
 Ethnic heterogeneity  –  – – –  
 Labor force participation  +  + +  
 Female labor force     +  
 Women’s social rights    +  
 Gender parity in enrollment  +  +  
 Religious freedom  + + +  +  

                                                 
264 Detailed descriptions of each of these hypotheses are included in Appendix VI.A.  Here, the text provides briefer 
summaries. 
265 This roughly corresponds to the statistically significant levels of (no statistical significance and) <.05, <.01, and 
<.001. 
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 TVs  + +  ++  
 Phones  + +  ++  
       
       
 Demographic      
       
 (Logged) population   – –  –  
 Population growth  –  – –  
 Urban population    –  
 Urban population growth    – –  
 Population density    –   –  
 Age dependency ratio    – –  
 Fertility      
       
       
 Geographic and Environmental      
       
 Area   –  –  
       
       

 
 
VI. A. 2.  CP Rights Hypotheses 
 
Overall, past research has elucidated the most important contributing factors to CP rights, and 
this new model should confirm these prior findings.  As a result, given the comparatively 
substantial literature on CP rights, and the success of existing models in predicting CP rights 
respect or violation, it is logical to largely adopt current expectations regarding these rights.  
Accordingly, some of the explanations here are extrapolated from proposed hypotheses 
published in studies on this topic.   
 
First and foremost, political factors are expected to be the most important explanatory variables 
for CP rights.  Within this category, democracy should be the strongest predictor, as a 
representative political system provides robust checks on repression and official use of violence 
in maintaining power.  British colonial influence likely has a similar effect, by virtue of its 
inculcation of democratic ideals and practices, compared with rule by other colonial powers.  
Conversely, military and leftist regimes likely are detrimental to CP rights for their opposite 
effect on the rights and freedoms central to CP rights. 
 
Though these hypotheses follow the literature in prioritizing political variables as the best 
predictors of CP rights, several economic factors also should play an important role.  Most 
obviously, total economic wealth (overall GDP) and economic growth (in GDP) likely are 
associated with higher levels of CP rights respect, as greater available resources should help 
avoid or deter rights violations.  Similarly, greater trade openness links countries and provides 
incentives for human rights respect.  The only variable in this category with a negative 
hypothesized impact on CP rights is fuel exports.  This is used as a proxy for the “resource 
curse,” which suggests that countries with significant oil and mineral wealth actually have worse 
human rights outcomes, as repressive regimes employ violence to extract natural resources and 
maintain power. 
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The final major category of variables represented in the literature is demographic.  Most authors 
include total population and population growth as control variables in their studies.  While these 
are both associated with slightly lower CP rights outcomes, their primary purpose in the model is 
as control, rather than explanatory, variables. 
 
Beyond these traditional explanatory factors, this study tests several other variables in the CP 
rights models.  Though these extend beyond the traditional variables typically included, they 
represent a potentially new direction of research, as human rights scholars attempt to refine a 
highly predictive CP rights model.  Appendix VI.A. includes more detailed hypotheses for these 
(more peripheral) variables, as well as the tradition variables described briefly above. 
 
 
VI. A. 3.  ESC Rights Hypotheses 
 
In contrast to the CP rights literature, with ESC rights there are no existing quantitative studies to 
reference, and no set of “traditional” variables to confirm or expand upon.  Consequently, this 
study develops new hypotheses specifically regarding ESC rights prediction.  Some of the 
expectations, and their motivating features, parallel those of CP rights.  In other cases, the 
hypotheses diverge, highlighting the differences between CP and ESC rights.  Even more, 
several additional variables are anticipated to have important relationships with ESC rights, but 
which were not included in the previous CP rights section.266 
 
Most generally, economic factors are expected to be the most important category of variables 
predicting ESC rights respect.  As discussed in earlier chapters, these rights have greater overlap 
with the international development sphere, and many of the core issues here are related to 
programs and services that intersect with development objectives.  Many of these require 
government support from policy to implementation and enforcement, and countries with greater 
financial and other resources may be in a better position to provide this foundation.  However, 
overall wealth is not expected to be the only primary predictor.  The ESC rights in question are 
minimum core rights, meaning that they should require relatively low total expenditure.  While 
opponents may make a resource constraint argument, the issue of political will in allocating 
available resources – for every country has some resources, both internal and from external 
sources – is intimately intertwined with the actual level of available resources.  Therefore 
political variables should have a relatively high level of importance as well. 
 
Among the political variables, democracy is expected be a significant factor.  As with CP rights, 
democracy is important to ESC rights respect.  In spite of this, is it also hypothesized that leftist 
governments can promote ESC rights.267  The CP rights literature contends that socialist regimes 
are bad for those rights, but ESC rights research is much more mixed on this topic.  Leftist 
governments typically are concerned about poorer segments of the population and may 

                                                 
266 Regardless of the hypothetical expectation, all important ESC rights variables will be tested in a CP rights model, 
and vice-versa, to ensure that the model is as comprehensive as possible, and to compare these results. 
267 It is important to recognize that hypothesizing that both democracy and leftist regimes are beneficial to ESC 
rights is not contradictory.  In this dataset, the Polity IV democracy measure captures a spectrum ranging from full 
democracy to full autocracy.  Thus democracy and socialism are not set at odds; in fact, they overlap in social 
democracies. 
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concentrate on reforms that benefit more traditionally disenfranchised groups.  By dedicating 
resources to health and education, among other issues, they can have a direct and immediate 
impact on ESC rights.  Consequently, both democracy and leftist regimes could be positively 
associated with ESC rights outcomes. 
 
Military regimes and all types of war and conflict are also predicted to be negatively associated 
with ESC rights.  Involvement of the armed forces in government or in war often leads to further 
violence, repression, and instability.  This type of environment is harmful to all rights, ESC 
rights included.  Without the internal mechanisms to provide the infrastructure for health and 
education services, among others, these rights cannot be fulfilled. 
 
Even so, these types of resource arguments probably will be most influential in the economic 
category of variables.  As government officials – in addition to other providers – require a 
minimum level of financial and other means to implement the necessary programs and to provide 
the services that fulfill ESC rights obligations, the overall level of economic wealth and the rate 
of economic growth should be crucial conditions as well.  Both of these are expected to be 
associated positively with ESC rights outcomes.  In a parallel to CP rights, trade openness is 
likely associated with better and fuel exports (the “resource curse”) associated with worse levels 
of ESC rights respect. 
 
Among the demographic variables, the population variables are used as controls here as well, 
though hypotheses are provided for them in this case.  All of the population variables are 
anticipated to have negative coefficients; this is true for the two traditional variables (total 
population and population growth), but also for the two additional variables added to the model: 
total urban population and urban population growth.  The number and multiplication of people in 
cities could be more important for ESC rights, which could be more responsive to rapid growth if 
demand outstrips supply.  While it is true that both CP and ESC rights have negative and positive 
components (with respect to resource utilization), many of the ESC rights aspects are the core of 
the next index do require some level of provision.   
 
The full model also includes three other demographic variables and one geographic variable with 
underlying mechanisms that follow a similar logic to the population variables.  The population 
density variable captures the notion of overcrowding, which could have a negative effect similar 
to rapid population growth, especially in urban areas.  Total area represents the opposite concern, 
as greater spaces often allow for greater dispersion of people across more land.  Of course, this 
could make service provision difficult, and all land is not habitable land, so this effect is 
hypothesized to be weak.  The age dependency ratio reflects the workforce component of 
population and growth, in that a core of laborers (wage-earners) is required to support 
dependents (both youth and adults living on social security or other forms government 
assistance).  If this ratio gets out of balance, the system will struggle under its own weight.  
Finally, fertility rates speak to population growth from the very source – the number of births per 
woman.  The available programs and services must be able to keep up as the birthrate increases, 
or a wide range of the core ESC rights issues will be under strain. 
 
Two fairly self-explanatory government spending variables could offer some additional 
predictive power to ESC rights.  Most obviously, the defense-to-government spending variable 
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likely is associated with lower ESC rights outcomes.  As more resources are diverted to military 
spending, there is less available for social spending.  Moreover, greater military power often 
leads to the same ends as a military regime.  In contrast, the other expenditure variable – tax ratio 
– is probably related to more ESC rights respect.  As governments have greater power to collect 
revenue, they have more available resources for programs and services. 
 
The full model also includes a number of social variables that have been excluded from most 
human rights studies, though there are reasons to expect that they are important for CP as well as 
ESC rights.  The Gini coefficient and ethic heterogeneity variables both measure aspects of 
equality (or lack thereof), which is a central component of human rights.  ESC rights are 
especially sensitive to economic and social inequalities, as issues of health and education can be 
targeted toward (or away from) certain groups, and can have snowball effects on related 
economic and social issues (e.g. employment opportunities). 
 
In this and other categories, the analyses also incorporate a range of variables that focus on 
women’s issues or input, such as women’s political, economic, and social rights; female labor 
force participation; and gender parity in enrollment.  Women play principal roles at every stage 
of ESC rights recognition and implementation, and are especially central in the extension of 
rights to children.268 
 
 
VI. B.  Analyses with Traditional Explanatory Variables 
 
The statistical analysis begin with an examination of the CP and ESC rights models using 
traditional explanatory factors, taken from existing literature on the topic of correlates of human 
rights violation.  Referencing previous studies – and their independent variables –offers a 
baseline for this project, and compares these new findings with those of earlier scholars as well.  
Moreover, replication of prior results would further validate this project’s dataset and 
methodology.   
 
As all prior projects focused exclusively on CP rights, the first step in the present analysis is to 
compare its new results – using the dataset constructed specifically for this project to create an 
initial Determinants of Civil and Political Rights Index (DECRPI) model – with those of existing 
CP rights models.  These new CP rights findings can then be put alongside ESC rights results 
using the same data, process, and independent variables – an initial Determinants of Economic 
and Social Rights Index (DESRI) model.  This initial pass at comparing the two models allows 
for consideration of the key variables emphasized by other authors, and provides a first analysis 
of current findings for both models, independently and in comparison. 
 
As the same collection of independent variables is used in both the CP and the ESC rights 
models, the right side of the equation form is identical in both cases.  The only difference, 
moving forward through this section, is that the initial analyses use a lagged dependent variable 
                                                 
268 Here again is an important and intriguing intersection with the international development field.  There again 
women are increasingly recognized as critical in the attainment of development objectives and the dissemination of 
their benefits.  One high-profile example of this in practice is micro-lending’s focus on women as borrowers, 
following the Grameen Bank’s early successes (Grameen Foundation, 2009). 

 99



(to align with previous statistical models) and later analyses drop this variable (when comparing 
two models derived exclusively from this project’s newly constructed dataset).  Thus the 
equation form for both the CP and the ESC rights model is: 
 

Human rights respecttc  =  a + [ß1 Rights respect(t–1)c] + ß2 Democracytc  

+ ß3 Leftist regimetc + ß4 Military controltc + ß5 British colonial influencetc  

+ ß6 Civil wartc + ß7 International wartc + ß8 Economic standingtc  

+ ß9 Economic changetc + ß10 Population sizetc + ß11 Population changetc + etc 

 
Where the following definitions for included symbols apply269: 
 

Human rights respect  =  CP or ESC rights respect  

tc  =  country c at time t 

a   =  intercept  

ßn  =  regression coefficient for variable n 

etc  =  error term for country c at time t 

 
 
VI. B. 1.  Comparing CP Rights Findings with Existing Studies 
 
The table below reproduces the findings from one major study, along with this project’s attempts 
to replicate his study.  Poe et. al. (1999)270 generated one of the foundational analyses on this 
topic, and their approach is emulated in several later projects.  It is also used to create the 
comparison DECPRI model presented here, which use of this project’s newly compiled dataset. 
 
Poe performed the same analysis using two different (CP rights) dependent variables, essentially 
separating the two data sources for the Political Terror Scales, the Amnesty International (AI) 
and US State Department (SD) human rights reports.271  This project’s analyses use the full PTS 
index, which averages the AI and SD scores.  As a result, the outcomes of the three models 
should be similar (with respect to the dependent variable), though some discrepancy may result 
from this slight difference.272  Poe also used a lag of the (AI or SD) dependent variable in his 
models.  Though a lagged dependent variable is not included in the later analyses, a lagged DV 
version of the model is used here for improved comparisons with the Poe models.  Even with the 
lagged dependent variable, there remain some unavoidable differences between Poe’s model and 
the DECPRI model, but the data and analyses are sufficiently similar so as to allow for 

                                                 
269 These symbols apply to all equation forms presented in this chapter. 
270 Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999. 
271 He also used two measures of democracy, from Freedom House and Polity III.  As the DECPRI model also used 
the Polity measure (though a later version), the table includes Poe’s results for the AI and SD models using the 
Polity democracy measure. 
272 The signs of the Poe model were also reversed so that the directionality of the coefficients matched the current 
models.  In both cases, a positive number signifies a greater level of human rights respect.  (In Poe’s study, positive 
numbers represented human rights violations.)  

 100



comparative evaluation.273 
 

        
 

Independent Variable  
 Poe ‘99 

AI model 
Poe ’99  

SD model  DECPRI 
model 

 

        
 Rights respect (t-1)  –.651** 

(.018) 
–.665** 
(.018) 

 +.721*** 
(.011) 

 

 Democracy  +.026** 
(.004) 

+.025** 
(.004) 

 +.002*** 
(.0003) 

 

 Leftist regime  +.147** 
(.039) 

+.037 
(.041) 

 –.004 
(.004) 

 

 Military control  –.065* 
(.034) 

–.073* 
(.033) 

 –.010 
(.010) 

 

 British colonial influence  +.092** 
(.029) 

+.062** 
(.027) 

 –.000 
(.004) 

 

 Civil war  –.499** 
(.053) 

–.553** 
(.057) 

 –.074*** 
(.008) 

 

 International war  –.155** 
(.045) 

–.141** 
(.045) 

 –.037 
(.020) 

 

 Economic standing  +.018** 
(.002) 

+.016** 
(.002) 

 +.029*** 
(.003) 

 

 Economic change  +.0005 
(.001) 

+.0037** 
(.001) 

 +.001* 
(.001) 

 

 Population size  –.060** 
(.009_ 

–.049** 
(.008) 

 –.056*** 
(.004) 

 

 Population change  –.011** 
(.004) 

–.004 
(.005) 

 –.002 
(.001) 

 

        
 R2  .73 .75  N/A  
 N  2144 2144  4752  
        

 
Comparing Poe’s two models with the DECPRI model reveals a general consistency across the 
majority of results.  Most of the independent variables demonstrate similar tendencies in terms of 
direction and significance level.  This relative stability across studies and over time (Poe’s study 
was published in 1999, a full decade earlier than this current project) inspires confidence in these 
results, and validates the present dataset and statistical methods.  It almost certainly is also a 
commentary on the overall importance of these explanatory factors on the outcome of CP rights 
respect or violation.274   
 

                                                 
273 Statistical results in both models depend on the dataset, which is actually a sample, dependent upon a sample of 
cases.  Findings will reflect these differences among studies.  Not only does the current sample necessarily diverge 
from Poe’s, it also has a larger dataset both because it included a longer span of time (which extended significantly 
beyond his, bringing in more information of recent years), and because it used multiple imputation to rectangularize 
the dataset.  The DECPRI model presented here makes use of the resulting imputed datasets; Appendix VI.B. 
includes an additional, simpler version of the DECPRI model, without incorporating the imputed data.  That model 
is less precise, but more closely mirrors the methodology – and the results – of the Poe models.  It also allows for 
calculation of an R2; this fit statistic is .80, which is similar to the outcomes of the two Poe models.  All of these 
disparities might account for some divergence in results.  
274 Indeed, those variables with the strongest levels of statistical significance are the variables that demonstrate the 
most consistency from one model to the next. 
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The majority of the variables all retain the same directionality and at least a similar level of 
significance from Poe’s models to the DECPRI model.  Population size and civil war are 
negative and significant, and military control is negative with low or no significance.  
Democracy, economic standing, and economic change are all positive and significant.   
 
The lagged dependent variable is strikingly different between Poe’s model and the DECPRI 
model.  Though this is included as a CSTS control variable,275 it is nonetheless interesting.  
Besides this, the only sign change comes from leftist government, which was positive in both 
Poe models and negative in the DECPRI model.  In his 1994 study, which also examined four 
models, Poe reported two positive and two negative coefficients for this variable.276  He has 
never obtained consistent results for this factor, and even in the 1999 model reproduced here, his 
two models result in different significant levels for the leftist government variable, suggesting 
that the effect of this variable is generally weak.   
 
In terms of statistical significance, the two most notable differences come from the British 
colonial influence and international war variables, both of which are significant in Poe’s models 
but not in the DECPRI model.  Though the signs on the coefficients are the same, the statistical 
significance has dropped in this newer analysis.  It is possible that this divergence comes from 
the differences in the respective data sets, but the expanded model will revisit these variables to 
determine if this outcome persists in a different combination of variables. 
 
 
VI. B. 2.  Analyses of CP and ESC Rights Using Traditional Variables  
 
Having confirmed the potential of this project’s dataset to produce legitimate results, it is now 
possible to move forward from the CP rights analysis to include ESC rights as a dependent 
variable as well.  Essentially, instead of comparing the DECPRI model with Poe’s model, the 
DECPRI model is compared with an equivalent ESC rights model – a basic Determinants of 
Economic and Social Rights Index (DESCRI) model.  While the dependent variable has changed 
here, the same ten independent variables (taken from the predominant CP rights studies 
previously published) remain the same.  While it should not be expected that the same collection 
of independent variables will ultimately explain ESC rights as well as they do CP rights, these 
frequently referenced original variables provide a valuable baseline of information.  Numerous 
studies have identified these factors as important to (CP) rights respect, and the preceding 
preliminary analysis verified that the majority of them are relevant to CP rights using this new 
data sample as well.   
 
Consequently, the table below includes these ten independent variables with CP rights and then 
with ESC rights as the dependent variable.  These results provide a first evaluation of the relative 
importance of these factors with respect to each category of human rights.  This initial 

                                                 
275 In his article on this and the preceding study, Poe downplays the importance of this variable in terms of 
significance, treating it instead as a control variable to account for the complications stemming from cross-sectional 
time-series data. “The inclusion of the lagged dependent variable on the right side of the equation represents our 
measure of correcting for the serial correlation present in our time-series data” (Poe and Tate, 1994: 860). 
276 Ibid.  Poe highlights this “very interesting result” which he calls a “stark contrast” to his previous finding, in his 
1999 study (Poe, Tate, and Keith 1999: 306). 
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comparison also allows for consideration of the similarities and differences between the two 
groups.  It is possible to evaluate these findings in terms of directionality (positive or negative), 
statistical significance, and magnitude of the coefficient.277 
 

       

 Independent Variable  DECPRI 
model  DESCRI 

model  

       
 Democracy  +.005*** 

(.0005) 
 +.005*** 

(.0003) 
 

 Leftist regime  –.023*** 
(.005) 

 +.008* 
(.003) 

 

 Military control  –.020 
(.019) 

 –.033*** 
(.006) 

 

 British colonial influence  +.018 
(.016) 

 –.015 
(.010) 

 

 Civil war  –.119*** 
(.010) 

 –.004 
(.006) 

 

 International war  –.050 
(.026) 

 +.006 
(.012) 

 

 Economic standing  +.058*** 
(.007) 

 +.064*** 
(.004) 

 

 Economic change  +.000 
(.0003) 

 +.001*** 
(.0002) 

 

 Population size  –.135*** 
(.010) 

 –.020*** 
(.005) 

 

 Population change  +.005** 
(.002) 

 –.006*** 
(.001) 

 

       
 N  4752  4752  
       

 
 
VI. B. 2. i.  Important Factors for CP Rights  
 
Of these ten explanatory factors in the CP rights model, six stand out as having high levels of 
statistical significance, five at the highest (<.001) level, and one at the second highest (<.01) 
level.  Stronger democracies and wealthier countries are associated with higher levels of CP 
rights respect, a result with both statistical and substantive importance that corroborates previous 
findings.  Increases in population are also associated with more rights respect.   
 
Conversely, larger populations, leftist governments, and civil wars are associated with lower 
levels of CP rights respect.  Involvement in war being linked to human rights violations is 
particularly unsurprising, as conflict is especially detrimental to CP rights.  Civil war is 
statistically significant at the highest level, and has the largest (in absolute value) coefficient (–
.119) of all, suggesting that internal armed conflict is one of the best explanatory variables for 

                                                 
277 Appendix VI.B. includes an expanded table with two models for each human rights category – with and without a 
dependent variable lag.  Here, the focus remains on the model without the lagged dependent variable, as it should be 
a stronger model, for all the reasons discussed in Chapter IV.    
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CP rights violations.  For every increase in the incidence of civil war, there is a 12 percent 
decrease in ESC rights outcomes. 
 
In this analysis, economic change, military control, and British colonial influence do not meet 
the conventional criteria for statistical significance.  While it may seem surprising that 
international war has a much weaker influence compared with civil war, it is reasonable to 
assume that international wars have less impact on human rights at home, while civil wars are, 
by definition, conflicts within the nation state.  Moreover, in many cases the government itself is 
one of the parties to the domestic conflict, and may be involved in repressing some of its own 
citizens. 
 
 
VI. B. 2. ii.  Important Factors for ESC rights  
 
While it is likely that these are not the only important independent variables for ESC rights, 
consideration of the relative importance of these same factors with respect to ESC rights still 
provides a valuable baseline for evaluation.  In this case, the majority of the independent 
variables are highly statistically significant, though most of the coefficients are relatively small.  
Three key factors – democracy, economic standing, and economic change – are both positive and 
statistically significant, meaning that increases in them are associated with higher levels of ESC 
rights respect.  Economic standing appears to be the most influential variable of all the variables 
on the list.  Its coefficient (.064) is considerably larger than any other, indicating that the level of 
a country’s wealth is the best predictor of ESC rights performance in this model. 
 
Interestingly, leftist government is also positive, and statistically significant, though only at the 
lowest conventionally acceptable level.  While the coefficient is relatively small, it is intriguing 
that this variable is positive and at all statistically significant.  The question of whether leftist 
governments are better or worse for human rights, loosely defined, has generated considerable 
controversy.  Many government officials and proponents of fully free markets emphasize the 
supremacy and importance of capitalist democracies, denying any role for other forms of 
government or economy.  Democracy is also positive in this DESCRI model (with greater 
statistical significance but a slightly smaller coefficient), as expected, but the fact that leftist 
government is also positive adds to this ongoing debate.  At least in this limited model, the 
findings suggest that leftist governments may not be all bad for at least some human rights. 
 
Three other key variables are negative and highly statistically significant: population size, 
population change, and military control.  This suggests that a large and growing population has a 
negative effect on ESC rights respect.  It should not be surprising that higher levels of wealth and 
economic growth would be associated with better ESC rights outcomes, while greater, and 
growing, numbers of people would strain those resources, resulting in worse ESC rights respect.  
The findings here confirm these hypotheses. 
 
Military control has a comparatively large coefficient (–.033), indicating that countries with 
armed forces in command of the government are less likely to respect ESC rights.278  This result 

                                                 
278 Having a military government is associated with a three percent decrease in a country’s ESC rights score. 
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makes an important distinction between the influences of leftist versus military governments.  
While the former may be good for ESC rights, the latter appears to be detrimental.  Though this 
should be intuitive – as military control is often associated with overall violence and repression, 
while socialist governments typically are dedicated to a more equal distribution of resources, 
which would be at the core of ESC rights – too often people conflate these categories, and 
declare both harmful to human rights. 
 
Lastly, it is surprising that neither of the coefficients with civil and international war has any 
statistical significance.  Armed conflict – especially within a country – has many disruptive 
effects, ranging from physical violence to interruption of services, and so it would be expected 
that war variables would be negatively associated with ESC rights respect.  Though civil war has 
a negative coefficient (and international war has a positive one, which is even more unexpected), 
neither variable achieves even the lowest (<.05) conventional level of significance acceptable for 
consideration.  As this is quite unanticipated, it is important to focus on these variables again in 
the next stage, when the full model is developed, using an expanded range of independent 
variables. 
 
 
VI. B. 2. iii.  Comparing CP Rights and ESC Rights Models    
 
This limited model offers some preliminary conclusions about the influence of these ten 
traditional explanatory factors on CP versus ESC rights outcomes.  While it is not possible to 
directly compare the results from these two models, it is valid to contrast the signs and statistical 
significance of these variables, as well as their relative importance in each model.  In both cases, 
the vast majority of the variation comes from between countries, rather than within.279 
 
One direct comparison that is possible, given that the same independent variables appear in both 
models, is a measure of overall model fit.  When using the original data, the R2 fit statistic 
specifies the amount of the total variation in the dependent variable that is explained by the 
collection of independent variables included in the model.280  In this sense, it offers some 
indication of how comprehensive these particular variables are together in accounting for the 
resulting dependent variable.281  These ten traditional independent variables explain 40 percent 
of the variation in CP rights (a strong result in the social sciences), but only 26 percent of the 
variation in ESC rights.  This suggests that these factors provide a reasonably comprehensive 

                                                 
279 The within- and between-country variances indicate what percentage of the overall variation in the data comes 
from within the country (i.e. over time) or between countries (i.e. between units of analysis).  In the DECRPI and 
DESCRI models, almost all of the variation is cross-sectional, or coming between countries.  This is expected, as 
this is not a long period of time, and you would anticipate that countries would have similar circumstances from one 
year to the next. 
280 The mira procedure used with the imputed data does not produce an R2 statistic.  Therefore, to obtain this 
measure of fit, it is necessary to run the more basic xtreg procedure on the original (non-imputed) dataset.  While the 
reported results come from the mira analyses, it is possible to extrapolate from the xtreg analyses, and to assume that 
the R2 statistic provides general information about the fit of the respective CP and ESC rights models. 
281 As the R2 statistic offers information about the collective contribution of the included independent variables, it is 
only possible to compare this result across (different DV) models that contain the exact same independent variables.  
(It is possible to compare across models with the same DV, in order to determine the relative power of different 
combinations of independent variables in explaining the dependent variable.) 
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account of CP rights outcomes, but do not perform as well with respect to ESC rights.  This 
aligns with the initial anticipation that traditional studies have achieved a relatively high level of 
success and accuracy in accounting for CP rights respect or violation, but that similar ESC rights 
analyses likely require a different assortment of explanatory factors.  Toward this end, this 
project proceeds to explore a wider range of independent variables after concluding this 
preliminary comparison of CP and ESC rights models. 
 
Turning to individual variables, the first finding in comparing the CP and ESC rights models is 
that three of the most important explanatory variables have a similar influence on both of these 
types of rights.  These three variables – democracy, economic standing, and population size – 
consistently rank among the most important factors for human rights provision, both 
theoretically and statistically.  Democracy and wealth are positive and highly statistically 
significant for both categories of rights, implying that higher levels of both are associated with 
better human rights performances.  In both models, population size is negative and highly 
statistically significant, suggesting that larger populations are associated with lower levels of 
rights respect.  All three of these findings fall in line with both hypothetical expectations for CP 
and ESC rights, and with actual results from previous CP rights studies.   
 
The remaining variables with statistical significance all have somewhat different outcomes from 
CP to ESC rights.  This is especially intriguing regarding the key economic and demographic 
variables.  Wealth and population are the most important measures of the current economic and 
demographic situation.  These capture relatively static conditions.  These initial DECPRI and 
DESCRI models indicate that these two variables, along with democracy – the primary political 
variable – are the only factors with similar outcomes for both CP and ESC rights.  In contrast, the 
more dynamic measures of these issues present the opposite effect. 
 
The two growth variables in particular capture moves in the overall (wealth and population) 
indicators.  That these, along with leftist regime and military control, differ (from the CP to the 
ESC rights model) in a way not seen in the more static democracy, wealth, and population 
variables, suggests that perhaps there is something distinct about change or movement that has a 
divergent impact on the two categories of rights.   
 
In both models, a country’s total wealth was statistically significant and positively related to 
human rights outcomes.  Yet this influence appears to not extend to changes in a country’s 
economic wealth.  Economic growth typically is associated with improved CP rights situations, 
but the coefficient is zero in the CP rights model, with no statistical significance (at the 
conventional <.05 level).  In the ESC rights model, economic growth again has a coefficient of 
almost zero, but is highly statistically significant.  This difference in statistical significance 
merits further investigation in the subsequent expanded model.282 
 
Population change presents an even starker contrast.  Total population is inversely related to both 
CP and ESC rights outcomes, yet population change has opposite signs in the two rights models.  
Though the coefficients are small, both are statistically significant.  Population growth is 
associated with better CP rights outcomes, and worse ESC rights outcomes.  Most theoretical 
                                                 
282 The economic growth result in the CP rights differs from previous studies, so it is possible that the impact of 
economic growth on both sets of rights could change in a more appropriate model. 
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explanations about population effects highlight the impact on resource availability and 
utilization, which would coincide with a negative finding, but does not explain the positive 
coefficient with population growth in the CP rights model.283 
  
Besides democracy, the other two clearly political variables here are leftist government and 
military control of the government.  Leftist control of the government results in diametrically 
opposed outcomes for CP and ESC rights.  Both findings are statistically significant (though at a 
higher level in the CP rights model), but a leftist government is associated with worse CP rights 
and better ESC rights outcomes.  Opponents of socialism have long argued that it is an 
unfavorable environment for CP rights, and the present results tend to support this finding.  In 
contrast, many hypothetical expectations for ESC rights suggest that socialist governments 
would be more likely to promote these rights.  The results here support this finding as well.  
While further research is warranted, it appears that both of these expectations hold true. 
 
Military control is negative in both cases, suggesting that having the armed forces in charge of 
government is bad for all human rights.  Yet the coefficient on this variable is statistically 
significant only in the case of ESC rights (and there, highly so), indicating that military control is 
particularly harmful for ESC rights. 
 
The other variable related to political issues is British colonial influence.  Interestingly, here 
again the signs are opposite from CP rights (positive) to ESC rights (negative).  However, as 
neither presents any conventionally acceptable level of statistical significance, it is impossible to 
attribute great consequence to this finding.  The same is true of international war, which has 
contrasting signs but no statistical significance. 
 
Civil war presents the final intriguing result.  While negative in both cases, it has a very large 
coefficient and the highest level of statistical significance in the CP rights model, compared to a 
small coefficient and no statistical significance in the ESC rights model.  Most scholars agree 
that internal conflict is particularly bad for human rights.  From this perspective, the CP rights 
finding is fully expected, but the ESC rights result is more surprising.  Clearly the directionality 
supports hypothetical expectations, but the lack of statistical significance is surprising.  Again, 
these are only initial results, especially in the ESC rights case, and it is important to revisit these 
surprising results in the final model to evaluate their persistence. 
 
 
VI. C.  Analyses with an Expanded Range of Explanatory Variables  
 
This key central section builds on the previous analyses discussed above, but expands the range 
of potential individual variables available for inclusion in the statistical models.  This stage 
consequently moves beyond the ten traditional variables typically referenced in existing studies.  
While earlier studies have identified the most of the core explanatory factors for CP rights 
respect, it is to be expected that other factors are important in explaining ESC rights respect.   
 

                                                 
283 Poe et al treat the population variables as control variables, and thus do not elaborate heavily on the theoretical 
nature of these factors, or their underlying mechanisms. 
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Consequently, this analysis utilizes the larger database to explore the impact of more variables 
on both of the human rights dependent variables, though the concentration is again on the ESC 
rights model.  Each begins with a fuller model, which is then reduced to a more constrained 
model, which best captures human rights prediction with the available data.  The reduced CP 
rights model and both the full and reduced ESC rights models are presented here.284 
 
 
VI. C. 1.  CP Rights Analyses 
 
From the ten original (traditional) independent variables previously included, several additional 
explanatory factors were added to explore their potential contribution to CP rights outcomes.  
While there is a more extensive literature examining the influential factors for CP rights respect, 
it is still important to explore other potential effects on these rights.  Working from the full 
model down to the more parsimonious but still highly predictive constrained model presented 
below, the marginally relevant variables were eliminated to focus on those with the greatest 
influence on CP rights outcomes. 
 
Ultimately, this process resulted in a heavy concentration on the traditional variables, which have 
proven to have significant explanatory power in previous studies.  Thus, while the value of some 
other variables is highlighted, the relative import of the traditional variables is also confirmed.  
Previous researchers have undertaken much of the work required to narrow down the prospective 
field of explanatory factors to identify the most consequential predictors of CP rights.  This 
alignment with previous findings inspires confidence in the present data (and data analysis), 
while suggesting that these conclusions likely are quite robust.  In fact, the final DECPRI model 
explains a relatively large percentage of variation in the dependent variable (CP rights), 
indicating that it is a relatively good fit.285 
 
 
Reduced Model 
 
From the full model, those variables with relatively low levels of both statistical and substantive 
significance were excluded.  All of the possible independent variables, beyond only those for 
which existed stated hypotheses, were then tested to ensure that something essential was not 
missed.  Though a few variables showed some promise, most ultimately did not meet the 
requirements for addition into the final model.286  Overall, this model aligns well with the 
literature on CP rights violation, and many of the independent variables confirm previous 
findings.   
 
                                                 
284 Appendix VI.C. includes the full CP rights model, along with a brief discussion. 
285 Using the mira command to incorporate the imputed datasets makes it impossible to refer to fit statistics such as 
the R2.  However, the more straightforward xtreg can be used on the original dataset to get an approximation.  This 
statistic can be extrapolated to provide general information for the mira model.  Here, the R2 indicates that this 
model explains 59 percent of the variation in CP rights.  This is quite a high fit statistic for social science data. 
286 Among these potential candidates were the following independent variables: old democratic wave, female labor 
force, urban population, and coastline.  However, including these variables in the complete model resulted in a 
major drop in their significance level, or dramatic changes to other variables.  Thus none were included in the final 
model. 
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The equation form for this reduced CP rights model is: 
 

CP rights respecttc  =  a + ß1 Democracytc + ß2 Leftist regimetc + ß3 British colonial 

influencetc + ß4 Civil wartc + ß5 International wartc + ß6 Conflict indextc + ß7 Economic 

standingtc + ß8 Economic changetc + ß9 Tax ratiotc + ß10 Defense-to-government 

spendingtc + ß11 Gini coefficienttc + ß12 Ethnic heterogeneitytc + ß13 Labor force 

participationtc + ß14 Religious freedomtc + ß15 Phonestc + ß16 Population sizetc + ß17 

Population changetc + ß18 Urban populationtc + ß19 Distance from equatortc +  etc 

 
     
 

Independent Variable  
 DECPRI 

model 
 

     
 Political    
     
 Democracy  +.004*** 

(.0005) 
 

 Leftist regime  –.023*** 
(.006) 

 

 British colonial influence  +.030* 
(.012) 

 

 Civil war  –.100*** 
(.009) 

 

 International war  –.049 
(.024) 

 

 Conflict index  –.000*** 
(.0000) 

 

     
 Economic     
     
 Economic standing  +.040*** 

(.008) 
 

 Economic change  –.000 
(.0003) 

 

     
 Government expenditure    
     
 Tax ratio  +.223** 

(.047) 
 

 Defense-to-gov’t spending  –.096*** 
(.023) 

 

     
 Social    
     
 Gini coefficient   –.001** 

(.0005) 
 

 Ethnic heterogeneity  –.052* 
(.026) 

 

 Labor force participation  +.002** 
(.0005) 

 

 Religious freedom  +.025***  
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(.006) 
 Phones  +.039** 

(.013) 
 

     
 Demographic    
     
 Population size  –.117*** 

(.010) 
 

 Population change  +.007** 
(.002) 

 

 Urban population  –.001*** 
(.0003) 

 

     
 Geographic and 

Environmental  
   

     
 Distance from equator  +.003*** 

(.0005) 
 

     
 N  4752  
     

 
 
VI. C. 1. i.  Political Variables 
 
This model verifies that political factors are the most influential explanatory factors for CP rights 
outcomes.  As expected, democracy has a strong positive relationship with CP rights; more 
democratic countries are more likely to have higher levels of CP rights respect.  Similarly, 
former British colonies have slightly better CP rights outcomes.287 
 
Not surprisingly, leftist regimes and all forms of war and conflict are associated with lower 
levels of CP rights respect.  Civil war in particular has an especially large coefficient, suggesting 
that it is exceptionally influential.  Involvement in internal conflict is associated with a drop in 
ESC rights of one-tenth of the entire score range.  This is expected and intuitive, as warring 
factions within a country’s borders implies not only obvious violence, but also at least some loss 
of control on the part of the government.  Beyond the clear degradation of many political rights 
and freedoms, in many cases domestic conflict also introduces immediate violence and physical 
dangers to significant portions of the population.  All of these contribute to severe restrictions to 
CP rights respect. 
 
 
VI. C. 1. ii.  Economic Variables  
 
Ultimately, the final model included only two economic variables, based largely on expectations 
from the literature.  Only one of these two registers any level of importance in this DECPRI 
model.  Economic standing shows the most promise here; this variable has a strong, positive, and 
                                                 
287 Adding the distance from the equator variable (which is used as a control) into the model appears to have an 
effect on the significance level of the British colonial influence variable.  Appendix VI.D. explores this potential 
relationship further. 
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highly statistically significant relationship with CP rights, as hypothesized.  Wealthier countries 
are, all else being equal, associated with higher levels of CP rights respect.  Yet despite this 
relatively clear finding regarding this fairly static measure of overall wealth, increases in wealth 
do not exhibit a similar trend.  In this DECPRI model, economic growth does not achieve even 
the lowest level of conventionally acceptable statistical significance, and its coefficient is 
essentially zero.  This runs contrary to the stated hypothesis, which anticipated that economic 
growth would be statistically significant and positively related to CP rights as well as financial 
wealth. 
 
 
VI. C. 1. iii.  Demographic Variables 
 
The demographic factors also present some interesting results.  The core variable, overall 
population, is highly statistically significant and inversely related to CP rights, with a large 
coefficient.  Total urban population is also negative and highly statistically significant, though 
the coefficient is quite small.  Clearly, all else being equal, a larger total population (as well as a 
larger urban population) is associated with lower CP rights outcomes.   
 
It was also expected that population change would be negative, though somewhat weaker, yet 
this variable resulted in a moderately strong positive.  Thus, according to this model, population 
growth is good for CP rights, though a large overall population is not.  While many authors treat 
these variables simply as controls and consequently downplay any findings, the opposing 
direction of these two coefficients still holds some interest.  As discussed above with the 
economic variables, this may suggest that the more dynamic and more static measures of the 
same general condition have quite distinct effects on human rights outcomes. 
 
 
VI. C. 1. iv.  Other Variables 
 
The additional variables – included under the government expenditure and social variables 
headings288 – extend beyond the traditional variables typically included in existing studies.  As 
such, they represent new potential directions for investigation and postulation.  Additional 
variables were included to explore the boundaries of CP rights, beyond the more basic studies 
already conducted.  These particular aspects were selected because they have strong theoretical 
arguments regarding their potential relationship with CP rights.  Indeed, the statistical results 
confirm that they may easily lend themselves to theorizing, as the majority of these remaining 
variables follow the (generally intuitive) hypothetical expectations.   
 
The two domestic spending variables have especially large coefficients – bigger than any of the 
other included variables.  Both increases in the tax ratio and decreases in defense-to-government 
spending are associated with better CP rights outcomes.  A one percent increase in the tax ratio 
(total revenue / GDP - nontax revenue / GDP) is associated with an improvement in ESC rights 
performance by one-quarter of the entire range.  A one percent decrease in national spending on 

                                                 
288 This section does not address the “distance from the equator” variable (in the “Geographic and Environmental” 
category), as it is included it only as a control, for reasons discussed previously and in Appendix VI.D. 
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defense is associated with a ten percent increase in ESC rights scores.  These results likely are 
tied to resource questions – highlighting the fact that CP (as well as ESC) rights respect also 
depends upon the availability of financial and other resources.  As governments take in a greater 
percentage of available taxes and spend less of that income on the armed forces, more funds are 
available for other programs and services.  Additionally, a government’s ability to collect taxes 
due and its independence from an oversized military also likely contribute to increased capacity 
to control violence and provide for positive civil and political freedoms. 
 
The social variables offer some final interesting insights.  CP rights are positively associated 
with increased labor force participation, greater religious freedom, and more widespread 
telephone coverage.  The labor force coefficient is fairly small (.002), but moderately statistically 
significant, highlighting the importance of employment in CP rights respect, likely through 
intermediary mechanisms like lower violence, greater civic and social involvement, etc.  
Religious freedoms have always been intimately intertwined with CP rights, and the results here 
reinforce this connection.  The strong association between CP rights and telephones underscores 
the importance of newer developments as well as more established relationships.  This generally 
inexpensive, established technology provides a means of accessing information and people, even 
for poorer or rural segments of the population.  As such, they may help bridge the divide 
between groups – socioeconomic as well as the traditional ethnic or religious divisions – and 
limit somewhat the isolation or misinformation and stereotyping that encourage marginalization 
of certain groups.  
 
The results from the final two social variables reinforce the magnitude of exclusionary politics in 
CP rights outcomes.  Both income inequality and ethnic diversity are inversely related to CP 
rights, suggesting that homogeneity in both areas is better for these rights.  While disappointing, 
this finding does have a strong theoretical foundation.  Countries in which people look and speak 
alike, and share common histories and traditions, are more likely to implement policies that 
affect and support the entire population.  Similarly, countries with few people occupying the 
extremes of wealth and poverty are more likely to identify with one another and coexist more 
peacefully.  These variables were expected to play a role in ESC rights outcomes, as those rights 
probably are even more dependent upon social networks, but it is intriguing to see their influence 
regarding CP rights respect as well. 
 
 
VI. C. 2.  ESC Rights Analyses 
 
Though CP and ESC rights share many core characteristics as rights, they also differ in important 
ways.  Accordingly, their explanatory factors are anticipated to have some areas of overlap, but 
they should display some clear divergences as well.  Without the benefit of previous research on 
this topic, the present DESCRI (ESC rights) models are more preliminary and exploratory than 
the DECPRI (CP rights) models, but these initial results are nonetheless informative and 
intriguing, in that they offer an indication of what factors may best predict ESC rights.  This is 
interesting in its own right, and in comparison to similar findings with respect to CP rights.   
 
The process of identifying key ESC rights predictors is more complicated, given the general lack 
of literature and precedent, so this section offers a more detailed account of the statistical 
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methods used.  It describes the full model, and then the steps taken to arrive at the final, more 
parsimonious predictive model. 
 
 
Full Model 
 
A wide range of potential independent variables constituted the foundation for this DESCRI 
model.  As there are no previous studies to reference, it was prudent to examine numerous 
variables in each of the broader categories, to ensure that it is as comprehensive as possible when 
moving from the full model to a more pared-down final version.  Most of the traditional 
variables from existing CP rights studies are included, though several additional independent 
variables are also added.   
 
The table below includes all of the explanatory factors for which there is a proposed hypothesis; 
these are outlined in the table above, and articulated in greater detail in Appendix VI.A.  This 
collection of independent variables represents the full model from which the ESC rights analysis 
was initiated.  Here, this table presents the coefficient, significance level, and an indication of the 
(previously proposed) hypothesis. 
 

       
 

Independent Variable  
 DESCRI 

model 
 Hypotheses  

       
 Political      
       
 Military control  –.027*** 

(.006) 
 – –  

 Democracy  +.003*** 
(.0002) 

 + +  

 Leftist regime  +.002 
(.003) 

 +  

 Women’s political rights  +.011** 
(.003) 

 +  

 Relative political capacity  –.026*** 
(.005) 

 + +  

 Civil war  +.000 
(.004) 

 – –  

 International war  +.013 
(.010) 

 – –  

 Conflict index  –.000 
(.000) 

 – –  

       
 Economic       
       
 Economic standing  +.010* 

(.004) 
 + + +  

 Economic change  +.000 
(.0002) 

 + + +  

 Trade openness  +.000 
(.000) 

 + +  

 Fuel exports  +.000 
(.000) 

 – –  
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 Women’s economic rights  +.001 
(.002) 

 + +  

       
 Government expenditure      
       
 Tax ratio  +.085*** 

(.020) 
 +  

 Defense-to-gov’t spending  –.068*** 
(.010) 

 – –  

       
 Social      
       
 Gini coefficient   –.000 

(.0002) 
 – – –  

 Ethnic heterogeneity  –.025 
(.014) 

 – – –  

 Labor force participation  –.002*** 
(.0003) 

 + +  

 Female labor force  +.002* 
(.0005) 

 +  

 Women’s social rights  +.003 
(.002) 

 +  

 Gender parity in enrollment  +.002*** 
(.0002) 

 +  

 Religious freedom  –.012*** 
(.002) 

 +  

 TVs  +.000 
(.000) 

 + +  

 Phones  +.016 
(.009) 

 + +  

       
 Demographic      
       
 Population size  +.013** 

(.005) 
 –  

 Population change  +.006*** 
(.001) 

 – –  

 Urban population   +.001*** 
(.0002) 

 –  

 Urban population change  –.006*** 
(.001) 

 – –  

 Population density  –.000 
(.000) 

 –  

 Age dependency ratio  –.166*** 
(.018) 

 – –  

       
 Geographic and 

Environmental  
     

       
 Area  –.000* 

(.000) 
 –  

       
 N  4752    
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While some of the core traditional variables (e.g. democracy, military control, and economic 
standing) present the expected sign and significance level, many variables in this model have 
outcomes that run contrary to expectations.  Some, such as war and conflict, as well as the vast 
majority of the economic and many of the social variables, have no statistical significance in this 
model.  Others, including most of the population variables, have signs in the opposite direction 
than hypothesized.  While this model offers useful initial information, it clearly falls far short.  
Consequently, this model is pared down to a more constrained version, from which to reexamine 
these issues.  
 
 
Reduced Model 
 
Examination of numerous combinations of independent variables and the resulting models 
generated the reduced model presented below.  Without the benefit of precedent, this process 
was somewhat more extensive than the previous CP rights one.  It still relied on previous CP 
rights studies to some extent, in that several of the traditional variables are included for their 
centrality to the general human rights literature, even though they are not the strongest predictors 
in this ESC rights case.  Even so, ultimately this reduced model is still not only more 
parsimonious than the full model, but it also provides a much better representation of the 
variables that truly are more influential with regard to ESC rights outcomes. 
 
The equation form for this reduced ESC rights model is: 
 

ESC rights respecttc  =  a + ß1 Military controltc + ß2 Democracytc + ß3 Leftist regimetc + 

ß4 Women’s political rightstc + ß5 Civil wartc + ß6 International wartc + ß7 Conflict indextc 

+ ß8 Economic standingtc + ß9 Economic changetc + ß10 Agriculturetc + ß11 Defense-to-

government spendingtc + ß12 Religious freedomtc + ß13 Phonestc + ß14 Population sizetc + 

ß15 Population changetc + ß16 Urban populationtc + ß17 Urban population changetc + ß18 

Fertilitytc +  etc 

 
     
 

Independent Variable  
 DESCRI 

model 
 

     
 Political    
     
 Military control  –.020*** 

(.006) 
 

 Democracy  +.003*** 
(.0002) 

 

 Leftist regime  +.003 
(.003) 

 

 Women’s political rights  +.011** 
(.011) 

 

 Civil war  +.002 
(.004) 

 

 International war  +.012  
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(.010) 
 Conflict index  –.000* 

(.000) 
 

     
 Economic     
     
 Economic standing  +.009* 

(.004) 
 

 Economic change  +.000** 
(.0001) 

 

 Agriculture  –.106** 
(.018) 

 

     
 Government expenditure    
     
 Defense-to-gov’t spending  –.067*** 

(.008) 
 

     
 Social    
     
 Religious freedom  –.010*** 

(.003) 
 

 Phones  +.022* 
(.009) 

 

     
 Demographic    
     
 Population size  +.009* 

(.004) 
 

 Population change  +.009*** 
(.002) 

 

 Urban population   +.001*** 
(.0002) 

 

 Urban population change  –.006*** 
(.001) 

 

 Fertility  –.027*** 
(.003) 

 

     
 N  4752  
     

 
While this reduced model indicates the relative importance of several explanatory factors, and 
clearly is much cleaner than the full model, it does not achieve the impressive model fit statistics 
achieved by the CP rights model.  In that case, the collection of independent variables explained 
the CP rights outcomes quite well.  Here, these variables explain a relatively small portion of the 
ESC rights outcome.289  This reduced model clearly represents only an initial attempt at 
determining the most influential components of ESC rights. 
 

                                                 
289 Again, it is not possible to obtain an R2 statistic using the mira command, which includes all of the imputed data 
in the computation.  However, a more basic xtreg analysis reveals that this combination of independent variables 
explains only 16 percent of the variation in ESC rights scores.   
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Within the confines of the current research project, however, this reduced model is a dramatic 
improvement over the full model.  Paring down the initial range of independent variables allows 
for presentation of a more precise and powerful collection of explanatory factors.  Though this 
version is much cleaner than its predecessor, it still presents as many unexpected as expected 
findings.  This section concentrates on expounding upon many of these. 
 
At the broadest level, the first point to note is that political factors appear to be at least equally 
and possibly more important then economic issues with respect to ESC rights outcomes.290  This 
runs contrary to expectations.  ESC rights typically are associated with government expenditures, 
and demands for their fulfillment are expected to place significant demands on national financial 
resources.  Based on this reasoning, GDP and GDP growth were projected to be the most 
influential explanatory factors for ESC rights outcomes.  However, it appears that political 
factors are at least equally important.   
 
While further examination is needed, this could be a fairly interesting conclusion, in that it 
counters the general belief in a divided means of rights implementation, matching a divided 
human rights regime.  Many policymakers argue that CP rights are not only superior to ESC 
rights, but also easier to implement from a financial perspective.  ESC rights activists who 
attempt to work within the system often accept this logic, and focus their attention on economic 
issues.  Yet perhaps political factors should be a stronger focus for those aspiring to improve 
ESC rights provision.  This diverges from the theoretical concentration on necessary 
expenditures – a view with roots in the idea of ESC rights as positive rights – and turns attention 
back to the people and processes at the heart of national decision-making. 
 
 
VI. C. 2. i.  Political Variables  
 
Within this key political category, two factors stand out as the most powerful predictors of ESC 
rights respect: democracy and military control.  Both are highly statistically significant.  
Democracy has a small positive coefficient, suggesting that more democratic countries are 
associated with better ESC rights outcomes, all else being equal.  Yet this effect is much smaller 
than that of military control, which has a negative coefficient, as expected.291  On balance, 
governments controlled by the armed forces are much less likely to have encouraging ESC rights 
outcomes. 
 
Also as hypothesized, women’s political rights are statistically significant as well, exhibiting a 
positive relationship with ESC rights outcomes.  This implies that the role of women in politics 
does have an impact on ESC rights respect.  Most people would imagine that women’s political 
                                                 
290 It is difficult to determine conclusively which category of variables is more important, as several variables are 
significant in each group.  With the exception of agriculture, most of the coefficients are quite small, in spite of high 
levels of statistical significance in many cases.  Without the agriculture variable, political factors clearly would be 
more influential, but it is challenging to weigh one strong economic variable with several moderately influential 
political variables. 
291 An increase of one point on the twenty-point democracy scale (which runs from -10 (autocracy) to +10 
(democracy) as measured by the Polity score) is associated with an increase of less than one percent in the ESC 
rights score.  Conversely, having a military-controlled government is associated with a decrease of two percent in 
the country’s ESC rights performance. 
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rights would be more influential to CP rights, and women’s economic (and possibly social) rights 
to ESC rights, but interestingly, none of the women’s rights indices were significant for CP 
rights, and only women’s political rights were significant for ESC rights.  To some degree, this 
corresponds to the overall imbalance in the apparent weight of political factors over economic 
factors.  It seems that this trend (of more relevant political issues) carries forward from the 
overarching categories to the more particular manifestations of this idea, such as women’s 
political versus economic rights.   
 
In spite of the overall relevance of political factors, not every aspect is significant in that 
category.  Indeed, much of the intrigue in the political results comes from what is not significant, 
rather than what is.  While democracy and military control were expected to be influential 
predictors, war and conflict were also hypothesized to be statistically significant.  Yet neither 
civil nor international war reaches the minimal level of significance for consideration, and the 
conflict index is significant only at the lowest level, with a coefficient of zero.292  Turmoil and 
conflict, especially in the domestic arena, were predicted to be detrimental for all human rights, 
including ESC rights.  At least in this rendering, that expectation is not realized. 
 
 
VI. C. 2. ii.  Economic Variables  
 
Within the economic category of variables, it is also valuable to note the unexpectedly low levels 
of statistical significance.  Based on theories about the financial and other resource implications 
of ESC rights, economic variables were hypothesized to be highly influential in this model.  In 
particular, wealth was assumed to be critical, and economic growth also quite important.  Yet 
these variables do not achieve expected importance, and do not match the predictive power of 
most of the political variables discussed above. 
 
Economic standing and economic change have low and moderate levels of statistical 
significance, respectively.  Both are positive but have small coefficients – economic change 
being essentially zero.293  So while greater wealth and economic growth are associated with 
better ESC rights outcomes, on average, they are very weak predictors.   
 
In contrast, the only other economic variable included in this reduced model shows considerable 
promise as a predictor of ESC rights respect.  The proportion of the economy coming from 
agriculture, as measured by the gross domestic product from agriculture divided by the total 
GDP, appears to have sizeable predictive power.  This variable is highly statistically 
significant.294  Moreover, it has a large coefficient, at –.106.  For each percentage point increase 
in the fraction of the total economy that comes from agriculture, the ESC rights score drops by 
one-tenth of its total range.  This is by far the biggest impact on ESC rights of all of the 
                                                 
292 The conflict variable is included primarily as a control variable, but a stronger result should nevertheless be 
expected in this model. 
293 Economic standing is represented by GDP, which is a relatively finely graduated measure.  Every increase in 
GDP is associated with an increase of one-tenth of one percent in the ESC rights score.  The economic change 
variable reflects the increase or decrease in GDP, but the coefficient on this variable is zero, meaning that it has little 
effect on ESC rights outcomes. 
294 The p-value is .001.  This technically achieves only the <.01 (**) status, but clearly is quite close to the .000 
required for <.001 (***). 
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independent variables, which typically are associated with changes of one-hundredths or less in 
the dependent variable of ESC rights. 
 
This variable is interesting not only because of its markedly large effect, but because of its 
inverse relationship with ESC rights respect.  Greater economic involvement in agriculture is 
associated with inferior ESC rights outcomes.  While it may seem that people’s ability to grow 
their own food should improve their ESC rights, this benefit is outweighed by the disadvantages 
of a heavily rural economy.  As noted above, countries that derive a greater share of their GDP 
from agricultural activity likely are quite rural and not industrial.  These countries typically are 
poorer, and have less potential for growth.  In other words, they would have lower economic 
standing and economic growth scores.295 
 
When agriculture is removed from the model, both economic standing and economic wealth 
become more important as predictors.296  They are very statistically significant,297 and economic 
wealth has a coefficient of .016, an increase from .009 in the previous model.  While nowhere 
near the coefficient attached to agriculture, it is nonetheless a real change.  When accompanied 
by the increased significance level, this represents a notable difference over the preceding model.  
Moreover, it signifies that wealth (along with economic growth) is in fact relevant to ESC rights 
respect. 
 
 
VI. C. 2. iii.  Government Expenditure Variable 
 
The only included independent variable in this category is defense-to-government spending.  
This variable is statistically significant at the highest level, with a moderately large negative 
coefficient.  As expected, spending greater proportions of the national budget on the armed 
forces is associated with lower levels of ESC rights respect.  In fact, the magnitude of this 
finding is even stronger than hypothesized – for every percentage increase in government 
spending on defense, the ESC rights score drops by nearly seven percent.  This suggests that the 
impact of diverting federal funds to the military may be quite detrimental to ESC rights 
outcomes. 
 
 
VI. C. 2. iv.  Social Variables 
 
This reduced model includes two explanatory factors classified as social variables.  While there 
were high expectations for the relative importance of social variables overall, as a group they 
proved to be somewhat less valuable than hypothesized.  More importantly, in many cases, they 
presented conflicting and complicated relationships with one another.  While these variables, 

                                                 
295 The pairwise correlations between these variables indicate the magnitude and direction of these associations.  
Two of the three present relatively low correlations, while GDP and agriculture have a higher, inverse correlation.  
The correlations are as follows: (logged) GDP and GDP growth, –0.05, (logged) GDP and Agriculture, –0.51, GDP 
growth and Agriculture, –0.02. 
296 Appendix VI.E. includes this alternative model. 
297 GDP growth has a p-value of .000, and GDP is .001. 
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more than any of the others, demand future investigation, with new data and new approaches, the 
initial findings are described here. 
 
This discussion begins with the two variables that demonstrated consistent relevance in this 
reduced model.  Religious freedom was even stronger than hypothesized, in terms of statistical 
significance, but the direction of influence ran contrary to expectation.  Here, an increase in 
religious freedom is associated with a decrease (of one percent in the total range of ESC rights 
scores) in the dependent variable.  This finding is surprising, as most theories predict that 
increases in religious tolerance should lead to better human rights outcomes generally.  If this 
opposite finding is accepted as true, then there is some characteristic of religious freedom that 
results in lower ESC rights respect. 
 
The other statistically significant social variable is telephones.  This variable more closely aligns 
with the predicted relationship; an increase in phones is associated with an improvement in ESC 
rights respect, all else being equal.298  This effect is twice that of religious freedom, though the 
level of statistical significance is lower for phones.  This positive association implies that the 
benefits and services provided by more extensive phone coverage have a constructive effect on 
ESC rights.  The telephone’s ability to increase access to information likely plays a central role 
in this movement. 
 
Interestingly, televisions did not have the same level of significance as telephones.  Televisions 
and telephones are highly correlated (r = .81), yet this is not a case of telephones “stealing” the 
power of TVs.  TVs have a highly statistically insignificant coefficient of .000, even when 
phones are not in the model.  Several combinations were tested but a situation in which TVs 
gained some level of importance was never found.  It seems that phones have some attributes 
that TVs lack, which relate to ESC rights.  The most obvious distinguishing features of 
telephones is that they offer a two-way exchange of information (rather than just an unmediated 
presentation of news or other programming), that they are less likely to be censored or 
controlled, and that they provide a means of connecting people with one another.  Social 
networks play an essential role in achieving positive health and education outcomes, and 
telephones can support these in a way that televisions cannot. 
 
Among the other social variables, some did show promise as important explanatory factors.  
Principal among these was gender parity in enrollment, or the ratio of girls to boys in elementary 
schools.  In the full model, this variable was highly statistically significant, though the 
coefficient was quite small.  In spite of this, gender parity in enrollment disrupted both of the 
major macroeconomic variables in these models.  Including gender parity resulted in 
insignificant outcomes for both GDP and GDP growth.299   
 

                                                 
298 For every additional phone per capita in the country, the ESC rights score is expected to rise by two percent of 
the total. 
299 The effect was stronger with respect to GDP.  Correspondingly, there is a moderately high correlation between 
gender parity and GDP (r = .28); there is a much lower correlation between gender parity and GDP growth (r = –
.07). 
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The relationship between GDP and gender parity is a positive one, meaning gender parity and 
GDP increase together.300  Something about this relationship interacts in such a way that 
including gender parity in an ESC rights (dependent variable) model results in an insignificant 
coefficient for wealth.301  While it is not possible to determine definitively the nature of this 
relationship here, there are many ways in which gender parity could be linked to GDP in a 
manner that impacts ESC rights.  Not only would educating girls clearly have an impact on ESC 
rights in the future, but societies in which girls are enrolled at levels equal to boys in all 
probability already experience a level of equality among adult men and women.  As discussed 
elsewhere, women play a key role in ESC rights, as they typically are responsible for providing 
or securing the goods and services that ensure the entire family’s basic needs are met.302 
 
Finally, it was anticipated that the two measures of inequality would be very influential in the 
case of ESC rights.  As these rights are tied to economic and social issues, it is logical to expect 
that economic inequality and social or ethnic inequality would count as highly significant factors.  
Yet both the Gini coefficient and a measure of ethnic heterogeneity were statistically 
insignificant, a surprising result.  Though they were negative, as hypothesized, without statistical 
significance it is not prudent to attribute substantive meaning to this result.  Given that the theory 
is reasonably strong for these two variables, they merit further future investigation.303 
 
 
VI. C. 2. v.  Demographic Variables 
 
The final category of potential explanatory factors – demographic variables – contains several 
variables with high levels of statistical significance.  While this suggests that they have potential 
to explain much of the variation in the dependent variable, they are not considered as important 
at political and even economic variables in that regard.  Rather, here all but one are valued first 
and foremost as control variables, in line with previous CP rights studies.   
 
All four of the population variables are statistically significant – three at the highest level – but 
they also have small coefficients – none is associated with more than a one percent change in 
ESC rights outcomes.  Instead, these are interesting for two reasons.  First, both urban population 
and urban population change are highly statistically significant.  No measures of urban 
population were included in traditional CP rights studies, so their addition supplements previous 
research on human rights more generally.  Still, it is not surprising that urban population has an 
effect on ESC rights, which are so intertwined with social networks, resource constraints, and 
other issues that would intersect with population.  Second, three of the four population variables 
have positive coefficients, results which run contrary to expectations based on theories generated 
                                                 
300 This relationship is displayed graphically in Appendix VI.F.  That Appendix includes a scatterplot of these two 
variables, with a regression line fitted to it.  This demonstrates the positive relationship between (logged) GDP and 
gender parity in enrollment. 
301 This model, with gender parity in enrollment included, is also presented in Appendix VI.E. 
302 On a similar note, the role of women in the workforce may have some influence on ESC rights as well, but this 
effect is largely captured in the overall labor force participation indicator.  These two variables are highly correlated 
(r = .72). 
303 Unfortunately, it is fairly difficult to accurately capture racial or ethnic diversity in a quantitative indicator.  As 
there are strong theoretical arguments for the influence of this diversity on ESC rights, it is important to make use of 
existing indices to continue to explore potential relationships in this case. 
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from the broader human rights literature.  As this result is quite unforeseen, further research is 
needed to confirm or refute it, and to explore potential mechanisms which would explain this 
finding.304 
The final demographic variable included, and the only non-population variable in this category, 
also looks like an important predictor of ESC rights.  Fertility is highly statistically significant, 
with a moderately large negative coefficient.  This implies that as fertility increases, ESC rights 
outcomes decrease.305  While this finding makes intuitive sense, given the resource demands 
required by ESC rights for each individual, it is even stronger than expected.  This points to a 
quite basic but obvious premise, that additional people require additional resources.  If those are 
unavailable, ESC rights are among the issues that suffer. 
 
 
VI. C. 3.  Comparing CP and ESC Rights Models 
 
Without simply repeating the points detailed above, this section briefly highlights some of the 
important similarities and differences between the CP and ESC rights reduced models.  These are 
the most striking features, which provide important insights into the nature and application of 
these two different categories of human rights. 
 
 
VI. C. 3. i.  Political Variables 
 
First and foremost, political factors appear to be the most important category of variables in both 
cases.  This certainly is true for CP rights, and for ESC rights, political factors are at least as 
important as economic factors, if not more so.  Thus CP and ESC rights are more similar than 
different at this macro level.  This actually downplays the division between positive and negative 
rights, and suggests that similar mechanisms are at work in both cases.  This in turn implies that 
they may be tackled through similar processes, which is a vital insight for human rights activists 
and others hoping to promote these issues. 
 
Within this political category, democracy – the most important and widely referenced political 
variable – has a very similar effect in both cases, in that it is highly significant and positive in 
both models.  In each model, though, democracy is less influential than another key political 
regime variable.  Leftist regime is more important for CP rights, whereas military control clearly 
is the most influential political variable for ESC rights.   
 

                                                 
304 One possibility is to explore relationships between the population variables and other potential factors.  For 
example, the relative political capacity (RPC) indicator appears to have a strong impact on total population.  Adding 
RPC into the model caused the population variable to lose its significance, so it was ultimately excluded in favor of 
the population variable, which enjoys greater theoretical support in the literature.  From a statistical standpoint, the 
correlation between these two variables is extremely low (r = .01), yet there is some type of relationship between 
them.  It is possible that larger populations (especially those that are spread out over a wide area) strain the political 
capacity of a country, but more focused research is needed to parse out the particular relationships and mechanisms 
here. 
305 The total fertility rate is measured as births per woman, so for each additional percentage point in that rate, the 
ESC rights score drops by .027 (or 2.7% of its total 0-1 range). 
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Interestingly, civil war is tremendously powerful in explaining CP rights – engagement in 
internal armed conflict is associated with a decrease of one-tenth the total range of these rights – 
but this variable does not achieve even the lowest level of statistical significance for ESC rights.  
Thus the military comes into play for CP rights in terms of active involvement in war, whereas 
for ESC rights, it is the role of the armed forces in government (as opposed to a civilian regime) 
that matters the most.  Military involvement does have effects on all rights, then, but the path by 
which the armed forces have the biggest impact differs between CP and ESC rights. 
 
 
VI. C. 3. ii.  Economic Variables 
 
On the economic side, the results are less straightforward.  The key economic variable – total 
wealth – appears to be a more powerful predictor in the CP rights model.  Wealth and economic 
growth have more moderate effects for ESC rights, but become more powerful in the model 
when agriculture is excluded.  Consequently, it is this agricultural factor which represents the 
biggest departure of the ESC rights model from the CP rights one.  The percentage of GDP 
coming from the agricultural sector is by far the biggest explanatory factor in the ESC rights 
model, but it does not appear to be important at all for CP rights respect.  While this finding is 
fairly intuitive, especially considering that the right to food is an ESC right, the ESC rights 
dependent variable used in this project (in the DESCRI models) encompasses only education and 
healthcare.  Evidently the proportion of agricultural production has broader interactions (e.g. 
with economic wealth, as discussed above) that have more extensive and wide-ranging 
implications for ESC rights. 
 
 
VI. C. 3. iii.  Social Variables 
 
It is possibly in the social variables category that these two models present the most surprises.  
This may be due, in part, to the fact that these factors were never considered in traditional human 
rights studies, while political, economic, and demographic variables were regularly included.  As 
a result, there has been less research on social variables, and both theory and statistical findings 
are scarce.  Without the benefit of precedent, the present models are even more preliminary with 
regard to social variables, but the findings here are nevertheless noteworthy and hopefully will 
be intriguing for future researchers. 
 
These results confirm the importance of communication for ESC rights.  Telephones were an 
important explanatory factor in that model.  Using phones as a proxy for inexpensive and widely 
available information and communication technology, the ESC rights model confirmed the role 
of networks and the ability to share knowledge.  While phones showed promise in the CP rights 
model, they were not nearly as important as other factors.306  In many ways, CP rights entail less 
collaboration on the local, social level; instead, they involve interactions with – or protections 
                                                 
306 In both models, telephones were more important than televisions as representatives of communication 
technology.  An obvious candidate for inclusion in future studies is some form of computer ownership or internet 
access.  Data collection on these variables began only recently, and this information was insufficient in terms of 
temporal coverage for consideration in the present study, but in the near future these numbers will be sufficient to 
meet statistical criteria for inclusion. 
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from – government at higher levels.  These do necessitate communication and information 
exchange, but possibly not to the degree required by issues like education and healthcare. 
 
One of the most surprising – and disappointing – results was the fact that inequality played a 
bigger role in the CP rights model, and were relatively unimportant for ESC rights respect.  As 
discussed above, it was anticipated that both income and social or ethnic inequality would be 
powerful factors in ESC rights respect.  The theoretical reasoning behind this expectation is 
strong enough that there should be more research on this topic in the future, but the initial finding 
here is that these factors – especially ethnic heterogeneity – were more influential in the CP 
rights model.  Even more, greater (financial and ethnic) diversity appears to be associated with 
worse – not better – CP rights outcomes.   
 
Total and female labor force participation followed a similar pattern, in that they had stronger 
results in the CP rights model.  However, it seems that these variables have some overlap in the 
underlying characteristic that they are actually measuring, so it may be difficult to separate their 
respective effects.307  Yet neither of these variables are strong predictors in either case, so they 
are not the focus here.  They do point to related issues, however, in that they raise the question of 
the role of female participation apart from total labor participation. 
 
In general, it does appear that gender is more consequential for ESC rights respect and provision.  
While this dataset does not have a distinctive gender dummy variable, it does include several 
variables that focus on this question.  Several, such as women’s political rights and gender parity 
in enrollment, appear to be more influential in the ESC rights model.  None of these types of 
factors resulted in significant results in the CP rights model; in fact, not even women’s political 
rights – the gender variable with the most obvious connection to CP rights – were statistically 
significant.  Though proponents of women’s rights undoubtedly would prefer to see strong 
relationships between gender variables and all human rights, there are more theoretical 
justifications for linking women’s issues to ESC rights than CP rights.  These arguments clearly 
intersect with the development literature, which emphasizes the central role of women in 
providing for basic needs of all individuals.  Thus the statistical results from this project provide 
at least preliminary substantiation of the gender variable hypotheses.308 
 
 
VI. C. 3. iv.  Demographic Variables 
 
The final category of variables – demographic variables – also presents some intriguing results.  
Despite the large number of potential demographic variables available in the dataset, in both of 
the final reduced models, this list was reduced almost exclusively to population variables, which 
typically are used as control variables.  In both the DECPRI and DESCRI models presented here, 
most of the population variables were highly significant, but with very small coefficients.  The 
major exception to this is the overall population variable in the CP rights model, where a 

                                                 
307 Indeed, in the ESC rights model, the two must be included together for both to be significant.   
308 As gender mainstreaming has advanced beyond other types of mainstreaming in many cases, it is possibly to be 
expected that gender variables seem to be more important than other measures of equality, such as racial or ethnic 
equality.  As this context begins to gain parity, it will be interesting to monitor whether ESC rights studies produce 
different results. 
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decrease in total population is associated with a decrease of nearly ten percent of the total (0-1) 
range of CP rights respect.  Overall population is much more influential for CP rights than most 
other independent variables, and than it is for ESC rights. 
 
Urban population did not make it into the final CP rights model, and so it is not possible to focus 
heavily on this variable here.  However, it is worth mentioning briefly, as the overall and urban 
population variables align within each model, but contrast between models.  When total and 
urban population variables are included in both models, they each returned negative coefficients 
for CP rights, and positive coefficients for ESC rights.309  This implies that greater numbers of 
people (both in the nation and in cities) are associated with less CP rights respect and greater 
ESC rights respect.  It is somewhat surprising that these would move in different directions.   
 
While the population size variables move in opposite directions, the population growth variables 
are more consistent across models.  Population growth has small, positive coefficients in both 
rights models.  This translates into higher levels of both CP and ESC rights respect in response to 
population expansion, which is an unexpected result, as the hypothesis held that population 
growth would strain resources, and lead to detrimental human rights outcomes.   
 
Though the population change variables did not support this resource utilization hypothesis, the 
birth rate variable does (in the ESC rights model).  Fertility is a powerful, negative explanatory 
variable for ESC rights, suggesting that more births per woman is not beneficial in this case.310  
This lends credence to arguments that ESC rights are more sensitive to resource allocation 
decisions.  However, it does not explain the divergence between fertility rate and population 
growth variables, which seemingly should move in the same direction.  Given the strength of the 
fertility rate result, the negative coefficient on the total population variables in both models, and 
the fact that the population growth finding does not align with previous (CP rights) studies, it is 
reasonable to favor the inference that greater and growing numbers of people are detrimental to 
human rights respect, especially CP rights.  Further exploration of this impact on ESC rights is 
warranted, as resource constraints may play a particularly powerful role in this case. 
 
 
VI. C. 3. v.  Model Fit  
 
This comparison section closes by emphasizing an important overall distinction.  The R2 model 
fit statistic provides an indication of how well the independent variables account for the 
dependent variable.311  It implies that the explanatory factors discussed above, when considered 
collectively, predict CP rights outcomes better than ESC rights outcomes.   
                                                 
309 Appendix VI.E. offers a CP rights model with all four overall and urban population variables. 
310 This factor is not influential in the CP rights model. 
311 Unfortunately, it is not possible to compare the best model fit statistic, the R2, across models with different 
independent variables.  Thus the only way to approach this type of assessment is to run models with all of the 24 IVs 
that appear in either model – 13 common variables, plus five distinct CP and six distinct ESC rights variables.  Still, 
it is important to not infer too much from this result, as neither model provides the “best” explanation for the rights 
dependent variable.  Moreover, as explained previously, it is necessary to use the original, non-imputed dataset to 
obtain the R2 statistic.  Despite these caveats, the results diverge sufficiently to make the point.  Using this 
“common” model, this collection of independent variables explains 65% of CP rights variation, and only 16% of 
ESC rights variation. 
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The variables included in the CP rights model account for a large percentage of the overall 
variation in the dependent variable, indicating that, as a group, they do a reasonably good job of 
accounting for CP rights.  The DESCRI model undoubtedly benefits from the combined 
knowledge of previous studies, which identified the core explanatory factors.   
 
In contrast, the independent variables included in the reduced ESC rights model together explain 
a relatively small fraction of the total variation in the dependent variable.  This suggests that we 
need to find better indicators of these underlying attributes, or that we need to collect and include 
a more appropriate range of explanatory factors.  Even though this early ESC rights study 
provides some insight into the possible important factors for this category of rights, it does not 
reach a definitive conclusion in this regard. 
 
 
VI. D.  Analyses of Sub-Group Effects 
 
This final section examines the results of the statistical analysis by region and income level, 
while an associated Appendix includes a similar study on religion.  These three categories divide 
nations along important lines, and investigating the influence of explanatory factors for subsets 
of countries, rather than all countries taken together, allows for a more detailed analysis.  This 
perspective also builds upon the descriptive analyses introduced in the previous chapter, which 
also considered trends by region, income level, and religion. 
 
This examination extends to the present inferential statistical chapter by running a series of 
regressions within each of the three broader classifications.  Essentially, a separate model is 
obtained for each “level,” or subset of countries (e.g. each distinct region, such as Sub-Saharan 
Africa, Latin America and the Caribbean, etc.) within the broader category (e.g. region).312  This 
offers a narrower focus; by concentrating on one classifying scheme at a time, it is possible to 
compare the outcome of the reduced (DECPRI and DESCRI) models among the various levels 
contained within each category (e.g. compare high-income countries with lower-income 
countries).  This process facilitates delving more deeply into the differences in rights outcomes 
by specific categories of general interest in the literature, and provides more nuanced insights on 
these topics. 
 
By running each multiple regression analysis separately for each level within the category, it is 
possible to determine whether there are differences within the broader grouping of region, 
income level, or religion.  While the discussion up to this point in this chapter reflects the 
underlying assumption of a universal model for human rights (partitioned only by CP versus 

                                                 
312 This differs from simply including the value for each variable (e.g. “Sub-Saharan Africa,” within the “region” 
category) as a dummy variable, alongside all of the other independent variables in the regression analysis.  In that 
case, the comparison would focus on the difference in level belonging to that region (“Sub-Saharan Africa”), with 
the comparison category being “all other regions.”  Instead, the proposition here is to run the regression for each 
region separately – essentially, setting up the analysis to return the impact all of the independent variables on the 
dependent variable if the region is Sub-Saharan Africa.  The difference is examining the level and slope versus just 
the level.  Moreover, dummy variables represent just an indirect effect, and do not reflect a theoretical expectation in 
the same way. 
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ESC rights), it is important to recognize that context still matters.  For example, there is probably 
variance across regions or development levels about how policy or economic decisions are made 
or measures implemented.  These differences would, in turn, affect the degree of fulfillment or 
realization of CP and ESC rights. 
 
To explore this notion, a regression is run for each level within the broader category (e.g. for 
“low-income countries” within “income level”).  This produces a matrix of results that operates 
somewhat like a typology.  It is then possible to compare the explanatory factors for subsets of 
the complete country list (e.g. Christian nations versus Muslim nations) to investigate whether 
the individual impacts differ from the overall result (of all nations collectively).   
 
Beyond being interesting and useful for human rights theorists and activists, this information is 
valuable for specialists; for example, area experts would like to see regional results, and 
economists would appreciate findings broken out by income level.  These breakdowns 
correspond to the descriptive statistics as well – in the previous chapter, the dependent variable 
was plotted by these groups – and this analysis allows for weighing these results side by side. 
 
Though this project has concentrated on ESC rights and on adding to the general knowledge on 
that topic, this final step also presents new insights into CP rights, rather than just confirming (or 
questioning) previous studies.  Of the comprehensive human (CP) rights studies referenced, such 
as Poe et. al. (1999), none delves into differences by various categories, regional or otherwise.  
Consequently, this is one area in which this project can contribute some small observations about 
CP rights respect, in addition to ESC rights. 
 
For each of the three classification systems, the distinct regressions are run by subsets of 
countries broken out by region, income level, and religion, for both CP and ESC rights.313  
Reference tables present all of these results, and then the subsequent discussion highlights the 
most important or intriguing points for that category. 
 
 
VI. D. 1.  Analyses by Region 
 
Each regression was run by one of the seven regions used to divide the countries in the dataset: 
Sub-Saharan Africa, South Asia, Middle East and North Africa, East Asia and the Pacific, Latin 
America and the Caribbean, Eastern Europe and Central Asia, and North America and Western 
Europe.  The subsequent tables present all of these results, as well as the comprehensive overall 
model, first for CP rights and then for ESC rights. 
 

                                                 
313 The regional and economic development analyses are presented here in the text, in the subsequent subsections.  
The breakdown by religion is included in Appendix VI.G. 
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 CP rights by Region  
            
 Independent 

Variable  
 All Regions Sub-

Saharan 
Africa 

South Asia Middle 
East and 

North 
Africa 

East Asia 
and the 
Pacific 

Latin 
America 
and the 

Caribbean 

Eastern 
Europe and 

Central 
Asia 

North 
America 

and 
Western 
Europe 

 

            
 Political           
            
 Democracy  +.004*** 

(.0005) 
+.000 

(.0009) 
+.001 
(.003) 

+.000 
(.002) 

+.005*** 
(.001) 

+.008*** 
(.002) 

+.007*** 
(.001) 

+.010*** 
(.002) 

 

 Leftist regime  –.023*** 
(.006) 

–.021 
(.011) 

–.002 
(.035) 

–.009 
(.021) 

–.032* 
(.015) 

–.011 
(.016) 

–.013 
(.015) 

–.029 
(.018) 

 

 British colonial 
influence 

 +.030* 
(.012) 

–.032 
(.026) 

+.164*** 
(.044) 

+.106*** 
(.020) 

+.086 
(.056) 

+.105* 
(.048) 

N/A 
 

+.039* 
(.016) 

 

 Civil war  –.100*** 
(.009) 

–.112*** 
(.018) 

–.076 
(.055) 

–.083* 
(.033) 

–.058 
(.033) 

–.096*** 
(.021) 

–.078* 
(.033) 

–.034 
(.051) 

 

 International war  –.049 
(.024) 

–.020 
(.058) 

–.060 
(.128) 

–.119*** 
(.030) 

–.018 
(.066) 

+.002 
(.058) 

–.017 
(.113) 

–.008 
(.034) 

 

 Conflict index  –.000*** 
(.0000) 

–.000*** 
(.000) 

–.000 
(.000) 

–.000*** 
(.000) 

–.000*** 
(.000) 

–.000*** 
(.000) 

–.000*** 
(.000) 

–.000** 
(.000) 

 

            
 Economic            
            
 Economic standing  +.040*** 

(.008) 
+.102*** 

(.024) 
+.008 
(.072) 

+.021 
(.026) 

+.003 
(.023) 

+.010 
(.025) 

+.008 
(.024) 

–.005 
(.015) 

 

 Economic change  –.000 
(.0003) 

+.001 
(.0006) 

+.002 
(.003) 

–.001 
(.001) 

–.000 
(.001) 

+.000 
(.001) 

–.001 
(.001) 

+.000 
(.001) 

 

            
 Government 

expenditure 
          

            
 Tax ratio  +.223** 

(.047) 
+.198 
(.107) 

+.064 
(.233) 

+.434** 
(.103) 

+.056 
(.085) 

+.244*** 
(.064) 

+.235* 
(.091) 

+.103 
(.102) 

 

 Defense-to- gov’t 
spending 

 –.096*** 
(.023) 

–.072 
(.053) 

–.407* 
(.175) 

–.086 
(.055) 

–.141* 
(.062) 

–.105 
(.076) 

–.043 
(.078) 

–.070 
(.047) 
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 Social           
            
 Gini coefficient   –.001** 

(.0005) 
+.001 
(.001) 

–.004 
(.003) 

–.003* 
(.002) 

–.003* 
(.001) 

–.000 
(.001) 

–.001 
(.002) 

–.004*** 
(.001) 

 

 Ethnic 
heterogeneity 

 –.052* 
(.026) 

+.041 
(.071) 

–.180 
(.111) 

–.064 
(.042) 

–.055 
(.096) 

–.026 
(.101) 

–.104 
(.081) 

+.016 
(.031) 

 

 Labor force 
participation 

 +.002** 
(.0005) 

+.001 
(.001) 

–.005 
(.004) 

+.003 
(.001) 

+.002 
(.002) 

+.001 
(.001) 

+.003 
(.002) 

–.000 
(.001) 

 

 Religious freedom  +.025*** 
(.006) 

+.001 
(.010) 

+.000 
(.027) 

+.024 
(.023) 

+.016 
(.013) 

+.025 
(.016) 

+.016 
(.012) 

+.053** 
(.017) 

 

 Phones  +.039** 
(.013) 

+.123 
(.065) 

+.290 
(.197) 

–.022 
(.038) 

+.014 
(.037) 

+.046 
(.078) 

+.021 
(.067) 

+.002 
(.017) 

 

            
 Demographic           
            
 Population size  –.117*** 

(.010) 
+.001 
(.030) 

–.141* 
(.062) 

–.140*** 
(.030) 

–.075 
(.036) 

–.068* 
(.027) 

–.099 
(.028) 

–.014 
(.018) 

 

 Population change  +.007** 
(.002) 

+.006 
(.004) 

+.035*** 
(.009) 

+.003 
(.003) 

–.001 
(.009) 

+.027* 
(.010) 

+.010 
(.007) 

–.010 
(.010) 

 

 Urban population   –.001*** 
(.0003) 

–.004*** 
(.001) 

–.003 
(.002) 

–.002* 
(.001) 

–.000 
(.001) 

–.001 
(.001) 

–.001 
(.001) 

–.000 
(.001) 

 

            
 Geographic and 

Environmental  
          

            
 Distance from 

equator 
 +.003*** 

(.0005) 
+.002 
(.002) 

+.009* 
(.003) 

–.002 
(.001) 

+.002 
(.002) 

+.003 
(.003) 

+.004 
(.003) 

+.003*** 
(.001) 

 

            
 N  4752 1242 216 540 594 837 675 648  
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 ESC rights by Region  
            
 Independent 

Variable  
 All Regions Sub-

Saharan 
Africa 

South Asia Middle East 
and North 

Africa 

East Asia 
and the 
Pacific 

Latin 
America 
and the 

Caribbean 

Eastern 
Europe and 

Central 
Asia 

North 
America 

and 
Western 
Europe 

 

            
 Political           
            
 Military control  –.020*** 

(.006) 
–.024** 
(.008) 

–.001 
(.054) 

–.025 
(.085) 

+.028 
(.017) 

–.063*** 
(.014) 

–.003 
(.027) 

–.016 
(.044) 

 

 Democracy  +.003*** 
(.0002) 

+.003*** 
(.0005) 

+.006*** 
(.001) 

+.004*** 
(.001) 

+.001 
(.001) 

+.002*** 
(.0004) 

+.002** 
(.001) 

+.005** 
(.001) 

 

 Leftist regime  +.003 
(.003) 

+.005 
(.005) 

+.044* 
(.019) 

+.019 
(.013) 

+.011 
(.006) 

+.010 
(.006) 

–.007 
(.007) 

+.002 
(.007) 

 

 Women’s political 
rights 

 +.011** 
(.011) 

+.008* 
(.004) 

+.006 
(.013) 

+.021 
(.013) 

+.028 
(.021) 

+.014* 
(.006) 

+.009 
(.005) 

+.009 
(.006) 

 

 Civil war  +.002 
(.004) 

–.002 
(.008) 

+.048 
(.030) 

+.020 
(.016) 

+.005 
(.020) 

–.010 
(.007) 

–.000 
(.013) 

+.016 
(.010) 

 

 International war  +.012 
(.010) 

+.015 
(.030) 

+.041 
(.048) 

+.022 
(.016) 

+.004 
(.024) 

+.027 
(.024) 

–.003 
(.029) 

–.006 
(.016) 

 

 Conflict index  –.000* 
(.000) 

+.000 
(.000) 

+.000** 
(.000) 

–.000* 
(.000) 

+.000 
(.000) 

–.000 
(.000) 

–.000*** 
(.000) 

+.000 
(.000) 

 

            
 Economic            
            
 Economic standing  +.009* 

(.004) 
–.002 
(.012) 

–.056* 
(.026) 

+.014 
(.015) 

+.013 
(.023) 

+.044** 
(.012) 

–.017 
(.009) 

+.032*** 
(.008) 

 

 Economic change  +.000** 
(.0001) 

+.000 
(.0003) 

+.001 
(.002) 

–.000 
(.000) 

–.001 
(.001) 

–.001 
(.0004) 

+.001** 
(.0003) 

+.002* 
(.001) 

 

 Agriculture  –.106** 
(.018) 

–.157*** 
(.025) 

–.225** 
(.070) 

–.070 
(.046) 

–.107 
(.056) 

–.080 
(.039) 

–.075** 
(.026) 

–.019 
(.034) 

 

            
 Government 

expenditure 
          

            
            
            



 

            
 Defense-to- gov’t 

spending 
 –.067*** 

(.008) 
–.086** 
(.023) 

–.187** 
(.066) 

–.018 
(.027) 

–.044 
(.032) 

–.043* 
(.020) 

–.101** 
(.028) 

–.093*** 
(.021) 

 

            
 Social           
            
 Religious freedom  –.010*** 

(.003) 
–.010 
(.005) 

–.011 
(.012) 

–.014 
(.010) 

–.010 
(.011) 

+.001 
(.006) 

–.008 
(.006) 

+.005 
(.009) 

 

 Phones  +.022* 
(.009) 

+.026 
(.055) 

–.005 
(.116) 

–.005 
(.017) 

+.025 
(.022) 

+.053** 
(.020) 

+.028 
(.025) 

+.010 
(.013) 

 

            
 Demographic           
            
 Population size  +.009* 

(.004) 
+.030 
(.015) 

+.035 
(.023) 

+.049* 
(.018) 

+.003 
(.025) 

–.031* 
(.014) 

+.038** 
(.012) 

–.038** 
(.010) 

 

 Population change  +.009*** 
(.002) 

+.007** 
(.002) 

+.015* 
(.007) 

+.007 
(.007) 

+.012* 
(.005) 

+.007 
(.004) 

+.003 
(.006) 

+.020* 
(.007) 

 

 Urban population   +.001*** 
(.0002) 

+.002*** 
(.0003) 

–.000 
(.001) 

+.001 
(.001) 

+.001** 
(.0003) 

+.001** 
(.0003) 

+.001 
(.001) 

+.000 
(.0002) 

 

 Urban population 
change 

 –.006*** 
(.001) 

–.005** 
(.002) 

–.008 
(.005) 

–.002 
(.006) 

–.010 
(.008) 

–.002 
(.002) 

–.005 
(.005) 

–.015** 
(.005) 

 

 Fertility  –.027*** 
(.003) 

–.024*** 
(.003) 

–.049*** 
(.006) 

–.027** 
(.006) 

–.021*** 
(.004) 

–.024*** 
(.004) 

–.043*** 
(.006) 

–.041** 
(.011) 

 

            
 N  4752 1242 216 540 594 837 675 648  
            

131

 



 

 132

                                                

Breaking down the reduced model by region uncovers some interesting points.  Even a cursory 
glance reveals that the regression results are not consistent across these geographical areas in all 
cases.  While some explanatory factors are quite similar from one region to another, others 
exhibit greater diversity.  When the results differ, it is possible to gain some insight into the 
countries driving the results seen in the overall (“all regions”) model. 
 
Even though this regional dissection offers additional information to the overall results, it is 
important to remember that geographic areas still contain considerable internal diversity.  In part 
because this regional classification is static, countries may possess a wide range of (more 
dynamic) attributes that also play a role.  In particular, it appears that there is substantial overlap 
with economic development level, which is not a static classification scheme (i.e. countries can 
change income levels, while they cannot change their geographic location).314  Consequently, it 
is reasonable to postulate that some of the apparently regional effects instead may be due to a 
country’s overall wealth.  Though it would be an oversimplification to associate particular 
regions with specific development levels, there is nonetheless some degree of correspondence, 
especially at the extreme ends.315  This connection is examined further in the subsequent section, 
where the regression results are broken down by income level.  Hence the following subsection 
concentrates on the highlights of the findings within regional classifications. 
 
 
VI. D. 1. i.  CP Rights  
 
Perhaps the most interesting finding in this case is that democracy is quite divided by region in 
terms of its influence on CP rights.  While the coefficients are small at best, this factor is highly 
statistically significant in essentially half of regions, and not at all in the other half.  In Sub-
Saharan Africa, South Asia, and Middle East and North Africa, democracy is not a key predictor 
of CP rights outcomes.316  This runs contrary to overall theoretical expectations, which prioritize 
democracy as highly influential to all human rights (regardless of geographic location). 
 
In the three regions where democracy is not a strong predictor of CP rights outcomes, what does 
factor as highly significant differs somewhat.  In two of the regions (South Asia and Middle East 
and North Africa), British colonial influence is a very important variable.317  This lends support 
to the overall finding of previous studies that the British oversight of their colonies was 
noteworthy, and likely shaped later experiences in these countries.  However, the findings here 
also contradict the causal mechanism proposed by these authors.  They theorized that British 
administrations inculcated a confidence in democracy and a familiarity with democratic 
processes (despite the clearly repressive reality of colonization), which in turn led to greater CP 

 
314 For further reference, Appendix V.F. includes two tables with the correlations and the basic counts of countries 
by region and economic development level. 
315 For example, 100% of the North American and Western European countries fall into the World Bank’s upper 
income level, while 70% of Sub-Saharan Africa is categorized as lower income.  Other regions display greater 
diversity in income level, but the extremes are more polarized in both categories. 
316 In these regions, the coefficients on the democracy variable are essentially zero, and are not statistically 
significant.   
317 In these two, not only is the result highly statistically significant, but the coefficients are very large (.164 and 
.106, respectively). 



 

rights respect.  Yet in this DECPRI analysis, those regions with the strongest British colonial 
influence are the same countries in which democracy is the weakest factor.318   
 
For the other region in which democracy is not a powerful predictor of CP rights respect, a 
different set of conditions are the most important.  In Sub-Saharan Africa, the biggest factors are 
wealth and war.  Economic standing and civil war are by far the two largest highly statistically 
significant coefficients in the Sub-Saharan Africa model (+.102 and –.112, respectively).  Being 
involved in civil war is associated with a decrease in ESC rights scores of 11.2 percent, while 
every increase in GDP is associated with a 10.2 percent increase in ESC rights scores.  This is 
not surprising, as conflict and poverty clearly are two of the most pervasive issues facing the 
African continent; it is a natural extension that these would also affect CP rights enjoyment. 
 
Overall wealth is not statistically significant in any other region.  This suggests that economic 
standing is relevant in Sub-Saharan Africa more than other geographic regions.  This makes 
intuitive sense, as the poorest regions likely are more vulnerable to degrees of income.  This 
result is verified in the next section, where countries are broken out by development levels. 
 
Initially, civil war also appears to be related to economic development, but this relationship is 
less straightforward.  Internal conflict is highly statistically significant in Sub-Saharan Africa and 
Latin America and the Caribbean, but examination of the frequency of civil wars reveals that 
they took place largely in these two regions.319  Undoubtedly, there is a relationship – probably 
of a causal nature – between civil war and poverty,320 but at the least, these results imply that 
civil war nonetheless is actually a very important explanatory factor, though it is localized in 
terms of real application. 
 
Along the same lines, international war shows similar patterns, with the twist that the two 
countries involved (e.g. aggressor and defender) often experience this type of conflict quite 
differently.  In terms of location, international war is even more concentrated than civil war.  The 
brunt of this type of conflict is borne disproportionately by the Middle East and North Africa, 
and this is the only region in which this independent variable is statistically significant at the 
highest level (or at any level, in fact).321  When considering that international war also has the 
additional issue that it is uneven in impact – clearly the country where the conflict is physically 

                                                 
318 Appendix VI.D. offers additional analyses of the effect of British colonial influence on CP rights, particularly in 
relation to other variables. 
319 Of the 234 civil wars included in the dataset, 166 took place in Sub-Saharan Africa or Latin America and the 
Caribbean (103 and 63, respectively).  Only 68 occurred outside of these two regions (mostly in the Middle East and 
North Africa and Eastern Europe and Central Asia).  The vast majority of these wars were fought in more recent 
decades; limiting this count to 1980 and later (the years used in the regression analyses) shows 152 wars in Sub-
Saharan Africa and Latin America and the Caribbean (94 and 58, respectively), with the remaining 58 happening 
elsewhere.  As a reminder, these civil wars – like the rest of the data here – are measured by country-year, so the 
same war would be counted again if it extended into an additional year (e.g. Rwanda 1991 and Rwanda 1992).  
320 While more extensive investigation of this relationship lies outside of the scope of this project, very basic 
regression analysis of these variables (and only these variables) returned statistically significant results for both 
lower and lower-middle income countries. 
321 Of the 55 wars in the complete dataset, 32 were in the Middle East and North Africa, and the majority of those 
took place in those countries (compared to the 6 in which North American or Western European countries were 
involved, for example).  Excluding the years 1960-1979 just magnifies this effect; from 1980 on, Middle Eastern 
and North African countries account for 30 of the 38 international wars. 
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fought bears a greater impact of the event – it seems reasonable that international war actually is 
an important factor.  This conclusion challenges the overall (statistically insignificant) finding 
that international war is not a strong predictor of CP rights.  Instead, the regional breakdown 
demonstrates the importance of international war for the countries involved, even if the lower 
incidence and geographical concentration moderate its perceived impact in a broader overall 
model.   
 
In the overall model, tax ratio has the biggest coefficient by far (.223).  An increase in the 
percentage of the tax ratio (total revenue minus tax revenue, divided by GDP) is associated with 
an increase of almost one-quarter of the total range of CP rights – a dramatic leap.  From this, it 
is possible to infer that tax ratio is an important factor for CP rights, presumably because a 
country with more power to tax has the power to implement other measures, as well as the 
financial resources needed for such agendas.  In spite of this strong statistical result, the regional 
analysis reveals that this finding is heavily driven by only two regions, the Middle East and 
North Africa and Latin America and the Caribbean.  While countries outside of these two areas 
have higher tax ratios overall, they are not as relevant to the CP rights outcome.  If this variable 
is taken to encapsulate some measure of government capacity, then this finding stresses the role 
of government choice with respect to human rights.  It is not just financial resources, then, which 
matter to CP rights respect, but what one does with them. 
 
This argument extends to some degree to the social variables as well.  These factors are 
dominated by North America and Western Europe, especially the Gini coefficient and religious 
freedom variables.  This may be related to income more than anything, as that is the 
characteristic, more than any other, which sets North America and Western Europe apart from 
the other regions.  It is also possible that some element of volition or discretion is involved as 
well, in terms of how countries decide to respond to characteristics of their citizenry.  The next 
section will revisit this question, to consider at least whether economic development level plays a 
role in distinguishing among explanatory factors ability to predict CP rights. 
  
 
VI. D. 1. ii.  ESC Rights 
 
Running the ESC rights model by regional subsets of countries reveals some interesting patterns, 
which differ significantly from the parallel CP rights model.  Among the political regime 
variables, democracy is the most consistent across regions.  Whereas the democracy results in the 
CP rights model seem to be moderated by economic development level, in this ESC rights case 
the regional results largely mirror the overall (“all regions”) results.  Democracy is statistically 
significant, with a positive coefficient (ranging from +.001 to +.006), in all but one region.322  
East Asia and the Pacific does not return a statistically significant result, so the effects of 
democracy are weaker in those countries.  Still, in general, while the coefficients are quite small, 
democracy seems to have a fairly uniform effect across regions; this stability is quite interesting, 
and reinforced the (somewhat unexpected) importance of political factors in ESC rights 
outcomes. 
 
                                                 
322 An increase of one point on the twenty-point democracy scale is associated with an increase of between one-tenth 
and six-tenths of one percent in the ESC rights score. 
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This finding contrasts with military control, which is relevant only for Sub-Saharan Africa and 
Latin America and the Caribbean.  Yet again, these two regions are where military governments 
arose most frequently.323  So this is an important variable, but it is not widespread in terms of its 
occurrence.  Moreover, these two regions predominantly drove the highly statistically significant 
overall result. 
 
Adding a gender lens, the women’s political rights variable is statistically significant (at the 
lowest level for consideration) only in Sub-Saharan Africa and Latin America and the Caribbean.  
This is yet another example of these two regions grouping together.  While they obviously have 
more in common than just (lower) economic development level, it is worth exploring whether 
overall wealth best explains this result. 
 
A variation on this pattern is even more apparent with the economic variables.  Economic 
standing is most significant in Latin America and the Caribbean and North America and Western 
Europe, where it has relatively large, positive coefficients (.044 and .032, respectively).  In these 
regions, an increase in GDP is associated with a four and three percent improvement in ESC 
rights scores.  This contrasts with South Asia, the only other region with a statistically significant 
coefficient for overall wealth, where the result is negative.  This coefficient is even larger, in 
absolute value, than the positive results for other regions, and may in part explain the 
unexpectedly low overall economic standing variable.  In this region, an increase in GDP is 
associated with a decrease in ESC rights performance of 5.6 percent.  This is promising for the 
overarching theory, which predicted an important role for wealth, but raises questions for this 
particular finding.  It is not clear whether there is an internal characteristic of South Asia that 
would explain why more wealth is associated with worse ESC rights outcomes, but it is possible 
that there is a statistical reason.  This region is much smaller than any other, and likely has 
insufficient observations to produce strong results more generally.324   
 
Though overall wealth appears to be instrumental in at least several regions, changes in that 
wealth have a much more attenuated effect.  This economic growth variable is most significant in 
Eastern Europe and Central Asia, where market volatility has been particularly turbulent in 
recent years. 
 
By far the most important economic variable in the overall model is the percentage of GDP 
gained from agriculture; the coefficient on this variable is remarkably large, and negative (–
.106).  However, the regional breakdown reveals that this result is driven primarily by three 
regions.  Agriculture is highly statistically significant, with a very large coefficient, in Sub-
Saharan Africa and South Asia (–.157 and –.225), and moderately statistically significant, with a 
smaller coefficient, in Eastern Europe and Central Asia (–.075).325  These are locations where 

                                                 
323 Over all years, Sub-Saharan Africa and Latin America accounted for 190 (134 and 56, respectively) of the 190 
years in which the military controlled the government.  From 1980-2006, these two regions had 90 (80 and 10) of 
the 113 military regimes, or 80% of military governments. 
324 There are only eight countries in the South Asia region.  In contrast, every other region has between 10 and 46 
countries. 
325 For every increase in the percentage of GDP coming from agriculture, there is a decrease in ESC rights scores of 
22.5 percent, 15.7 percent, and 7.5 percent in South Asia, Sub-Saharan Africa, and Eastern Europe and Central Asia, 
respectively.  For South Asia, this results in a change of nearly one-quarter of the entire range of possible ESC rights 
performance. 
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agriculture constitutes a much larger percentage of the overall economy.  In spite of this, the 
agriculture coefficient is still negative, implying that a higher proportion of farm production is 
not beneficial for ESC rights.  While this may be another case of linkages with wealth, it is 
nonetheless a striking finding, suggesting that a high level of reliance on farm production may 
have very detrimental impacts on ESC rights respect. 
 
The domestic expenditure variable in this DESCRI model, defense-to-government spending, is 
strongest – in terms of both coefficient size and statistical significance – in four regions.  North 
America and Western Europe and Eastern Europe and Central Asia both have coefficients near –
.1, which may be a reflection of the historical experience of these two regions.326  Over the time 
period under consideration, these areas were heavily involved in building up their military 
capabilities, for deterrence and for potential conflict with one another.  This variable is also 
strong in Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia.  It is possible that these regions were caught up in 
the mutual aggression between the US and USSR, or they may have undertaken their own strong 
support of the armed forces.  Moreover, the ratio of defense-to-government would be higher in 
poorer countries even if they spent the same amount of financial resources on national defense. 
 
The several population variables also show signs of being related to income levels, with the 
effects being concentrated in the poorest and wealthiest countries.  Interestingly, the total 
population variable has negative coefficients in Latin America and the Caribbean and North 
America and Western Europe, and positive coefficients everywhere else (though only 
statistically significant in Eastern Europe and Central Asia).  Urban population is a bigger factor 
in Sub-Saharan Africa, East Asia, and Latin America and the Caribbean, though the coefficient is 
small.  It is likely that poorer countries are most impacted by greater numbers of people located 
in cities.   
 
Finally, birth rate seems to be the one factor that is not driven primary by wealth.  Fertility is 
very statistically significant and negative across the board, confirming that greater numbers of 
children are detrimental to ESC rights.  Unlike many of the other variables – including the rest of 
the demographic factors – fertility seems to be important regardless of region. 
 
 
VI. D. 2.  Analyses by Economic Development Level  
 
In some ways, economic development level is a more interesting categorization than region, in 
that it is potentially more causally influential.  There is much more diversity within regions; in 
that category, countries obviously are grouped together by their geographic location, which 
provides some interesting information but does not capture as much about their independent 
paths.  Some regions are quite internally diverse in terms of wealth, population, etc.  Moreover, 
region is not a characteristic that a country can change.  For this reason especially, economic 
development level is a more intriguing factor from a policy perspective.   
 
For this analysis, results are presented for independent regressions run on each subset of 
countries, organized by economic development level: Low, Lower-middle, Upper-middle, and 
                                                 
326 For every increase in the percentage of government spending on defense, ESC rights scores are expected to 
decrease roughly 10 percent in both North America and Western Europe and Eastern Europe and Central Asia.   
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Upper.  As there are only four income levels, there are sufficient countries in each category to be 
more confident of these statistical results.  These findings provide fascinating insights into the 
more complex interactions among these variables, and add greater nuance to the broader overall 
(“all income levels”) analysis.  The following tables present all of these results, as well as the 
comprehensive overall model, first for CP rights and then for ESC rights. 
 
 

         
 CP rights by Economic Development Level  
         
 Independent 

Variable  
 All Income 

Levels 
Low Lower-

middle 
Upper-
middle 

Upper  

         
 Political        
         
 Democracy  +.004*** 

(.0005) 
–.000 
(.001) 

+.005*** 
(.001) 

+.008*** 
(.001) 

+.006*** 
(.001) 

 

 Leftist regime  –.023*** 
(.006) 

–.030** 
(.011) 

+.005 
(.015) 

–.032* 
(.012) 

–.014 
(.015) 

 

 British colonial 
influence 

 +.030* 
(.012) 

–.002 
(.023) 

+.007 
(.024) 

–.027 
(.043) 

+.054* 
(.022) 

 

 Civil war  –.100*** 
(.009) 

–.121*** 
(.019) 

–.108*** 
(.019) 

–.033 
(.026) 

–.044 
(.035) 

 

 International war  –.049 
(.024) 

–.062 
(.059) 

–.071** 
(.026) 

–.030 
(.062) 

–.015 
(.026) 

 

 Conflict index  –.000*** 
(.0000) 

–.000*** 
(.000) 

–.000*** 
(.000) 

–.000*** 
(.000) 

–.000*** 
(.000) 

 

         
 Economic         
         
 Economic standing  +.040*** 

(.008) 
+.049** 
(.018) 

+.006 
(.018) 

+.012 
(.018) 

+.002 
(.015) 

 

 Economic change  –.000 
(.0003) 

+.001 
(.001) 

–.000 
(.001) 

+.001 
(.001) 

–.002** 
(.001) 

 

         
 Government 

expenditure 
       

         
 Tax ratio  +.223** 

(.047) 
+.257* 
(.106) 

+.212 
(.098) 

+.176* 
(.066) 

+.189** 
(.058) 

 

 Defense-to- gov’t 
spending 

 –.096*** 
(.023) 

–.111* 
(.043) 

–.160*** 
(.037) 

–.004 
(.081) 

–.073* 
(.036) 

 

         
 Social        
         
 Gini coefficient   –.001** 

(.0005) 
+.000 
(.001) 

–.002 
(.001) 

–.001 
(.001) 

–.003*** 
(.001) 

 

 Ethnic 
heterogeneity 

 –.052* 
(.026) 

+.025 
(.041) 

–.030 
(.044) 

–.055 
(.086) 

+.003 
(.015) 

 

 Labor force 
participation 

 +.002** 
(.0005) 

+.001 
(.001) 

+.002* 
(.001) 

+.003** 
(.001) 

–.001 
(.001) 

 

 Religious freedom  +.025*** 
(.006) 

+.014 
(.012) 

+.026* 
(.012) 

+.006 
(.013) 

+.028 
(.016) 

 

 Phones  +.039** +.023 +.046 +.031 +.017  

 137



 

(.013) (.071) (.058) (.054) (.014) 
         
 Demographic        
         
 Population size  –.117*** 

(.010) 
–.150*** 

(.027) 
–.103*** 

(.020) 
–.083*** 

(.023) 
–.022 
(.020) 

 

 Population change  +.007** 
(.002) 

+.000 
(.004) 

+.022** 
(.006) 

+.007 
(.005) 

+.006** 
(.002) 

 

 Urban population   –.001*** 
(.0003) 

–.003** 
(.001) 

–.002** 
(.001) 

–.002* 
(.001) 

–.001 
(.0004) 

 

         
 Geographic and 

Environmental  
       

         
 Distance from 

equator 
 +.003*** 

(.0005) 
+.002 
(.001) 

+.003** 
(.001) 

+.000 
(.001) 

+.002** 
(.001) 

 

         
 N  4752 1269 1323 972 1188  
         

 
 
 

         
 ESC rights by Economic Development Level  
         
 Independent 

Variable  
 All Income 

Levels 
Low Lower-

middle 
Upper-
middle 

Upper  

         
 Political        
         
 Military control  –.020*** 

(.006) 
–.009 
(.008) 

–.054*** 
(.015) 

–.026 
(.019) 

–.032 
(.021) 

 

 Democracy  +.003*** 
(.0002) 

+.003*** 
(.0004) 

+.004*** 
(.0004) 

+.001* 
(.0004) 

+.004*** 
(.001) 

 

 Leftist regime  +.003 
(.003) 

+.011* 
(.005) 

–.004 
(.005) 

–.006 
(.007) 

+.010 
(.005) 

 

 Women’s political 
rights 

 +.011** 
(.011) 

+.011* 
(.004) 

+.015* 
(.005) 

+.006 
(.007) 

+.004 
(.003) 

 

 Civil war  +.002 
(.004) 

+.002 
(.009) 

–.004 
(.007) 

+.003 
(.012) 

+.014 
(.012) 

 

 International war  +.012 
(.010) 

+.023 
(.030) 

+.012 
(.014) 

+.007 
(.019) 

–.003 
(.011) 

 

 Conflict index  –.000* 
(.000) 

–.000 
(.000) 

–.000 
(.000) 

–.000 
(.000) 

–.000** 
(.000) 

 

         
 Economic         
         
 Economic standing  +.009* 

(.004) 
–.012 
(.011) 

+.007 
(.008) 

+.038** 
(.011) 

+.039*** 
(.008) 

 

 Economic change  +.000** 
(.0001) 

+.000 
(.0003) 

+.000 
(.0002) 

–.000 
(.0004) 

+.001 
(.0004) 

 

 Agriculture  –.106** 
(.018) 

–.170*** 
(.022) 

–.092*** 
(.021) 

–.053 
(.038) 

–.030 
(.027) 
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 Government 
expenditure 

       

         
 Defense-to-gov’t 

spending 
 –.067*** 

(.008) 
–.081** 
(.023) 

–.046** 
(.016) 

–.073** 
(.020) 

–.062*** 
(.015) 

 

         
 Social        
         
 Religious freedom  –.010*** 

(.003) 
–.012* 
(.005) 

–.017** 
(.006) 

+.003 
(.007) 

–.002 
(.006) 

 

 Phones  +.022* 
(.009) 

+.006 
(.051) 

+.031 
(.030) 

+.096*** 
(.017) 

+.018** 
(.006) 

 

         
 Demographic        
         
 Population size  +.009* 

(.004) 
+.048** 
(.014) 

+.017 
(.011) 

–.039* 
(.013) 

–.033** 
(.009) 

 

 Population change  +.009*** 
(.002) 

+.009*** 
(.002) 

+.008 
(.004) 

–.002 
(.003) 

+.011** 
(.003) 

 

 Urban population   +.001*** 
(.0002) 

+.002* 
(.001) 

+.002** 
(.0004) 

+.001** 
(.0003) 

+.000 
(.0003) 

 

 Urban population 
change 

 –.006*** 
(.001) 

–.006** 
(.002) 

–.010** 
(.003) 

+.003 
(.002) 

–.009** 
(.002) 

 

 Fertility  –.027*** 
(.003) 

–.031*** 
(.004) 

–.021** 
(.003) 

–.025** 
(.004) 

–.027*** 
(.004) 

 

         
 N  4752 1269 1323 972 1188  
         

 
 
VI. D. 2. i.  CP Rights 
 
The CP rights model, broken down by income level, offers fascinating insights into the 
intricacies masked by the overall model.  For example, when all regions all included, the 
coefficient on democracy is positive and highly statistically significant.327  This finding holds 
true for the higher three of the four income levels.  For the lowest income level, however, this 
coefficient is slightly negative (though essentially zero) and not at all statistically significant at 
conventional levels.  This divergent result implies that democracy is strongly associated with 
better CP rights outcomes only for countries with at least a moderate level of economic 
development.  For the poorest countries, democracy is insufficient; in fact, it may even have a 
slightly negative influence.  This is an important finding because it sheds additional light onto 
the highly proclaimed democracy variable, which is considered to be the most important factor to 
CP rights respect.  These results suggest that this is true only above a threshold of economic 
development, below which other factors become more critical. 
 
Two remaining political variables begin to answer the crucial question of what is most influential 
to CP rights fulfillment in the poorest countries.  Leftist regime is most statistically significant 
for the lowest income bracket, with a negative coefficient (mirroring the coefficient from the “all 
                                                 
327 The coefficient on the democracy variable is generally low.  A one-point increase in the twenty-point democracy 
scale is associated with an increase in the ESC rights score of between two-fifths and four-fifths of one percent. 
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income levels” model).  Having a leftist government is associated with a decrease of three 
percent in ESC rights outcomes for countries with the lowest economic development levels.  
Still, the largest coefficient in this category by far comes from the civil war variable.  This 
number is very large for the low and lower-middle income levels (–.121 and –.108, respectively).  
In these lower income brackets, an increase in civil war is associated with an increase of over 
one-tenth of the total ESC rights score range.  Moreover, this variable is highly statistically 
significant only in these two lower-income categories.  Of course, this disparity in significance 
level (with the higher two income brackets) is due in part to the imbalance in frequency,328 but it 
nonetheless points to the large and disproportionate impact of internal armed conflict in low-
income countries. 
 
Given the nature of this classification, it is not surprising that the other main explanatory factor 
for the disparities in results by income level is overall wealth.  The economic standing variable, 
which is a strong, positive predictor in the overall model, appears to be driven almost exclusively 
by the lower income countries.  The coefficients on this variable are quite small and not at all 
statistically significant for the upper three income brackets (.002, .006, and .012).  For the 
poorest countries, it is not only statistically significant, but quite large as well (.049).  An 
increase in total wealth (GDP) is associated with a five percent improvement in CP rights 
outcomes for low-income countries.   
 
Combining the results from the political and economic variables helps to complete the picture of 
how countries differ by economic development level.  For the poorest countries, democracy is 
not an essential factor.  Rather, internal conflict and overall wealth are crucial predictors of CP 
rights outcomes.  Countries above that poverty threshold display nearly opposite effects.  In 
those cases, democracy is a key factor, and wealth and war are far less important.  While many 
authors and policymakers argue that democracy is the key to CP rights realization, this may be 
true only above a certain level of dire impoverishment.  This may seem intuitive, but such logic 
is rarely reflected in policy.   
 
Among the social variables, only the Gini coefficient exhibits a striking tendency.  The 
coefficient on this variable is highly statistically significant only for the highest-income 
countries, which coincides with the above (regional) finding that this factor is most important in 
North America and Western Europe.  Though the coefficient on this variable is small (–.003), 
this is still an interesting finding, as it implies that greater inequality is worse for CP rights in 
wealthier countries.329  Perhaps people in countries with greater economic resources have the 
luxury of being more sensitive to income inequality.  The other social variables, including ethnic 
heterogeneity, do not show as strong a trend; most have little statistical significance. 
 
Finally, the other core category of variables included in traditional studies – demographic factors 
– offers some interesting information.  Total population, the most important variable in this 
category, has a negative coefficient in all four income brackets, but is statistically significant 
only for the three lower development levels.  Urban population follows a similar pattern, 

                                                 
328 Over the entire time frame of the dataset, the number of countries engaged in civil war, moving from the highest 
income level to the lowest, is: 0, 16, 103, 115.  Those same counts for 1980-2006 are: 0, 12, 92, 106. 
329 A Gini coefficient of zero indicates perfect income equality, while 1 designates perfect inequality.  Accordingly, 
a lower Gini corresponds to greater wealth distribution, and higher Ginis signifies more unequal distribution. 
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indicating that upper-income countries have a different experience regarding the impact of the 
number of citizens in their cities and in their countries.  Perhaps wealthier countries are better 
able to absorb and manage greater numbers of people.  Indeed, the coefficients for both total and 
urban population decrease as the economic development level decreases.  For the lower-middle 
and low-income countries, total population has a dramatic effect, returning coefficients of –.103 
and –.150, respectively, with the highest level of statistical significance.  Larger populations are 
particularly detrimental to CP rights respect in the poorer countries. 
 
 
VI. D. 2. ii.  ESC Rights 
 
While the political variables divided according to income level in the CP rights (DECPRI) 
models, economic variables separated according to income level in the ESC rights (DESCRI) 
models.  In the CP rights analysis, the democracy variable displayed very different results for the 
poorest countries, compared to the wealthier countries, a pattern mirrored with the leftist regime 
and especially the civil war variables.  In contrast, the wealth and agriculture variables – two 
strong economic variables – are much more divided between rich and poor countries in this ESC 
rights analysis.  This reinforces the notion that political factors are more important for CP rights, 
and economic factors for ESC rights.  This expectation was not fulfilled to the same degree in the 
overall results, so it is encouraging that these breakdowns align much more closely to the 
original hypotheses. 
 
The following discussion elaborates on this division, beginning with a closer examination of the 
political variables.  In this ESC rights model, democracy shows a fairly consistent result across 
the four income levels; in each category, this coefficient is small, positive, and achieves at least 
some level of conventional statistical significance.330  Most of the other political variables also 
replicate the findings of the overall model in the models coming from subsets of countries.  
Leftist regimes have a much smaller effect here than in the CP rights model; in this ESC rights 
model, they are slightly statistically significant only in the lowest-income bracket.  Similarly, the 
two war variables are not statistically significant in any category – just as in the overall model – 
suggesting that these are not as central to ESC rights as CP rights respect. 
 
The two exceptions are military control and women’s political rights.  Military control is 
statistically significant, with a large (negative) coefficient, only for lower-middle income 
countries.  This does not correspond entirely with the frequency of military governments, as this 
occurrence decreases along with economic resources; lower-income countries have greater 
incidence of military political control but only lower-middle income countries have a strong 
statistical result here.331  The vast majority of these lower-middle income countries with military 
governments are in Latin America, so perhaps there is something to this commonality. 
 
Women’s political rights are also intriguing, given the expectation that women’s involvement in 
providing for the basic needs of families and communities is essential to ESC rights fulfillment.  
                                                 
330 For all income levels, an increase of one point in the twenty-point democracy scale is associated with an increase 
of only one-tenth to two-fifths of one percent in the ESC rights score. 
331 From higher to lower economic development levels, the incidence of military governments is: 3, 17, 66, 159.  For 
the years 1980 and later, the same results are: 2, 5, 9, 97. 
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For this women’s political rights variable, only the lower two income brackets returned a 
statistically significant result.  While the coefficients appear small, the overall scale is 
sufficiently limited that these results represent a real impact.  For less developed countries, an 
increase of one point on the three-point women’s political rights’ scale is associated with a one-
percent increase in ESC rights performance.  This finding corresponds to theories on both 
development and ESC rights, which emphasize the role of women in developing countries in 
particular.  This DESCRI model confirms that this factor is more important for lower-income 
countries. 
 
Though these political variables do display some interesting, albeit weaker, patterns, the 
economic variables exhibit a much stronger partitioning of results by economic development 
level.  The core overall wealth variable is quite large and statistically significant for the two 
upper income brackets, but small and not at all statistically significant for the lower two income 
brackets.  For the more economically developed countries, an increase in GDP is associated with 
an improvement of nearly four percent in ESC rights outcomes.  This result provides not only 
interesting insight into ESC rights requirements, but also presents a stark contrast to the CP 
rights results.  Wealth was crucial only for the poorest countries in the CP rights model, but for 
the wealthiest countries in the ESC rights model.  In both cases, greater financial resources are 
associated with improved rights outcomes.  Something about money makes it possible for poor 
countries to have better CP rights, and for wealthier countries to have better ESC rights.  This 
could be due strictly to the question of available resources for allocation to ESC rights, or it may 
be a reflection of the willingness to allocate attention and resources, especially in countries 
where ESC rights are considered to be secondary concerns.  If financial resources are the limiting 
factor for ESC rights implementation, this lends credence to argument of resources needed – 
provision and allocation. 
  
The other important economic variable in these models, agricultural production, has a large 
(negative) coefficient and is highly statistically significant for the lower two income brackets, 
with smaller and not statistically significant results for countries in the higher income brackets.  
Indeed, the coefficient decreases in (absolute value) size as the income bracket rises, from a high 
of –.170 for the poorest countries.  For low-income nations, an increase in the percentage of 
GDP coming from agriculture is associated with a drop of nearly one-fifth of the total range of 
ESC rights outcomes.  This is an extraordinarily large effect, and points to the tremendous 
impact of agricultural engagement, particularly in poorer countries.  This engages with an 
ongoing development conversation about the potentiality of agricultural production in raising a 
country’s wealth.  Though development and human rights activists have similar but not identical 
objectives, it is fascinating to see that total wealth has less of an impact on poor countries’ ESC 
rights outcomes, while agricultural production is hugely detrimental, given that many countries 
are attempting to use their farm work to improve their overall wealth. 
 
The government spending variable could shed some light on whether it is a resource allocation 
issue that explains the disparate outcomes by development level, for the economic standing 
variable in particular.  However, the defense-to-government spending variable is remarkably 
consistent across all four models.  For each income bracket, this coefficient is negative, fairly 
large, and at least moderately statistically significant.  An increase in the percentage of 
government spending on national defense is associated with a four to eight percent decrease in 
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ESC rights performance.  This reflects the overall finding that greater domestic expenditures on 
the armed forces are associated with much lower ESC rights outcomes.  At least for military 
spending, then, the impact on ESC rights respect is not divided by economic development level. 
 
Moving to the social variables, the results are somewhat more complicated.  Religious freedom 
appears to be bad for ESC rights in lower-income countries, while phones are good for ESC 
rights in higher-income countries.  For poorer countries, having no restrictions on religious 
freedom is associated with just over a one percent decrease in ESC rights outcomes.  For 
wealthier countries, an increase in phones per capita is associated with an increase of nearly ten 
percent (upper middle income countries) or nearly two percent (high income countries) in ESC 
rights performance.  Both of these results run contrary to hypothetical expectations, and it is not 
clear what the logic behind these results might be.  Clearly it is important to verify these results 
in additional studies. 
 
In this study, the final demographic category of variables presents some intriguing results.  The 
core population variable is particularly interesting, as it is statistically significant in all but one 
(lower-middle) income level, but has a positive coefficient in lower-income countries and 
negative in the two higher-income brackets.  This implies that larger populations are good for 
ESC rights in the poorest countries, but bad for ESC rights in wealthier countries.  Clearly, these 
DESCRI models exhibit a disparity in population effects by economic development levels.  This 
may intersect with the resource utilization argument for ESC rights, or it may indicate an 
interaction with other factors.  For example, it is possible that this pattern covers up the impact of 
income or social inequality, which theoretically should be important for ESC rights respect. 
 
Urban population, in contrast, has a positive, albeit small, coefficient in each income bracket, 
and is slightly statistically significant in three of the four categories.332  Accordingly, larger 
urban populations are better for ESC rights across all models, despite the fact that the effects of 
overall population are evenly split between richer and poorer countries.  It is possible that it is 
easier to provide for citizens’ ESC rights when they are more localized, and cities provide 
opportunities for governments to reach more people.  Nonetheless, urban population change has 
negative effect in three of the four models, suggesting that rapid growth in cities may overwhelm 
governments, resulting in negative ESC rights outcomes.  Thus larger urban populations are 
good, but rapidly growing ones are not. 
 
This notion is supported in part by the final variable, fertility.  As in the overall model, fertility 
has a strong, statistically significant, negative result in all income brackets.  A greater birthrate is 
associated with lower ESC rights respect, regardless of a country’s economic development level.  
Every increase in the birthrate is associated with a two to three percent decrease in ESC rights 
scores.  Likely this is related to the question of resources needed to provide for the programs and 
services crucial to ESC rights fulfillment. 
 
 
  
 
                                                 
332 For all income brackets, an percentage (of the total) increase in urban population is associated with only at most a 
two-tenth of one percent increase in ESC rights outcomes. 
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Chapter VII.  Conclusion 
 
 
This research project focuses on better understanding ESC rights by answering three central 
questions: what are these rights, where are they realized, and why?  It builds on a historical and 
theoretical foundation to offer a fresh perspective on ESC rights, and to employ a wide range of 
analyses to better define their nature, identify trends in their realization, and provide initial 
insights into the key factors behind their successful implementation. 
 
Beyond simply adding to the new and growing conversation on ESC rights more generally, this 
project endeavors to connect theoretical and statistical research with current circumstances and 
policy applications.  Human rights have a long history of interacting with political, economic, 
and social conditions.  ESC rights continue to exist within these contexts, and an essential 
ambition of this project is to explore the role of various political, economic, social, and other 
components in ESC rights outcomes, clearly differentiating between factors that can and cannot 
change.  This information is essential for those interested in improving the level of ESC rights 
respect around the world. 
 
To summarize and build upon these objectives, the current concluding chapter reviews and then 
extends beyond the previous six chapters.  It first presents the research context for this project, 
highlighting the core theoretical claims underlying this work and emphasizing the linkages with 
not only CP rights, but with international development theory and practice as well.  It then 
reviews the key findings from the various investigations undertaken to answer the project’s three 
motivating questions.  Finally, it considers the implications of this research, identifying key 
actors and discussing the consequences for theory, policy, and implementation.  It brings 
together these issues by indicating important potential directions for future research and work, 
and reflecting upon the importance of answering these questions for very real theoretical and 
practical reasons. 
 
 
VII. A.  Research Context 
 
The current research project does not exist in a vacuum, but rather operates within a very 
dynamic intellectual and actual environment.  As an ESC rights exercise, it necessarily engages 
with the human rights world.  Indeed, the need for this particular line of research is a direct 
consequence of the historical emphasis on CP rights, which has dominated rights discussions 
since their formal division into two halves of a human rights whole in the post-war era.  This 
narrower focus provided valuable information about the content and conditions for realization of 
some rights, but clearly neglected to offer similar insights into the remaining rights. 
 
Rights to education, health, housing, food, work, and other economic and social issues generally 
have been regarded as development objectives – however desirable – rather than rights.  
Interestingly, one can read the historical progression of the human (CP) rights and international 
development fields as evolving along nearly parallel paths, without taking advantage of 
opportunities for intersection and mutual benefit.  In many ways, ESC rights present a means of 
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– and a reason for – connecting these disciplines.  This project conceives of ESC rights as a 
bridge between these concepts. 
 
This perspective has practical as well as theoretical implications, since the broader circumstance 
of the present moment is one of unfulfilled basic needs and aspirations.  Many people continue to 
live without the simplest services, and at some level, all countries need to address issues of 
health, education, housing, etc.  Human rights – and in this situation, ESC rights – offer a 
powerful language and framework for achieving minimum living standards to which all people 
should have access. 
 
While a renewed attention on ESC rights and a recognition of their potential for helping people 
attain basic levels of needs fulfillment have emerged in recent years, there remains a lag in 
research to follow up this recognition and rhetoric.  Empirical analyses are especially lacking in 
this regard. 
 
This project begins to fill these gaps.  It makes connections between disciplines (both 
theoretically and practically), and it asks and answers questions central to ESC rights realization.  
The results presented here offer an initial view of possible conclusions and thus of potential 
directions for action, while the questions highlight the key areas for continued debate and 
discussion.  Indeed, these queries are perhaps the more important component, as they underscore 
the need for further exploration of ESC rights, and indicate some important themes for future 
work. 
 
 
VII. B.  Review of Findings 
 
This section offers a brief review of this project’s main accomplishments and results.  Rather 
than simply summarizing the previous chapters, it highlights the new and important contributions 
made by this research. 
 
As a theoretical foundation to the entire work, Chapter II of this research project locates ESC 
rights between CP rights and international development.  It traces the historical evolution of both 
fields, and describes their very related but rarely intersecting trajectories.  More importantly, it 
draws attention to the opportunities for collaboration and cross-sectoral cooperation.  ESC rights 
offer not only a means of addressing some of the world’s most distressing problems, but also 
provide a bridge linking two disparate fields working independently toward interrelated 
objectives. 
 
From this backdrop, the greater part of this research project concentrates on ESC rights (even 
while exploring commonalities and divergences with CP rights), and strives to shine new light on 
this previously understudied area of international law and policy.  One consequence of this prior 
lack of attention is the absence of any applied ESC rights measure, so it was necessary to create 
one for subsequent use in this project.  Chapter III reviews the ESC rights measurement literature 
to provide a backdrop for the (theoretical and practical) work of developing a new composite 
indicator.  For this index, rights to health and education were used to capture the general 
trajectory of ESC rights.  Within each right, individual principle, practice, and outcome 
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indicators were identified.  These represent the core components inherent in all rights, and best 
capture the complex, multifaceted nature of ESC rights.  The ESC rights index developed here 
represents an important advancement.  By offering a concrete, functional measure – grounded in 
existing literature and fully justified within the current theoretical, legal, and practical human 
rights context – this work offers one means of proceeding with ESC rights research.   
 
In addition to constructing a new ESC rights measure, it was necessary to take several other 
methodological steps to produce the most reliable and valid results.  The most basic background 
work required composition of a robust and comprehensive dataset.  This involved collection and 
compilation of a wide range of relevant information from credible international sources.  A 
multiple imputation technique was then employed to complete the dataset and thereby allow for 
inclusion of all available information into the regression analysis.  Finally, several specific cross-
sectional time-series statistical methods were used, demonstrating the viability – as well as the 
desirability – of these techniques in analyzing this type of international data.  Though they are 
secondary outcomes of this research, these preliminary procedural steps contribute valuable 
information to the general rights literature, which remains exceedingly limited on functional 
research methods for examining ESC rights. 
 
The quantitative analyses that incorporate the new ESC rights index and make use of the new 
dataset constitute the bulk of this project’s work, and of its contribution to ESC rights 
information.  These investigations fall into one of two categories.  First, several descriptive 
statistical inquiries identify countries and areas with high or low levels of ESC rights realization.  
These reveal some general trends about ESC rights fulfillment, and lead to early conjectures 
about the patterns underlying their implementation.  Second, inferential statistics examine 
various potential explanatory conditions for the outcome of ESC rights respect.  Multiple 
regression analyses assess the relative contributions of several variables, and provide an initial 
indication of key factors for rights realization.  To provide a comparative perspective, similar 
analyses are performed for CP rights.  A brief review of the most important or intriguing results 
is presented here, before considering the implications of these investigations and outcomes. 
 
Chapter V used descriptive statistics to examine the range of human rights outcomes around the 
world.  Results show that countries have consistently improved their ESC rights record in recent 
decades.  Moreover, countries’ ESC rights scores are converging, meaning those with the lowest 
scores are improving the most.  In contrast, the relative distance between CP rights scores has 
changed very little over the same time period.  This finding coincides with the practical reality 
that CP rights have been the primary focus of governments throughout their history, while ESC 
rights gained attention much later, much more slowly, and to a lesser degree.   
 
Still, it is important that ESC rights scores have been rising in nearly all countries, even while CP 
rights scores maintain a relatively constant – and relatively high – level.  ESC rights realization 
lags behind CP rights realization, so CP rights performance is expected to be more constant, and 
ESC rights performance more dynamic.  Indeed, the countries with more dramatic CP rights 
score changes are outliers, with unusual political and economic circumstances influencing these 
outcomes.  The most interesting question for the future is where ESC rights scores will plateau 
(or otherwise break with the current trend), and whether they will then mirror their CP rights 
counterparts. 
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Analyses by subgroups of countries (by region and by income level) generally support the 
trajectories observed in the overall analysis.  ESC rights scores trend upward, with the gap 
between groups diminishing over time.  Less developed countries are improving their scores 
more quickly than wealthier countries, so the ESC rights scores of all countries are converging.  
In contrast, the CP rights gaps remain fairly consistent over time.  However, economic 
development level does explain the starting points of both CP and ESC rights scores, with 
wealthier countries beginning at higher levels in both cases.333 
 
Chapter VI expands upon the previous chapter by examining the potential impact of outside 
factors on human rights.  Using a cross-sectional time series method of multiple regression, this 
analysis explores the relationship between a range of independent variables and the outcome 
variables of ESC and CP rights.  Results are presented for all countries, as well as by geographic 
region and economic development level.  The latter is particularly interesting, as it is a dynamic 
classification – countries can move into a different income group in a way they cannot with their 
geographic location.  Analyses by economic development level also reveal stronger trends and 
clearer potentially causal relationships than the overall statistics. 
 
Results of analyses by income level suggest that political factors are more influential for CP 
rights, and economic factors for ESC rights.334  In the CP rights analysis, democracy is highly 
influential for middle- to upper-income countries; for the poorest countries, however, democracy 
is not at all important in determining CP rights outcomes.  British colonial influence, leftist 
regimes, and all forms of war and conflict also are important factors.  In contrast, the ESC rights 
analysis reveals the strongest patterns in economic variables.  Overall wealth is the most 
important determinant of ESC rights outcomes for wealthier countries, but not for poorer 
countries, where the degree of agricultural involvement is more significant. 
 
Results by region confirm initial findings, and add supplementary insights.  In the CP rights 
analyses, democracy is highly influential in half of the regions, and not at all in the other half.  
This result may be explained by income level – for the poorest countries, democracy is not the 
essential factor.  Rather, internal conflict and overall wealth are crucial predictors of CP rights 
outcomes.  Countries above that poverty threshold display nearly opposite effects.  In those 
cases, democracy is a key factor, and wealth and war are far less important.   
 
In the ESC rights analysis, the trends are not as consistent across subgroup regressions, and the 
overall model is less powerful than in the CP rights case.  However, the subgroup analyses 
conform more to the overall model, which is not the case in the CP rights analyses.  As previous 
studies typically focus only on overall results, this differentiation offers some new insights into 
CP rights respect.  
 

                                                 
333 These analyses also expose the potential relationship between region and economic development level, which is 
particularly evident in the connections between North America and Western Europe and the high-income level 
categories, and between Sub-Saharan Africa and the low-income level groups. 
334 While this conclusion was anticipated in the original hypothetical expectations, it was not realized in the overall 
statistical analyses.  Thus it remains difficult to declare a definitive association, but these overall and subgroup 
analyses provide a strong foundation for further exploration.   
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A key question in comparing CP with ESC rights was whether political or economic factors 
would be more influential.  Previous research determined that political conditions – particularly 
democracy – weigh most heavily for CP rights.  Political rhetoric and programs consequently 
used better (CP) human rights as an argument for promoting the spread of democracy worldwide.  
Yet it is not clear whether democracy has a similar effect on ESC rights.  While political issues 
appear to be important in the overall ESC rights model, subgroup analyses suggest that economic 
factors are actually most influential.  This casts doubt on the (often unquestioned) belief in 
democracy as the panacea for all types of human rights.  It appears that a broader spectrum of 
issues is involved in at least ESC rights promotion. 
 
While not the strongest predictor, democracy nonetheless is an important aspect of ESC rights 
respect.  In contrast to the CP rights case, here the effect of democracy is more uniform across 
various subgroups – it is fairly consistent across both regions and income levels.  While its effect 
is relatively small in most cases, it is positive, meaning that democracy is in fact associated with 
better ESC rights outcomes.  Less military control and greater women’s political rights 
(especially in developing countries) are also better for ESC rights.  The relevance of some 
women’s rights, especially in poorer countries, reinforces development theories that emphasize 
the role of women, and confirms the link between women’s issues and ESC rights.   
 
Economic variables were hypothesized to be more important than political variables in 
explaining ESC rights outcomes.  Here, subgroup analyses find that total wealth is an important 
predictor of ESC rights outcomes for countries in the two upper income brackets, but is not at all 
significant for those in the two lower income brackets.335  This presents a stark contrast to the CP 
rights results, where wealth is decisive only for the poorest countries in the CP rights model, and 
not for the wealthier countries.  Both relationships are positive, meaning that having more money 
somehow facilitates better CP rights outcomes for poor countries and better ESC rights outcomes 
for rich countries.  This could be due to the sheer amount of resources available for allocation, or 
it could be a question of political will in allocating any available resources.  Regardless of the 
mechanism, it does suggest that countries prioritize CP rights, and dedicate limited resources to 
them, focusing on ESC rights only when other needs have been met. 
 
Though overall wealth is not statistically significant for poorer countries, another economic 
factor is hugely determinant.  The amount of GDP coming from agricultural production is one of 
the most influential factors for countries in the two lower income brackets.  This coefficient is 
very large, highly statistically significant, and negative, indicating that high levels of agricultural 
production is bad for ESC rights.336  This finding initiates intriguing conversations with the 
development and agriculture and resource economics fields, which also grapple with the question 
of whether poor countries should increase their farm production as a means of development.   
 
The one factor not driven primarily by wealth is fertility.  Higher birthrates are associated with 
lower ESC rights respect, regardless of a country’s economic development level.  This variable is 
highly statistically significant, with a moderately large, negative coefficient for all subgroups.  It 

                                                 
335 Economic factors are more significant in subgroup analyses, compared to the overall regressions, so further 
research is needed to confirm or modify the relative importance of economic factors.   
336 The regional analysis reveals that this finding is driven primarily by three regions: Sub-Saharan Africa, South 
Asia, and Eastern Europe and Central Asia. 
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is likely that this negative impact is related to the resources needed to provide for the programs 
and services crucial to ESC rights fulfillment, but it is interesting that this is true regardless of a 
country’s overall wealth – and its implied level of available resources. 
 
Beyond any individual element, it is also important that many of these ESC rights results are 
specific to a country’s level of financial resources.  While conversations in the field of 
international development necessarily divide the world into wealthy and poor countries, and 
concentrate on improving conditions only in developing nations, the human rights field rarely 
segregates countries in this way.  Instead, debates about classification center on the various 
categories of human rights themselves.  The focus has been on whether and how to divide human 
rights, rather than on whether and how to divide their application by type of country.  Yet it is 
possible to argue that ESC rights, which clearly are equal and indivisible to CP rights in 
international law, hold greater importance for people in poorer countries as these rights require 
that states guarantee minimum levels of nourishment, health, shelter, and even education – the 
components of what Sen describes as the “good life.”337  This makes understanding ESC rights, 
and identifying the core aspects of their realization, even more essential. 
 
This project offers a new perspective on distinguishing the key components of ESC rights 
realization – and then making recommendations toward that end.  From its inception, this 
research has proceeded against the backdrop of human rights as interacting with political, 
economic, and social conditions.  These conditions contain aspects that are permanent and those 
that are mutable.  To aspire to policy recommendations as well as theoretical findings, it is 
essential to mindful of these differences.  Any proposal must focus on aspects that can change, 
given those that cannot.   
 
This research also highlights the fact that these issues may need to be applied differently to 
different groups of countries, adding an additional layer of complexity to this exercise.  ESC 
rights in particular may be motivated by different factors in different types of countries.  While 
the CP rights analysis finds that subgroup analyses do not diverge substantially from the overall 
results, the ESC rights research reveals great differentiation among subgroup models.  This is 
especially true of the analyses by income level, where very different factors drive results for the 
poorest versus the wealthiest countries.  If rich and poor countries pursue ESC rights differently, 
policymakers at all levels – both internally and externally – must take this into consideration. 
 
 
VII. C.  Implications of This Research 
 
This research has implications for theory, policy, and programming, as well as for future studies.  
ESC rights intersect with many other ideas and disciplines, and both the theory and application 
of rights principles have far-reaching effects.  This project thus contributes to a renewed ESC 
rights conversation, identifying key questions in this field and providing initial answers.  By 
                                                 
337 Sen, 1999: 14.  Sen focuses on “the capability to live really long (without being cut off in one’s prime) and to 
have a good life while alive (rather than a life of misery and unfreedom)” (Ibid.).  His valuable perspective on 
development is that the “usefulness of wealth lies in the things that it allows us to de – the substantive freedoms it 
helps us to achieve.”  For him, [d]evelopment has to be more concerned with enhancing the lives we lead and the 
freedoms we enjoy” (Ibid.).  
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revealing existing relationships and indicating directions for future consideration, the findings 
from this research help initiate and inform the ESC rights debate. 
 
This final concluding section moves beyond methodological decisions and statistical results to 
apply the findings of this project to the real world.  It begins by identifying the key actors and 
institutions involved in promoting ESC rights.  These include traditional players as well as 
emerging contributors to international policy decisions and implementation.  After categorizing 
those influencing this debate, the subsequent subsections highlight the principal implications of 
this ESC rights research project for those actors.  This includes consequences for theory, policy, 
implementation, and future work, which together illustrate the extensive reach of ESC rights 
issues, and the wide range of both actors and implications related to this research. 
 
 
VII. C. 1.  Actors and Institutions 
 
This study should have an impact on a wide range of actors.  A key step in the current, relatively 
new ESC rights discussion is to determine who must ask more questions.  As ESC rights 
intersect with many other issues, and as individuals and institutions are increasingly interrelated, 
these interactions and intersections become both more complex and more crucial.  For example, 
the US government is currently directing resources into agriculture in Africa, but findings here 
underscore the importance of recognizing unintended and secondary effects.  Development 
policies cannot be considered in a vacuum – e.g. solidifying a dependence on agriculture (and 
thereby increasing its proportion of GDP) may result in detrimental ESC rights outcomes. 
 
As this situation demonstrates, one major actor here is national governments.  Sovereignty 
remains a primary organizing principal, driving decisions within and among states.  The 
international system continues to be state-based, and many structures take national entities as the 
principle organism.  International human rights law explicitly names states as the principle duty-
bearers with respect to all rights.  Though countries are expected to comply with international 
treaties in providing for the rights of their citizens, clearly the level of implementation and 
enforcement remains highly discretionary.  Thus national governments determine their own 
degree of ESC rights respect within their borders.   
 
National governments also rank among the primary actors in international development, which 
has an immediate impact on ESC rights.  Donor governments play a significant role in driving 
policy decisions and in executing development programs in foreign countries.  Recipients of aid 
are influential as well; developing country governments make key policy and programming 
decisions with respect to both external funds and internal resources.  Regardless of a country’s 
financial wealth, national policy administrators likely are the dominant actors with respect to 
ESC rights. 
 
International governmental organizations often have a similar impact when they are involved in 
development work.  Multilateral programs selectively enforce the ideals of greatest importance 
to the respective organization – WHO on health, ILO on labor, etc.  The United Nations, the 
most high profile international government organization, occupies a distinctive position in the 
global system.  With its central role, it has a unique opportunity to take the lead on these issues.  
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As it is also the purveyor of the international human rights treaties, it not only explicitly endorses 
ESC equally and as well as CP rights, it often promotes mainstreaming within other programs. 
 
With today’s information and communication technologies, it is increasingly possible to look 
beyond the traditional actors – governments and governmental organizations – for sources of 
power as well.  There exist not only distributed impacts of policies, but also distributed pathways 
of power and persuasion.  Networked social groups have greater strength and influence than ever 
before.  Such associations of people operate with varying degrees of formal organization, but can 
wield tremendous power. 
 
Non-governmental organizations in particular occupy a parallel track to governments with 
respect to human rights and development programming.  Some focus explicitly on human rights 
(e.g. Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch, etc.), while others focus on development 
issues, but have clear ESC rights impact (e.g. Oxfam, CARE, etc.).  The largest NGOs operate 
much like international governmental organizations, interacting with high-level state 
representatives and organizing complex projects requiring stakeholders and participation at many 
levels.  As national governments increasingly cede ground to other types of organizations, NGOs 
have gained in both profile and power.  Those groups associated with the resources of wealthy 
individuals or corporations already wield remarkable power.  The Gates Foundation is the most 
notable player in this field, entering into conversations on equal footing with both governments 
and international governmental organizations.   
 
Smaller NGOs typically work at a more grassroots level, but nonetheless retain the power to 
incorporate human rights principles into their work.  These non-profit groups, especially those 
working closely with local communities, often overlap with civil society organizations.  This 
broad category collects under the same designation a diverse array of actors, such as faith-based 
societies and issue-oriented associations.  Many of these, by virtue of their organizing principles 
and objectives, work directly on human rights, while others focus elsewhere, but care about the 
secondary and tertiary effects of their work (e.g. disaster management organizations that aspire 
to offer assistance following disasters, but maintain a keen awareness of potential unintended 
consequences of their actions).  All of these groups can intersect with human rights – in principle 
and in application – through their mission statements and their daily work. 
 
A wide range of other groups operate within and around these other more primary actors.  
Though most do not profess to deal with human rights, they are still quite influential in this 
arena, albeit for different reasons.  The most obvious powerful player in this category is 
corporations.  With their financial resources and global reach, many businesses extend their 
influence beyond that of national governments.  Globalization has expanded the available supply 
chain and multinational corporations (MNCs) based in one country very often have a dramatic 
impact in distant lands.  This separation of cause and effect – and of visible influence at the point 
of origin – often provides incentives for lowering human rights and environmental standards.  As 
this interaction typically runs along developed-developing countries lines, in the worst case it 
echoes previous forms of exploitation and degradation.  However, MNCs also have the 
opportunity to use their power for good, and in the best case they invest in local people, build 
infrastructure, and promote and participate in development, helping to raise the standard and 
quality of living in local communities. 
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While MNCs characteristically operate apart from government, several other actors in this arena 
operate alongside or even as a part of government.  The most closely aligned entity here is the 
military.  While technically contained under the auspices of the state, the armed forces occupy a 
unique space in their own countries, and have a sizeable impact abroad when they maintain a 
presence in foreign lands.  This is true not only when troops are engaged in armed conflict but 
also when they extend their scope to work that begins to overlap with development activities.338  
Military forces clearly have an effect on human rights enjoyment, especially overseas, yet armed 
forces have varying degrees of independence from their home governments.  Some operate 
within clearly defined parameters, which include explicit respect of international conventions, 
while others disregard such standards and function according to their own internal customs. 
 
One more step removed from government control are the lobbyists and activists attempting to 
influence policy formulation and implementation.  While corporations have money and reach, 
and the military often enjoys pure physical power, lobbyists have access and influence.  With the 
backing of powerful groups, and the internal networks and contacts within government, they 
influence decisions at the point where they are made.  Though activists may be more removed 
from the policymakers themselves, they bring the weight of public perception.  Often relying on 
grassroots movements to rally people and garner support for a particular policy, activists have a 
say on issues both inherently and tangentially related to human rights. 
 
Finally, and theoretically most removed from the sphere of government, are the creators and 
disseminators of knowledge.  Academia offers a place for the pursuit of research and for testing 
theories, building models, and recommending specific action.  Ideally, educational institutions 
can be liberated from the political pressures of administration, and can enjoy a freedom to pursue 
the “truth,” insomuch as it exists in any field.  However, in reality, all research contains some 
aspect of the investigator’s agenda.  This becomes increasingly true as the connections to 
government or activism grow, such as when government funding creates incentives or intentions.  
Some think tanks, which operate in a different environment than many independent universities 
and colleges, may also fall into this category.  Nonetheless, all of these centers of research and 
learning have an important role to play in producing new and more accurate information about 
human rights, and in communicating these findings to the next generation of students, to leaders 
and policymakers, and to the general public. 
 
 
VII. C. 2.  Theoretical Implications 
 
This research project makes several theoretical contributions.  This first subsection emphasizes 
the more academic inferences, apart from the repercussions more directly related to policy (and 
ensuing implementation), which are discussed further below.  Even so, these sections segue into 
one another without clearly defined borders, accentuating the extensive reach of ESC rights and 
the blurred boundaries between categories of their influence. 

                                                 
338 The military, broadly understood, can encompass contractors as well as the more traditional government-
employed troops.  In many cases, both of these actors are increasingly working in development and other pursuits, 
beyond the more conventional armed conflict.  The US armed forces presently are performing some reconstruction 
and development work in Iraq and Afghanistan.  Regardless of the controversy over this extension of their roles and 
responsibilities, it is a tremendously powerful force with significant ESC rights implications. 
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From the outset, this project offers a new conceptualization of ESC rights, locating them between 
CP rights and international development.  By highlighting the areas of commonality and overlap 
between ESC rights and the other two disciplines, it posits these rights as a bridge between the 
typically parallel but rarely intersecting fields of human rights and development.  This 
perspective presents not only a fresh angle on these topics, but suggests new areas for future 
consideration and study. 
 
The present investigation also indicates some areas of current thinking in need of revision.  Much 
attention and inquiry have been devoted to CP rights, both because of their presumed supremacy 
and because of assumptions regarding the similarities among all human rights.  The US 
government has discounted (or, at times, even rejected) ESC rights, arguing that economic and 
social issues will derive naturally from achievements in promoting CP rights.339 The emphasis 
here remains on letting the free hand of the capitalist market have its role, following the idea that 
people will provide for their own health and well-being with the resources gained from economic 
enterprise.  Only political and civil freedoms need to be protected, according to this view. 
 
The present inquiry reveals that reality is much more complex.  At an overarching level, political 
factors are also important for ESC rights realization.  Democracy is beneficial for all types of 
rights, and it is not clear that ESC rights flow naturally from CP rights.  It is far too simplistic to 
assume that CP rights will “trickle down” to ESC rights and development issues.  Indeed, the 
present study suggests that, in poorer countries, it is not democracy, but financial wealth, which 
is most important to CP rights.  Previous studies on CP rights did not take into consideration 
diversity among countries, and assumed that overall findings (of democracy’s importance) 
applied equally across different types of nations.  For ESC rights, financial wealth is most 
influential in determining outcomes only in the wealthier countries.  In poorer countries, the 
extent of agricultural production is more important.  The findings suggest that some core factors 
are common to both categories of rights, but in different ways and combinations.   
 
These preliminary analyses also underscore the intersections between rights and a variety of 
economic and social and other conditions.  Many relationships exist to tie these issues together, 
and pursuit of one cannot be presumed to have only isolated effects.  In some ways, these 
connections simply extend the intersections first put forward in postulating the position of ESC 
rights between CP rights and development. 
 
These broader theoretical conclusions have consequences for both empirical and strategic 
discussions.  The idea that nations have unintended (legal) human rights influence on others, 
combined with the notion that political and economic conditions like democracy, wealth, war, 
and economic growth are highly influential, could lead to new ways of analyzing power between 
countries.   
 
                                                 
339 The US has signed but not ratified the ICESCR, preferring to focus on democracy as the core of human rights 
(Dunoff, 1999: 135).  During the Reagan years, American human rights policy was based on “the unqualified 
rejection of economic, social and cultural ‘rights’ as rights” (Alston, 1990: 372).  “The United States typically 
deems such ‘so-called rights’ to be a Soviet invention, and instead labels them as mere ‘goals’ or ‘aspirations.’  
United States critics of the ICESCR refer to ‘red rights’ and the ‘Covenant on Uneconomic, Socialist and Collective 
Rights.’ Ideological opponents of the ICESCR ‘sometimes seem to portray it as an intrinsically un-American 
enterprise’” (Keller, 2003: 562-3). 
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To follow up on these and other claims, more attention is required on questions of measurement 
and methodology.  This project adopts common practices in calculating CP rights scores, but 
presents a new approach to capturing ESC rights outcomes in a single index.  Further thinking is 
needed on the benefits and drawbacks of this method, as well as the statistical means of 
analyzing these data.  The processes followed here provide a baseline against which to compare 
future findings, in pursuit of the most accurate ESC rights measure and the most valid statistical 
methods.  These empirical tools are an important component of the progression of debate 
regarding ESC rights outcomes and for the consequent policy and implementation decisions. 
 
 
VII. C. 3.  Policy Impact 
 
As the previous subsection suggested, this project draws attention to the many linkages between 
human rights and other fields, including – but not limited to – international development.  In so 
doing, this research helps provide a big-picture view.  It advocates for a systemic approach in 
which linkages are acknowledged and different resources are leveraged toward the same end.  
Though currently popular and widely employed, a more siloed approach to theory and practice is 
often counterproductive and inefficient (albeit easier to organize and implement).  While ESC 
rights are not novel, their appearance in policy discussions is somewhat new, and there is an 
opportunity to innovate, and to use a new framework in approaching these rights and 
development issues together. 
 
One potential policy direction is to not only recognize, but take advantage of, connections 
between CP and ESC rights, and then with international development.  This study offers some 
evidence that ESC rights (and CP rights) and development objectives and outcomes are 
associated with some of the same political, economic, and social factors.  If policymakers strive 
to improve some of these conditions, they could positively affect multiple aspects related to 
bettering people’s lives.   
 
In it is important to be more cognizant of unintended consequences of decisions, and of 
inefficiencies resulting from improving one situation while making another worse.  For example, 
policymakers in the international development field should reconsider simply promoting 
agriculture in development, without a better understanding of the potential effects on ESC rights.  
Incorporating human rights thinking into development policy often helps promote a longer-term 
perspective – a view preferred by many development workers, but which the current (highly 
political, short-term focused) development system rarely allows. 
 
Yet, as this project repeatedly emphasizes, ESC rights are not purely a development issue.  Not 
only are rights clearly distinct from needs, but this project’s analyses by income level prove that 
more than economic levers are required to improve ESC rights outcomes.  In fact, it is in the 
wealthier countries that economic conditions matter the most for ESC rights.  It seems that these 
states already have the resources to implement ESC rights, and now need to muster the political 
will.  Thus policymakers (and activists) should concentrate on amassing support for allocation of 
existing resources in wealthier nations.  In poorer countries, wealth is not the key to ESC rights 
realization; it is more important to diversity the sources of wealth generation.  Here there is a 
clear opportunity for personnel in development and human rights to work together to achieve 
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their respective objectives.  These fields of study and application have untapped synergies that 
could bolster efforts in both enterprises. 
 
Ironically, there actually may be a stronger argument for development to be made with respect to 
CP rights.  Proponents of these rights often eschew development conversations as much as ESC 
rights promotions, yet democracy is not enough to promote CP rights globally.  While 
democracy is one of the biggest factors in lower- to high-income countries, it is essentially 
inconsequential for nations in the lowest-income bracket.  The present research suggests that for 
the poorest countries, concentrating on war and wealth may be the keys to CP rights success.  
Reducing war and increasing wealth are central development and conflict resolution objectives, 
and those who wish to promote these goals – as well as related improve ESC rights outcomes – 
may find here an entrée with policymakers who insist on focusing on CP rights. 
 
With ESC rights as well, democracy is necessary but not sufficient.  Consequently, it is essential 
that policymakers intent on promoting these outcomes take a wider view of the relevant factors.  
Spending a large portion of a country’s financial resources on defense, for example, is highly 
detrimental to ESC rights (as well as CP rights).  High fertility levels are also associated with 
negative ESC rights outcomes, likely due to the stress on available resources.  This finding not 
only reveals yet another overlap with development, it also highlights the importance of women’s 
rights and issues.  The role of women in promoting rights and the well-being of individuals and 
families has long been a central theoretical claim in development work, one that is supported by 
the statistical analyses in this research.  Officials and activists at all levels would do well to heed 
these findings and focus on finding innovative ways to involve women – channeling resources 
through them, and otherwise supporting their activities in promoting issues like health, 
education, food, and housing, which are at the core of ESC rights respect. 
 
While policymakers should use information from this and other research to inform their 
decisions about prioritization, sequencing, and funding, they should also explore opportunities to 
increase efficiencies by recognizing existing linkages.  Beyond the development sphere, there are 
obvious connections to work in conflict resolution and environmental issues, which then extend 
to areas like energy and climate change.  These topics enjoy tremendous grassroots support at the 
moment, which has been reflected in recent political decisions.  By accepting and building on 
existing – albeit unacknowledged – overlaps, it is possible to increase efficiency and productive 
outcomes when translating policy into practical applications. 
 
 
VII. C. 4.  Effects on Implementation 
 
Logically, policy formulation and the ensuing implementation share a high degree of overlap, 
and many of the implications of this research also carry over.  In operationalizing the ideas set 
forth in the policy development stage, it is necessary to consider the practical reality of applying 
any proposed strategy.  This involves standard policy analysis and consideration of issues like 
the political landscape, financial and other resources, and the actors and institutions involved. 
 
Beyond government, which is the most obvious player in this area, there are two main types of 
organizations – those that are human rights-specific and those that focus on other topics but 

 155



 

consider and care about the human rights consequences of their actions.  The work of both of 
these has ESC rights implications, though they are achieved through different means.  Human 
rights organizations are already attentively attuned to the human rights impact of their work, 
though inclusion of ESC rights may not be as consistent.  Other groups may mainstream rights 
concerns, but still require assistance in identifying causes and effects in the implementation 
phase of their work.   
 
Here again a systems approach highlights the linkages between fields and programs.  There are 
numerous opportunities for sharing best practices as well as ideas across disciplines.  As various 
types of development, environmental, and other organizations implement their programs, it is 
important that they pay attention to the potential (positive and negative) human rights 
consequences of their efforts. 
 
Those who seek to promote ESC rights specifically should also consider using the rankings 
produced in this project as a motivational tool.  This would help to integrate these rights into 
development concerns as well.  The international development field already utilizes the Human 
Development Index rankings to indicate a country’s relative achievements in promoting “human 
development,” which UNDP defines as “about creating an environment in which people can 
develop their full potential and lead productive, creative lives in accord with their needs and 
interests…[and] about expanding the choices people have to lead lives that they value.”340  CP 
rights activists use a similar approach with indices such as the Political Terror Scales, Amnesty 
International and US State Department Country Reports, Economic Freedom Network Index of 
Economic Freedom, etc.  There has long been a gap in ESC rights research and activism that no 
similar ranking existed.  This project offers three such approaches – which reach similar 
conclusions – to provide another means of illustrating countries’ performances and encouraging 
improvements.  While rankings have limitations, and should be used in context, they nonetheless 
offer a clear and often striking indication of effort with respect to ESC rights achievements. 
 
To follow up on quantitative estimations of effort, government officials – as well as NGOs and 
other organizations – should also consider employing these indicators in their ESC rights 
monitoring and evaluation efforts.  This research has supplied a baseline measure for future 
comparison of ESC rights outcomes.  It has also distinguished several key political, economic, 
and social factors that are highly influential for (CP and) ESC rights realization.  From this 
foundation, it is possible not only to identify avenues for future improvements, but also to 
monitor and evaluate any such progress. 
 
 
VII. C. 5.  Influence on Future Work 
 
This research project contributes to a re-emerging focus on ESC rights by providing initial 
answers to the questions of what are ESC rights, where are they realized, and why.  The 
objective here is to fill existing gaps, ignite new inquiries, and encourage continuing 
conversation on this topic.  While there are many varied and valuable directions for future work, 
initiating debate regarding ESC rights is also a constructive and worthwhile opening aim.  

                                                 
340 UNDP, 2009. 
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Beyond starting and continuing the conversation, there are several important avenues for future 
research and action, ranging from statistical and methodological inquiries to applications of 
policy and program implementation. 
 
Human rights theorists and others interested in approaching rights questions from a conceptual 
perspective should engage with this project’s theoretical claim regarding the position of ESC 
rights between CP rights and international development.  This viewpoint provides a framework 
for identifying and utilizing overlaps between these fields, even while maintaining the distinct 
nature of both.  Moreover, this assertion has implications beyond the hypothetical – responding 
to this contention is not only theoretically important, but practically useful as well. 
 
This project made several claims about ESC rights in answer to the question of “what are ESC 
rights?”  In developing an ESC rights index, it was necessary to make some key decisions about 
how to encapsulate the myriad aspects of a complex concept in a single indicator.  The final 
measure included principle, practice, and outcome components of health and education.  No 
single index can be fully comprehensive, and there undoubtedly will be criticism of this 
particular approach.  Future research should test this indicator, both in other types of human 
rights investigations and in comparison with alternative measures.  This type of work would be 
valuable both for defining the nature of ESC rights and for developing a more standard or 
common measure (much as has occurred already in the CP rights literature). 
 
This project next introduced a ranking system for ESC rights to respond to the question of 
“where are ESC rights realized?”  This evaluation used the newly constructed ESC rights index 
to compare countries’ relative performances.  While this has been done with for CP rights, no 
similar comparative listing exists for ESC rights.  All ranking systems are controversial – and 
should be taken in context even when well-designed – and this attempt likely will raise questions 
as well.  Other researchers should examine the methodology employed here, and propose 
revisions that can be compared and evaluated.  Though rankings may be highly academic in one 
sense, occupying the realm of methodology and speculation, they also can be actively utilized by 
practitioners and activists as well.  These individuals and groups often rely on concrete 
representations of countries’ performance as a means of praising or shaming, a core human rights 
strategy.  Thus it is important that they be as accurate, valid, and representative as possible. 
 
Finally, this research project tackled the question of “why are ESC rights realized better in some 
areas?” with a statistical analysis of both CP and ESC rights, with respect to a wide range of 
political, economic, social, and other conditions.  Both descriptive and inferential statistical 
analyses were used to better understand these rights and their implementation around the world.  
Clearly, future work should run similar processes to verify or dispute these findings, and should 
propose alternative methodologies to add nuance to this general inquiry.  It should be the goal of 
all ESC rights investigators to question and expand upon these results, in pursuit of the best 
possible answer to the question of why ESC rights do or do not “work” in certain countries. 
 
As subsequent studies narrow the range of potential answers to these questions, and begin to gain 
more clarity regarding ESC rights, the opportunities to make use of this information will expand 
substantially.  Academics and researchers have an important role to play in continuing this 
conversation, and in identifying the key causal factors involved in ESC rights realization.  Yet as 
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this investigative phase become more precise, the responsibility for moving ESC rights respect 
forward will shift to those beyond academia.  Policymakers, activists, and others interested in 
promoting ESC rights must take this information and apply it.   
 
The core objective of ESC rights is to ensure that all people enjoy a life of worth, in which they 
can fulfill their basic needs and live Sen’s vision of the “good life.”341  Toward that end, those 
with the power to translate academic information into practical policies and programs bear a 
moral and legal duty to do so.  ESC rights are at the very core of human dignity and opportunity, 
and it is our collective responsibility to make the elevation of these rights the next step in the 
evolution of human rights theory and practice. 
 
 

                                                 
341 Sen, 1999: 14.   
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Appendix I.A.  Contributing Conditions of (CP) Human Rights Violations 
 
 
A considerable amount of scholarship addresses the specific and fundamental question of why 
states violate (civil and political) human rights.  The short answer is that public officials resort to 
repression and violence against their citizenry when faced with threats to their authority or 
objectives.  Such challenges can manifest themselves through direct confrontation (e.g. protest or 
other forms of opposition) or indirect mechanisms (e.g. through instability).   
 
However, desire for power is not alone sufficient.  The critical balance tips toward human rights 
abuse when leaders have both the ability and the incentive to respond with aggression in pursuit 
of their goals or in confronting challenges to their authority.  Thus abuse requires enticement 
(high benefits and low costs) as well as opportunity (feasibility).   
 
Within this conceptual framework, researchers have considered a range of potential explanatory 
factors in an attempt to identify specific conditions of such opportunity and incentive.  The 
following analysis discusses the dependent variable (human rights violation) and then analyzes 
the existing research on the most commonly cited independent variables, grouped by the type of 
condition they represent.  The vast majority of empirically tested factors fall into one of two 
categories.  The first – political conditions – encompasses any past or present condition of the 
state that influences the operation of government.  The second – economic conditions – covers 
the range of elements relevant to a country’s fiscal situation and the functioning of the market.  
There are also two demographic conditions included; these relate to a country’s population.  For 
each of these factors, the following discussion includes identification of the characteristics of the 
condition, its operationalization for study, the theoretical expectation and empirical result 
(impact on abuse), and any proposed causal mechanisms.  An overview of this information is 
presented in table form at the end of this Appendix.   

 
 

Dependent Variable 
 
Studies of human rights violations obviously rely on an accurate measure of the dependent 
variable.  To date, authors have concentrated on civil and political rights violations by 
governments against individuals.  Almost all scholars follow convention – as derived from 
international law and widely accepted norms – by including extrajudicial executions,342 
torture,343 disappearances,344 and political imprisonment345 in their definition of civil and 

                                                 
342 Extrajudicial executions are those killings that occur in the absence of legal due process.  Though they take place 
at the instigation of and with the support of the government, they can be carried out by public officials, private 
groups, police, or security forces.  The victims can be prisoners or detainees, official suspects, or others (but 
excluding combat deaths).  The lethal force applied is excessive and deliberate, as well as illegal. 
343 Torture involves the use of cruel, inhuman, or degrading force against individuals.  Cingranelli and Richards 
define torture as the “purposeful inflicting of extreme pain, whether mental or physical, by government officials or 
by private individuals at the instigation of government officials” (1999: 408).  While torture has been used 
notoriously in the past by totalitarian states (Glassner and Possony, 1979) and colonial powers (Vidal-Naquet, 
1963), Amnesty International (1984) now suggests that up to a third of the world’s countries use torture to maintain 
control. 
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political rights violations.  These are generally classified as “political repression,”346 or by the 
newly acquired designation of “personal integrity rights.”347   There is general agreement on the 
range of political repression348 and on its overall objective in creating a climate of fear.349 
 
The three more common data sources for CP rights information are Amnesty International (AI), 
the US State Department, and Freedom House.  Freedom House assigns numerical rankings to 
countries on their overall freedom,350 while AI and the State Department produce annual, 
qualitative reports on a country’s human rights practice.  These are typically coded into 
quantitative scales for statistical analysis.  To obtain an unbiased indicator, authors frequently 
combine information from more than one source into a single measure. 
 
The Political Terror Scales (PTS)351 formally integrate the information from the AI and State 
Department reports into a single quantitative scale measuring the amount of government 
violation of physical integrity rights.  The PTS are by far the most common measure used to 
study human rights violations.   
 
 
Major Studies on Explanatory Conditions 
 
The answer to why states violate human rights comes from two types of studies.  A few studies 
address this question directly, and incorporate a range of independent variables into their model 
to explain political repression or violence.  Among those, the Poe, Tate, & Keith (1999) and 
Mitchell and McCormick (1988) studies are the most comprehensive.352  Henderson (1991) has 

                                                                                                                                                             
344 Disappearances are those unsolved cases in which the victims are missing.  The person may be detained without 
record, though in many cases, the victims are later discovered to have been killed (in an extrajudicial execution that 
also constitutes a human rights violation).  Often, political motives are suspected to be behind the disappearance.  
Henderson calls disappearance the “highest stage of political repression because all legal protections of the 
individual can be ignored” (1991: 122). 
345 Political imprisonment is the illegal incarceration of non-violent offenders for their ideas, practices, or group 
membership.  These often include religious beliefs and expressions, or political opposition to the governing party.  
Victims may also be targeted simply for their inclusion in a particular racial or ethnic group. 
346 Henderson describes political repression as “the use of threat of coercion in varying degrees applies by 
government against opponents or potential opponents to weaken their resistance to the will of the authorities” (1991: 
121). 
347 Cingranelli and Richards describe these rights, also referred to as physical or life integrity rights, as the 
“entitlements individuals have in international law to be free from arbitrary physical harm and coercion by their 
government” (1999: 407). 
348 Berman and Clark, 1982; de Neufville, 1986; Robert Justin Goldstein, 1992; Reiter, Zunzunegui, and Quiroga, 
1986; Rodley, 1987; Stohl and Lopez, 1984). 
349 AI, 1984; Dallin and Breslauer, 1970; Henderson, 1991. 
350 Using standards drawn from the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Freedom House ranks 192 countries 
and 18 territories on their overall freedom, regardless of other circumstances.  This ranking is thus one of the most 
comprehensive over time, though it is heavily criticized for being inconsistent from year to year.   
351 Gibney and Dalton, 1996. 
352 Mitchell and McCormick, 1988; Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999.  Poe, Tate, and Keith’s 1999 investigation 
reexamines their 1994 hypotheses (Poe and Tate, 1994), using a cross-national, longitudinal dataset.  They cover 
153 countries from 1981-1993.  Mitchell and McCormick (1984) also present a broad analysis, including 122 
countries in a single year. 
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produced the most recent international study,353 while Park (1987) provides a study of 
covariances, looking at tendencies and associations.354 
 
The narrowly focused studies that investigate a particular explanatory element are the more 
common source of information.  Some of these studies directly consider the independent variable 
as a condition contributing to government abuse, while others address the subject more 
indirectly.  Most of these investigations are rooted in either international public law or 
comparative political science, though economics and sociology also make significant 
contributions on some topics.355  Together they help paint a picture of when states may be more 
likely to violate individual rights. 
 
 
Independent Variable: Political Conditions  
 
The explanatory factors here involve a specific characteristic or activity of the state.  Almost all 
of these variables are at least moderately good predictors of human rights violations, and there is 
a considerable amount of consensus regarding the theoretical explanations of causal effect.   
 
Regime type and regime change are typically significant variables, with democracy consistently 
ranking as one of the strongest overall predictors of personal integrity abuse.  Habituation and 
British colonial experience are two less obvious factors of human rights violations.  Not 
surprisingly, armed conflict is also a strong influence on repression and personal integrity abuse. 
 
 
Regime Type 
 
The predominant political theory concerns the role of regime type in human rights violations.  In 
this literature, a regime refers to a broad conception of a political system, rather than a specific 
government.  Lawson defines a political regime as the “formal and informal organization of the 
centre of political power, and of its relations with the broader society.  A regime determines who 
has access to political power, and how those who are in power deal with those who are not.”356  
Kitschelt (1992) focuses on rules and resource allocations, and their impact on the exercise of 
authority. 
 
The most heavily researched form of government has been democracy, compared with non-
democracies.  Democracy can be conceived of as a pure form of government, or in relative 

                                                 
353 Henderson, 1991.  Henderson covers 101 countries for a range of years.  He used data from different years, 
depending on what was available for a particular independent variable. 
354 Park, 1987.  Park provides information on covariances, but performs no regression analyses.  He includes more 
than 100 countries from the late 1970s to the early 1980s.  He is particularly interested in the distinction between 
conditions of human rights that can be altered through policy and those that stem from more entrenched social or 
cultural factors, which he terms “culture-bound” (Ibid.: 406).   
355 Beyond these studies, the next closest body of literature concentrates on the impact of developing countries’ 
human rights record on US foreign policy and development assistance.  There are also some small pockets of 
research on specific human rights violations in particular regions, like disappearances in the South America or 
repression in the USSR. 
356 Lawson, 1993: 185. 
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terms.357  These definitions have methodological implications.358  To capture a broad conception 
of democracy, most authors incorporate several components into a single indicator.  The most 
common rely on Dahl’s elements of polyarchy – competition and participation.359  Typically, 
democracy is measured by either the Freedom House Index of Political Freedom or the Polity 
Democracy Measure.   
 
Despite potential complications, all authors expect – and find – a strong inverse relationship 
between democracy and repression.  In fact, every study hypothesizing this negative association 
has found a statistically and substantively significant relationship.   This is also supported by 
descriptive data.  While democracy obviously does not guarantee human rights respect,360 and 
non-democracy does not necessitate repression, democracies consistently have had much lower 
rates of repression than non-democracies.361  It is widely known that democracies engage in 
fewer wars overall.362   
 
The negative relationship between democracy and human rights is especially strong using a 
dichotomous variable.  Yet the association holds when democracy is measured as a continuous 
variable as well.  In his empirical analyses, Rummel finds that democracy has a negative 
relationship with democide, which he defines as “the killing by states as the concept of murder 
defines individual killing in domestic society.  Here intentionality (premeditation) is critical.”363  
The placement of a country along the democracy scale was the most powerful explanation for 
and best predictor of democide.  The fact that this finding holds regardless of operationalization 
or research design indicates that democracy has an especially strong relationship with human 
rights violations.  
 
A number of explanations have been put forward to explain why democracies promote human 
rights more than autocracies.  Violations occur when leaders have the incentive and opportunity 
to be abusive, so theories here focus on how the structure of democratic government constrains 
state officials.  Checks and balances on power and authority, representative elections, 
accountability, and electoral competition all make repression against particular individuals or 
groups more difficult.   
 

                                                 
357 For example, Henderson (1991) understands all government types as defined by their responsiveness to their 
citizens.  Consequently, he portrays democracy as a process, whereby popular demands are channeled through 
appropriate avenues and resolved without violence.  Henderson borrows his definition from Stohl and Lopez (1984), 
who focus on force or intimidation by governments against challengers in order to weaken their opposition or 
rebellion. 
358 Conceiving of government in pure forms obviously leads to a grouping of countries into one of two categories 
(democracy and non-democracy), and is represented with dummy variables.  Characterizing government in relative 
terms suggests that regime type indicates a point on a spectrum, and is best reflected by continuous variables.    
359 Dahl, 1971.  Other relevant studies include: Alvarez, Cheibub, Limongi, and Przeworski, 1996; Coppedge and 
Reinicke, 1991; Vanhanen, 2000. 
360 Indeed, it is recognized that democratic leaders do use forms of repression, especially in times of crisis (e.g. war 
or other conflict or threat to authority) (Duvall and Stohl, 1988; Gamson, 1975; Goldstein, 1987; Henderson, 1991). 
361 Henderson, 1991; Milner, Poe, and Leblang, 1999. 
362 Doyle, 1986; Russett, 1993; Ward and Gleditsch, 1998. 
363 Rummel 1995: 4.  Democide excludes military deaths, judicial execution (according to due process protections), 
or the murder of armed individuals (Ibid.). 
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These same structures also provide alternative outlets for conflict resolution – and, indeed, 
institutionalize this use of nonviolent means.  By limiting extreme collusion and many sources of 
violence, democracy “promotes a culture of negotiation, bargaining, compromise, concession, 
the tolerance of differences, and even the acceptance of defeat.”364  Citizens and organized 
opposition groups are more able to publicize and protest abuses, creating significant 
disincentives to repression in a representative democracy.  Finally, democracy grants people the 
freedom to pursue their goals, resulting in a population that is more satisfied and less willing to 
rebel. 
 
Converse arguments apply in the case of autocracy (non-democracies), in which leaders are not 
subject to institutional forms of representation and compromise.  Autocratic leaders must comply 
with the requirements of elites alone to remain in power, rather then be subject to elections and 
responsible to the masses.365  People may react by resisting (overtly or covertly) public leaders 
or even the form of government.  If they have less freedom to pursue their own interests 
generally, they may also have less incentive to conform to government directives. 

                                                

 
To gain specificity about what happens at this other end of the spectrum, Mitchell and 
McCormick attempt to disentangle the behaviors of different autocratic governments.  They 
separate and compare the human rights violations of totalitarian and authoritarian regimes.  They 
define authoritarian regimes as military regimes and traditional monarchies, and totalitarian 
regimes as second-world, Marxist nations.  Their theoretical expectations largely come from the 
theories developed by former US Ambassador to the UN, Jeane Kirkpatrick, and their typologies 
for operationalization derive from Shively (authoritarian regimes) and Bertsch et al. (totalitarian 
regimes).366 
 
Mitchell and McCormick expect that authoritarian regimes are less repressive than totalitarian 
regimes, as the latter “render the individual virtually defenseless in relation to the state and offer 
little prospect of evolutionary or revolutionary change.”367  While they do not suggest that 
authoritarian regimes produce an appealing human rights record, they make the case that they are 
better than totalitarian regimes because authoritarian leaders have less complete control.  Thus 
they are susceptible to outside liberalizing influences and internal movements for change, 
resulting in comparatively less repression.   
 
They find that totalitarian governments do engage in significantly more political imprisonment, 
but that authoritarian governments are more likely to torture or kill opponents.368  All totalitarian 
countries fall into the two highest categories of holding political prisoners (“often” or “very 
often”), and there is a strong and statistically significant relationship between imprisonment and 
totalitarian countries, even after controlling for population and income.  On the torture scale, 
both countries are spread more evenly throughout the levels.  Authoritarian regimes do 
demonstrate a slightly higher inclination to use torture, but the distinction is not statistically 

 
364 Rummel, 1997: 101. 
365 Zanger, 2000. 
366 Bertsch, Clark, and Wood, 1986; Kirkpatrick, 1979; Shively, 1986. 
367 Mitchell and McCormick 1988: 481. 
368 Mitchell and McCormick, 1988. 
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significant.  In both categories of violation, liberal regimes fall predominately into the “rarely” or 
“sometimes” classifications. 
 
For several decades, the positive relationship between democracy and human rights respect (as 
well as peace and stability) has been accepted as proven and foundational.  Within the last few 
years, however, researchers have returned to this basic relationship.  Without disputing that 
democracies are less repressive than non-democracies, some scholars posit that a more complex 
relationship exists between regime type and level of human rights violations.  No serious study 
has disputed the positive impact of democracy on human rights respect, but some authors have 
explored alternative, non-linear functional forms to describe the association more precisely.   
 
This shift largely reflects a movement away from dichotomous categorization toward conception 
of democracy as a continuum.  This revision allows researchers to consider the more nuanced 
question of whether attainment of a particular position along the scale is important to human 
rights respect.  To some degree, this point begins to overlap with claims about democratization 
discussed below.  The key departure with that literature comes in its focus on the effect of 
moving along the scale, e.g. to a higher level of democracy.  The propositions discussed here 
consider the specific classification of countries at a single moment in time. 
 
Two principal non-linear relationships have emerged from recent scholarship, using more 
advanced methodological techniques.  Both of these focus on enhancing the predictive power of 
models regarding those countries that fall in the middle of the democracy scores.   
 
The first possible non-linear relationship is a curvilinear relationship between democracy and 
human rights.369  The label for this “murder in the middle” argument comes from Fein,370 who 
proposes that countries in a mixed regime – in between democracy and autocracy – are the most 
likely to be unstable, as leaders of both groups fight to install their own system of government.371  
This volatility leads to a greater amount of repression than occurs in either a full democracy or 
autocracy.  Moreover, when citizens receive contradictory cues about expected behavior and the 
returns (from government) for their cooperation, they are less likely to respect state authority and 
thus are more willing to publicly contest their government.  Leaders may resort to violence as 
they struggle to maintain control against both citizen resistance and opposition party challenges. 
 
The second possible non-linear relationship is a threshold effect.  In their recent paper on 
democracy and human rights violation, Davenport and Armstrong start from the murder in the 
middle proposition but focus on the relative power of the (non-elite) masses.  They claim that 
leaders and elites react to viable threats, and consequently emphasize the importance of a 
combination of factors that make popular resistance both possible and effective.  Using advanced 
statistical methods like LOESS and binary decomposition, they find a linear relationship between 

                                                 
369 Fein, 1995; King, 1998; Regan and Henderson, 2002 
370 Fein, 1995. 
371 A number of authors take up this argument.  The idea of “systemic incoherence” captures the idea that 
simultaneous pressures from both democracy and autocracy result in a degree of confusion and contradiction 
(Davenport and Armstrong, 2004; Eckstein and Gurr, 1975; Gates et al., 2003; Lichbach, 1984). 
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democracy and repression above a certain level, but no impact below that level.372  They call this 
a “threshold of domestic democratic peace.”373   
 
Davenport and Armstrong identify a “critical point,” akin to a tipping point: “Below the critical 
point, the constraints are not comprehensive or severe enough to deter repressive action nor are 
the social control mechanisms well enough situated to provide viable alternatives for state 
repression…Above the critical point, constraints become too significant to ignore, and 
democracy functions as an acceptable substitute for influencing citizens.”374  They use a 
complex measure of democracy375 and obtain a coefficient that is 60% larger than that of the Poe 
and Tate study.  Davenport and Armstrong reason that Poe and Tate oversimplify the complex 
relationship between democracy and human rights, and thus “simultaneously underestimate th
ability of higher-level democratic institutionalization to decrease repressive activity while 
overestimating the ability of intermediary level of democracy to decrease state r 376

e 

epression.”   

                                                

  
 
Habituation  
 
Taking off from this newer research on the levels of democracy, several authors have looked into 
what happens to human rights violations as countries move along the scale of democracy.  
Though clearly related to regime type, regime change, and the lack thereof, constitute a separate 
category of political factors.   
 
Not surprisingly, government behavior is not expected to change; scholars consequently 
anticipate a strong path dependence, reflected in a tendency to continue with past levels of 
repression.377  Davenport explains that once repression and coercion are established, “the 
coercive apparatus seeks to justify its continued existence and increase its access to 
resources.”378 
 
Bureaucrats often resist change, making decisions based on past actions, so a history of human 
rights violations by the state is expected to result in similar repression in the future.379  This 
prediction of a strong relationship between “habituation,” or a history of repression, and present 
human rights violations has been substantiated by the data.  A number of authors have found a 
strong statistical result,380 and there is widespread consensus on this point. 

 
372 The “critical level” varies depending on the measure of democracy used. 
373 Davenport and Armstrong, 2004: 551. 
374 Ibid.: 542. 
375 Their democracy measure uses the Polity data as a baseline, augmented with information from the Vanhanen 
Democracy Index.  They weight participation according to levels of competition, take the natural log, and perform 
several linear transformations to obtain a single variable with a theoretical range of zero to one.  For a more 
complete discussion of the methods, see: Ibid.: 545-6). 
376 Ibid.: 550. 
377 This variable is also included to control for effects of autocorrelation (Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999). 
378 Davenport, 1995: 691. 
379 Allison, 1971; Bendor and Hammond, 1992; Milner, Poe, and Leblang, 1999.  Opposing hypotheses do exist, 
though they are relatively rare on this topic.  One example comes from rational choice theory, which suggests that 
leaders employ a cost-benefit analysis approach, using repression whenever benefits outweigh costs, regardless of 
past action (Lichbach, 1987). 
380 Davenport, 1996; Gurr, 1986; Henderson, 1993; Mitchell and McCormick, 1988; Poe and Tate, 1994. 
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Regime Change 
 
More interesting debates arise from analyses of regime change.  Building on the definition of 
regime type, a regime change is a shift in the institutional structure of the political system (and 
not just of a particular leader).381  Lawson characterizes regime change as marked by a “change 
in (or abandonment of) the principles and norms governing the nature of the regime.”382   
 
Regime change typically has been characterized – and studied – as a move toward democracy, 
though clearly regime change is not exclusively synonymous with democratization.  This is due, 
in part, to recent historical events.  For a variety of reasons, many states now find themselves in 
the midst of a dramatic transition, as the very structure of government transforms toward 
democracy.  This historical experience provides a rich source of new data for studying the effects 
of democratization.   
 
Many of the predictions about the effect of transition periods on human rights violations come 
from earlier work on state repression and opposition movements.383  With its origins outside of 
the human rights arena, most of the relevant research focuses on impacts of regime change – 
such as effects on state authority, general stability, civil war, etc, – that are intermediary to an 
ultimate influence on human rights.   
 
Based on these conclusions, some scholars expect people in transitioning countries to be more 
vulnerable to human rights violations.384  This is especially true in countries with different ethnic 
populations.385  In his writing on social movements, and their impact on political culture and 
power, Tarrow briefly submits that democratization might lead to increased repression, as elites 
threatened by opposition movements’ access to new formal avenues to power are motivated to 
maintain control through violent means.386  However, his primary focus lies elsewhere, and in 
general this suggestion does not find support in empirical analyses.  Many of these arguments 
remain theoretical, and are not submitted to statistical hypothesis tests. 
 
Authors who write from a focus on political systems tend to adopt the opposite perspective.  
They put more weight on the importance of democratic benefits as countries move toward a freer 
political system, and consequently expect democratization to be associated with fewer human 
rights violations.  As these researchers are undertaking more empirical tests, it is perhaps not 
surprising that most statistical studies on this topic do find that a decrease in repression 
accompanies democratization,387 which they attribute to the impact of democracy in general.  
They theorize that the benefits of a democratic regime set in immediately, as the expectation of 
greater rights compels their actualization.  Among these positive attributes, discussed in greater 

                                                 
381 Zanger, 2000. 
382 Lawson 1993: 186.  This differs slightly from the notion of regime transition, which focuses on the interval 
between regimes, rather than the overall shift itself (Linz and Stepan, 1996; O’Donnell and Schmitter, 1986; 
O’Donnell, Schmitter, and Whitehead, 1986). 
383 Davis and Ward, 1990; Gamson, 1975; Gupta, Singh, and Sprague, 1993; Lichbach, 1987; Moore, 1998; Opp and 
Ruehl, 1990; Tilly, 1978. 
384 Bratton and van de Walle, 1996; Casper and Taylor, 1996; Sahin and Linz, 1995; Tarrow, 1994. 
385 Ellingsen, 2000; Gurr, 1993; Horowitz, 1993. 
386 Tarrow, 1994. 
387 Davenport, 1999; Rummel, 1985; Schmitter and Karl, 1996; Zanger, 2000. 
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detail above, are the specific structures and institutions of democracy which promote 
nonviolence, participation, compromise, and cooperation. 
 
There have been fewer analyses of the movement away from democracy toward autocracy.  
Nevertheless, it is generally expected that such a transition would lead to greater human rights 
violations as leaders become less sensitive to public opinion and the cost-benefit calculus tips in 
favor of using violence as an instrument of public policy.388 
 
 
British Colonial Influence 
 
Another widely discussed political condition is the impact of being a former British colony.  This 
explanatory variable generally refers to both the fact and length of colonial rule, both of which 
act through intermediary factors. 
 
Authors generally hypothesize that being a British colony will be associated with fewer human 
rights violations.  They claim that the British colonial administration was more democratic and 
less repressive compared to other colonial powers.389  “The Spanish and Portuguese colonies 
were founded on a set of institutions that were absolutist, authoritarian, hierarchical, Catholic, 
feudal or semifeudal, two-class, corporatist, patrimonialist, orthodox, and scholastic to their core.  
By contrast, the British colonies…derived from a set of institutions and practices that were 
fundamentally different.”390   
 
Thus the fact of British colonization leads to human rights respect through democracy.  An 
introduction to and saturation of democracy for British colonies is expected to result in a greater 
number of independent post-colonial democracies, which subsequently reap the general benefits 
of democracy on human rights.   
 
A related proposition suggests that the length of colonial presence is important.  There are two 
parts to this claim, though both arguments again rely on the effects of democratic culture and 
political stability.  The first and most direct argument is that the “newness” of the state, or the 
amount of time that has passed since gaining independence, is relevant to human rights respect.  
If stability and unity increase over time, then older countries would experience less repression.  
This may be especially true in areas where colonial powers created countries with little regard 
for existing ethnic and social ties, leading to a form of state-building based on oppression and 
violence.   
 
The less direct inference is that the amount of time the country was actually under colonial rule 
is also influential.  If democracy fully saturates a society over time, then a longer British rule 
would lead to less repression.  The conjectures relating to length of colonial rule have not been 
included in empirical models; British colonial influence typically is included in statistical models 
as a dummy variable, simply accounting for whether or not the country in question was a former 

                                                 
388 Huntington, 1991; Zanger, 2000. 
389 Other colonial powers include Belgium, Holland, France, Italy, Portugal, and Spain. 
390 Wiarda and Kline, 1979: 21-22. 
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colony of Great Britain.  This does not allow us to distinguish between these two causal 
hypotheses. 
 
Consequently, authors using a dichotomous variable test only the importance of British colonial 
rule.  Mitchell and McCormick find some support for the assertion that former British colonies 
have lower incidence of human rights violations.391  Poe et al. reason that more open societies 
experience less repression, and they obtain a statistically significant relationship between British 
colonial rule and repression.392  Even so, this variable has a small impact, relative to other 
factors.  In some cases, its most important role comes as a control variable in a multivariate 
model.  Accordingly, despite its commonly minimal effect, British colonization is considered 
important enough that it is almost always included in any statistical test. 
 
 
War 
 
War is a final political explanatory variable, at times related to regime type or political culture.  
Almost all studies of conflict use the definitions for both interstate393 and civil war394 put 
forward by Singer and Small in their Correlates of War Project.395  Not surprisingly, both 
international and domestic armed conflicts are associated with greater human rights abuse; this 
relationship is both statistically significant and substantively i 396mportant.    

                                                

 
A separate detailed literature examines the reasons states go to war, but the relevant connection 
here comes from the consequences of that decision.  The most obvious impact of war is that it 
threatens leaders, both in terms of their goals and even their very authority – the two 
inducements to use repression.  In crisis situations involving armed conflict, officials may 
increasingly consider using violence to achieve their ends.397  In his study of state-sponsored 
mass murder, Krain underscores the importance of openings in the political opportunity 
structure.  He classifies war as one type of major structural change opening a “window of 
political opportunity” in which “elites may and must more freely act to consolidate power and 

 
391 Mitchell and McCormick, 1988.  They do find statistical significance between colonial experience and holding 
political prisoners (one of their two measures of political repression), but the strength of this association diminishes 
greatly after controlling for population and income.  However, once these controls are added, the small number of 
cases produces a potential degrees of freedom problem, and the authors themselves advise caution in interpreting 
these results. 
392 Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999.  Poe, Tate, and Keith’s 1999 finding (Ibid.) departs from their 1994 finding (Poe and 
Tate, 1994), where this relationship was not significant.  The greater number of cases included in the later study 
likely accounts for the difference.  They included 153 countries over the period 1981-1987 for the first study, and 
105 countries during 1976-1993 in the second.  The larger coefficients and smaller standard errors in the 1999 study 
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eliminate the opposition.”398  If they fail, they may be inefficient at best, or considered 
illegitimate and weak at worst.  
 
Civil war often exposes leaders to the most serious threats.399  In this situation, opposition groups 
may rebel with the express purpose of unseating the current government.  Powerful elites are 
most likely to resort to violence in response to this type of direct challenge.  Moreover, if a rival 
faction has mobilized with the objective of regime change, the population faces all of the 
additional hazards of transition alongside those of armed conflict.400   
 
At its most extreme and violent, internal conflict falls into the category of genocide (a range of 
acts “committed with intent to destroy,  in whole or in part, a national, ethnic, racial or religious 
group, as such”401 or politicide (mass killings of people targeted for their political or ideological 
beliefs).  Civil wars are especially likely to be associated with religious or ethnic tensions, 
increasing the likelihood of violence against targeted populations.402  Chalk identifies the 
elimination of “small relatively isolated groups” existing on the periphery of growing societies to 
be one of the principal causes of genocide.403  Ultimately, civil war is one of the best and most 
consistent predictor of genocide or politicide; Krain’s civil war indicator was the only variable to 
be significant in all of his models.404 
 
Despite the more acute threat of civil war, international war also has an effect on state abuse of 
civil and political rights.405  Major armed conflict of any type has the largest impact on the 
probability of precipitating state-sponsored mass murder.406  Melson proposes that the 
simultaneous (or nearly concurrent) occurrence of civil and inter-state war dramatically increases 
the risk of genocide.407  Krain confirms this expectation, finding an effect two to three times that 
of any single variable.408 
 
 
Independent Variable: Economic Conditions 
 
The independent variables in this category describe aspects relating to a state’s financial situation 
or operation of its economic system.  Though clearly distinct in subject matter, the conceptual 
and causal processes underlying many economic factors clearly mirror those associated with a 
state’s political conditions.  Even so, the effects are not equally important.  Type of economic 
system has much less of an impact – and is far less important – than type of regime, but 
economic growth is more influential than democratization.    

                                                 
398 Krain, 1997: 335 
399 Krain, 1997; Poe and Tate, 1994; Tilly, 1978. 
400 Hegre et al., 2001. 
401 UNGA, UN Doc. 78 UNTS 277, 1948. 
402 Ellingsen, 2000; Gurr, 1993; Horowitz, 1993; Van den Berghe, 1990. 
403 Chalk, 1989: 153. 
404 Krain, 1997. 
405 Gurr, 1986; Krain, 1997; Poe and Tate, 1994; Tarrow, 1994. 
406 Krain, 1997.  This is especially true when combined with other “political opportunity structure” variables like 
ethnic fractionalization or marginalization, extraconstitutional changes, decolonization, or concentration of power.   
407 Melson, 1992. 
408 Krain, 1997. 

 191



 

In general, the findings in this literature are weaker and more contentious than those coming 
from political research.  These topics spark great debate, and often divide authors, and their 
studies, along familiar battle lines (e.g. the merits and dangers of free markets).  The most 
obvious example of this is economic dependence on advanced capitalist countries, which invites 
strong arguments from opposing sides.   
 
In a few cases the balance of theory or evidence points to a clearer conclusion.  Income 
inequality unquestionably plays a role in relations between elites and the poor, and there is a 
strong theoretical consensus that inequality leads to conflict.  While many authors are willing to 
accept this relationship, and the causal mechanisms put forward to explain it, empirical evidence 
remains inconclusive.  By far the most unanimous finding is that a state’s overall level of wealth 
is one of the strongest economic determinants of state repression.   
 
 
Level of Economic Development 
 
The most obvious economic factor influencing human rights abuse by the state is the country’s 
level of economic development.  Empirical analyses lend strong support for the hypothesis that 
wealth, generally measured by per capita GNP or GDP, is negatively associated with human 
rights violations.409  This holds true even in extreme cases like genocide or politicide.410     
 
There are several theoretical reasons poor countries may be more likely to violate human rights.  
A resource argument focuses on economic scarcity, which precipitates or exacerbates existing 
social and political tensions, increasing instability.  When faced with uncertainty or crisis, 
leaders are more likely to turn to repressive measures in an attempt to maintain order and 
control.411  At the other end of the scale, wealthier countries have more money and goods for 
distribution, and elites may be more willing to share with the poor without feeling deprived or 
threatened themselves.412 
 
A related proposition emphasizes the dissatisfaction that arises from inequality.  Where the 
above argument dealt with the absolute quantity of goods, here the attention goes to the 
allocation of goods.  This distributional argument suggests that the more poor people are 
satisfied, the less conflict they will create.  This theory relies on evidence that wealth is 
associated with increased equality,413 and makes the claim that poor countries are more likely to 
use repression because they experience greater inequality.414 
 
The above hypotheses typically operate through their impact on rebellion, or conversely, on 
stability.  Low income is a strong predictor of individual freedom suggesting that the poor may 
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have less to lose and a correspondingly greater incentive to dissent.415  In poor countries, the rich 
have even more at stake (compared to their wealthy counterparts in developed countries), and 
they are more likely to perceive risks and threats more apprehensively.  As the stakes rise on 
either side, conflict becomes more probable.  
 
While nearly all investigators have found this expected association, it is important to note that a 
few alternatives exist.  One is a modification, suggesting that there is a threshold effect (similar 
to proposed thresholds along the democracy scale).  Mitchell and McCormick find support for 
the overarching inverse relationship; their coefficient is significant and has the right sign for both 
of their measures of human rights abuse.  However, the relationship is not the same within each 
of their three categories of income.416  Consequently, they suggest that there is a threshold effect 
between wealth and human rights violation.  Still, this finding is very dependent on their 
operationalization of variables – both the grouping of countries into one of only three income 
categories and in their dependent variable (torture and political prisoners) measures. 
 
The other alternate proposal is that the relationship between wealth and political repression may 
be curvilinear, rather than linear.  This parallels the “murder in the middle” argument regarding 
regime type; here, the submission is that both very wealthy and very poor countries exhibit more 
stability than those in the middle.  As most authors agree that wealthy countries are less likely to 
engage in repressive behavior, the debate focuses on the least developed countries, particularly 
with regard to why poorer people might be less vulnerable to state abuse.  Huntington puts 
forward one (controversial) possibility, claiming that poor people are too poor for politics or 
protest.417  This proposal remains a theoretical argument, and is not supported by data.  In the 
end, the evidence provides overwhelming support for an inverse relationship between a state’s 
overall level of economic development and its human rights violations. 
 
 
Economic Growth 
 
Given this general consensus on the impact of wealth or poverty on human rights violations, 
attention turns next to the question of change along that scale.  While the above review (on level 
of economic development) focused on a snapshot of relative prosperity, the analysis here (on 
economic growth) considers a dynamic picture of capital resources – specifically, the increase in 
wealth.  This mirrors the dual investigation of democracy and democratization, by following 
studies on level of economic development with research on the process of that development.  
 
Any study of economic growth encounters contentious debates about the role of development, 
especially in relation to the state.  During the 1960s and 1970s, the tradeoff between civil and 
political rights and poverty reduction was accepted as a necessary sacrifice for long-term growth 
and benefits.  Yet most dictatorships or oligarchies have failed to achieve sustainable, long-term 
economic growth.  Nevertheless, the liberty tradeoff persisted; it was joined, in the early 1980s, 
by an equity tradeoff, in which distributional equity was surrendered in pursuit of economic 
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growth.  Economists assumed capital accumulation would lead to economic growth, which in 
turn would reduce poverty.  The final link assumed decreases in poverty would lead to increased 
promotion and protection of human rights, though the mechanism was not fully specified.   
 
Today, debate continues about whether economic development and wealth will lead to civil and 
political rights.  This issue is complicated by the many permutations of the main argument.  
Some claim an initial imbalance is necessary for a subsequent equality,418 while others maintain 
that elites can (indefinitely) absorb all the benefits of growth without improving overall 
equality.419  The most extreme view suggests that growth may even (necessarily) worsen 
inequality and human rights respect before improving them.  In short, there is little consensus 
about whether governments should prioritize the accumulation of capital and expect conditions 
of freedom (initially deferred) to follow in a subsequent stage.   
 
Regardless of the uncertainties of theory, many dictatorial leaders have proceeded under the 
assumption that it is necessary to suppress individual rights in order for the country – and, by 
extension, its citizens – to prosper in the long term.420  Case studies from different parts of the 
world demonstrate how the (impoverished) masses are forced to sacrifice for growth.421  In most 
cases it is not clear that human rights have followed.  On the other side are the policymakers and 
researchers who argue that development and rights are mutually reinforcing and cannot – and 
should not – be characterized as hierarchical.422 
 
Ultimately, everyone agrees that there is a relationship between economic growth and human 
rights violations.  The real battle comes in specifying the nature of the relationship.  On balance, 
the most persuasive research concludes that high rates of growth will be associated with high 
rates of repression.  This expectation surprises many people, and certainly runs contrary to much 
government practice.  Nonetheless, it is supported (albeit weakly) by evidence taken from the 
strongest statistical examinations. 
 
Those who anticipate development will increase repression refer to instability, resource 
allocation, and opportunities for participation.  The broad argument is that growth itself is 
destabilizing, as political uncertainties resulting from the changes of modernization create a 
climate favoring violence.  Demands on government may increase in the midst of great social 
and economic change, yet paths to power may be shifting at the same time.  Traditional sources 
of authority are challenged as more people gain access to power.423  If new political and social 
institutions do not emerge to channel demands in an orderly and comprehensible manner, the 
resulting turmoil might invite a repressive response by those seeking to gain or maintain order 
and control.424  If elites block mobilization and collective action – through political parties, 
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unions, etc. – on the part of the disenfranchised, they effectively force the poor to seek other 
means of acquiring a share of the new prosperity.  This sets up the familiar, often violent, 
confrontation between the repressive haves and the rebellious have-nots. 
 
Political uncertainties can be exacerbated by shifting economic realities, especially if the benefits 
of growth go (disproportionately) to wealthy elites.  Compounding distributional difficulties is 
the fact that goods can become more expensive due to inflation, a frequent accompaniment to 
sudden or rapid economic growth.425  This causes the poor to become poorer, at the same time as 
the country appears to be gaining in wealth.  When growth is not evenly – or fairly – distributed 
throughout the population, it can have a strong destabilizing effect. 
 
This argument comes primarily from those who are convinced that modernization clearly divides 
society into winners and losers.  Gurr’s relative deprivation theory, for instance, emphasizes the 
gap between expected and achieved well-being.  People who gain little – or simply less than 
anticipated – are more likely to be disappointed or dissatisfied with their situation and are more 
likely to rebel.426  Without some form of compensation, they may threaten governments or elites 
and provoke a repressive response.427  Poe et al. expect higher levels of repression to result from 
an increase in the number of poor available to promote instability.  They do find a small, 
negative impact of economic growth on repression, though it is only statistically significant using 
one of their two measures of physical integrity abuse.428 
 
It should be noted that some authors make a case for an inverse relationship between economic 
growth and political repression.  The basic premise in this case is that economic growth increases 
the size of the overall pie, satisfying all instead of creating winners and losers.429  Henderson is 
one of the few researchers who find empirical support for this hypothesis, yet his conclusion 
remains fairly weak.430  It is important only when included in full model; there is no impact in a 
bivariate regression.431  This is not a time-series analysis and his data does not account for 
changes over time – if benefits of growth take time to be distributed and to have an effect on 
satisfaction (and thus on law and order versus rebellion), his study will not capture that.   

 
 

Income Inequality 
 
A prolific field of conflict studies has engaged for decades with the fundamental question of 
whether inequality breeds political conflict.  Despite a broad theoretical consensus on the 
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importance of inequality in inciting political violence, empirical evidence has not provided 
conclusive support for this strong and widely held expectation.  There remains such uncertainty 
that some authors actually recognize two contradictory theories, both supported by evidence.432 
 
The majority of studies focus on political violence, captured by rebellion on the side of the 
masses, and repression (often in response to public dissent) on the part of the elites and the state.  
Clearly this is related to other issues, such as the cultural composition of a society, but most of 
the attention focuses simply on whether or not there is an association between inequality and 
violence, and less on how and why violence might occur.  This subsection briefly presents some 
of the findings from this field, which remains conflicted on this basic question. 
 
The vast majority of scholars begin with the expectation that economic inequality increases 
political dissent.  From this perspective, inequality creates a social rupture that leads to conflict 
as dissatisfied poor generate instability.  In poor countries, equal distribution to all may mean 
poverty for all, so elites have to be repressive to obtain an unequal share of goods433 – and the 
rich typically desire a disproportionate share of social and material goods.  Those who believe 
that the role of government is protecting the rich from the poor434 see elites using the state to 
serve their own ends.435   
 
In short, the poor have nothing to lose and the rich have a lot to lose, and if both are willing and 
able to resort to force, violence is likely to follow.  Lichbach argues that this situation is 
exacerbated by a small (and often shrinking) middle class, which respects property rights.436  
Henderson finds a strong covariance between inequality and repression.437  Other authors have 
found a positive relationship between inequality and violence using both case studies438 and 
cross-national quantitative studies.439 
 
There are, however, authors who find that economic inequality instead decreases political 
dissent.440  These findings are based on theories that extreme inequality is associated with a 
small and powerful group of privileged leaders.  These controlling elites may have political, 
social, and economic power over the poor, which makes rebellion too difficult or too risky to
attempt.  When the poor have very low expectations, they may be even more compliant and 
submissive in the face of such overwhelming 441

 

 authority.  

                                                

 
Not surprisingly, some researchers have posited alternative explanations in an attempt to resolve 
the debate between the two dominant, but opposing, theories.  Some authors argue that a 
curvilinear form better explains the relationship between inequality and rebellion.  Those who 
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suggest this association is convex (U-shaped) believe violence is most likely at high and low 
levels of inequality,442 while those who support a concave (inverted U-shaped) form consider 
violence to be most likely at intermediate levels of inequality.443   
 
A final group of authors concludes that inequality is irrelevant to violence.  Inequality may 
change so slowly that it is unlikely to be a strong independent variable,444 or other variables 
simply may be more important.  Thus inequality could be only indirectly associated with 
violence; the true relationship comes from other factors, such as scarcity.  A large amount of 
evidence supports the absence of a strong relationship, from both case studies445 and statistical 
methods using cross-national datasets.446 
 
Part of the discord comes from the numerous and often contradictory theoretical explanations for 
this relationship.  In addition to the principal means discussed above, additional mechanisms put 
forward to describe the connection between inequality and violence include: discontent,447 
relative deprivation,448 social welfare,449 group dynamics,450 resource allocation conflicts,451 and 
land distribution.452  Panning points out that these studies have demonstrated only a theoretical 
link between inequality and violence, and nothing more.453 
 
Perhaps a stronger source of divergence lies in the statistical methods used by different scholars.  
Many of the contradictory findings can be explained by research design decisions (regarding 
definition and operationalization of concepts, different forms of measurement, number and 
selection of cases, timeframe considered, and a different understanding of overall relationship).  
The fact that results have not been robust between studies has “revealed that the [economic 
inequality-political conflict] nexus is very sensitive to all the aspects of research design.”454 
 
Most authors use logged ordinary least squares regression,455 though others have experimented 
with different methods, e.g. event count data (in which the number of times a defined violent or 
repressive event occurred).456  Different methods clearly lead to different results.  In one striking 
example, two authors replicated their own earlier study using a different method, and obtained 
the opposite outcome.457   
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While there has been a significant amount of discussion about which method is best,458 there has 
been no resolution of this debate.  Similarly, no clarity regarding the relationship between 
inequality and violence has emerged from statistical processes.  The only statistic anyone agrees 
upon in this literature is that inequality has been increasing, especially in the developing 
world.459 
 
 
Economic Involvement with Advanced Capitalist Countries   
 
A third economic proposition is that involvement with the United States or other advanced 
capitalist nations is associated with increased human rights violations.  In many ways, this 
hypothesis is related to theories on inequality, and here as well there are two strong sides to the 
debate.  This is perhaps the most contentious economic variable, in large part because it so 
clearly references the heated contest over the role of capitalism and free markets, especially in 
developing countries.   
 
On one side is the dependency school, which believes that more economic ties lead to an 
increase in human rights violations.  Chomsky and Herman argue that “the balance of terror 
appears to have shifted to the West and its clients, with the United States setting the pace as 
sponsor and supplier.”460  Proponents of this perspective maintain that international capitalism 
requires the exploitation of less developed countries by highly developed countries.  Unequal 
terms of exchange are necessary to maintain the relationship between the core and the periphery.   
 
According to this argument, the US and other advanced capitalist nations take advantage of 
vulnerable economies to further their own interests.461  Developed countries seek to secure their 
dominance through economic penetration, and form alliances with strategic actors in developing 
countries toward that end.  Multinational corporations (MNCs) co-opt local elites462 and extract 
more than they invest, with no consideration for the social consequences of business.  In seeking 
to keep the investment climate favorable, the US is willing to keep others – ranging from labor 
unions to the developing country government itself – repressed.463   
 
Developing country governments are susceptible to shocks and capital flight,464 and remain 
subservient to MNCs because of the threat of exit.465  This results in a race to the bottom in 
terms of labor standards and social welfare programs.466  This reality is exacerbated b
conditionality (which attaches development funds to free-market reforms); developing countries 
seeking money from the IMF or World Bank often had to implement structural adjustment 
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programs,467 in which public programs become the victims of cuts in government expenditures.  
There is some evidence linking IMF programs to increased human rights violations,468 and case 
studies provide many examples of governments acting contrary to the interests of their own 
citizens, often resorting to repression or other illegal acts.469  Mitchell and McCormick conclude 
that “a substantial number of countries that have very bad human rights records are economically 
heavily involved with advanced capitalist countries.”470 
 
On the other side of this divisive issue is the liberal neoclassical school, which expects 
association with advanced capitalist countries to lead to fewer human rights violations.  They 
contend that compliance with the liberal economic doctrine will result in a range of benefits.471  
Opening borders and receiving financial investment is seen to stimulate economic growth, which 
in turn promotes a stable political environment and a growing middle class.   
 
From this viewpoint, MNCs are seen as change agents, for the better.  They disrupt local 
monopolies472 and improve income inequalities by introducing new skills and new technologies, 
along with new jobs.473  In some cases, companies may build social programs and 
infrastructure,474 or encourage governments to do so.  There is some support for the claim that 
MNCs locate in countries with strong democracies and human rights respect in the first place.475  
This leads to the argument that economic ties with developed countries help improve 
government responsibility476 and bring fiscal discipline to macroeconomic policy.477 
 
There are two strong reasons for the discrepancy in findings on this topic.  Some differences 
stem directly from research design and methodology.  For example, some studies use a time-
series dataset, while others focus on a single year.  Difficulty also arises in operationalizing the 
notion of economic dependence.  Mitchell and McCormick use trade and investment ties 
between capitalist and other countries478 and obtain an insignificant result; controlling for 
population removes any association.479  Richards et al. focus on foreign economic capital480 and 
find a significant relationship between foreign economic investment and government respect for 
human rights.481 
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The method of analysis also introduces disparities.  Richards et al. claim that there are problems 
in using ordinary least squares regression (the most common statistical method employed in 
studies of human rights violations) to answer this question.482  Instead, they use an ordered logit 
technique with their pooled, cross-sectional panel data.  They find that portfolio investment and 
foreign direct investment (FDI) were associated with an increase in government respect, but that 
debt was associated with a decrease in respect.  Moreover, official development aid was 
insignificant.  This finding defends the neo-classical argument to some extent, but more 
importantly, provides support for the disaggregation of foreign dependence into its constituent 
components.483 
 
A second logical reason for the contradictory findings comes from the fact that the nature of 
MNCs has changed over time.  Spar points out that “first-generation” foreign direct investment 
was led by the extractive industries (as developed countries sough sources of raw materials), 
while later investors focused on manufacturing and services.484  These two approaches involved 
very different degrees and forms of interaction with the local governments and economies.  
Busse presents some support (but no empirical proof) for this sectoral shift.485  This hypothesis 
has proven difficult to test as the required data are generally unavailable, or unreliable when they 
are.  Nevertheless, this chronological picture of FDI could account for some of the differences in 
both theory and empirical outcomes regarding the relationship between dependency and human 
rights violations.   
 
 
Economic System 
 
A final economic variable is the country’s own economic system.  Though political system 
ranked among the most important political independent variables, economic system is, in 
contrast, a fairly minor economic explanatory variable.  Still, it has been included in some 
studies.  As regime type was most often characterized as democracy, economic system usually 
translates into an examination of the impact of capitalism on human rights violations.  
Accurately or not, capitalism is often conceived of as economic freedom, and is generally 
measured as such.  Arguments about the impact of economic system on human rights violations 
mirror those made on both sides of the familiar debate on the merits of free markets. 
 
On one side are those who believe capitalism leads to increased human rights violations.  Few of 
these arguments actually address human rights directly, but rather have been extrapolated to 
cover the topic.  With this approach, the two principal effects work through political and cultural 
mechanisms.   
 
First, capitalism is seen to threaten democracy, thus eroding the political system most conducive 
to human rights respect.  Business demands take precedence, forcing support for capitalism over 
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support for democracy.486  Political options are thus constrained, and the goals of democracy – 
including civil and political rights – are relegated to a subordinate status.   
 
Second, capitalism might also threaten Popper’s “open society” ideal, destabilizing cultural 
tenets by imposing a single ideology to the exclusion of all other beliefs.487  By reducing the 
acceptance and practice of social norms like welfare aid and redistribution of income, laissez-
faire economics impacts income inequality, power dynamics, and group identities, all of which 
can lead to instability and violence.   
 
On the other side are those who associate capitalism with decreased human rights violations.  
This contention usually proceeds by linking economic freedoms with political freedoms.  By 
emphasizing the common denominator of freedom, the case is made that civil and political rights 
are best supported in an open-market system.  Historical evidence suggests that capitalist states 
tend to gravitate toward democratic institutions,488 and Milner et al. found a tendency – though 
not absolute – for political and economic freedoms to be achieved together.489  If democracy and 
market reforms go hand-in-hand, people may have both the incentive and the ability to seek 
advancement overall. 
 
As with many economic variables, researchers come to wide-ranging conclusions regarding the 
impact of capitalism.  Some find a statistically significant negative correlation between economic 
freedom and human rights violations,490 while others find only limited to no support.491  Yet 
while the nature of capitalism’s impact on human rights remains controversial, the importance of 
this variable is decreasing in general.  As more countries adopt some form of capitalism, this 
vein of research is becoming more difficult to pursue.  Differences between countries are fine-
grained, and other economic factors – such as wealth and growth – have stronger and more 
important influences on human rights. 
 
 
Independent Variable: Demographic Conditions 
 
The most commonly cited demographic factors are a large population and (rapid) population 
growth.  Population size can be measured by the total number of people per country, or by the 
population density – the number of people in a defined area.  In practice, authors typically use 
the latter, as it captures carrying capacity and overcrowding effects.492  Population growth is 
measured as a percentage change (usually an increase) per year. 
 
The most obvious impact of population is on resource stress.  A large or rapidly growing 
population likely stresses available resources – natural as well as organizational, financial, etc.  
Here, the reasoning parallels that of income inequality; scarcity leads to relative deprivation.  

                                                 
486 Dryzek, 1996: 29. 
487 Soros, 1997. 
488 South Korea, Portugal, Spain, Chile, and Greece are examples. 
489 Milner, Poe, and Leblang, 1999. 
490 Ibid. 
491 Burkhart, 2002. 
492 Chan, 1989; Henderson, 1993; Mitchell and McCormick, 1988; Sigelman and Simpson, 1977. 
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The difference between needs (and from them, demands) and resources generates popular 
dissatisfaction and dissent as well as environmental destruction.493   
 
When elites focus on the short term, they tend to opt for repression over other alternatives.494  As 
competition for goods increases and the benefits of any economic growth are absorbed too 
quickly,495 the resulting distribution problems could lower the costs of rebellion, and 
correspondingly magnify the size of the threats perceived by authorities.496  In some cases, these 
pressures may even bring about an authoritarian government,497 when “leaders find it convenient 
to use coercion to stay in power and to lead their country along their chosen path.”498  
 
The consequences can be especially tragic when limited resources are allocated according to 
already contentious group identities (e.g. racial or religious).  Population pressures often 
exacerbate existing conflicts, especially in divided societies.  Similarly, when urbanization 
concentrates poverty and need, the outcome can be extremely negative.  A large population 
might provide more opportunities for collective protest, presenting a threat to which authorities 
might react violently.  
 
In his study focusing centrally on population (with control variables for degree of democracy, 
ties with developed countries, and level of wealth), Henderson found population growth (but not 
population size) to have a strong relationship with repression.499  Population growth is highly 
significant, 500 and ranks second (after democracy) among the four included variables in order of 
importance (of contribution to explain repression).  While the finding is weaker in other cases,501 
population is included in most studies as an important control variable at the least. 
 
 

                                                 
493 Gupte, 1984. 
494 Gurr, 1986. 
495 Henderson, 1993. 
496 Burkhart, 2002; Henderson, 1993; Milner, Poe, and Leblang, 1999. 
497 Gurr, 1985; 1986; Murdoch, 1980; Ophuls, 1977. 
498 Henderson, 1993: 330. 
499 Henderson, 1993. 
500 In a bivariate relationship with political repression, population growth is significant at the .0001 level.  In a 
multiple regression model, population growth had a p-value of .015 in the full model and .011 in the trimmed model 
(Ibid.).   
501 Milner, Poe, and Leblang, 1999; Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999. 
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Independent Variables and Their Impact on CP Rights Abuse 
 
 

Variable Definition Operationalization Expectation Finding Proposed 
Mechanism 

 
POLITICAL 

 
Regime type: 
Democracy vs.  
non-democracy  

Regime: broad 
conception of a political 
system (not a specific 
government) 
 
Democracy: many 
definitions, most focus 
on competition and 
participation; can be 
pure form of 
government 
(dichotomous) or 
relative (continuum) 
 
Non-democracy: 
everything else 
 

Dummy variable  
 
Freedom House 7-point 
political scale 
 
Polity 11-point 
democracy scale 
 

Democracy → 
decreased violations 
 

Strong negative linear 
relationship with 
repression 
 
Some support for other 
relationships: 
• Curvilinear 

(inverted-U) 
• Threshold effect 
 

Checks and balances, 
representative elections, 
accountability, electoral 
competition, and 
emphasis on nonviolent 
conflict resolution all 
make repression 
difficult. 
 

Regime type: 
Totalitarian vs. 
authoritarian  

Totalitarian = second-
world, Marxist nations 
 
Authoritarian = military 
regimes and traditional 
monarchies 
 

Dummy variable  Authoritarian regimes 
are less repressive than 
totalitarian regimes 

Inconclusive 
 
• Totalitarian → 

more political 
prisoners 
(significant) 

• Authoritarian →  
more torture 
(insignificant) 

  

Totalitarian regimes 
have more complete 
control.  Authoritarian 
leaders are susceptible 
to outside liberalizing 
influences and internal 
movements for change. 
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Variable Definition Operationalization Expectation Finding Proposed 
Mechanism 

Habituation  History of respect or 
repression 

Lagged dependent 
variable  

Past practice → similar 
practices (no change) 

Strong positive 
relationship (significant) 

Path dependence –  
bureaucrats resist 
change, making 
decisions based on past 
actions. 
 

Regime Change: 
Democratization  

Regime change: shift in 
the institutional 
structure of the political 
system 
 
Democratization: 
movement toward 
democracy  
 

Polity measure of 
change: dummy, lagged, 
indicators of magnitude 
of change 

Democratization → less 
repression (political 
system emphasis) 
 
Democratization → 
more repression (social 
movements approach) 

Statistical support for 
negative relationship 
with repression 
 
 

Benefits of democracy 
set in immediately; the 
expectation of greater 
rights compels their 
actualization. 

British colonial 
influence  

Fact of being a former 
British colony 

Dummy variable Being a former British 
colony → less 
repression 

Some support for 
(weak) negative 
relationship – small 
impact 

British colonial 
administration was 
more democratic and 
less repressive, 
resulting in more post-
colonial democracies. 
 

International war Sustained conflicts 
between armed forces 
of two or more states; at 
least 1,000 total military 
battlefield fatalities 
 

Dummy variable Conflict → increased 
repression 

Strong positive 
relationship (significant) 

War threatens political 
leaders, introduces 
economic and social 
crises and instability. 
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Variable Definition Operationalization Expectation Finding Proposed 
Mechanism 

Civil war Internal, armed, military 
conflict between 
national government 
and identifiable, 
effective resistance 
force; 1,000 battle-
related fatalities per 
year, 5% minimum 
incurred by rebel 
organization 
 

Dummy variable Conflict → increased 
repression 

Strong positive 
relationship (highly 
significant) 

Above, with extreme 
threats – rebels organize 
to unseat government.  
Civil war often involves 
targeted violence at 
particular ethnic, racial, 
or religious groups. 

      
 

ECONOMIC 
 
Level of economic 
development 

Overall wealth or 
poverty  

GNP or GDP (per 
capita) 
 
(Rare: level of energy 
consumption) 

Greater wealth → less 
repression 
 

Fairly strong inverse 
relationship between 
wealth and violations 
 
Very limited support for 
other relationships: 
• Curvilinear 

(inverted-U) 
• Threshold effect 
 

Economic scarcity 
creates instability, 
inequality leads to 
dissatisfaction.  Poor 
have little to lose, rich 
have a lot to lose and 
perceive a big threat. 

Economic growth / 
modernization 

Change (typically 
increase) in capital 
resources 

Percent annual change 
in GNP or GDP (per 
capita) 
 
(Rare: change in level of 
energy consumption) 
 

Uncertain: strong 
theoretical arguments on 
both sides 
 

Small negative 
relationship 

Growth is destabilizing; 
it increases inequality 
and decreases 
participatory 
opportunities. 
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Variable Definition Operationalization Expectation Finding Proposed 
Mechanism 

Income inequality Disparity in economic 
resource between 
different sectors of 
population 

Gini coefficient of 
income concentration 
 
Size of income share of 
richest 20% 

Income inequality → 
increased repression  
(strong theoretical 
consensus) 
 

Inconsistent empirical 
evidence 
 
Support for multiple 
relationships: 
• Positive linear 
• Negative linear 
• Curvilinear    

   – Concave 
   – Convex 

• No relationship 

Inequality creates a 
social rupture in which 
poor are dissatisfied and 
deprived and rich must 
resort to violence (with 
cooperation of state) to 
obtain a 
disproportionate share 
of goods. 
          OR 
Controlling elites have 
political, social, and 
economic power, 
making rebellion risky 
and difficult.  Poor have 
such low expectations 
they are compliant. 
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Variable Definition Operationalization Expectation Finding Proposed 
Mechanism 

Economic involvement 
with advanced 
capitalist countries 

Level of economic 
involvement with 
advanced capitalist 
countries 

Amount of trade  
 
Total investment ties 
  
Foreign economic 
capital 
 

Dependence → more 
repression (dependency 
school) 
 
Dependence → less 
repression (liberal neo-
classical school) 

Uncertain: 
Support on both sides.   
Significance influenced 
by definitions, 
measurement, research 
design 
 

Capitalism requires 
exploitation and 
unequal terms of 
exchange.  MNCs co-
opt local elites and 
extract more than they 
invest.  Vulnerability to 
capital flight and 
requirements of aid 
conditionality decrease 
social programs and 
protections. 
          OR 
Compliance with the 
liberal economic 
doctrine stimulates 
economic growth, 
improves government 
responsibility, and 
disciplines  macro-
economic policy.  
MNCs disrupt local 
monopolies and 
introduce new jobs, 
skills, and technologies. 
 

Economic system: 
Capitalism 

Economic system: 
Organization of 
economy 
 
Capitalism: economic 
freedom 

Fraser Institute’s cross-
national index of 
economic freedom 

Capitalism → less 
repression 

Some support for 
negative relationship (or 
no relationship) 
 
Limited overall 
importance as 
explanatory variable  

Capitalism threatens 
democracy, welfare aid, 
and income 
redistribution. 
          OR 
Economic and political 
freedom linked; free 
markets support CP 
rights. 
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Variable Definition Operationalization Expectation Finding Proposed 
Mechanism 

 
DEMOGRAPHIC 

 
Population (size) Number of people in a 

country or a defined 
area 

Total population – 
number of people per 
country (often log 
population)  
 
Population density –
number of people in a 
defined area 

Large population → 
increased repression 

Generally insignificant Stress on available 
resources – natural 
organizational, 
financial.  Problems of 
economic scarcity and 
relative deprivation, 
often targeted at 
particular groups. 
 

Population (change) Increase or decrease in 
population  

Percent annual change Population growth → 
increased repression 

Strong positive 
relationship between 
population growth and 
repression 
(Also important control 
variable) 

Above, with 
distribution problems 
lowering costs of 
rebellion, and 
magnifying threats 
perceived by 
authorities. 
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Appendix II.A.  The Right to Development and the Rights-Based Approach to 
Development 
 
 
Policy-makers and practitioners in particular have paid increasing attention to the intersections of 
the human rights and development fields in recent years.  Critics are quick to point to the 
inherent problems in merging these different traditions, especially on the practical level of policy 
design and implementation.  Nevertheless, mainstreaming projects have moved forward, and 
some degree of official overlap is becoming inevitable.   
 
Two of the most evident areas of intersection come in the right to development and the rights-
based approach to development.  Following is an outline of each of these, along with some of the 
major issues that have arisen in attempting to define, promote, and implement these ideas. 
 
 
The Right to Development  
 
The right to development is the only “third-generation” solidarity right to be officially 
recognized as an inalienable human right by the United Nations.  While formally codified in the 
UN Declaration on the Right to Development in 1986, it surfaced through indirect references in 
earlier documents, including the 1944 Philadelphia Declaration of the International Labor 
Conference, the 1945 Charter of the United Nations, and the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights of 1948.  It was subsequently recognized in both of the International Covenants on 
Human Rights.  Not until 1969, in the Declaration on Social Progress and Development, did the 
language explicitly reference a comprehensive “right to development,” rather than its component 
parts. 
 
This declaration launched a decade of progress on including the right to development in formal 
international treaties.  It began to be most forcefully claimed in the 1970s, within the context of 
demands for the New International Economic Order.  Pushing for a more egalitarian world order, 
developing countries acted collectively to assert their position more effectively than ever before.  
In 1972, Southern governments claimed the right to development at the UN Conference for 
Trade and Development (UNCTAD III) in Santiago de Chile.    
 
Though it took more than a decade before they received an affirmative response, on Dec 4, 1986, 
the UN General Assembly adopted Resolution 41/128 (146 votes in favor, 8 abstentions, and 1 
negative vote of the US).  Article 1 reads: “The right to development is an inalienable human 
right by virtue of which every human person and all peoples are entitled to participate in, 
contribute to, and enjoy economic, social, cultural and political development, in which all human 
rights and fundamental freedoms can be fully realised.”502   
 
The 1993 Vienna Declaration also recognized the right to development as a human right, 
integrating CP and ESC rights.  It also obligated the international community to cooperate 
toward realizing this right.   

 
502 Bouandel, 1997, 50-51. 



 

Yet in spite of the formal commitment of the UN, the right to development is a highly contested 
and controversial concept.  The most obvious problem is that development has no single 
definition, and can imply plans, programs, ideas, attitudes, and actions.  Complicating 
clarification is the fact that the right itself is conceived of differently by different people and at 
different times.  The UN Working Group on the Right to Development (October 1995) provided 
one of the most comprehensive working definitions, when it described the right to development 
as: “multidimensional, integrated, dynamic and progressive. Its realization involves the full 
observance of economic, social, cultural, civil and political rights. It further embraces the 
different concepts of development of all development sectors, namely sustainable development, 
human development and the concept of indivisibility, interdependence and universality of all 
human rights”503 
 
Not surprisingly, while the debate over the legitimacy of the right to development itself rages on, 
significant attention has now turned toward the feasibility of implementation.  Brigitte Hamm, a 
professor of International Relations in Germany, suggests that the focus should remain on 
strengthening ESC rights, as the right to development “cannot function as a substitute for a 
human rights approach to development, because of its vagueness, lack of legal obligation laid 
down in an international treaty, and lack of consensus.”504 
 
 
Rights-Based Approach to Development  
 
According to the London-based Overseas Development Institute, a “rights-based approach to 
development sets the achievement of human rights as an objective of development.”505  
Accepting the universality of human rights obligations provides the consensual basis for the 
incorporation of a human rights framework by the international development policy community.  
In many ways, this approach echoes some of the popular refrains of poverty alleviation policies, 
such as participation and good governance, but changes the dynamic from charitable aid to a 
moral and even legal obligation in a participatory process. 
 
Though still in part theoretical, a rights-based approach (RBA) to development represents a more 
complete integration of human rights and development.  Within this model, development is not 
merely one component of a bigger spectrum of rights (as with the right to development),506 nor 
are rights relegated to the periphery of development.  Quite simply, an RBA is an integrated 
process of the development of human rights for each and every human. 
 
A human rights framework for development policy involves several dimensions.  It is based 
fundamentally on the basic human rights principles of equity and non-discrimination.  This 
approach focuses especially on disadvantaged groups, promoting empowerment of all people.  
                                                 
503 UNDP, 1998. 
504 Hamm, 2001: 1010. 
505 Ibid.: 1011. 
506 Some argue that a rights-based approach takes the right to development and operationalizes it (though still in 
many cases only in theory) – a human rights framework is used to undertake all development.  The right to 
development becomes the right to a process of development, which must be realized “in accordance with the 
international human rights standards, as a participatory, non-discriminatory, accountable and transparent process 
with equity in decision-making and sharing of the fruits of the process” (Sengupta, 2002: 846).   
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An RBA also considers self-determination and participation to be fundamental rights, and 
stresses the importance of involving individuals and civil society in the process of development – 
from program planning to implementation strategies.   
 
According to this model, then, the traditional top-down development approach must be reversed, 
to include the participation and empowerment of people in developing as well as developed 
countries.  Ideologically, this shift represents an acknowledgement of agency on the part of 
people in Southern countries, and involvement in decision-making that affects their own lives; a 
rights-based approach focuses not on charity, but partnership.  While this method would 
strengthen civil society and positively affect sustainability and long-term outcomes, it raises 
questions of practicality and could be seen as a threat to the power of national governments.  
 
To in part answer this last critique, and in recognition of the problem of weak political structures 
through which to carry out these actions, a human rights framework also requires and relies on 
good governance, or the ability of the state to discharge its functions.  The World Bank defines 
good governance as “a government’s capability to manage a country’s economic, political, and 
social affairs based on the rule of law.  Characteristics are transparency, accountability, and 
efficiency”507  A focus on good governance has occupied many development agencies and 
programs for almost a decade, so its inclusion in a rights-based approach is less problematic from 
a practical perspective.  However, it is the most contentious and debated aspect from a 
theoretical point of view, as critics question whether this concentration on good governance is 
the best (or even a good) means of ensuring that governments fulfill their responsibilities to their 
citizens. 
 
Regardless of internal disputes about the specific components of a rights-based approach to 
development, the focus remains on the process of development itself – ensuring availability and 
access in a manner that is equitable, non-discriminatory, and participatory.  A rights-based 
framework for development necessarily involves a new approach to poverty alleviation work.  
Underneath that overarching paradigm shift lie several underlying yet crucially important 
implicated changes.   
 
Formal implementation of an RBA would require a major reorganization of the development 
industry.  Using human rights language recasts development in a different light, and resulting 
programs would have to proceed according to the human rights standards mentioned above.  
Though doubtlessly time consuming, the largest obstacle to this process will be the political 
aspects of the change.  By drawing attention to the influence of existing power structures on 
poverty, this approach will reflect the spotlight on the most powerful global actors – national 
governments, multinational corporations, and international financial institutions.  Those who 
argue that current poverty alleviation work is pursued under the guise of a masked neocolonial 
agenda hope that the moral high ground of human rights language can finally bring to center 
stage sustainable human development for its own sake. 
 
The other two immense and substantial implications related to the prospective changing nature of 
development work are the legal obligation and the new and different actors involved.  These two 
issues are deeply intertwined themselves, as the new duties required by a rights-based approach 
                                                 
507 Hamm, 2001: 1020. 
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implicate a wide spectrum of parties.  The text of the Declaration on the Right to Development 
addresses many of these issues and assigns responsibility to numerous entities; accepting a 
rights-based approach implies accepting obligations already put forth in this and other treaties.508 
 
Full implementation of a human rights framework shifts the commitment from a moral 
obligation to a legal basis for claims of rights-holders on duty-bearers, which include donor 
governments as well as recipient governments.  Development would no longer be a matter of 
charity, but of right.  Development policies would have to reflect the objective of fulfilling 
human rights, and design programs toward that end, thereby reducing the power of in-country 
elites and donor countries (as their interests would no longer be a valid objective of development 
aid).  In addition to (also obligatory) outside aid, all domestic resources, including GDP, 
technology, and institutions, must be used for development.  While economic growth would still 
clearly be desirable, in this model it must be achieved through a process that is in accordance 
with human rights standards (especially equity and non-discrimination) and used to further 
human development.  Along with these new ends and means, a rights-based approach provides 
for enhanced accountability, and broadens the pool of responsible actors by demanding domestic 
participation and international cooperation. 
 
Though the beneficiaries of an RBA are individuals, developing country governments bear the 
primary responsibility for implementing it.  Article 3 of the Declaration on the Right to 
Development stipulates that states have “the primary responsibility for the creation of national 
and international conditions favourable to the realization of the right to development.”509  This 
implies creating and promoting policies that encourage development, as well as removing 
obstacles that challenge the process.  However, as Arjun Sengupta, an Independent Expert on the 
Right to Development for the Human Rights Commission, points out, states have the 
responsibility to “create the conditions for realizing the right to development, and not necessarily 
for actually realizing development.”510 
 
Nonetheless, the weight given to national governments in realizing the right to development 
codifies an assumed, but not always fulfilled, expectation.  Moreover, this idea falls in line with 
both the idea of participation, and the tenets of international law, which specify that national 
governments are responsible for their citizens’ well-being.  However, “the emphasis on the 
responsibility of the recipient country contrasts with the…right to development, in which 
governments from the South have underlined their collective right to development aid.”511 
 
For their part, an RBA demands that donor country governments also reconsider the way they 
think about development programs.  While many developed country governments fear that this 
system would – in theory – force them to comply with all claims to and for aid made by 
developing countries, the real thrust of this model is to make the realization of rights an objective 
in and of itself, rather than an excuse to exert power and manipulate global conditions.  In the 
1970s, the US Congress (at least superficially) established a mandatory requirement that the 
human rights records of countries receiving development aid be taken into account.  Both the 

                                                 
508 Ibid.: 1029. 
509 UNGA, UN Doc. A/41/53 (1986), 1986. 
510 Sengupta, 2002: 853. 
511 Hamm, 2001: 1016. 
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Netherlands and Norway have adopted policies connecting human rights with development aid.  
However, a rights-based approach requires a much stronger commitment to the process of 
development through a human rights framework.  Only a handful of countries (including 
Australia, Denmark, Germany, and the United Kingdom) have all articulated their commitment 
to implement a rights-based approach.512 
 
With heavy responsibility thus levied on developing and developed country governments, 
implementation quickly becomes an issue.  Such action and interaction would require immense 
levels of trust and commitment, and would be enforceable only within the context of a strong 
international system of governance.  At present, sanctions (as well as commitment) are weak at 
the international level, even given the existence of some supranational organizations.  The 
Declaration on the Right to Development requires that the international community cooperate to 
realize the right to development, along with the promotion of international peace and security 
(including disarmament).  While UNDP and UNICEF do explicitly claim to prescribe to a human 
rights approach to development, the realistic and logistical implementation of the rights and 
processes put forward in the Declaration remains largely aspirational.  
 
So far, NGOs are among the only actors filling in some of the holes in practice on a daily basis.  
Many NGOs have taken up the cause of a human rights-based approach to development to some 
extent, and are experimenting with its implementation.  As the language and guarantees at the 
declaration level remain somewhat vague – in the form of guidelines and goals more than policy 
prescriptions – various organizations are painting with broad brush strokes in implementing this 
idea through their own interpretation.  FIAN International (a human rights NGO working for the 
right to food), the Human Rights Council of Australia, and Oxfam America are among the NGOs 
leading by example that development can be pursued through a focus on human rights.  NGOs 
have also long taken on an enforcement role through the public shaming of governments in 
violation of human rights standards, which remains the most effective policy tool of (also mostly 
non-governmental) monitoring bodies. 
 
NGOs are particularly important because they function at all levels of power, from the local, 
grassroots level to the upper echelons of international organizations.  With their potential for 
remaining unaffiliated and their flexibility of movement and action, they provide an alternative 
for bypassing issues of sovereignty, which continue to dominate discussions of rights and 
development.  As actors in the global order struggle for power and leverage in a constantly 
shifting and reorganizing structure, NGOs can often avoid the pressures on and of national 
governments.  Of course, not all NGOs are independent (financially or politically), and for those 
that do operate autonomously, they find that with this fluidity come drawbacks, such as limited 
resources (time, money, staff, access, etc.). 
 
Beyond the question of NGOs versus national or international entities, there lies an entire, barely 
hidden, minefield of criticisms and questions regarding the efficacy or enforcement of a rights-
based approach to development.  Proponents are just beginning to create and catalog the range of 
activities involved in such a model, and opponents are just as quick to take issue with the 
prescriptions.  Of course, there are ongoing philosophical discussions about the nature and extent 
of obligation implied, and questions about whether any of this implies a real change in practice 
                                                 
512 Ibid.: 1011. 
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(as opposed to being simply new rhetoric, or – more dangerously – an attempt to use the 
perception of moral high ground to express, and thus protect, current discriminatory and non-
participatory practices with human rights language).  These points alone could occupy hours of 
debate and pages of text, even before turning to equally daunting problems of implementation.  
While some authors have taken pains to describe necessary compacts, reports, evaluations, and 
monitoring schemes, the realization of such detailed projects remains a distant reality in most 
cases. 
 
Presently, in the midst of globalization – with development struggling through its own 
conceptual and practical phases – it remains to be seen how human rights will develop in theory 
and in practice – and how the theory and practice of human rights in turn will develop the 
international institutions supporting them.  By focusing on the realization of human rights as an 
end, rather than a means, a human rights approach to development theoretically would support 
the universal acceptance and implementation of human rights.  Yet theorists and practitioners 
alike must recognize that within a human rights framework, it should not be assumed that human 
rights would solve problems of poverty directly.    
 
A development strategy (including poverty reduction and basic needs approaches) would have to 
accompany the focus on human rights, but this approach ultimately would benefit both 
development and human rights.  Ideally, the enhanced legal obligation of a rights-based approach 
to development would make states (both donors and recipients) more accountable, and less 
influenced by outside or short-term interests.  The imposition of duty would also increase the 
number (and level) of actors involved, and could improve the continuity of development aid.  
While potentially attractive in theory, this approach obviously would encounter vast and diverse 
obstacles in practice. Yet with NGOs selectively implementing aspects of a rights-based 
approach and with some international organizations and donor governments committing to 
pursue such practice fully, scholars (and critics) may soon have a more complete body of 
practice to examine and evaluate. 
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Appendix III.A.  Benefits and Challenges of Human Rights Measurement and 
Indicators 
 
 
Benefits of Human Rights Measurement 
 
The major benefits of human rights measurement generally come from opportunities in research, 
policy, and public awareness.  All three are clearly related, though these stages are often 
separated in practice. 
 
Human rights measurement provides many opportunities to better understand and expand rights 
enjoyment.  The very practice of compiling data in a thoughtful and systematic manner improves 
data collection and monitoring procedures.  Subsequent data analysis allows scholars to 
investigate the causes and effects of human rights enjoyment or violation, to evaluate the impact 
of specific programs on human rights, and to examine the relationships between rights and other 
political, economic, social, and structural factors. 
 
Academic conclusions clearly can translate into practical action and advocacy.513  Information 
on areas of abuse and best practices helps direct resources and planning.  Research on th
determinants of violation contributes to more accurate predictions of how and when state 
behavior will lead to a denial of rights,

e 

                                                

514 and can suggest both circumstances for concern and 
means of intervention.   
 
Detailed information about human rights and mechanisms for their protection also provides an 
opportunity to raise the profile of human rights, and facilitate implementation through the 
pressure of publicity.  By using a robust and transparent methodology, practitioners can build 
both awareness and confidence in the process and the substantive content of human rights.   
 
In addition to the benefits of human rights measurement more generally, ESC rights gain 
particular advantages from increased and improved measurement.  The most important relate to 
clarification of, attention to, and utilization of, ESC rights. 
 
ESC rights lag behind CP rights in terms of recognition and definition, and more attention to 
measurement can facilitate progress on both fronts.  More and better ESC rights measures can 
help outline the nature and scope of their content.  Beginning to address the shortcomings in 
knowledge and awareness will raise the profile of these rights.  Hopefully, these can feed into the 
cycle that has served CP rights so well, as greater interest and resources can generate further 
studies, jurisprudence, and policy.  Reliable data and accurate ESC rights measures will provide 
information for further research on ESC rights realization and compliance. 
 
This information can also be used by the UN Committee on ESC Rights, governments, and 
NGOs to further rights protections by directing policy decisions.  They can help assess past 
progress and provide benchmarks for future achievements.  By facilitating comparisons between 

 
513 Watchirs, 2002: 717. 
514 Stohl et al., 1986: 593. 
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countries and over time, indicators can also identify best practices and procedures for adaptation 
in a local context. 
 
 
Challenges for Human Rights Measurement  
 
The task of measuring human rights introduces challenges at every step of the process.  The three 
major phases presenting difficulties are conceptualization, observation, and data collection. 
 
The first step of measurement – conceptualization – immediately encounters complexities, as 
social concepts are difficult to measure accurately.  Human rights are not easily defined – CP 
rights and ESC rights are expressed differently, and individual rights are often distinguished 
from group rights, for example.  To avoid these difficulties, measurement schemes often focus 
on a particular, narrowly defined right – and may concentrate on violations rather than respect or 
positive action.515 
 
Complications next arise in the observation stage, beginning with the traditional difficulties of 
subjective judgments.  In the case of a violations approach, abuses can be especially hard to 
assign to a particular actor.  Any regime has “mixed motivations and objectives,”516 and even 
what counts as the state, in terms of intentions and actions, can be uncertain.517  At the opposite 
extreme, a state can be so repressive that traditional indications of violations are absent – “in 
many instances, the most effective use of coercion is manifest by a relative absence of behavioral 
events.”518  These possibilities exemplify the amount of subjectivity involved in assessments, 
and demonstrate the need for informed judgments and supplementary qualitative analysis.  

                                                

 
A final serious difficulty comes from data issues.  The many practical – often physical – 
problems of data collection include both the lack of available and appropriate data, as well as 
problems with existent but arbitrary, illegal, or misrepresentative (either unintentionally or 
deliberately fabricated) data.  In comparative cases, the quantity and quality of records may be 
inconsistent across countries and over time.519  Variation is especially common with regard to 
different rights. 
 
ESC rights involve conceptual and methodological challenges beyond the general obstacles of 
human rights measurement.  The particular nature of ESC rights complicates their measurement, 
and the limited amount of attention or clarification they have received exacerbates this.  Finally, 
these complexities have led to various technical and data difficulties related to measurement.  
 
The first and most obvious major barrier to ESC rights measurement lies in the uncertainty 
surrounding their nature and scope.  This derives from some intrinsic features, as well as the fact 
that both national and international systems have engaged in relatively little norm clarification 

 
515 Goldstein, 1986: 609-610. 
516 Stohl et al., 1986: 595. 
517 This is especially problematic during times of instability (e.g. natural disaster, war) when responsibility is even 
more difficult to assign.   
518 Ibid. 
519 Ibid.: 594. 
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and jurisprudence.  Most of the issues involving the unique characteristics of ESC rights 
originate from the ideas of “maximum of available resources” and “progressive realization” 
introduced in the previous chapter.  These ideas present not only theoretical difficulties; they 
complicate measurement, and many aspects of implementation and evaluation, as well. 
 
While the reference to maximum available resources does set a type of standard, and implies a 
real (not entirely abstract) benchmark, it nonetheless remains highly problematic as an applicable 
yardstick.  The Covenant does not specify which resources – or their sources.520  Robertson 
captures best the inherent contradictions, declaring this to be a “difficult phrase – two warring 
adjectives describing an undefined noun.  ‘Maximum’ stands for idealism; ‘available’ stands for 
reality.  ‘Maximum’ is the sword of human rights rhetoric; ‘available’ is the wiggle room for the 
state.”521 
 
The issue of progressive realization suffers from a similar complexity.  It provides a graded – 
rather than immediate – timetable for fulfilling the obligation of full realization.  Together, 
progressive realization and maximum available resources stem from a recognition that 
implementation of ESC rights is likely to require time and will vary across levels of 
development. 
 
However, the relative (to development and resources) nature of progressive realization makes 
ESC rights especially difficult to measure, and subsequently to monitor.  Chapman argues that 
this “necessitates the development of a multiplicity of performance standards for each 
enumerated right in relationship to the varied social, developmental, and resource contexts of 
specific countries.  The complexity of this task has discouraged even experts from proposing 
potential standards.”522   
 
Moreover, the amount and type of data required by this standard often surpasses that available in 
many countries.  Data availability – especially over time or across countries – can be limited by 
government opposition, as well as financial or technical constraints.523  Data reliability varies 
dramatically according to a number of factors – information typically is more accessible in 
developed countries, for more recent dates, and concerning specific rights.524  Unfortunately, 
ESC data are available and reliable “in inverse relation to the level and seriousness of 
violations.”525 
 
Where ESC rights data do exist, problems of collection, measurement, and interpretation remain.  
When facts come from a variety of sources, they may be inconsistent in their methodological 
approach, as well as their overall quality.  At times they may be fragmentary, and often are not 

                                                 
520 This could refer to financial, natural, human, technological, informational, and organizational resources.  These 
categories have significant areas of overlap and interaction (Gore, 2004: 3).  Ultimately, the prospect of evaluating 
compliance “requires clarifying what the phrase ‘maximum of its available resources’ entails in specific 
circumstances, something so complicated that universal agreement on standards seems unattainable” (Chapman, 
2000: 5). 
521 Robertson, 1994: 694. 
522  Chapman, 2000: 5. 
523 Goldstein, 1986: 613. 
524 Ibid. 
525 Ibid. 
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sufficiently disaggregated.  Progressive realization requires comparisons over time, yet many 
governments do not have historical data, and may even lack the resources to collect such 
statistics today. 
 
These complications are often exacerbated by procedural difficulties.  At the national level, ESC 
rights are “not grounded in significant bodies of domestic jurisprudence,”526 and norm 
clarification is only now beginning at the international level.  No universal standard has 
developed, and so there is no consensus on how to measure ESC rights, and little accountability 
with regard to evaluation techniques.  In recent years, the Committee (along with others) has 
made strides towards defining ESC rights measurement, especially in comparison with CP rights.  
There is now a widespread recognition that ESC rights assessments should be more contextual, 
and simultaneously more streamlined.  Paul Hunt has called for a new vocabulary of simple and 
consistent key indicators,527 and the next step in ESC rights measurement appears to be in this 
direction. 
 
 
Benefits of Human Rights Indicators 
 
There are three broad categories of constructive uses of human rights indicators.  These include 
data gathering and assessment, monitoring and evaluation, and informed decision-making and 
action. 
 
At a most basic level, human rights indicators can provide information about a situation, in a 
relatively static manner.  A snapshot of a country’s human rights conditions can illustrate the 
degree to which citizens are enjoying specific rights.  This picture may differ from depictions 
produced by other data.  Consequently, states may have to focus on more widespread and precise 
data collection to achieve this summary. 
 
Beyond a straightforward representation of current circumstances, human rights indicators can 
help portray a more dynamic image of a country’s human rights practices.  Specific human rights 
information can indicate which actors are impacting human rights – positively or negatively – 
and can follow their actions to assess whether they are meeting their obligations.  In some cases, 
they may even help uncover the mechanisms by which actors or policies are succeeding or 
failing.  In this way, indicators can highlight the “unintended impacts of laws, policies and 
practices.”528  As a case in point, the 2000 Human Development Report encourages the use of 
indicators to provide an “early warning” of potentially volatile situations and to expose “issues 
that had been neglected or silenced.”529 
 
Finally, human rights indicators can assist policy-makers, human rights advocates, and the media 
to take action in an effective manner.  Better data can clarify the tradeoffs required by resource 
constraints, and can help direct public debate surrounding such choices.530  Evaluating a situation 

                                                 
526 Chapman, 1996: 30. 
527 UNOHCHR, UN Doc. E/C.12/1998/11, 1998. 
528 UNDP, 2000: 89. 
529 Ibid. 
530 Ibid. 

 218



 

and monitoring progress is the first step towards informed policy-making, allowing officials to 
work more effectively to try to prevent potential violations and to respond more quickly to an 
abusive situation.  Informed media and civil society are also positioned to pressure states to take 
preventive or corrective actions.  They can use precise indicators to help encourage public 
awareness and participation,531 both to direct government policy and to counter violations.532 
 
The advantages of using ESC rights indicators largely parallel those for human rights indicators 
in general, with the lines blurring between applications of descriptive, evaluative, and 
operational natures.  Special Rapporteur Danilo Türk underscores the importance of these 
indicators; in his report on the realization of ESC rights, he concluded that “without the 
availability of a measurement device based on some form of statistical data, there is little chance 
of obtaining an overall picture which shows the extent which these rights are realized.”533 
 
Indicators can be especially useful in the field of ESC rights through their role in clarifying the 
nature and scope of these rights.  Quantitative ESC rights measures can help develop the content 
of “core” or “minimum” obligations.534  They also provide one approach for assessing progress 
over time within a single country, and offer some perspective on potential policy options by 
highlighting specific trade-offs made by countries (e.g. expenditures on ESC rights versus other 
sectors).535  In addition to their illustrative and evaluative function in within-country 
comparisons of progress, ESC rights indicators present cross-country comparative opportunities 
as well.  Countries at similar socioeconomic levels of development can measure their respective 
gains in realizing rights, and analyze the various policy decisions leading to gains (or losses) in 
ESC rights.536   
 
Finally, indicators can help clarify what it means for states to “take steps” towards the full 
realization of ESC rights.  Advocates monitoring state accountability rely on data regarding 
compliance with this immediate obligation, but “in order to take steps, the desired end to be 
attained by taking such steps will require some reliance on indicators.”537   Policymakers and 
donors both benefit from clear indications of problem areas and possible solutions; reliable 
measures of ESC rights provide valuable information to officials in charge of resource allocation 
and prioritization: “[t]he bridge between intent and results is built, brick by brick, with 
information.”538   
 
A final, somewhat tangential, use of ESC rights indicators comes from their application as 
indicators for rights-based development.  Rights-based development shows some promise as a 

                                                 
531 Mottet and de Miguel, 2001: 278. 
532 When statistics underscore the stark realities of human rights violations, they can serve to “make us wake up” and 
“call for action” (Hammarberg, 2001: 132). 
533  UNESCO, UN Doc. E/CN.4/Sub.2/1990/19, 1990: II.7 
534  Ibid.  
535 Robertson, 1994: 712. 
536 Ibid; UNESCO, UN Doc. E/CN.4/Sub.2/1990/19, 1990: II.7. 
537 UNESCO, UN Doc. E/CN.4/Sub.2/1990/19, 1990: IV.63. 
538 Hammarberg, 2001: 132. 
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viable means to ensure that human development occurs in line with human dignity.539  ESC 
rights indicators offer a way to measure key aspects of a country’s development process, 
ensuring that progress occurs in ways that meet the needs of the poor without sacrificing their 
rights. 
 
 
Challenges in Using Human Rights Indicators  
 
Many of the most serious challenges to effective utilization of human rights indicators come 
from problems with the data themselves.  Beyond these technical concerns, most difficulties 
arise from methodological issues, including indicator selection, interpretation, and application. 
 
Most data problems come from obstacles to availability and collection.  While the most obvious 
problem is a lack of availability, more common, and more serious, complications come from 
incomplete or outdated information, particularly from unreliable sources.  The majority of 
statistics comes from governments, which may (intentionally or otherwise) produce inaccurate 
information.  While repressive regimes may knowingly suppress or censor data,540 others may 
follow the common practice of filling data gaps with estimates or with information from 
secondary sources, both of which can result in unreliable indicators.   
 
States also frequently lack disaggregated statistics for geographic areas or groups, such as gender 
and ethnicity.  Often, the most disadvantaged and marginalized groups are those least covered by 
comprehensive and accurate statistics.  This too easily leads to a false representation of the 
situation.541  Moreover, the various methodologies employed by states to collect and compile 
data – and the assumptions underlying these methods – may differ so dramatically as to make 
cross-national comparisons of the “same” indicator highly problematic. 
 
With regard to methodological choices and problems, one of the most common difficulties 
comes in selecting indicators.  Almost always, indicators are only indirect (and often incomplete) 
measures of the underlying concept.542  At worst, they are actually inappropriate 
representations,543 but even at best, many indicators lack universality, reflecting the biases of 
their collection methods and criteria (including the use of estimates that fluctuate over a given 
time period).544 
 
Another methodological limitation comes from difficulties in interpreting and applying 
indicators.  As mentioned above, divergent methods of data collection and indicator construction 

                                                 
539 Mottet and de Miguel identify four essential principles for rights-based development – participation, 
accountability, non-discrimination, and empowerment of human beings and target human groups – which all require 
reliable data beyond traditional socioeconomic statistics (2001: 278). 
540 Barsh, 1993: 100.  There is some evidence that this is a greater problem for violations of CP rights than ESC 
rights.  This may be due, in part, to the perception that ESC rights are not human rights, or at least not on the same 
scale as rights to life, liberty, and security of person (Hammarberg, 2001: 133). 
541 For example, violence against women historically has been seriously underrepresented in human rights statistics. 
542 Barsh, 1993: 91. 
543 Special Rapporteur Türk cites the example of using hospital beds per capita in measuring levels of health 
(UNESCO, UN Doc. E/CN.4/Sub.2/1990/19, 1990: II.8). 
544 Ibid.; Barsh, 1993: 90-92. 
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lead to problems in cross-national comparisons.  Similar obstacles arise in cross-temporal 
analyses, and at times even within the same field (e.g. in some cases, indicators measuring 
similar concepts appear to contradict each other).545   
 
Especially relevant to human rights indicators is the foundational fact that formal laws may not 
directly impact actual practice or resulting conditions; accordingly, indicators may be misleading 
in terms of helping to identify cause and effect.546  This exemplifies the limitations of using 
indicators to go beyond basic description to inform policy-making: “[s]tatistical indicators, even 
when provided with adequate disaggregations, can only reflect, at best, average values as 
observed for some population of interest…they can only suggest the locus (in geographic or 
demographic terms) of discrepancies which call for further investigation.”547   
 
The principal challenges associated with the development and application of ESC rights 
indicators largely reflect those involved with human rights indicators as a whole.  The few 
potential complications unique to ESC rights indicators come primarily from the distinctive 
characteristics of ESC rights themselves, such as problems of definition and clarity.  There also 
remain some questions as to whether such measures can provide anything more than a broad 
overview of any situation.548  Finally, the common link between ESC rights and poverty points 
to difficulties in translating perceived outcomes from the data into clear and relevant policy
“[i]ndicators do not always reflect the human condition in a meaningful way and may be an easy 
way to avoid attacking the actual root causes of poverty and related concerns.”

: 

                                                

549 
 
 
 
 
 

 
545 Türk again provides a useful example of this apparent contradiction, referencing a case of annual population 
growth and infant mortality rates that imply different conclusions (UNESCO, UN Doc. E/CN.4/Sub.2/1990/19, 
1990: II.8). 
546 Barsh, 1993: 118. 
547 AAAS, 1992: 29.  Consequently, one common recommendation is to supplement the use of (quantitative) 
indicators with accompanying (often qualitative) explanations and contextual information (Hammarberg, 2001: 
132). 
548 UNESCO, UN Doc. E/CN.4/Sub.2/1990/19, 1990: II.8. 
549 Ibid. 
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Appendix III.B.  Overview of Major Human Rights and Development Indices  
 
 
This Appendix provides a snapshot view of the major indices in the human rights and 
development fields.  This highlights the variety of measurement schemes in existence, and also 
provides some indication of the areas of overlap among the indices, both within and between 
distinct fields (e.g. CP rights, ESC rights, and development). 
 
 
Political Freedom / CP Rights  
 
 
Political Terror Scales 

• Created by a group of human rights professors and students – led by Mark Gibney and 
Matthew Dalton – at Purdue University in the early 1980s 

• Uses standards developed by Raymond Gastril (1990) 
• Quantitative scale based on coded information from both the Amnesty International and 

US State Department Country Reports 
• Five-point scale  
• Ranks countries on their terror levels the previous year 
• Two people code each country, with a third party available to resolve differences 

 
 
Amnesty International Country Reports  

• Qualitative summary of its work and global human rights concerns 
• Wide coverage (150 countries in 2008 edition550) 
• Presumed to be politically neutral 
• Detailed reports 
• Often used as either primary source data, by coding the narrative reports into quantitative 

data, or as secondary source information, by supplementing or testing empirical findings 
with the qualitative information 

 
 
US State Department Country Reports on Human Rights Practices 

• Detailed descriptive summaries of human rights practices in over 190 countries  
• Submitted annually to Congress551 
• Initially considered to be quite biased, but have become increasingly independent and 

impartial 
 
 
Philip Alston’s Human Rights Accountability Index 

• Uses two dimensions:  

                                                 
550 AI, 2008. 
551 US State Department, 2008. 
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o acceptance of treaty obligations (a quantitative measure)  
o cooperation and adequacy of response to requests (qualitative measures) 

 
 
UNDP Human Freedom Index  

• Published by UNDP in their 2nd annual Human Development Report (1991) 
• Based on the work of Professor Charles Humana in his World Human Rights Guide 

(1984) 
• Ranked countries according to 40 criteria from the International Bill of Human Rights 
• Uses four-step scale to rank countries according to their “human freedom” 
• Based largely on qualitative judgments 
• Concluded that human rights violations stemmed solely from political causes 
• Criticized by the Group of 77: 

o Freedom was a value-laden concept and difficult to quantify  
o The concept – and the index – should not have been based on the research of a 

Western scholar 
o Failed to take into account a country’s financial situation 
o Biased: 

 Provides no rater reliability data 
• Not widely used 

 
 
UNDP Political Freedom Index 

• Published by UNDP in their 3rd annual Human Development Report (1992) 
• Categorizes countries as having “high,” “reasonable,” “modest,” or “low” political 

freedom 
• Individual country scores are not published 
• Concentrates on just five freedoms 
• Based largely on qualitative judgments 
• Uses a panel of experts to score each country  
• 1 to 10 scale 
• Not widely used 

 
 
Both CP Rights and ESC Rights (Or Some Approximation)  
 
 
World Handbook of Political and Social Indicators 

• Longitudinal cross-national quantitative datasets on political rights  
• First published in 1963 – has now completed three phases (most recent, published in 

1986, covers 1948-1982) 
• Covers from 141 to 156 countries 
• Purports to measure “state coercive behavior” by state from 1848 to 1977 
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• Measures sanctions, which are reported as grand totals (meaning each sanction is equally 
weighted, so serious and relatively minor human rights violations are considered 
similarly) 

• Relies heavily on Western news media, resulting in the US and the UK being reported as 
having high levels of sanctions, and Albania and Taiwan as having low levels 

 
 
World Values Survey 

• Largest cross-national dataset on social change available552 
• Time series data 
• Contains both economic and political data as well as information on social changes, 

measures of value, belief, tradition, and motivation (allows for exploration of linkages 
not possible with other datasets) 

• Grew out of European Values Survey, which was originally designed to study the impact 
of economic and technological development on social values 

• International project, relying on the collaboration of social scientists across the globe 
• Has now completed four waves 

o The first wave, in 1981, included only developed countries 
o Now includes more than 80 societies (with interviews of at least 1,000 people in 

each) on six continents 
• Prone to cultural biases, and risks sacrificing equivalence across nations 
• The instrument was not designed to measure human rights 

 
 
Economic Freedom 
 
 
Fraser Institute and Economic Freedom Network Index of Economic Freedom 

• Originally constructed by Milton Friedman and the leaders at the Fraser Institute, a 
Canadian organization 

• Now published by the Fraser Institute in conjunction with the Economic Freedom 
Network in an Annual Report of Economic Freedom in the World553 

• Complex cross-national index of economic freedom  
• Uses a 0-10 rating scale for 17 components in five categories of economic freedom:  

o Size of government  
o Legal structure and security of property rights 
o Access to sound money 
o Freedom to trade internationally 
o Regulation of credit, labor, and business 

 
 
Heritage Foundation and Wall Street Journal Index of Economic Freedom 

• Joint project started in 1995 by the Heritage Foundation and the Wall Street Journal 
                                                 
552 World Values Survey Association, 2009. 
553 Fraser Institute, 2008b. 
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• Divides economic freedom into ten categories: 
o Trade policy  
o Fiscal burden of government 
o Government intervention in the economy 
o Monetary policy 
o Capital flows and foreign investment 
o Banking and finance 
o Wages and prices 
o Property rights 
o Regulation 
o Informal market activity 

• Measures 50 independent variables within these factors 
• Lower scores indicate low levels of “government interference” and by implication greater 

economic freedom 
• Rank countries as “free,” “mostly free,” “mostly unfree,” and “repressed”  

 
 
Development Indices 
 
 
UNDP Human Development Index  

• Developed by UNDP and published in its first Human Development Report in 1990 
• Simplified Charles Humana’s four-step scale into a dichotomous “guaranteed” or 

“violated” measure 
• Composite measure of development that moves beyond the traditional focus on GNP  
• Attempts capture achievement in standard of living, knowledge, and longevity, by 

averaging per capita income, literacy rates, and life expectancy at birth 
• Dichotomous “guaranteed” or “violated”  
• Gradations (instead of country rankings) by development and income levels 
• In response to criticisms that the HDI was too focused on socioeconomic needs, UNDP 

published the Human Freedom Index in 1991 and the Political Freedom Index in 1992 
• HDI is now the only UNDP index to be widely used 
• Removed explicit country rankings in favor of gradations by development and income 

levels in 1992 
• Included a Gender-related Development Index and a Gender Empowerment Measure, as 

well as summaries of progress in a number of sectors, by gender in 1995 
 
 
Overseas Development Council Physical Quality of Life Index  

• Measure of socioeconomic well-being – attempts to measure the quality of life of the 
world’s poor  

• Created by Morris David Morris for the Overseas Development Council 
• First published in 1979 
• Unweighted mean of infant mortality, life expectancy, and literacy 
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o The number of infant deaths per 1000 live births, life expectancy at age one, and 
the percentage of population fifteen years of age and older that is literate 

• Criticized for failing to differentiate among developed countries and for concealing 
regional differences 

• May reflect factors other than government performance (such as culture or national 
wealth) 

 
 
United Nations Human Poverty Index 

• Measures poverty in industrial countries  
• Composite measure focuses on economic deprivation in four separate dimensions: 

o Percent of people likely to die before the age of 60  
o Percent of people whose ability to read and write is far from adequate 
o Proportion of the population with disposable incomes of less than 50% of the 

medium  
o Proportion of long term unemployed (12 months of more)  

 
 
Other More Narrowly Focused Indices 

• World Health Organization and their World Health Report 
o Population, mortality, health services and finances, and socioeconomic factors 

• Futures Group International AIDS Program Effort Index 
• UNAIDS Protocol for Identifying Discrimination Against People Living with HIV/AIDS 
• Individuals 

o e.g. Larry Gostin (a lawyer) and Jonathan Mann (a physician) produced a four-
step qualitative health impact assessment in 1994 

• Governments 
o e.g. the Australian government has undertaken legal audits for mental health and 

HIV/AIDS 
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Appendix III.C.  Measuring CP rights  
 
 
While there is general agreement about the scope of CP rights violations, there are many 
different measures of them.  All of these capture some aspect of government repression; their 
differences reflect ideological and methodological choices about how to best represent human 
rights abuse.  The following list presents a brief overview of the various approaches to CP rights 
measurement, and illustrates the wide range that exists even in this generally well-defined field. 
 
 
Amnesty International  
 
Each year, AI publishes the Amnesty International Report, which contains a summary of its work 
and global human rights concerns.  The 2005 edition554 covers a range of topics for 149 
countries.  According to many sources, AI is one of the few organizations that can reasonably 
claim to be politically unbiased.  For its presumed neutrality and detailed reports, its findings are 
widely used in human rights research.  Many authors use AI information as either primary source 
data (coding the narrative reports into quantitative data) or as secondary source information 
(supplementing or testing empirical findings with the qualitative information).   
 
 
United States State Department 
 
The US State Department also produces annual Country Reports on Human Rights Practices.  
These are submitted to Congress each year as detailed summaries of international human rights 
practices in over 190 countries around the world.  The 2005 report is the most recent report 
available (released in March 2006).555  While State Department reports were criticized 
(especially in the 1980s) for being biased, they have become increasingly independent and 
impartial.556 
 
 
Political Terror Scale 
 
The PTS557 is a quantitative scale based on the information contained in both the Amnesty 
International and US State Department country reports.  This five-point scale ranks countries on 
their terror levels the previous year.558  A minimum of two people code each country, with a 
third party available to resolve differences.  The rigorous methodology of this measure, 

                                                 
554 AI, 2005a. 
555 US State Department, 2006. 
556 Poe, Carey, and Vazquez find that the possible initial bias in State Department scores has tended to disappear 
over time, and the AI and State Department Reports have largely converged.  Their study compared the two reports 
from 1977 to 1996.  In over half of their cases (54.7%), there was no difference between the two scores; only in 
4.1% of cases did scores differ by more than one (2001: 659).  Further, there was much more convergence in the 
1990s than in the 1980s.  Overall they find a Pearson correlation of .79 (p<.001) (Ibid.: 663). 
557 Gibney and Dalton, 1996. 
558 The scale ranges from 1 (rare occurrence of violation) to 5 (terror expanded to the entire population). 
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combined with its widely recognized and established data sources, make the PTS the most 
common CP rights indicator in academic research.   
 
 
Human Freedom Index 
 
UNDP first presented the HFI in their 2nd annual Human Development Report, published in 
1991.  This index ranked countries according to 40 criteria from the International Bill of Human 
Rights.  Based on the work of Professor Charles Humana in his World Human Rights Guide,559 
the HFI uses a four-step scale to rank countries according to their “human freedom.”  The Group 
of 77 widely criticized the HFI, arguing that freedom was a value-laden concept and difficult to 
quantify.  They asserted that the concept – and the index – should not have been based on the 
research of a Western scholar.  They also pointed out that the HFI failed to take into account a 
country’s financial situation, and instead unfairly concluded that human rights violations 
stemmed solely from political causes.  While UNDP maintained that the idea of freedom and 
expanded individual choices was a central component to human development and rights, the 
organization did agree to review its methodology, and altered their measure the following year. 
 
 
Political Freedom Index 
 
In UNDP’s 3rd annual Human Development Report (published in 1992), they created the PFI.  In 
the PFI, countries are categorized as having “high,” “reasonable,” “modest,” or “low” political 
freedom, but individual country scores are not published.  It concentrates on just five freedoms, 
and uses a panel of experts to score each country from 1 to 10.  Despite these methodological 
improvements, neither the HFI nor the PFI have been widely used in empirical studies.  Both 
were based largely on qualitative judgments, and the process of translating these opinions to 
quantitative data was neither transparent nor unambiguous.  The HFI, in particular, provides no 
rater reliability data, and is said to be a biased measure.  Nevertheless, some organizations do use 
Humana’s work to categorize countries. 

 
 

Index of Political Freedom 
 
Freedom House’s IPF is a widely utilized ranking that is based on the work for another 
academic, Raymond Gastil.560  The index was first published in Freedom in the World in 1973, 
and has ranked countries annually since then.  Using standards drawn from the UDHR, Freedom 
House assigns numerical rankings to 192 countries and 18 territories on their overall freedom, 
regardless of other circumstances.  The IPF rankings are based on a seven-point scale (with 1 
being the most free), that is ultimately reduced to categorization as “free,” “partly free,” or “not 
free.”  These scores are based on two principal categories: political liberties (defined as freely 
competitive elections and minority rights) and civil liberties (based on freedom of the press and 
association, rule of law, personal autonomy, and economic rights).  Scores are not further 
disaggregated.   
                                                 
559 Humana, 1984. 
560 Gastil, 1985. 
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Data for the Freedom House measure comes from both secondary sources and an in-house team 
of survey personnel that undertakes fact-finding missions.  An advisory panel checks the final 
scores against an informal checklist.  While this produces high intercoder reliability, Freedom 
House has been criticized for not publishing or formalizing their criteria.  The methodology 
behind the measurement scheme has been criticized as being obscure and impressionistic.  While 
comprehensive, the scale remains vague and inconsistent.561  Finally, the rankings are alleged to 
reflect a pro-US, conservative, and anticommunist bias, which reflects both the data sources and 
the sponsorship of Freedom House, a private organization.  Still, the IPF has been used by a wide 
range of organizations.562 

 
 

World Handbook of Political and Social Indicators 
 
The World Handbook is one of the most comprehensive, longitudinal cross-national quantitative 
datasets on political rights.  First published in 1963, the Handbook has now completed three 
phases; the most recent, covering the period 1948-1982, was published in 1986.  The content of 
the data has evolved over the three phases, but all are directed toward understanding of political 
process and change.  They cover from 141 to 156 countries and purport to measure “state 
coercive behavior” from 1848 to 1977.  These events-based data measure sanctions, which are 
reported as grand totals (meaning each sanction is equally weighted, so serious and relatively 
minor human rights violations are considered similarly).  One drawback is that this methodology 
cannot account for coercive or repressive situations in which past abuses decrease the need for 
present violations.  The Handbook generally relies heavily on Western news media, resulting in 
the US and the UK being reported as having high levels of sanctions, and Albania and Taiwan as 
having low levels.563  
 
 
World Values Survey 
 
The WVS564 is another comprehensive, longitudinal dataset, which covers a slightly different 
range of information.  The survey grew out of the European Values Survey, which was originally 
designed to study the impact of economic and technological development on social values.  The 
first wave, in 1981, included only developed countries.  The WVS has now completed four 
waves, including more than 80 societies (with interviews of at least 1,000 people in each) on six 
continents.  As interest in the project has grown, the survey has developed into an international 
project, resulting in the collaboration of social scientists across the globe.  The most recent 
(fourth) wave of the survey concluded in 2005-2006 and covered 62 nations. 
 

                                                 
561 Gastil’s (1985) work has been largely criticized for being imprecise, vague and impressionistic, and continually 
changing (which makes the summaries and criteria both suspect and unusable in longitudinal studies).  Moreover, 
his results correlate strongly with wealth.   
562 For example, the World Bank used Freedom House’s survey in a 1999 policy paper.  The World Democracy 
Audit also uses their data in their country rankings.  This ranking has also been adapted to measures of torture, 
women’s rights, and worker’s rights. 
563 Goldstein, 1986: 621. 
564 World Values Survey Association, 2009. 
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The WVS is the largest cross-national dataset on social change available, and, as it contains both 
economic and political data as well as information on social changes, it allows for exploration of 
linkages not possible with other datasets.  These time series data include political and economic 
factors as well as measures of value, belief, tradition, and motivation.  The biggest criticism of 
this information, not surprisingly, is that it is prone to cultural biases, and risks sacrificing 
equivalence across nations.  For the purposes of this paper, it is also important to note that while 
the WVS provides interesting and insightful data, this instrument was not designed to measure 
human rights per se, and much of this information does not directly capture this concept.  Still, 
the findings of the survey waves do highlight issues closely tied to research on human rights.   
 
 
Polity Democracy Measure 
 
The Polity Democracy Measure exemplifies the overlap between political rights and democracy, 
demonstrated most strongly in the fact that many authors use indicators of democracy as proxies 
of political and civil rights.  While there are a number of measures of democracy,565 the Polity 
Democracy Measure is the most highly recognized.  Created by Keith Jaggers and Ted Gurr,566 it 
uses an 11-point scale with weighted categories.  Jaggers and Gurr focus on three interdependent 
but necessary components of democracy,567 by which they have ranked 161 countries since 
1946. 

conomic Freedoms 

not a 

at 
straints on voluntary transactions.570  

The latter begin to overlap with development measures. 

conomic Freedom in the World 

 
 
E
 
One slightly tangential category of rights measures focus on economic freedom.  Though 
true measure of ESC rights (and therefore not included above), this category does hint at 
overlaps between the different types of rights.  The two main types of measures here are 
indicators of economic freedom568 and of subsistence rights.  The former overlap to some degree 
with issues of CP rights, in that they concentrate primarily on property (typically included in th
category of rights)569 or on market freedoms, such as con

 
 

 E
 

                                                 
565 For example, see: Arat, 1991; Bollen and Jackman, 1995; Coppedge and Reinicke, 1991. 

, sufficient constraints on executive power, and civil 

upon personal choice, voluntary exchange, the right to keep what you earn, and the 

nes and Stockman, 1992. 

566 Jaggers and Gurr, 1995: 469. 
567 They cite as essential: competitive political participation
liberties guaranteed by the state. 
568 Economic freedom is “built 
security of your property rights” (Fraser Institute, 2008a). 
569 Milner, Poe, and Leblang, 1999: 403. 
570 Jo
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The Fraser Institute measure is a complex index using a 0-10 rating scale for 17 components 
five categories of economic freedom.

in 
 Friedman and the 

aders at the Fraser Institute, a Canadian organization, this ranking is now published by the 
raser Institute in conjunction with the Economic Freedom Network.572   

571  Originally constructed by Milton
le
F
 
 
Index of Economic Freedom  
 
Since 1995, the Heritage Foundation and Wall Street Journal have teamed up to create the Ind
of Economic Freedom.  This measure divides economic freedom into ten categories,

ex 

ate low levels of 
government interference” and by implication greater economic freedom.   They have ranked 
61 countries as “free,” “mostly free,” “mostly unfree,” and “repressed.”   

 
 

                                                

573 and then 
measures 50 independent variables within these factors.  Lower scores indic

574“
1

 
571 The five categories are: size of government; legal structure and security of property rights; access to sound 
money; freedom to trade internationally; and regulation of credit, labor, and business. Gwartney and Lawson, 2005: 
5. 
572 Fraser Institute, 2008b. 
573 The ten factors are: trade policy, fiscal burden of government, government intervention in the economy, 
monetary policy, capital flows and foreign investment, banking and finance, wages and prices, property rights, 
regulation, and informal market activity. 
574 Heritage Foundation, 2008. 
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Appendix III.D.  Human Development Indicators 
 
 
There are countless different sources of human development indicators, only some of which are 
presented here.  The objective in this Appendix is to highlight the ways in which development 
and human rights have intersected in terms of measurement options and indicators.  Though 
there are other sources of development data,575 the UN Development Programme’s annual 
collection and presentation of data are the most widely cited.  Their Human Development Index 
is discussed below, along with core indicators and a brief discussion of problems with 
development indicators. 
 
 
Human Development Index 
 
The most widely recognized and referenced development indicators are contained in the Human 
Development Index (HDI).  Mahbub ul Haq launched the HDI in the United Nations 
Development Programme’s Human Development Reports beginning in 1990.  Intending to 
spearhead a shift in the focus of development economics to center on people rather than national 
incomes,576 he translated Sen’s theory of development as the expansion of people’s 
capabilities577 into an approach that takes as its core the expansion of people’s choices.  By 
conceiving of development as the removal of obstacles to allow people to realize their own 
potential, the enterprise came to overlap considerably with a human rights approach. 
 
Both the Reports and the Index present a comprehensive picture of development, not a basic 
status report.  The HDI, accordingly, is a composite measure of human development 
achievements.  This three-part index represents the capability to survive and be healthy, to be 
knowledgeable, and to enjoy a decent standard of living – as reflected by indicators of literacy 
and schooling, life expectancy, and adjusted income, respectively.  Each component is equally 
weighted in the overall mean value, which ranges between 0 and 1, with larger values signaling 
higher levels of human development.  This simple, quantitative measure – which clearly relies 
heavily on indicators – has garnered significant attention among both scholars and policymakers.   
 
While the well-known HDI remains consistent from year to year, UNDP has used the forum of 
the Human Development Report to introduce a range of other innovative methods of 
measurement in development.  In addition to considering various issues in development (e.g. 
inequalities in consumption in the 1998 Report), they have introduced three other important 
indices.  The Human Poverty Index (HPI) is a summary measure of the HDI from a deprivational 
perspective (i.e. it does not measure poverty based on income).  The two other indices build on a 
central concern of the human development approach – gender equity.  The gender-related 

                                                 
575 For example, the World Bank compiles a collection of development data in their annual World Development 
Indicators (WDI) publication.   
576 ul Haq, 1995. 
577 The core of Sen’s theory is “the idea that the purpose of development is to improve human lives by expanding the 
range of things that a person can be and do, such as to be healthy and well nourished, to be knowledgeable, and to 
participate in community life” (Fukuda-Parr, 2003: 303). 
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development Index (GDI) is the HDI adjusted for gender disparity,578 and the gender 
empowerment measure (GEM) is a gauge of women’s participation and empowerment in 
society.579  Both the GDI and GEM are composite measures of three components, measured on a 
0-1 scale.580 
 
Despite the popularity and general acceptance and use of the HDI, it does have some drawbacks 
as a measure of development.  Most broadly, it suffers from a hindrance common to many 
indicators in that it purports to measure a large and complex concept; development contains 
numerous dimensions, and the HDI by construction reflects only three of them.581  Moreover, 
each individual component is itself an indicator, attempting to capture its own multifaceted 
abstraction in a single value.  Furthermore, the HDI remains a summary measure; it does not 
purport to include a comprehensive representation of all poverty,582 and, indeed, many elements 
of poverty must be left out.  Similarly, the three values of the HDI focus on outcomes, rather 
than the underlying socioeconomic conditions, and on national averages, rather than 
disaggregated disparities.   
 
Ultimately, the HDI may not serve as the best tool for detailed evaluation and decision-making.  
Nevertheless, this index marks a crucial point in the measurement of human development, which 
remains far advanced of ESC rights indicators. 
 
 
Core Indicators 
 
The other major category of indicators most relevant to ESC rights measurement is the series of 
core indicators.  These outline the most basic needs of individuals, and thus align well with the 
concept of core obligations within the human rights framework.  While great detail exists for 
each element, a broad overview reveals the scope of this approach to measurement. 
 
As early as 1976, the ILO World Employment Conference identified two fundamental 
components of basic needs: “‘First, they include certain minimum requirements of a family for 
private consumption: adequate food, shelter and clothing, as well as certain household equipment 
and furniture. Second, they include essential services provided by and for the community at 
large, such as safe drinking water, sanitation, public transport and health, educational and 
cultural facilities.’”583  These indicators should be measurable and subject to intervention by the 
state.584 
 

                                                 
578 The GDI penalizes achievement in human development that is marked by gender inequality. 
579 The GEM highlights participation in key areas of national political decision making, in professional activities, 
and in income-earning activities. 
580 Like the HDI, the GDI and GEM average the values for each of the three constitutive components.  The GDI is 
composed of equally distributed life expectancy index, equally distributed educational attainment index, and equally 
distributed income index.  The GEM includes a parliamentary representation index; an index of administrative and 
managerial, and professional and technical, positions; and an equally distributed income index. 
581 Fukuda-Parr, 2001: 247. 
582 Ibid. 
583 UNESCO, UN Doc. E/CN.4/Sub.2/1990/19, 1990: VI.78. 
584 Ibid. 
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Focusing on development as driven by needs elevates the relevance of certain measures, and 
renders other previous indicators of development inadequate.  This approach closely parallels the 
uses of certain types of development indicators as ESC rights measures, as discussed below.  
Some of the most applicable indicators include measures of “nutrition, infant mortality, disease 
frequency, life expectancy, income, unemployment and underemployment.”585  As demonstrated 
in ESC rights jurisprudence, the right to food most closely approximates a universal, applicable 
minimal threshold. 
 
Equally important as identifying relevant core indicators is distinguishing those which are not 
suitable in this capacity.  Use of such “defective” indicators would misrepresent a situation and 
could detract from the legitimacy of the process itself.  In some cases, the many agencies 
utilizing various forms of “core” indicators do not agree on the most appropriate measures, and a 
degree of latitude is required. 
 
By far the most widely criticized indicator is GDP (or GNP) per capita.586  As an average figure, 
it “often conceals more than it reveals about the condition of the poor.”587  Its limited focus 
neglects a number of factors, and is subject to various distortions.  Several alternatives have been 
proposed – among them, the Adjusted National Product, Green National Product, Physical 
Quality of Life Index, Lorenz Curve, Index of Economic Well-Being, and Calvert-Henderson 
Quality of Life Indicator588 – but none has yet been widely adopted. 
 

                                                 
585 Ibid. 
586 UNRISD also considers the following indicators to be “defective in terms of international usage and their 
purposes: crude death rate; primary school enrolment; percent of population in urban areas; percent of dwellings 
with piped water; income distribution; transportation; energy consumption; expenditure on food as a percent of total 
private consumption expenditure; and expenditure on national health or education as a percentage of the total 
national budget or of the GNP” (Ibid.: VI.81). 
587 Ibid.: VI.82. 
588 Henderson, Lickerman and Flynn, 2000; Osberg and Sharpe, 2005: 311. 
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Appendix III.E.  Core indicators 
 
 
Following are examples of core indicators used by various international agencies, as identified 
by a UN Human Rights Special Rapporteur Report.589 
 
 
UNRISD, Research Data Bank of Development Indicators: 

• Infant mortality rate per 1,000 live births 
• Expectation of life at birth for both sexes 
• Apparent consumption of protein of animal origin, per capita, per day 
• Literacy rates as a total percentage of population aged 15 and over 
• Combined primary and secondary education enrolment as per cent of the population 5 to 

19 years old 
• Water supply: per cent of population with reasonable access 
• Newspapers: circulation per 1,000 population 
• Telephones per 100,000 population 
• Television receivers per 1,000 population 
• Agricultural production per male agricultural worker 
• Adult male labour in agriculture as per cent of total male labour 
• Steel: apparent consumption per capita (in kilograms) 
• Energy consumption: apparent per capita (in kilograms of coal equivalent) 
• Manufacturing production per person active in manufacturing industries 
• Foreign trade per capita 
• GDP per capita at current prices 
• Investment per economically active person 
• Salaried and wage earners as per cent of total economically active population 
• Professional, technical and related workers as per cent of total economically active 

population 
 
 

UNICEF: 
• Under-five mortality rate 
• Infant mortality rate (under 1) 
• Total population 
• Annual number of births and infant and child deaths (0-4) 
• GNP per capita 
• Life expectancy at birth 
• Per cent of literate adults (male and female) 
• Per cent of age group enrolled in primary school (male and female) 
• Per cent share of household income (lowest 40 per cent and highest 20 per cent) 

 

                                                 
589 UNESCO, UN Doc. E/CN.4/Sub.2/1990/19, 1990: III.37. 
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World Bank: 
• Population 
• Total area 
• GNP 
• GNP per capita 
• Average annual rate of inflation 
• Life expectancy at birth 

 
 
WHO: 

• Health for all has received endorsement as policy at the highest official level 
• Mechanisms for involving people in the implementation of strategies have been formed 

or strengthened, and are actually functioning 
• At least 5 per cent of the gross national product is spent on health 
• A reasonable percentage of the national health expenditure is devoted to local health care 
• Resources are equitably distributed 
• There exist, in developing countries, well-defined strategies for health for all, 

accompanied by explicit resource allocations, and where needs for external resources are 
receiving sustained support from more affluent countries 

• Primary health care is available to the whole population 
• The nutritional status of children is adequate 
• The infant mortality rate for all identifiable subgroups is below 50 per 1,000 live births 
• Life expectancy at birth is over 60 years 
• The adult literacy rate for both men and women exceeds 70 per cent 
• The gross national product per capita exceeds $500 
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Appendix III.F.  Indicators of Individual ESC Rights  
 
 
Rather than focusing on ESC rights as a comprehensive category, some organizations and 
researchers have narrowed their concentration to a single component of ESC rights.  This 
Appendix offers a brief outline of this approach for health, education, work, housing, and other 
rights. 
 
 
Health  
 
The right to health has received significant attention from the ESC rights Committee (e.g. 
General Comment 14 offers substantial elaboration of the rights and duties relating to health590) 
and from the World Health Organization (WHO).  Both have compiled a list of key indicators in 
this field.  The ESC rights Committee has specifically requested the following: 

• Infant mortality rate 
• Population with access to safe water 
• Population with access to adequate excreta disposal facilities 
• Infants immunized against diphtheria, pertussis, tetanus, measles, poliomyelitis, and 

tuberculosis 
• Life expectancy 
• Proportion of the population having access to trained medical personnel  

o For treatment of common diseases and injuries  
o As infants  
o During pregnancy and at delivery 

 Maternal mortality rates591 
 

They also emphasize the need to gather information on vulnerable or disadvantaged groups, and 
specify that data should be disaggregated by gender, socioeconomic status, rural/urban division, 
ethnic group, and geographic area.  However, they do not specify how people should be divided 
into socioeconomic groups, do not include mental health indicators,592 and do not ask for time 
series data.593 
 
The WHO produces and utilizes an enormous amount of information on health.  Their annual 
World Health Report, their leading publication, presents statistics for each country in their 
overall evaluation of global health.  Most recently, they issued the World Health Statistics 2008, 

                                                 
590 CESCR, UN Doc. E/C.12/2000/4, 2000. 
591 AAAS, 1992: 11; WHO, 2008.  An AAAS-sponsored seminar on indicators recommended adding additional 
indicators: “Number of health auxiliaries per 1,000 population, Daily per capita consumption of calories and animal 
proteins, Proportions of children aged 1 to 4 years inclusive who are less than: (a) 80 percent of normal weight for 
given age; (b) 90 percent of normal height for given age; and (c) 80 percent of normal weight for given height” 
(AAAS, 1992: 14). 
592 Mental health is included in the ICESCR, Article 12.1: “The States Parties to the present Covenant recognize the 
right of everyone to the enjoyment of the highest attainable standard of physical and mental health” (UNGA, UN 
Doc. A/6316 (1966), 993 UNTS 3, 1966: Article 12). 
593 AAAS, 1992: 13. 
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which includes 50 indicators for 193 countries (the member states of the WHO), with a special 
focus on equity (both within and between countries).594 
 
To assist their member states in evaluating the current health status of their citizens and their 
own national health strategies, within the context of the Global Strategy for Health for All 
program, they devised a list of 12 indicators, in four categories (health policy, social and 
economic, health care provision, and health status), to help countries measure progress, identify 
obstacles, and make informed decisions regarding national health plans.  Ideally, the exercise of 
monitoring and evaluation can be expanded to encourage the input of diverse sectors, from 
medical professionals to policymakers to civil society. 
 
The two key indicators used to measure the right to health are infant mortality rate and life 
expectancy.  The infant mortality rate is “possibly single best indicator of prevalent health 
conditions.”595  This measure, which has a high correlation with socioeconomic levels of 
development, is useful because it is sensitive to changes in living conditions – though it may be 
excessively sensitive to basic sanitation and poor maternal nutrition.596   
 
Life expectancy is a strong gauge of long-term health trends, and consequently is used to 
measure a population’s overall health status.597  However, participants at a recent Seminar on 
ESC rights indicators warned that life expectancy is “seriously deficient and potentially 
misleading”598 as an indicator of actual health conditions, because it does not reflect diverse 
causes of death or the fact that reductions in mortality typically are associated with increases in 
morbidity.  Researchers must also keep in mind that, as with many socioeconomic indicators, 
both infant mortality rate and life expectancy measures are also vulnerable to data problems 
resulting from underreporting or inaccurate records (impediments more prevalent in developing 
countries).   
 
 
Education 
 
Education has already received significant attention, in part because the right to basic levels of 
education enjoys widespread acceptance.  Article 13 of the ICESCR presents four broad 
categories of formal education, subject to differing levels of recognition in pursuit of full 
realization.  Primary education is the immediate and core obligation of states; this “shall be 
compulsory and available free to all.”599  Secondary education should be generally available and 
accessible, and higher education should be equally accessible.  Finally, fundamental education 
should be encouraged for people who have not received or completed primary education.600 
 
The most important indicators in evaluating the right to education are the following: 

• Literacy 
                                                 
594 WHO, 2008. 
595 AAAS, 1992: 12. 
596 Ibid. 
597 Ibid.: 12-13. 
598 Ibid.: 12. 
599 UNGA, UN Doc. A/6316 (1966), 993 UNTS 3, 1966: Article 13. 
600 Ibid. 
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• Enrollment rates in each level of education 
• Drop-out and graduation rates 
• Years of school completed 
• Measures taken to promote literacy601 
 

As usual, these should be disaggregated by various social and economic groups, and provided 
over time whenever possible. 
 
Literacy rate is almost always used as the principal measure of the right to education.  However, 
it is not clear that “literacy” is well defined or operationalized,602 and currently, these (generally 
self-reported) rates are “notoriously imprecise.”603  As a result, literacy rates can be unreliable 
and inconsistent (in part because what is included as literacy, functional literacy, or illiteracy, 
varies from country to country). 
 
 
Work 
 
Discussions of the right to work, including its measurement, are heavily dominated by the 
International Labour Organization (ILO).  The ILO was working on economic and social rights 
even before they were codified in the ICESCR, and this organization has led the progress in 
defining the content and scope of this right.  The ILO uses many types of statistics, disaggregated 
and over time whenever possible.  Several departments (e.g. Conditions of Work and Life, 
Employment, and Social Security) all use indicators, and they are integral in the task of “target 
setting” to meet basic needs through the World Employment Programme.  Yet the most detailed 
incorporation of indicators comes in the annual Yearbook of Labour Statistics, which includes 31 
tables covering nine general categories of concern: 

• Total and economically active population 
• Employment 
• Unemployment 
• Hours of work 
• Wages 
• Labour cost 
• Consumer prices 
• Occupational injuries 
• Strikes and lock-outs 
 

                                                 
601 Fukuda-Parr (2001) proposes a much longer list of indicators of “accountability for the right to education,” 
divided into measures of result (outcomes) and of conduct (inputs or efforts).  She lists several specific indicators in 
each category for overall education, nondiscrimination, progressive realization, participation, and remedy.  For more 
detailed information, see: Fukuda-Parr, 2001: 244 (Table 1). 
602 For example, Ouane offers one comprehensive definition: “Literacy in all nations – industrialized or developing – 
needs to be seen as the capacity to express oneself in writing, to establish oneself in society, to get recognition from 
others, to master and transmit one’s cultural features, and to participate with full autonomy in today’s societies” 
(1992: 75).  Yet again it is not clear how this would be translated into a precise and reliable measure.  
603 AAAS, 1992: 16. 
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First published in 1935-36, the Yearbook compiles data from numerous authoritative sources in 
190 countries.  Each year contains data from the previous decade, providing opportunities for 
analysis over time. 
 
 
Housing 
 
In General Comment 4, the ESC rights Committee greatly clarified the right to adequate 
housing.604  In particular, they elaborated on the meaning of “adequacy,” which they declared is 
comprised of the following seven criteria, applicable in all contexts: 

• Legal security of tenure 
• Availability of services, materials, facilities and infrastructure 
• Affordability  
• Habitability 
• Accessibility  
• Location 
• Cultural adequacy605 
 

Despite this useful detail, operationalizing these concepts has proven challenging.  When the UN 
Centre for Human Settlements (UNCHS) and the UN Statistical Office convened a seminar on 
the development of human settlement indicators, they identified a number of problems with 
indicators of the right to adequate housing.  Beyond the general need for more disaggregated data 
(especially along urban-rural divides), they highlighted the need for more information about 
people living in inadequate shelters and about the homeless population.606  In 1989, UNCHS 
adopted a set of indicators for monitoring and evaluating the implementation of the Global 
Strategy for Shelter.  The indicators most relevant to human rights are those relating to the 
performance of national strategies to implement the Global Strategy, including: 

• Building and infrastructure output 
• Equitable distribution of the total shelter and services output 
• Community participation and environmental conditions 
 

Though the ESC rights Committee and various UN agencies have addressed issues surrounding 
the right to housing, it is actually an NGO that has maintained the highest profile and dedicated 
the most resources to this issue.  The Centre on Housing Rights and Evictions (COHRE) 
dominates the field of housing rights.  They produce their own work – ranging from research and 
writing to education and training to advocacy and litigation – and also collaborate with other 
NGOs and government agencies in pursuit of better promotion and protection of housing (and 
other associated human) rights.607 
 
 
                                                 
604 CESCR, UN Doc. E/1992/23, annex III at 114 (1991), 1991. 
605 Ibid. 
606 UNESCO, UN Doc. E/CN.4/Sub.2/1990/19, 1990: III.46. 
607 COHRE works on rights generally, and maintains four thematic programs: Women and Housing Rights and 
Housing, Property Restitution, Litigation, and Water Rights.  They also run three regional programs, in Asia/Pacific, 
Africa, and the Americas (COHRE, 2008). 
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Other 
 
Some of the less frequently referenced rights further reveal the extent to which a single 
organization has taken the lead in expanding on definitions and in developing indicators.  Just as 
UNICEF has clearly established their preeminence in dealing with children’s rights,608 the 
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) has taken the lead on development,609 and the 
United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA) on statistical data relating to contraceptive 
prevalence.  On a broader statistical level, UNESCO,610 UNRISD,611 and the Division for Social 
Policy and Development612 all deal with issues of measurement and analysis, at least partially 
relating to ESC rights. 
 

                                                 
608 UNICEF’s leading annual publication, The State of the World's Children, deals extensively with detailed and 
frequently disaggregated indicators.  The central tables include basic indicators, as well as measures relating to 
nutrition, health, education, demographics, economics, and women, demonstrating the clear intersectionality of 
many ESC rights.  A more recently included indicator is the “rate of progress,” which is comprised of the under-five 
mortality rate, GNP per capita, and total fertility rate.  UNICEF, 2007. 
609 UNDP is very involved in the collection and analysis of data, especially from developing countries; they have 
published the Human Development Report every year since 1990.  They produce indicators across a wide spectrum, 
covering the following areas: under-five infant mortality, total population, child population, births, infant and child 
deaths, life expectancy, crude death and birth rates, fertility, and urban population (UNDP, 2008). 
610 UNESCO’s Statistical Yearbook contains over 100 disaggregated indicators relevant to ESC rights, and the office 
makes use of a range of quantitative data in its reports to the Committee (UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 2008). 
611 UNRISD’s Research Data Bank of Development Indicators provides a range of data for researchers.  They have 
produced work at the lowest levels (e.g. a project entitled “Measurement and Analysis of Progress at the Local 
Level”) as well as more extensive and general topics relating to measurement (e.g. a publication entitled 
Measurement and Analysis of Socio-Economic Development: An Enquiry into International Indicators of 
Development and Quantitative Interrelations of Social and Economic Components of Development) (UNRISD, 
2008). 
612 The Division is part of the UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs.  It maintains a number of projects, 
such as the Commission for Social Development (UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Division for 
Social Policy and Development, 2008). 
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Appendix III.G.  Criteria for Indicators 
 
 
Various authors and organizations have designated criteria by which indicators should be 
selected.  Among the most referenced lists are the following: 
 
Chapman: 

• Feasibility of obtaining good quality disaggregated data 
• Simplicity 
• Comparability 
• Verifiability 
• Affordability 
• Relevance 
• Extent to which it was keyed to the contents of the right in the ICESCR613 

 
Türk: 

• General and current availability 
• International comparability between countries and over time 
• Direct relevance to the norms comprising economic, social and cultural rights 
• Reliance on the indicator in question by at least two United Nations agencies 
• The necessity of selectivity in the choice of indicators 
• The existence of disaggregated indicators by various categories614 

 
Barsh: 

• Internationally accepted measures 
• Limited in number 
• Readily intelligible in meaning and policy implications (to their users) 
• Readily available for all or most countries 
• Reliable 
• Valid 
• Equivalent615 

 
Watchirs: 
 
Main criteria for measurement methodologies: 

• Easily intelligible 
• Valid 
• General accepted because of reliability and objectivity 
 

Other relevant criteria: 
• Process uses balanced panels of assessors 

                                                 
613 Chapman, 2000, 13. 
614 UNESCO, UN Doc. E/CN.4/Sub.2/1990/19, 1990: II.24, IX.104. 
615 Barsh, 1993: 99. 
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• Tool has built-in quality controls 
• Scores are not arbitrarily weighted 
• Analysis in qualitative as well as quantitative 
• Content is drawn from specific obligations in human rights treaties616 

 
UNRISD: 

• Availability of data 
whether a sufficient number of countries, developing as well as developed, have data on 
the indicator or data from which the indicator can be constructed 

• Comparability 
whether the indicator is operationally defined in the same way and used to count to 
measure the same things in different countries 

• Quality of data 
whether the data are collected by adequate means, are consistent with each other, 
complete and otherwise reliable 

• Validity of indicator 
whether the indicator measures what it is intended to measure; this involves both 
statistical validity and conceptual validity 

• Discriminative power 
whether the indicator effectively distinguishes between countries at different levels of 
development, particularly between developing countries at different levels, and is 
meaningfully related to (correlated with) other indicators of development within and 
without the sector in question 

• Balance and avoidance of duplication 
whether the indicator contributes to sectoral balance or to imbalance or duplication in the 
set of indicators 

• Conceptual significance 
whether the indicator, if valid, indicates a conceptually significant aspect or element of 
development rather than an accidental or unimportant aspect617 
 

WHO: 
• Valid  

should actually measure what they are supposed to measure 
• Objective  

the answer should be the same if measured by different people in similar circumstances 
• Sensitive  

should be sensitive to the changes in the situation 
• Specific  

should reflect changes only in the situation concerned618 
 
 
 

                                                 
616 Watchirs, 2002: 717. 
617 UNESCO, UN Doc. E/CN.4/Sub.2/1990/19, 1990: II.14. 
618 Ibid.: II.15. 
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International Anti-Poverty Law Center: 
 
Each ESC right is shaped by three principles:  

• Availability  
the existence of adequate goods or services 

• Accessibility  
universal access to the necessary good 

• Quality  
the actual nature of the good or service619 

 

                                                 
619 Green, 2001: 1073. 
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Appendix IV.A.  Countries Included In Dataset  
 
(Alphabetical) 
 
Afghanistan 
Albania 
Algeria 
Angola 
Argentina 
Armenia 
Australia 
Austria 
Azerbaijan 
Bahamas 
Bahrain 
Bangladesh 
Barbados 
Belarus 
Belgium 
Belize 
Benin 
Bhutan 
Bolivia 
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 
Botswana 
Brazil 
Brunei Darussalam 
Bulgaria 
Burkina Faso 
Burundi 
Cambodia 
Cameroon 
Canada 
Cape Verde 
Central African 
Republic 
Chad 
Chile 
China 
Colombia 
Comoros 
Congo, Dem. Rep. 
Congo, Rep. 
Costa Rica 
Cote d’Ivoire 
Croatia 
Cuba 
Cyprus 
Czech Rep. 

Denmark 
Djibouti 
Dominica 
Dominican 
Republic 
Ecuador 
Egypt, Arab Rep. 
El Salvador 
Equatorial Guinea 
Eritrea 
Estonia 
Ethiopia 
Fiji 
Finland 
France 
Gabon 
Gambia, The 
Georgia 
Germany 
Ghana 
Greece 
Grenada 
Guatemala 
Guinea 
Guinea-Bissau 
Guyana 
Haiti 
Honduras 
Hungary 
Iceland 
India 
Indonesia 
Iran, Islamic Rep. 
Iraq 
Ireland 
Israel 
Italy 
Jamaica 
Japan 
Jordan 
Kazakhstan 
Kenya 
Korea, Dem. Rep. 
Korea, Rep. 
Kuwait 
Kyrgyz Rep. 

Lao PDR 
Latvia 
Lebanon 
Lesotho 
Liberia 
Libya 
Lithuania 
Luxembourg 
Macedonia, FYR 
Madagascar 
Malawi 
Malaysia 
Maldives 
Mali 
Malta 
Mauritania 
Mauritius 
Mexico 
Moldova 
Mongolia 
Morocco 
Mozambique 
Myanmar 
Namibia 
Nepal 
Netherlands 
New Zealand 
Nicaragua 
Niger 
Nigeria 
Norway 
Oman 
Pakistan 
Panama 
Papua New 
Guinea 
Paraguay 
Peru 
Philippines 
Poland 
Portugal 
Qatar 
Romania 
Russian 
Federation 
Rwanda 

Samoa 
Saudi Arabia 
Senegal 
Serbia and 
Montenegro 
Seychelles 
Sierra Leone 
Singapore 
Slovak Rep. 
Slovenia 
Somalia 
South Africa 
Spain 
Sri Lanka 
St. Lucia 
St. Vincent and the 
Grenadines 
Sudan 
Suriname 
Swaziland 
Sweden 
Switzerland 
Syrian Arab Rep. 
Tajikistan 
Tanzania 
Thailand 
Timor-Leste 
Togo 
Trinidad and Tobago 
Tunisia 
Turkey 
Turkmenistan 
Uganda 
Ukraine 
United Arab Emirates 
United Kingdom 
United States 
Uruguay 
Uzbekistan 
Vanuatu 
Venezuela, RB 
Vietnam 
Yemen, Rep. 
Zambia 
Zimbabwe 



 

Countries Excluded from Dataset (Alphabetical) 
 
Andorra  
Antigua and Barbuda 
Kiribati 
Liechtenstein 
Marshall Islands  
Micronesia, Fed.  
Monaco  
Montenegro  
Nauru  
Palau  
San Marino  
São Tomé and Príncipe  
Solomon Islands 
St. Kitts and Nevis 
Tonga 
Tuvalu  
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Countries Included in Dataset (By Region) 
 
 
East Asia and the 
Pacific 
 
Australia 
Brunei Darussalam 
Cambodia 
China 
Fiji 
Indonesia 
Japan 
Korea, Dem. Rep. 
Korea, Rep. 
Lao PDR 
Malaysia 
Mongolia 
Myanmar 
New Zealand 
Papua New Guinea 
Philippines 
Samoa 
Singapore 
Thailand 
Timor-Leste 
Vanuatu 
Vietnam 
 
 
Eastern Europe 
and Central Asia 
 
Albania 
Armenia 
Azerbaijan 
Belarus 
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 
Bulgaria 
Croatia 
Georgia 
Hungary 
Kazakhstan 
Kyrgyz Republic 
Latvia 
Lithuania 
Macedonia, FYR 
Moldova 
Poland 

Romania 
Russian Federation 
Serbia and 
Montenegro 
Slovak Republic 
Tajikistan 
Turkey 
Turkmenistan 
Ukraine 
Uzbekistan 
 
 
Latin America and 
the Caribbean 
 
Argentina 
Bahamas 
Barbados 
Belize 
Bolivia 
Brazil 
Chile 
Colombia 
Costa Rica 
Cuba 
Dominica 
Dominican 
Republic 
Ecuador 
El Salvador 
Grenada 
Guatemala 
Guyana 
Haiti 
Honduras 
Jamaica 
Mexico 
Nicaragua 
Panama 
Paraguay 
Peru 
St. Lucia 
St. Vincent and the 
Grenadines 
Suriname 
Trinidad and 
Tobago 

Uruguay 
Venezuela, RB 
 
 
Middle East and 
North Africa 
 
Algeria 
Bahrain 
Djibouti 
Egypt, Arab Rep. 
Iran, Islamic Rep. 
Iraq 
Israel 
Jordan 
Kuwait 
Lebanon 
Libya 
Malta 
Morocco 
Oman 
Qatar 
Saudi Arabia 
Syrian Arab 
Republic 
Tunisia 
United Arab 
Emirates 
Yemen, Rep. 
 
 
North America 
and Western 
Europe 
 
Austria 
Belgium 
Canada 
Cyprus 
Czech Republic 
Denmark 
Estonia 
Finland 
France 
Germany 
Greece 
Iceland 

Ireland 
Italy 
Luxembourg 
Netherlands 
Norway 
Portugal 
Slovenia 
Spain 
Sweden 
Switzerland 
United Kingdom 
United States 
 
 
South Asia 
 
Afghanistan 
Bangladesh 
Bhutan 
India 
Maldives 
Nepal 
Pakistan 
Sri Lanka 
 
 
Sub-Saharan 
Africa 
 
Angola 
Benin 
Botswana 
Burkina Faso 
Burundi 
Cameroon 
Cape Verde 
Central African 
Republic 
Chad 
Comoros 
Congo, Dem. Rep. 
Congo, Rep. 
Cote d'Ivoire 
Equatorial Guinea 
Eritrea 
Ethiopia 
Gabon 
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Gambia, The 
Ghana 
Guinea 
Guinea-Bissau 
Kenya 
Lesotho 
Liberia 
Madagascar 
Malawi 
Mali 
Mauritania 
Mauritius 
Mozambique 
Namibia 
Niger 
Nigeria 
Rwanda 
Senegal 
Seychelles 
Sierra Leone 
Somalia 
South Africa 
Sudan 
Swaziland 
Tanzania 
Togo 
Uganda 
Zambia 
Zimbabwe 
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Appendix IV.B.  Island Nations  
 
 
This Appendix categorizes the island nations of the world, both those included and excluded 
from the dataset.  For each island, the table indicates whether or not it qualifies as: 
 

• Politically independent – Nations whose independence is not under dispute,620 and who 
are not former colonies, possessions, protectorates, territories, or micronations.621 

 
• UN Member – Formal member of the United Nations.  This does not include observer 

states. 
•  

SIDS Member – Countries classified as Small Island Developing States by the United 
Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs.622 

 
• AOSIS Member – Countries belonging to the Alliance of Small Island States.623 
 
• Included in Dataset – States included in the dataset and statistical analyses. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
620 This is only one country on the list: Taiwan. 
621 This list also includes some politically independent countries that are a part of a mainland, but for which islands 
constitute a significant portion of their territory (e.g. Belize). 
622 By definition, the Small Island Developing States include “low-lying coastal countries that share similar 
sustainable development challenges, including small population, limited resources, remoteness, susceptibility to 
natural disasters, vulnerability to external shocks, and excessive dependence on international trade. Their growth and 
development is often further stymied by high transportation and communication costs, disproportionately expensive 
public administration and infrastructure due to their small size, and little to no opportunity to create economies of 
scale” (UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Division for Sustainable Development, 2008). 
623 The Alliance of Small Island States describes itself as “a coalition of small island and low-lying coastal countries 
that share similar development challenges and concerns about the environment, especially their vulnerability to the 
adverse effects of global climate change. It functions primarily as an ad hoc lobby and negotiating voice for Small 
Island Developing States (SIDS) within the United Nations system” (AOSIS, 2008).  Four countries listed here as 
members of AOSIS technically have observer status: American Samoa, Guam, Netherlands Antilles, and the U.S. 
Virgin Islands.  



 

        
 Island Nations  
        
  Politically 

Independent 
UN 

Member 
SIDS 

Member 
AOSIS 

Member 
Included in 

Dataset 
 

 American Samoa   * *   
 Anguila   *    
 Antigua and Barbuda  * * * *   
 Aruba   *    
 Bahamas * * * * *  
 Bahrain * * *  *  
 Barbados   * * * * *  
 Belize  * * * * *  
 British Virgin Islands   *    
 Cape Verde * * * * *  
 Cayman Islands       
 Christmas Island       
 Cocos (Keeling) Islands       
 Northern Marianas    *    
 Comoros   * * * * *  
 Cook Islands    * *   
 Cuba  * * * * *  
 Cyprus * *   *  
 Dominica  * * * * *  
 Dominican Republic  * * *  *  
 Federated States of 

Micronesia  
* * * * *  

 Fiji   * * * * *  
 French Polynesia    *    
 Grenada   * * * * *  
 Guam    * *   
 Guinea-Bissau * * * * *  
 Guyana  * * * * *  
 Haiti   * * * * *  
 Iceland * *   *  
 Jamaica  * * * * *  
 Japan * *   *  
 Kiribati  * * * *   
 Madagascar * *   *  
 Maldives  * * * * *  
 Malta * *   *  
 Marshall Islands  * * * *   
 Mauritius   * * * * *  
 Montserrat    *    
 Nauru  * * * *   
 Netherlands Antilles  *  * *   
 New Caledonia    *    
 New Zealand * *   *  
 Niue    * *   
 Norfolk Island       
 Palau  * * * *   
 Papua New Guinea  * * * * *  
 Philippines * *   *  
 Puerto Rico    * *   
 Saint Kitts and Nevis   *  * *   
 Saint Lucia  * * * * *  
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 Saint Vincent & the 
Grenadines   

* * * * *  

 Samoa  * * * * *  
 Sao Tome and Principe * * * *   
 Seychelles   * * * * *  
 Singapore  * * * * *  
 Solomon Islands  * * * *   
 Sri Lanka * *   *  
 Suriname  * * * * *  
 Taiwan       
 Timor-Leste * * * * *  
 Tokelau       
 Tonga  * * * *   
 Trinidad & Tobago * * * * *  
 Tuvalu  * * * *   
 U.S. Virgin Islands    * *   
 Vanuatu  * * * *   
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Appendix IV.C.  Data Sources 
 
 
The following data sources provide the full name and the website for the information included in 
the dataset.  These are listed here in order of their appearance in the variable tables in the text. 
 
 
PTS – Political Terror Scales 
http://www.politicalterrorscale.org/ 
 
CIRI – Cingranelli and Richards 
http://ciri.binghamton.edu/ 
 
UN OHCHR – United Nations Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights 
http://www.ohchr.org/ 
 
UNCBD – UN Common Database624 
http://data.un.org/ 
 

UNICEF – United Nations Children's Fund 
http://www.unicef.org/ 
 
FAO – Food and Agriculture Organization 
http://www.fao.org/ 
 
WB – World Bank 
http://www.worldbank.org/ 
 
UNAIDS – Joint United Nations Programme on HIV/AIDS 
http://www.unaids.org/en/ 
 
WHO – World Health Organization 
http://www.who.int/ 
 

WDI – World Development Indicators625 
http://go.worldbank.org/U0FSM7AQ40 
 
UNESCO – United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 
http://portal.unesco.org/ 

                                                 
624 The UN Common Database is an international databank that collects important human development indicators 
from a variety of UN and other agencies.  In the variable list, data coming from the UNCBD also lists the source 
agency in parentheses.  While this applies to all UNCBD data in the dataset, it is important to note that the UNCBD 
was replaced by a new system, UNdata, in 2008 (UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Division of 
Economic and Social Development, 2008). 
625 Data comes from both the online database and the printed World Development Reports.  The latter are designated 
as “WDI Reports” in the variable list. 
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RPC – Relative Political Capacity – data from Feng, Kugler, and Zak (2000)626 
http://www.cgu.edu/pages/477.asp 
 
CNTS – Cross-National Time Series 
http://www.databanksinternational.com/ 
 
Polity – Polity IV Project627 
http://www.systemicpeace.org/polity/polity4.htm 
 
Landman – data from Landman (2005) study628 
http://www.todd-landman.com/ 
 
CoW – Correlates of War Project 
http://www.correlatesofwar.org/ 
 
Poe – data from Poe and Tate (1994) study629 
http://www.psci.unt.edu/ihrsc/poetate.htm 
 
ELF Indices – Ethnolinguistic Fractionalization Indices  
http://weber.ucsd.edu/~proeder/elf.htm 
 
CIA – CIA World Factbook 
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/index.html 
 
UN DESA (PD) – UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs (Population Division) 
http://www.un.org/esa/population/ 
 
UTIP – University of Texas Inequality Project  
http://utip.gov.utexas.edu/ 
 
WIID – World Income Inequality Database 
http://www.wider.unu.edu/research/Database/en_GB/database/ 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
626 Feng, Kugler and Zak, 2000.    
627 The Polity IV Project resources are available to the research community, but copyrighted by the Center for 
Systemic Peace (Marshall and Jaggers, 2007). 
628 Landman, 2005. 
629 Poe and Tate. 1994. 
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Appendix IV.D.  Variables in the Dataset 
 
 
This project’s dataset includes measures of CP and ESC rights as the dependent variable, and a 
wide range of political, economic, social, and demographic independent variables. 
 
 
Dependent Variables  
 
To be able to compare the results of this research with those of earlier studies, there are two 
dependent variables included here.  These two measures of human rights – CP and ESC rights – 
allow for comparisons with both descriptive and inferential statistics. 
 
CP rights have been the subject of previous scholarly work, and there is more widespread 
agreement regarding measures of this type of human rights.  Indeed, there are three distinct 
indices which all purport to measure the core aspects of CP rights (all of which are included in 
this dataset), but this research clearly focuses on the Political Terror Scales, which has been most 
frequently referenced in relevant CP rights studies.  Measuring ESC rights is a newer (and more 
controversial) proposition, and thus this topic required more independent decisions.  Ultimately, 
it was necessary to construct a new index out of constituent components, which capture the 
central features of rights to health and education.  Both of these are displayed below in summary 
form, and then described in greater detail. 
 
 
CP Rights 
 
There are three distinct potential CP rights indices: 
 

     
 Variable Description Data Source  
     
 Political Terror Scales (PTS) Average of AI and State 

Department scores, ranging from 1 
(low terror) to 5 (high terror) 

PTS  

 Physical integrity rights Additive index constructed from 
Torture, Extrajudicial Killing, 
Political Imprisonment, and 
Disappearance indicators, ranging 
from 0 (no government respect) to 8 
(full government respect) 

CIRI  

 Empowerment rights index Additive index constructed from 
Freedom of Movement, Freedom of 
Speech, Workers’ Rights, Political 
Participation, and Freedom of 
Religion indicators, ranging from 0 
(no government respect) to 10 (full 
government respect) 

CIRI  
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ESC rights 
 
This dataset includes a single ESC rights index constructed from the following variables: 
 

     
 Variable Description Data Source  
     
 Health    
     
 ICESCR ratification  Status of country’s 

commitment to relevant 
international human rights 
treaty (no ratification, 
signature, ratification) 

UN OHCHR   

 Infant mortality Infant mortality rate (per 1000 
live births) 

WDI  

 Child immunization  Proportion of children (one 
year old) immunized against 
measles (%) 

UNCBD (UNICEF)  

 Life expectancy Life expectancy at birth (years) WDI, and UNESCO  
     
 Education    
     
 ICESCR ratification Status of country’s 

commitment to relevant 
international human rights 
treaty (no ratification, 
signature, ratification) 

UN OHCHR   

 Primary school enrollment Proportion of children enrolled 
in primary school (%) 

WDI  

 Primary school completion  Primary school completion rate 
(%) 

WDI  

 Literacy Literacy rate (%) RPC & CNTS  
     
     

 
 
CP Rights  
 
There are three measures of CP rights included in the dataset.  The primary, and most 
commonly-used,630 indicator of CP rights is the Political Terror Scales (PTS), a measure of state-
sanctioned killings, torture, disappearances and political imprisonment.631  The PTS formally 
integrate information from the Amnesty International and US State Department annual human 
rights country reports into a single quantitative scale measuring the amount of government 
violation of physical integrity rights.  Created by a group of human rights professors and students 
in the early 1980s, this five-point scale ranks countries on their terror levels the previous year.  
The scale ranges from 1 (rare occurrence of violation) to 5 (terror expanded to the entire 

                                                 
630 Carleton and Stohl, 1987; Duvall and Stohl, 1988; Gibney and Dalton, 1997; Gibney and Stohl, 1988; 
Henderson, 1991; 1993; Poe, 1992; Poe and Tate, 1994; Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999; Stohl and Carleton, 1985. 
631 Gibney, Cornett, and Wood, 2008. 
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population).  A minimum of two people code each country, with a third party available to resolve 
differences.  The PTS contains longitudinal data, which allows researchers to track changes in 
political terror, over time.   
 
As an alternate CP rights measure, a Physical Integrity Rights Index is also included in the 
dataset.  This is an aggregated index constructed from measures of Torture, Extrajudicial Killing, 
Political Imprisonment, and Disappearance in the CIRI dataset.632  The Cingranelli and Richards 
(CIRI) Human Rights Dataset includes quantitative data on many standards-based human rights 
issues.  This dataset is particularly valuable in that it contains human rights-specific information 
on a wide range of issues.  For comparison, the aggregate Empowerment Rights Index is also 
included,633 but the focus remains centered on the Physical Integrity Rights Index, which builds 
on the key components for civil and political freedom.634  Even with these, the analyses in this 
project rely heavily on the PTS measure, as this is the most common CP rights index. 
 
 
ESC Rights 
 
As there is no generally recognized measure of ESC rights currently in use, this research makes 
use of a new indicator, whose construction is described below.  This indicator draws on the 
standards expressed in the ICESCR, and projects the results of their application by governments.  
In many ways, this approach also dovetails with current work happening within the UN Office of 
the High Commissioner for Human Rights.   
 
Due to their central importance and consequent data availability, the focus here remains on rights 
to education and health as representative of the broader category of ESC rights.  Within these 
two areas, principle, practice, and outcome indicators capture the full range of ESC rights theory 
and application.  As the theoretical rationale for this index was described in detail in the previous 
chapter, this section concentrates on the technical notes relevant to the actual construction of the 
indicator.  The basic elements that comprise the final ESC rights are replicated here for 
reference. 
 

       
  Principle Practice Outcome Additional 

Outcome 
 

 Health ICESCR 
ratification 

Childhood 
immunization 

Infant 
mortality  

Life 
expectancy  

 

 Education ICESCR 
ratification 

Primary school 
enrollment  

Primary school 
completion  

Literacy  

       
       

 

                                                 
632 Cingranelli and Richards, 2008. 
633 This index is built using measures of Freedom of Movement, Freedom of Speech, Workers’ Rights, Political 
Participation, and Freedom of Religion.  Further details can be found in: Richards, Gelleny, and Sacko, 2001. 
634 For additional details on this index, see: Ibid. 
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A single value represents each of these variables in each country in each year.  This allows for 
the creation of several useful composite indicators, in addition to the final ESC rights index.635  
The health and education “topical” indices are each comprised of the four variables in their 
respective categories (reading left to right along the health or education row in the table 
above).636  The principle, practice, and outcome “structural” indicators consist of the variables 
contained within the relevant columns above.637 
 
To construct the ESC rights measure, all of these variables are combined into a single index.  To 
facilitate this process, all seven constituent variables were first rescaled to range from 0-1, using 
the empirical range for each variable.638  It was also important to ensure that all variables were 
measured such that higher scores were associated with higher levels of rights realization, as this 
is both parallel to CP rights measures to facilitation comparison, and more logical in interpreting 
ESC rights findings more generally. 
 
When combining these seven variables,639 a simple average was used to construct the ESC rights 
index.  All variables were considered to be equivalent, as there is no strong theoretical 
justification for anything other than equal weights in the composite index.640  This new 
composite constitutes the new ESC rights measure.  This indicator, the topical and structural 
indices described above, and the seven individual values are all included in the final dataset. 
 
 
Independent Variables  
 
In additional to the dependent variables, there is a wide range of independent variables in the 
                                                 
635 The calculation of indices followed the multiple imputation process, described below, which accounted for the 
missing values in the original data. 
636 The health index is comprised of ICESCR ratification, childhood immunization, infant mortality, and life 
expectancy.  Similarly, the education index is comprised of ICESCR ratification, primary school enrollment, 
primary school completion, and literacy.  As the ICESCR ratification variable is included in each of the separate 
health and education measures, any comparison of these two should note that one of the three categories is the same.  
For this reason, such conclusions say more about the differences between practice and outcome indicators in health 
versus education. 
637 In this case, the principle index is actually equivalent to the ICESCR ratification variable, as the same treaty 
applies for rights to both health and education.  The practice index includes childhood immunization and primary 
school enrollment.  The outcome index consists of four variables: infant mortality, primary school completion, life 
expectancy, and literacy. 
638 This rescaling is a simple arithmetic transformation in which no information is lost.  However, the formula for 
this requires identification of the minimum and maximum value of each variable.  It is possible to use either the 
empirical (observed) or theoretical (possible) range.  For example, literacy could range from 11 to 99 (what exists in 
the dataset) or from 0 to 100 (what is theoretically possible in the world).  While this decision does not affect the 
slopes (as this is an arithmetic transformation only), it has implications for interpretation and predicted probabilities.  
The empirical range was used because it comes directly from the data, and allows for full use of the range (0 to 1). 
639 While treaty ratification is a common and widely used indicator, here the same treaty (ICESCR) covers both 
health and education.  It is counted only one time in the final composite index.  Thus this ESC rights measure 
includes seven (rather than eight) constitutive components.   
640 While factor scores themselves could be considered as a dependent variable candidate, for both theoretical and 
practical reasons the straightforward composite index presents a more favorable option.  Nevertheless, this 
configuration of indicators still lends itself to factor analysis, for additional exploration of the linkages in between 
the individual components of ESC rights.  Principal components analysis of these variables suggests that there is 
only one dimension, or underlying factor.   
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dataset as well.  These cover a broad spectrum of topics, from political and economic issues to 
social and demographic factors.  The original core variables came from existing studies on CP 
rights violations,641 while others are included for their potential relevance to ESC rights.  
Following is a list of all independent variables included in the dataset, with a brief description, 
range (when applicable), and data source.642  They are grouped by general categories. 
 

     
 Variable Description Data Source  
     
 Political     
     
 Regime type Indicator of type of national regime; source of dummy 

variables for civilian, military-civilian, military, and 
other643  

CNTS  

 National 
executive 

Category of individual occupying the primary executive 
role; source of dummy variables for monarch, president, 
premier, military, and other644

CNTS  

 Polity Measure of democracy / autocracy, ranging from –10 
(hereditary monarchy) to +10 (consolidated democracy) 

Polity  

 Leftist regime Leftist government (dummy variable) Landman  
 British colony Former British colony (dummy variable) CoW  
 Democratic 

waves 
Three dummy variables signifying membership in the 
oldest, third, or fourth democratic waves 

Landman  

 Free and fair 
elections 

Index indicating the extent to which citizens enjoy 
freedom of political choice and the legal right and 
ability in practice to change the laws and officials that 
govern them through free and fair elections, ranging 
from 0 (not free and fair) to 2 (very free and fair) 

CIRI  

 Women’s 
political rights 

Index indicating the extent to which women’s political 
rights are guaranteed in law and practice, ranging from 0 
(not guaranteed) to 3 (guaranteed in both law and 
practice) 

CIRI  

 Relative political 
capacity 

Ability of political elites to access and mobilize 
resources, measured by Actual Government Revenue / 
Predicted Government Revenue645  

RPC  

                                                 
641 These variables are Democracy, Regime type, Former British colony, GDP, GDP growth, Population, Population 
growth, Civil war, and International war. 
642 Full names for the abbreviations used here, as well as additional references, for all data sources are contained in 
Appendix IV.C.   
643 The original “regime type” variable ranges from 1-4, with the discrete values (1, 2, 3, and 4) representing 
civilian, military-civilian, military, and other.  Both the regime variable and the dummy variables were included as 
possible independent variables, to allow for a variety of analyses. 
644 Similar to “regime type,” “national executive” ranges from 1-5.  Here again, the dataset, includes both the 
original variable and the dummy variables stemming from it. 
645 Predicted Government Revenue is calculated using the following regression equation: Tax/GDP = β0 + β1 (time) 
+ β2 (Mining/GDP) + β3 (Agriculture/GDP) + β4 (Exports/GDP) + ε (Feng, Kugler, and Zak, 2000).  Feng, Kugler, 
and Zak describe government political capacity as the “ability of political elites to tap into human and material 
resources… Political capacity is proxied by a government’s ability to collect revenues… taxes are indirect indicators 
of governmental presence.  Failure to impose and extract taxes is one of the essential indicators of governmental 
inability to obtain and maintain support” (Ibid.: 678-9).  In their own study on fertility and economic development, 
Feng, Kugler, and Zak use Arbetman and Kugler’s (1995) relative political extraction measure, which captures the 
“difference between the observed taxation in a country and the expected taxation level determined by economic 
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 Civil war Involvement in civil war (dummy variable) CoW (and/or Poe)  
 International war  Involvement in international war (dummy variable) CoW (and/or Poe)  
 Conflict index Weighted conflict measure, based on newspaper 

reports646
 

CNTS  

 Irregular 
government 
change 

Probability of irregular government change (e.g. coups 
d'etat)647

 

RPC  

 Major 
government 
change 

Probability of major government change (e.g. voters 
choosing a new government, implying that the previous 
government’s economic performance was not good)648

 

RPC  

 Military size Size of military, per capita CNTS  
     
 Economic    
     
 (Logged) GDP GDP, logged (current US$) WDI  
 GDP per capita Per capita GDP (constant 2000 US$) WDI  
 GDP growth GDP growth (annual %) WDI  
 GDP per capita 

growth 
Per capita GDP growth (annual %) WDI  

 Trade Trade (% of GDP) WDI  
 Imports Imports of goods and services (% of GDP) WDI  
 Exports Exports of goods and services (% of GDP) WDI  
 Trade openness Dollar value of (imports – exports) / GDP  (using 

current US$)649
WDI  

 Fuel exports Fuel exports of merchandise exports (proxy for 
“resource curse”)650

 

WDI  

 Women’s 
economic rights 

Index indicating the extent to which women’s economic 
rights are guaranteed, ranging from 0 (not 
guaranteed/systematic discrimination) to 3 (guaranteed 
in both law and practice)  

CIRI  

 Food production Index of food production per capita651 UNCBD (FAO)  
 Manufacturing Manufacturing (% of GDP) RPC  
 Agriculture  Agriculture (% of GDP) RPC  
 Exports  Exports (% of GDP) RPC  
 Mining  Mining (% of GDP) RPC  
 Electric power 

consumption  
Electric power consumption (kWh per capita) WDI  

                                                                                                                                                             
factors.  A country of high political extraction presupposes a strong and capable government, which is likely to 
implement its policy effectively” (Feng, Kugler, and Zak, 2000: 679). 
646 This index is essentially a measure of domestic conflict, as it includes assassinations, strikes, guerrilla warfare, 
government crises, purges, riots, revolutions, and anti-government demonstrations.  The specific weights of the 
index are variable; for example, October 2007 weights were: assassinations (25), strikes (20), guerrilla warfare 
(100), government crises (20), purges (20), riots (25), revolutions (150), and anti-government demonstrations (10). 
647 The “Irregular government change” variable comes from the RPC dataset, and is Kugler’s extension from Feng 
(1997). 
648 The “Major government change” variable also comes from the RPC dataset, and is Kugler’s extension from Feng 
(1997). 
649 The variable “trade openness” comes from the WDI, Penn World Tables 5.6 (Heston and Summers, 2008).  It is 
intended to reflect a country’s openness to world trade and the income benefits from such trade.  Higher values of 
this value indicate greater openness to trade and the financial benefits of trade. 
650 The “resource curse” suggests that countries with great natural resource wealth might, as a group, experience 
outcomes that differ from countries without significant oil or mineral wealth.  As an example of the common 
argument that resource abundance undermines democracy, see: Fish, 2005. 
651 As reference, the years 1999-2001 equal 100. 
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 Energy use Energy use (kg of oil equivalent per capita) WDI  
 Use of IMF 

credit 
Use of IMF credit (dummy variable) WDI  

     
 Government 

Expenditure 
   

     
 Government 

revenue 
National government revenue, per capita CNTS  

 Government 
expenditure 

National government expenditure, per capita 
 

CNTS  

 Tax ratio Tax revenue relative to size of economy, measured by 
(Total revenue / GDP) – (Nontax revenue / GDP) 

RPC  

 Purchasing 
power parities 

Purchasing power parities, national currency per 
international dollar652

UNCBD (WB)  

 Defense-to-
government 
spending 

Ratio of defense to government expenditure CNTS  

 Defense 
spending 

National defense expenditure, per capita (in US$) CNTS  

 Military 
spending 

Military expenditure (% of GDP) WDI  

 Education 
spending  

Public expenditure on education (% of GDP) UNESCO  

 Health spending Health expenditures (% of GDP)  RPC  
     
 Social    
     
 Gini  Gini coefficient of income inequality, ranging from 0 

(perfect equality) to 100 (perfect inequality)653
RPC  

 Ethnic 
heterogeneity 

Measure of ethnic fractionalization (including a 
combination of racial and linguistic characteristics)654, 
ranging from 0 (low fractionalization) to 1 (high 
fractionalization) 

ELF Indices  

 Linguistic 
heterogeneity 

Measure of linguistic fractionalization (the share of 
languages spoken as “mother tongues”), ranging from 0 
(low fractionalization) to 1 (high fractionalization) 

ELF Indices  

 Religious 
heterogeneity 

Measure of religious fractionalization, ranging from 0 
(low fractionalization) to 1 (high fractionalization) 

ELF Indices  

 Labor force Total labor force WDI  
 Labor force 

participation 
Total labor force participation rate (% of total 
population ages 15-64) 

WDI  

 Female labor 
force  

Female labor force (% of total labor force) WDI  

                                                 
652 The World Bank defines PPP GDP as “gross domestic product converted to international dollars using 
purchasing power parity rates. An international dollar has the same purchasing power over GDP as the U.S. dollar 
has in the United States. GDP is the sum of gross value added by all resident producers in the economy plus any 
product taxes and minus any subsidies not included in the value of the products. It is calculated without making 
deductions for depreciation of fabricated assets or for depletion and degradation of natural resources. Data are in 
current international dollars” (The World Bank, 2008). 
653 The Gini coefficient in this case comes from Kugler’s Relative Political Capacity dataset.  He presents Yi Feng’s 
extension of Deininger and Squire’s Gini coefficient data. 
654 For additional information on the ethnic, racial, and linguistic fractionalization indicators and data, see: Alesina 
et al., 2003. 
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 Women’s social 
rights 

Index indicating the extent to which women’s social 
rights are guaranteed, ranging from 0 (not 
guaranteed/systematic discrimination) to 3 (guaranteed 
in both law and practice) 

CIRI  

 Gender parity in 
enrollment 

Ratio of female to male primary enrollment655 WDI  

 Religious 
freedom 

Extent of freedom of religion, ranging from 0 
(government restrictions) to 1 (no restrictions on 
religious practice) 

CIRI  

 Religion Dummy variables for the following religions656:  
Muslim 
Christian 
Hindu 
Buddhist 
Jewish  
Indigenous practices 

CIA  

 TVs TVs, per capita CNTS  
 Mobile phones Mobile phones, per capita CNTS  
 Phones All phones (mobiles and landlines), per capita CNTS  
     
 Demographic    
     
 (Logged) 

population  
Total population, logged WDI  

 Population 
growth 

Population growth (annual %) WDI  

 Urban population Urban population (% of total population) WDI  
 Urban population 

growth 
Urban population growth (annual %) WDI  

 Population 
density   

Total population / land area  CNTS  

 Age dependency 
ratio 

Ratio of dependents (people younger than 15 or older 
than 64) to the working-age population (people ages 15-
64) 

WDI  

 Fertility Total fertility rate (births per woman) WDI  
 Tuberculosis  Incidence of tuberculosis (per 100,000 people) WDI  
 AIDS New AIDS cases reported UNCBD 

(UNAIDS/WHO) 
 

 AIDS per capita New AIDS cases, per capita UNCBD 
(UNAIDS/WHO) 

 

 Physicians Physicians, per capita CNTS  
     
 Geographic & 

Environmental 
   

     
 Area  Total area (square miles) CNTS  
 Land boundaries Total length of all land boundaries (km) CIA   
 Shared borders Number of borders shared with other countries CIA   

                                                 
655 Specifically, this is the percentage of girls to boys enrolled at the primary level in public and private schools. 
656 Every country can fit into only one of the five major religions listed, and so is considered to be in whichever 
category the majority of the country’s citizens identify as their religious tradition.  Separately from being classified 
in one of these five religions, each country is labeled as having some form of indigenous practice or not (this 
category does not require a majority of citizens practicing).  Thus the indigenous category is separate from the 
classification into one of the five major religions. 
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 Coastline  Total length of coastline (boundary between land area 
and the sea, including islands) (km) 

CIA   

 Distance from 
equator 

Distance from equator (latitude degrees and minutes)  CIA   

 Northern 
hemisphere 

Geographical location by hemisphere (dummy variable, 
1 for Northern Hemisphere, 0 for Southern Hemisphere) 

CIA   

 Region Dummy variables for the following regions:  
North America and Western Europe 
Latin America and Caribbean  
Sub-Saharan Africa 
Middle East and North Africa  
Eastern Europe and Central Asia  
South Asia  
East Asia and the Pacific  

UN DESA (PD)657 
 

 

 Climate Dummy variables for the following climates658:  
Arid to Semiarid 
Temperate 
Tropical 
Mediterranean 
Maritime 
Continental 
Artic to Sub-artic 

CIA   

 Natural disasters Dummy variables for the propensity of the following 
environmental or other natural disasters659:  

Pests 
Windstorms 
Fires 
Volcanoes 
Tsunamis 
Hurricanes and Tornadoes 
Landslides 
Droughts 
Floods 
Earthquakes 

CIA   

     
 Legal    
     
 ICCPR Ratification of ICCPR (CP rights treaty) UN OHCHR   
 ICESCR Ratification of ICESCR (ESC rights treaty) UN OHCHR   
     
     

 
 
The following independent variables were included in the imputation (explained below), but not 
in the final dataset. 
 

                                                 
657 The categories used in the dataset are an extrapolation from those used by the United Nations.  The UN 
Population Division (along with other UN agencies) typically lists a greater number of regions, which were 
combined – with reference to the World Bank categories as well – to arrive at a more manageable number of overall 
categories for analysis. 
658 Countries can have more than one climate if significant portions of the land area experience different 
predominant climates. 
659 Countries can experience more than one type of environmental or natural disasters. 
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 Variable Description Data Source  
     
 GDP GDP (current US$) WDI  
 Population  Total population (all residents regardless of legal status 

or citizenship) 
WDI  

 Imports  Imports (current US$) WDI  
 Exports  Exports (current US$) WDI  
 PTS-AI PTS from Amnesty International PTS / Landman  
 PTS-SD PTS from State Department Reports PTS / Landman  
 Education 

spending  
Education expenditure (% of total government 
spending) 

UNESCO  

 Health spending  Health expenditure (% of GDP) WDI  
 Illiteracy  Illiteracy, developing countries (%) CNTS  
 Literacy Literacy RPC  
 Literacy Literacy UNESCO  
 Literacy Literacy WDI (Reports)  
 HH income 

inequality 
Estimated household income inequality660 UTIP  

 Gross enrollment 
rate 

Gross primary school enrollment rate  UNESCO  

 Net enrollment 
rate  

Net primary school enrollment rate UNESCO  

 Primary 
completion rate 

Primary completion rate (total of relevant age group) WDI  

 Life expectancy Total life expectancy at birth (years) UNESCO  
 Life expectancy Total life expectancy at birth (years) WDI  
 Gini (combo) Combination of Gini coefficients661

 WB  
 Gini (WIDER) Gini coefficient (percentage points, as calculated by 

WIDER) 
WIID  

 Defense 
spending 

National defense expenditure CNTS  

 Military 
spending 

Military expenditure (% central government spending) WDI  

 Size of military  Size of military  CNTS  
 Size of military 

per capita  
Size of military, per capita CNTS  

 IMF credit  IMF credit used (current US$) WDI  
 Gender parity 

index, gross 
enrolment ratio 

Ratio of female to male gross enrolment rates, ranging 
from 0 (no parity) to 1 (gender parity) 

UNESCO  

 Labor force, 
female 

Female labor force participation rate (%) WDI  

                                                 
660 The global pay inequality data set used by the EHII is calculated from UNIDO’s Industrial Statistics.  This 
measure makes use of Theil’s T statistic, which measures inequality across sectors within each country.  Thus it is 
particularly effective in incorporating group-level data, and facilitates distinguishing of within and between group 
components.  However, a major drawback is that this statistic is not helpful in directly comparing populations with 
different sizes or group structures, as the limit of the index differs in these cases.  Therefore, the Gini coefficient 
remained the key measure of inequality.  For more information on the EHII, see: Galbraith, 2008. 
661 This combination of Gini coefficients (from WB household-based surveys), comes from the “All The Ginis 
Database” by Branko Milanovic (2008).  It is a compilation and adaptation of three datasets: the Deininger-Squire 
(DS) dataset (1960-1996), the WIDER dataset (1950-1998) (WIID1 dataset), and the World Income Distribution 
(WYD) dataset (1985-2000). 
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 Labor force, 
male 

Male labor force participation rate (%) WDI  

 Primary 
completion rate, 
female  

Female primary completion rate (% of relevant age 
group) 

UNESCO  

 Primary 
completion rate, 
male  

Male primary completion rate (% of relevant age group) UNESCO  

 Life expectancy, 
female 

Female life expectancy (years) WDI  

 Life expectancy, 
male 

Male life expectancy (years) WDI  
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Appendix IV.E.  Tests for Heteroskedasticity and Autocorrelation  
 
 
As mentioned in the text, tests were run on the five imputed datasets to confirm the presence of 
both heteroskedasticity and autocorrelation.  Due to current statistical package limitations, it was 
necessary to use OLS regression as the basis for these post-estimation tests.  While it is not 
possible to run this test on all imputed data collectively, the fact that the results are similar across 
each individual dataset supports the validity of these general conclusions.  
 
This Appendix includes the results of three tests, two – Breush-Pagan and White – for 
heteroskedasticity and one – Wooldridge – for autocorrelation.  For each of these, the tables 
below list the test statistic (chi2 or F) and probability of the result being greater than that chi2 or 
F.  The null hypothesis is homoskedasticity (constant variance) or no first-order autocorrelation.  
The CP rights results are presented first, followed by the ESC rights results.  The findings in all 
cases suggest that both heteroskedasticity and autocorrelation are present, which is a common 
reality for CSTS data.   
 
 
CP Rights  
 
Breusch-Pagan test for heteroskedasticity  
 

      
 Dataset  chi2 p > chi2  
      
 1  71.55 0.00  
 2  79.42 0.00  
 3  78.89 0.00  
 4  70.27 0.00  
 5  73.44 0.00  
      
      

 
 
White test for heteroskedasticity  
 

      
 Dataset  chi2 p > chi2  
      
 1  763.18 0.00  
 2  709.23 0.00  
 3  733.72 0.00  
 4  714.26 0.00  
 5  717.21 0.00  
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Wooldridge test for autocorrelation 
 

      
 Dataset  F p > F  
      
 1  25.434 0.00  
 2  32.454 0.00  
 3  30.962 0.00  
 4  43.776 0.00  
 5  42.200 0.00  
      
      

 
 
ESC Rights 
 
Breusch-Pagan test for heteroskedasticity  
 

      
 Dataset  chi2 p > chi2  
      
 1  261.79 0.00  
 2  226.02 0.00  
 3  213.27 0.00  
 4  246.21 0.00  
 5  232.39 0.00  
      
      

 
 
White test for heteroskedasticity  
 

      
 Dataset  chi2 p > chi2  
      
 1  989.40 0.00  
 2  884.90 0.00  
 3  969.41 0.00  
 4  31.732 0.00  
 5  894.90 0.00  
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Wooldridge test for autocorrelation 
 

      
 Dataset  F p > F  
      
 1  61.466 0.00  
 2  32.036 0.00  
 3  31.924 0.00  
 4  31.732 0.00  
 5  34.350 0.00  
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Appendix IV.F.  Multicollinearity  
 
 
This Appendix highlights five pairs of variables of note with high collinearity (> |.08|).662   
 

     
 Variables with High Correlations  
     
 CCPR CESCR +.968  
 Empowerment rights index Free & fair elections +.804  
 Fertility Age dependency ratio +.879  
 Government revenue Government spending +.871  
 Muslim Christian –.814  
     
     

 
 
 
 

                                                 
662 These variables are those beyond the obvious (e.g. GDP growth and GDP per capita growth) and the components 
constituting the ESC rights index (e.g. child mortality and life expectancy).   

 268



 

Appendix IV.G.  Fixed versus Random Effects  
 
 
The Hausman test helps to determine whether it is legitimate to run random effects instead of 
fixed effects.  This tests the null hypothesis that the “difference in coefficients not systematic” – 
in other words, that they are consistent (the same), so that random effects is viable.  As it is not 
possible to run the Hausman test with the “mira” command on multiple imputed datasets 
simultaneously, this test was run on each non-simulated dataset.  In each case, the same result 
was obtained, suggesting that a random effects model is viable for use in the subsequent analysis. 
 
For comparison, a fixed and a random effects regression analysis was also run on each imputed 
dataset individually.  Though the analysis is restricted to “xtreg” (without mira) in this case, this 
procedure nonetheless provides some means of evaluation and contrast.  The following tables 
present the results for each of these models, using the final (reduced) collection of independent 
variables, taken from Chapter VI.  There is one table each for CP and ESC rights. 
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 CP rights             
   Imputation (1-5) and Random Effects (RE) vs. Fixed Effects (FE)  
 Independent 

Variable 
 1 2 3 4 5  

   RE FE RE FE RE FE RE FE RE FE  
              
 Political             
              
 Democracy  +.004*** 

(.0004) 
+.004*** 
(.0004) 

+.004*** 
(.0004) 

+.004*** 
(.0004) 

+.004*** 
(.0004) 

+.004*** 
(.0004) 

+.004*** 
(.0004) 

+.004*** 
(.0004) 

+.004*** 
(.0004) 

+.004*** 
(.0004) 

 

 Leftist regime  –.025*** 
(.005) 

–.021*** 
(.005) 

–.022*** 
(.005) 

–.019*** 
(.005) 

–.026*** 
(.005) 

–.022*** 
(.005) 

–.019*** 
(.005) 

–.014** 
(.005) 

–.023*** 
(.005) 

–.019*** 
(.005) 

 

 British colonial 
influence 

 +.030* 
(.012) 

N/A +.030* 
(.012) 

N/A +.031* 
(.012) 

N/A +.032* 
(.012) 

N/A +.030* 
(.012) 

N/A  

 Civil war  –.105*** 
(.008) 

–.098*** 
(.008) 

–.096*** 
(.008) 

–.089*** 
(.008) 

–.100*** 
(.008) 

–.094*** 
(.008) 

–.100*** 
(.008) 

–.093*** 
(.009) 

–.097*** 
(.008) 

–.089*** 
(.008) 

 

 International war  –.019 
(.014) 

–.009 
(.014) 

–.061*** 
(.014) 

–.052*** 
(.014) 

–.053*** 
(.014) 

–.047** 
(.014) 

–.050*** 
(.014) 

–.038** 
(.014) 

–.062*** 
(.014) 

–.054*** 
(.013) 

 

 Conflict index  –.000*** 
(.000) 

–.000*** 
(.000) 

–.000*** 
(.000) 

–.000*** 
(.000) 

–.000*** 
(.000) 

–.000*** 
(.000) 

–.000*** 
(.000) 

–.000*** 
(.000) 

–.000*** 
(.000) 

–.000*** 
(.000) 

 

              
 Economic              
              
 Economic standing  +.040*** 

(.008) 
+.022* 
(.008) 

+.042*** 
(.007) 

+.028*** 
(.008) 

+.035*** 
(.008) 

+.018* 
(.008) 

+.042*** 
(.008) 

+.027** 
(.0003) 

+.043*** 
(.007) 

+.031*** 
(.008) 

 

 Economic change  –.000 
(.0003) 

–.000 
(.0003) 

–.000 
(.0003) 

+.000 
(.0003) 

–.000 
(.0003) 

–.000 
(.0003) 

–.000 
(.0003) 

–.000 
(.024) 

–.000 
(.0003) 

–.000 
(.0003) 

 

              
 Government 

expenditure 
            

              
 Tax ratio  +.237*** 

(.024) 
+.236*** 

(.024) 
+.209*** 

(.024) 
+.199*** 

(.024) 
+.275*** 

(.024) 
+.273*** 

(.024) 
+.176*** 

(.024) 
+.167*** 

(.024) 
+.218*** 

(.024) 
+.211*** 

(.024) 
 

 Defense-to-gov't 
spending 

 –.097*** 
(.019) 

–.087*** 
(.019) 

–.086*** 
(.018) 

–.073*** 
(.019) 

–.080*** 
(.019) 

–.066** 
(.019) 

–.109*** 
(.019) 

–.101*** 
(.019) 

–.106*** 
(.018) 

–.094*** 
(.018) 

 

              
 Social             
              
              
              



 

 Gini coefficient   –.001** 
(.0005) 

–.001** 
(.0005) 

–.002** 
(.0005) 

–.001** 
(.0005) 

–.001** 
(.0004) 

–.001** 
(.0004) 

–.001** 
(.0005) 

–.001* 
(.0005) 

–.002** 
(.0005) 

–.001** 
(.0005) 

 

 Ethnic 
heterogeneity 

 –.069** 
(.023) 

–.106 
(.073) 

–.049* 
(.023) 

–.018 
(.075) 

–.055* 
(.023) 

–.056 
(.072) 

–.040** 
(.024) 

–.159* 
(.073) 

–.048* 
(.023) 

+.015 
(.075) 

 

 Labor force 
participation 

 +.002*** 
(.0004) 

+.001 
(.0005) 

+.001*** 
(.0004) 

+.001 
(.0005) 

+.002*** 
(.0004) 

+.001* 
(.0004) 

–.001** 
(.0004) 

+.001 
(.0005) 

–.001** 
(.0004) 

+.000 
(.0005) 

 

 Religious freedom  +.026*** 
(.005) 

+.022*** 
(.005) 

+.040*** 
(.005) 

+.023*** 
(.005) 

+.020*** 
(.005) 

+.017** 
(.072) 

+.024*** 
(.005) 

+.020*** 
(.005) 

+.027*** 
(.005) 

+.023*** 
(.005) 

 

 Phones  +.041** 
(.013) 

+.021 
(.013) 

+.040** 
(.013) 

+.023 
(.013) 

+.040** 
(.013) 

+.024 
(.0005) 

+.035** 
(.013) 

+.015 
(.013) 

+.038** 
(.013) 

+.016 
(.013) 

 

              
 Demographic             
              
 Population size  –.119*** 

(.009) 
–.062*** 

(.012) 
–.116*** 

(.009) 
–.064*** 

(.011) 
–.114*** 

(.009) 
–.067*** 

(.012) 
–.123*** 

(.009) 
–.084*** 

(.011) 
–.116*** 

(.009) 
–.065*** 

(.011) 
 

 Population change  +.009*** 
(.001) 

+.009*** 
(.001) 

+.006*** 
(.001) 

+.006*** 
(.001) 

+.006*** 
(.001) 

+.007*** 
(.001) 

+.008*** 
(.001) 

+.008*** 
(.001) 

+.007*** 
(.001) 

+.007*** 
(.001) 

 

 Urban population  –.001*** 
(.0002) 

–.003*** 
(.0003) 

–.001*** 
(.0002) 

–.003*** 
(.0003) 

–.001*** 
(.0002) 

–.002*** 
(.0003) 

–.001*** 
(.0002) 

–.003*** 
(.0003) 

–.001*** 
(.0002) 

–.003*** 
(.0003) 

 

              
 Geographic and 

Environmental  
            

              
 Distance from 

equator 
 +.003*** 

(.0004) 
N/A +.003*** 

(.0004) 
N/A +.003*** 

(.0004) 
N/A +.003*** 

(.0004) 
N/A +.003*** 

(.0004) 
N/A  

              
 R2  .58 .40 .58 .39 .58 .46 .57 .23 .58 .37  
 N  4752 4752 4752 4752 4752 4752 4752 4752 4752 4752  
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 ESC rights             
   Imputation (1-5) and Random Effects (RE) vs. Fixed Effects (FE)  
 Independent 

Variable 
 1 2 3 4 5  

   RE FE RE FE RE FE RE FE RE FE  
              
 Political             
              
 Military control  –.020*** 

(.005) 
–.019*** 

(.005) 
–.021*** 

(.005) 
–.020*** 

(.005) 
–.023*** 

(.005) 
–.023*** 

(.005) 
–.018*** 

(.005) 
–.018** 
(.005) 

–.019*** 
(.005) 

–.018** 
(.005) 

 

 Democracy  +.003*** 
(.0002) 

+.003*** 
(.0002) 

+.003*** 
(.0002) 

+.003*** 
(.0002) 

+.003*** 
(.0002) 

+.003*** 
(.0002) 

+.003*** 
(.0002) 

+.003*** 
(.0002) 

+.003*** 
(.0002) 

+.003*** 
(.0002) 

 

 Leftist regime  +.000 
(.002) 

–.001 
(.002) 

+.004 
(.002) 

+.003 
(.002) 

+.004 
(.002) 

+.003 
(.002) 

+.003 
(.002) 

+.003 
(.002) 

+.003 
(.002) 

+.002 
(.002) 

 

 Women’s political 
rights 

 +.010*** 
(.002) 

+.008*** 
(.002) 

+.012*** 
(.002) 

+.010*** 
(.002) 

+.008*** 
(.002) 

+.006*** 
(.002) 

+.013*** 
(.002) 

+.011*** 
(.002) 

+.012*** 
(.002) 

+.010*** 
(.002) 

 

 Civil war  +.002 
(.004) 

+.001 
(.004) 

+.001 
(.003) 

+.000 
(.003) 

+.004 
(.003) 

+.003 
(.003) 

+.002 
(.004) 

+.001 
(.004) 

+.001 
(.003) 

–.000 
(.003) 

 

 International war  +.008 
(.006) 

+.007 
(.006) 

+.019** 
(.006) 

+.018** 
(.006) 

+.015* 
(.006) 

+.014* 
(.006) 

+.000 
(.006) 

–.001 
(.006) 

+.019** 
(.006) 

–.018** 
(.006) 

 

 Conflict index  –.000* 
(.000) 

–.000* 
(.000) 

–.000** 
(.000) 

–.000** 
(.000) 

–.000* 
(.000) 

–.000* 
(.000) 

–.000** 
(.000) 

–.000** 
(.000) 

–.000** 
(.000) 

–.000** 
(.000) 

 

              
 Economic              
              
 Economic standing  +.006 

(.003) 
+.010** 
(.004) 

+.010** 
(.003) 

+.013*** 
(.003) 

+.012*** 
(.003) 

+.015*** 
(.004) 

+.008* 
(.003) 

+.010** 
(.003) 

+.009** 
(.003) 

+.011** 
(.003) 

 

 Economic change  +.000*** 
(.0001) 

+.000*** 
(.0001) 

+.000** 
(.0001) 

+.000** 
(.0001) 

+.000** 
(.0001) 

+.000** 
(.0001) 

+.000** 
(.0001) 

+.000** 
(.0001) 

+.000** 
(.0001) 

+.000** 
(.0001) 

 

 Agriculture  –.114*** 
(.010) 

–.112*** 
(.001) 

–.113*** 
(.009) 

–.111*** 
(.009) 

–.102*** 
(.009) 

–.099*** 
(.009) 

–.082*** 
(.009) 

–.079*** 
(.009) 

–.117*** 
(.009) 

–.116*** 
(.009) 

 

              
 Government 

expenditure 
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 Defense-to-gov't 
spending 

 –.067*** 
(.008) 

–.066*** 
(.008) 

–.067*** 
(.008) 

–.066*** 
(.008) 

–.067*** 
(.008) 

–.067*** 
(.008) 

–.067*** 
(.008) 

–.065*** 
(.008) 

–.068*** 
(.008) 

–.066*** 
(.008) 

 

              
 Social             
              
 Religious freedom  –.009*** 

(.002) 
–.009*** 

(.002) 
–.008*** 

(.002) 
–.008*** 

(.002) 
–.011*** 

(.002) 
–.011*** 

(.002) 
–.013*** 

(.002) 
–.013*** 

(.002) 
–.008*** 

(.002) 
–.008*** 

(.002) 
 

 Phones  +.029*** 
(.005) 

+.033*** 
(.005) 

+.014* 
(.005) 

+.018** 
(.005) 

+.016** 
(.005) 

+.019*** 
(.005) 

+.026*** 
(.006) 

+.030*** 
(.006) 

+.023*** 
(.006) 

+.029*** 
(.006) 

 

              
 Demographic             
              
 Population size  +.009* 

(.004) 
+.006 
(.005) 

+.008* 
(.004) 

+.008 
(.005) 

+.010* 
(.004) 

+.013* 
(.005) 

+.010* 
(.004) 

+.011* 
(.005) 

+.009* 
(.004) 

+.008 
(.005) 

 

 Population change  +.009*** 
(.001) 

+.008*** 
(.001) 

+.008*** 
(.001) 

+.007*** 
(.001) 

+.010*** 
(.001) 

+.009*** 
(.001) 

+.008*** 
(.001) 

+.007*** 
(.001) 

+.008*** 
(.001) 

+.008*** 
(.001) 

 

 Urban population   +.001*** 
(.0001) 

+.001*** 
(.0001) 

+.001*** 
(.0001) 

+.001*** 
(.0001) 

+.001*** 
(.0001) 

+.001*** 
(.0001) 

+.001*** 
(.0001) 

+.001*** 
(.0001) 

+.001*** 
(.0001) 

+.001*** 
(.0001) 

 

 Urban population 
change 

 –.006*** 
(.001) 

–.005*** 
(.001) 

–.006*** 
(.001) 

–.005*** 
(.001) 

–.006*** 
(.001) 

–.006*** 
(.001) 

–.006*** 
(.001) 

–.005*** 
(.001) 

–.006*** 
(.001) 

–.005*** 
(.001) 

 

 Fertility  –.031*** 
(.001) 

–.031*** 
(.001) 

–.026*** 
(.001) 

–.025*** 
(.001) 

–.028*** 
(.001) 

–.027*** 
(.001) 

–.026*** 
(.001) 

–.026*** 
(.001) 

–.026*** 
(.001) 

–.025*** 
(.001) 

 

              
 R2  .67 .66 .67 .66 .66 .65 .67 .66 .67 .66  
 N  4752 4752 4752 4752 4752 4752 4752 4752 4752 4752  
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Appendix V.A.  ESC Rights Index 
 
 
The two graphs below break out the components of the ESC rights index.  The first shows the 
health and education components, and the second contains the principle, practice, and outcome 
components of the ESC rights score.  Both graphs cover the full scale (0-1) of the ESC rights 
index.  (The text includes versions with a smaller range on the y-axis.) 
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ESCR average, principle, process, and outcome scores, 1980-2006
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Appendix V.B.  ESC and CP Rights Overall 
 
 
This single graph includes all countries and all years for ESC rights; another graph presents the 
same for CP rights.  While individual countries obviously are indistinguishable, this graph offers 
an interesting (and colorful) view of the overall rights picture.  Comparing ESC rights with CP 
rights in this regard, it is also clear that ESC rights are more closely clustered, and that the 
upward trend holds generally true over all countries.  In contrast, the CP rights scores cover a 
much wider range; while these scores average out to a fairly flat average (as seen by the graph 
included in the main text), they are not without movement within countries.   
 
It is also important to note that the differences in measuring the respective ESC and CP rights 
scores have a strong impact here.  The components comprising the ESC rights index rarely reach 
the extreme possible values (e.g. few countries have extraordinarily low literacy rates, much less 
a rate of 0%).  This accounts for much of the ESC rights scores clustering.  CP rights scores, on 
the other hand, cover the entire theoretical range (i.e. the Political Terror Scales routinely give 
countries the highest and lowest scores).  In this case, the theoretical (possible) and empirical 
(observed) ranges have much more overlap than in the case of ESC rights scores. 
 
The salient point with regard to these wide-view average scores is that the general upward trend 
of ESC rights compared with the fairly constant level of CP rights.  This finding was therefore 
the focus in the main text.  However, the graphs below provide additional and interesting 
information, provided the differences in measurement are taken into consideration. 
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CP rights, all countries, 1980-2006
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Appendix V.C.  Range of Rights Scores 
 
 
The text included a graph of only the ten highest and lowest ESC rights scores.  Here, the graphs 
show the twenty and forty highest and lowest.  These demonstrate that the top and bottom scores 
are not outliers.  Rather, the trends described in the text are very consistent, even beyond the 
highest- and lowest-scoring countries. 
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Forty highest and lowest ESCR scores, 1980-2006
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This graph shows the highest and lowest CP rights score in each year.  This demonstrates the 
wide range of CP rights scores in each year.  There is a score of 0 in every year, and a high score 
between 0.8 and 0.9. 
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Change in Scores, 1980-2006 
 
The following graphs depict the difference in CP and ESC rights scores over the 1980-2006 time 
period.  They include the five countries with the biggest increase and the five countries with the 
biggest decrease during that time span. 
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Biggest increase and decrease in CPR scores, 1980-2006
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The one year span from 1991-1992 had some of the biggest changes in ESC rights scores.  This 
was a particularly active historical period for many areas of the world, and the health and 
education components of the ESC rights index reflect changes in policy and performance.  The 
graph below exemplifies these shifts. 
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The biggest single-year increases or decreases in ESC rights scores range more widely.  These 
are depicted on the graphs below. 
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Countries with biggest single-year increases in ESCR scores
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Countries with biggest single-year decreases in ESCR scores
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Appendix V.D.  2006 Rankings 
 
The table in this Appendix lists all of the countries in the dataset by ESC rights score, ordered 
from highest to lowest.  This snapshot reflects 2006 performance, the most recent data available, 
and offers a glimpse of the format of yearly rankings which are used in each of the twenty-six 
year calculations that form the basis of the conclusions contained in Chapter V. 
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1 Germany 0.833 
2 France 0.773 
3 United Kingdom 0.769 
4 China 0.754 
5 Russian Fed. 0.739 
6 Canada 0.735 
7 Grenada 0.730 
8 Ireland 0.729 
9 Hungary 0.728 

10 Costa Rica 0.727 
11 Sweden 0.726 
12 Czech Rep. 0.725 
13 Albania 0.724 
14 Georgia 0.724 
15 Belgium 0.723 
16 Barbados 0.722 

17 
Serbia and 
Montenegro 0.721 

18 Romania 0.719 
19 Japan 0.719 
20 Spain 0.718 
21 Switzerland 0.717 
22 Poland 0.715 
23 Croatia 0.715 
24 Maldives 0.714 
25 Turkmenistan 0.713 
26 Cyprus 0.713 
27 Denmark 0.712 
28 Italy 0.710 
29 Ukraine 0.708 
30 Trinidad and Tobago 0.708 
31 Malta 0.705 
32 New Zealand 0.703 
33 Iceland 0.703 
34 Kazakhstan 0.703 
35 Korea, Dem. Rep. 0.701 
36 Bulgaria 0.701 
37 Greece 0.700 

38 
St. Vincent and the 
Grenadines 0.699 

39 Belarus 0.699 
40 Tajikistan 0.699 
41 Mexico 0.698 
42 Portugal 0.697 
43 Macedonia, F.Y.R. 0.697 
44 Lithuania 0.697 

45 Guyana 0.696 
46 Netherlands 0.695 
47 Korea, Rep. 0.695 
48 Dominican Rep. 0.692 
49 Jordan 0.691 
50 Moldova 0.690 

51 
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 0.690 

52 Brazil 0.690 
53 Lebanon 0.690 
54 Armenia 0.688 
55 Panama 0.688 
56 Finland 0.688 
57 Uruguay 0.687 
58 Slovak Rep. 0.686 
59 Thailand 0.686 
60 Philippines 0.682 
61 Slovenia 0.680 
62 Tunisia 0.679 
63 Mongolia 0.679 
64 Azerbaijan 0.677 
65 Austria 0.675 
66 Estonia 0.674 
67 Latvia 0.674 
68 Australia 0.674 
69 Sri Lanka 0.674 
70 Turkey 0.673 
71 Norway 0.668 
72 Suriname 0.668 
73 Argentina 0.667 
74 Kyrgyz Rep. 0.666 
75 Venezuela, R.B. 0.663 
76 Vietnam 0.662 
77 Peru 0.661 
78 Chile 0.660 
79 Singapore 0.660 
80 Colombia 0.658 
81 Jamaica 0.658 
82 Bolivia 0.657 
83 Iran, Islamic Rep. 0.657 
84 Ecuador 0.656 
85 Kuwait 0.655 
86 Egypt, Arab Rep. 0.655 
87 Namibia 0.653 
88 Mauritius 0.653 

 



 

89 Indonesia 0.651 
90 Luxembourg 0.651 
91 Seychelles 0.650 
92 Israel 0.648 
93 Zimbabwe 0.645 
94 Libya 0.640 
95 Syrian Arab Rep. 0.638 
96 Dominica 0.637 
97 Rwanda 0.636 
98 El Salvador 0.634 
99 Uzbekistan 0.633 

100 Guatemala 0.633 
101 Cape Verde 0.631 
102 Honduras 0.631 
103 Djibouti 0.626 
104 Equatorial Guinea 0.625 
105 Nicaragua 0.625 
106 Algeria 0.624 
107 Lesotho 0.624 
108 Tanzania 0.623 
109 Paraguay 0.616 
110 India 0.614 
111 Nigeria 0.602 
112 Gabon 0.602 
113 Congo, Rep. 0.600 
114 United States 0.599 
115 Cambodia 0.598 
116 Malawi 0.594 
117 Nepal 0.593 
118 Madagascar 0.583 
119 Kenya 0.581 
120 Yemen, Rep. 0.579 
121 St. Lucia 0.575 
122 Zambia 0.573 
123 Timor-Leste 0.570 
124 Morocco 0.569 
125 Bahamas, The 0.567 
126 Lao PDR 0.564 
127 Cuba 0.564 
128 Iraq 0.563 
129 Qatar 0.563 
130 Angola 0.562 
131 Togo 0.561 
132 Cameroon 0.561 

133 Bahrain 0.561 
134 Central African Rep. 0.561 
135 Swaziland 0.554 
136 Eritrea 0.552 
137 Brunei Darussalam 0.549 
138 Liberia 0.548 
139 Fiji 0.547 
140 South Africa 0.546 
141 Bangladesh 0.545 
142 United Arab Emirates 0.543 
143 Samoa 0.542 
144 Mauritania 0.541 
145 Ghana 0.540 
146 Saudi Arabia 0.534 
147 Uganda 0.530 
148 Burundi 0.529 
149 Malaysia 0.529 
150 Ethiopia 0.525 
151 Congo, Dem. Rep. 0.525 
152 Belize 0.521 
153 Senegal 0.521 
154 Somalia 0.517 
155 Sudan 0.517 
156 Botswana 0.515 
157 Myanmar 0.514 
158 Cote d'Ivoire 0.510 
159 Benin 0.499 
160 Oman 0.493 
161 Mali 0.489 
162 Gambia, The 0.487 
163 Guinea-Bissau 0.484 
164 Chad 0.471 
165 Sierra Leone 0.466 
166 Comoros 0.457 
167 Vanuatu 0.455 
168 Afghanistan 0.443 
169 Niger 0.440 
170 Bhutan 0.437 
171 Burkina Faso 0.430 
172 Guinea 0.427 
173 Papua New Guinea 0.406 
174 Haiti 0.399 
175 Mozambique 0.379 
176 Pakistan 0.378 
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Appendix V.E.  Full Ranking Tables 
 
 
The text highlighted only the top and bottom ten countries in terms of ESC rights scores.  This 
Appendix presents the full tables of rankings, providing information on all three of the ranking 
methods explained in the text. 
 
 
Frequency of High or Low Scores 
 
Appearance in the top ten 
 

1980-2006  1960-2006 
     
Country Freq.  Country Freq. 
     
Sweden 25  Sweden 42 
Iceland 21  Finland 27 
Finland 20  Netherlands 27 
Canada 17  Norway 26 
Netherlands 15  Iceland 24 
Spain 15  New Zealand 23 
Australia 14  Australia 22 
Norway 12  Canada 21 
Portugal 12  Spain 17 
Japan 10  Denmark 15 
New Zealand 9  Germany 15 
Israel 8  Belgium 13 
Belgium 6  United Kingdom 13 
Denmark 6  Bulgaria 12 
Barbados 5  Portugal 12 
Bulgaria 5  Israel 11 
France 5  Japan 11 
Hungary 5  Russian Fed. 11 
United Kingdom 5  Hungary 9 
Czech Rep. 4  Ukraine 9 
Korea, Dem. Rep. 4  Czech Rep. 8 
Ukraine 4  Austria 7 
Brazil 3  Barbados 7 
Dominica 3  France 7 
Russian Fed. 3  Italy 7 
Slovenia 3  Belarus 6 
Austria 2  Poland 6 
Belarus 2  Cyprus 4 
Chile 2  Korea, Dem. Rep. 4 
Cyprus 2  Luxembourg 4 
Germany 2  Malta 4 
Greece 2  Brazil 3 
Malta 2  Dominica 3 
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Poland 2  Ireland 3 
Serbia & Montenegro 2  Slovenia 3 
Seychelles 2  Uruguay 3 
China 1  Chile 2 
Costa Rica 1  Costa Rica 2 
Croatia 1  Estonia 2 
Grenada 1  Greece 2 
Ireland 1  Latvia 2 
Italy 1  Lithuania 2 
Korea, Rep. 1  Serbia & Montenegro 2 
Lebanon 1  Seychelles 2 
Luxembourg 1  Slovak Republic 2 
Sri Lanka 1  Switzerland 2 
Uruguay 1  Armenia 1 
   China 1 
   Croatia 1 
   Grenada 1 
   Jamaica 1 
   Kazakhstan 1 
   Korea, Rep. 1 
   Lebanon 1 
   Romania 1 
   Sri Lanka 1 
   United States 1 
     

 
 
Appearance in the bottom ten 
 

1980-2006  1960-2006 
     
Country Freq.  Country Freq. 
     
Burkina Faso 20  Burkina Faso 34 
Djibouti 19  Niger 32 
Mauritania 19  Mauritania 29 
Mozambique 18  Sierra Leone 28 
Sierra Leone 18  Chad 26 
Bhutan 15  Ethiopia 25 
Chad 15  Somalia 24 
Haiti 15  Afghanistan 23 
Ethiopia 13  Bhutan 21 
Niger 13  Mozambique 21 
Somalia 12  Djibouti 19 
Eritrea 11  Yemen, Rep. 17 
Liberia 10  Haiti 16 
Pakistan 9  Burundi 13 
Timor-Leste 9  Mali 12 
Afghanistan 8  Eritrea 11 
Guinea-Bissau 7  Guinea-Bissau 11 
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Swaziland 7  Liberia 10 
Comoros 6  Nepal 10 
Papua New Guinea 6  Benin 9 
Yemen, Rep. 3  Pakistan 9 
Angola 2  Timor-Leste 9 
Benin 2  Papua New Guinea 7 
Botswana 2  Swaziland 7 
Central African Rep. 2  Comoros 6 
Lao PDR 2  Rwanda 6 
Uganda 2  Sudan 5 
Bangladesh 1  Angola 4 
Burundi 1  Lao PDR 3 
Guinea 1  Uganda 3 
Sudan 1  Botswana 2 
Vanuatu 1  Central African Rep. 2 
   Gambia, The 2 
   Guinea 2 
   Lesotho 2 
   Tanzania 2 
   Bangladesh 1 
   Cameroon 1 
   Cote d'Ivoire 1 
   Kenya 1 
   Malawi 1 
   Nigeria 1 
   Togo 1 
   Vanuatu 1 
     

 
 
Summation of Scores 
 

1980-2006  1960-2006 
   

Rank Country Score Rank Country  Score
   

1 Sweden 4666 1 Sweden 8061
2 Iceland 4548 2 Netherlands 7825
3 Finland 4520 3 Norway 7761
4 Netherlands 4510 4 Finland 7743
5 Spain 4476 5 New Zealand 7696
6 Canada 4471 6 Iceland 7669
7 Norway 4398 7 Denmark 7622
8 Japan 4397 8 Canada 7574
9 Portugal 4397 9 Australia 7534

10 Australia 4390 10 United Kingdom 7423
11 New Zealand 4353 11 Germany 7394
12 Denmark 4328 12 Spain 7383
13 France 4220 13 Japan 7345
14 Barbados 4152 14 Hungary 7299
15 United Kingdom 4140 15 Bulgaria 7283
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16 Hungary 4104 16 Belgium 7278
17 Poland 4094 17 Poland 7236
18 Belgium 4077 18 France 7168
19 Chile 4059 19 Austria 7045
20 Germany 4044 20 Uruguay 7042
21 Bulgaria 4028 21 Italy 7025
22 Uruguay 4015 22 Luxembourg 6992
23 Luxembourg 3985 23 Israel 6950
24 Costa Rica 3972 24 Belarus 6895
25 Austria 3965 25 Barbados 6881
26 Israel 3914 26 Ukraine 6856
27 Argentina 3889 27 Chile 6850
28 Cyprus 3862 28 Russian Federation 6845
29 Italy 3861 29 Cyprus 6815
30 Greece 3814 30 Costa Rica 6766
31 Belarus 3768 31 Romania 6752
32 Romania 3736 32 Malta 6743
33 Ireland 3705 33 Ireland 6702
34 Ukraine 3691 34 Argentina 6660
35 Malta 3682 35 Portugal 6646
36 Mexico 3678 36 Czech Republic 6458
37 Russian Federation 3643 37 Jamaica 6245
38 Panama 3612 38 Greece 6234
39 Sri Lanka 3582 39 Switzerland 6063
40 Mauritius 3568 40 Trinidad and Tobago 6031
41 Lebanon 3565 41 Lithuania 6027
42 Trinidad and Tobago 3561 42 Slovak Republic 6017
43 Czech Republic 3523 43 Panama 5977
44 St. Vincent and the 

Grenadines 
3490 44 Lebanon 5915

45 Slovenia 3468 45 Estonia 5891
46 Jamaica 3389 46 Venezuela, RB 5808
47 Korea, Rep. 3372 47 Slovenia 5778
48 Tunisia 3365 48 Latvia 5761
49 Suriname 3328 49 United States 5718
50 Ecuador 3314 50 Philippines 5652
51 Korea, Dem. Rep. 3296 51 Mauritius 5648
52 Slovak Republic 3280 52 Mexico 5617
53 Libya 3278 53 Colombia 5560
54 Seychelles 3271 54 Sri Lanka 5534
55 Switzerland 3249 55 Croatia 5528
56 Venezuela, RB 3237 56 Armenia 5522
57 Colombia 3222 57 Guyana 5517
58 Croatia 3216 58 Korea, Dem. Rep. 5516
59 Guyana 3175 59 Korea, Rep. 5515
60 Lithuania 3169 60 Suriname 5491
61 Peru 3167 61 Ecuador 5369
62 Syrian Arab Republic 3153 62 Azerbaijan 5360
63 Jordan 3105 63 Georgia 5247
64 Dominica 3095 64 Serbia and Montenegro 5154
65 Philippines 3089 65 Albania 5130
66 Dominican Republic 3062 66 Macedonia, FYR 5037
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67 Estonia 3042 67 Tunisia 5033
68 Albania 2996 68 Moldova 5001
69 Iran, Islamic Rep. 2975 69 Singapore 4985
70 Brazil 2940 70 St. Vincent and the 

Grenadines 
4926

71 Macedonia, FYR 2900 71 Dominica 4915
72 Latvia 2877 72 Peru 4885
73 Vietnam 2836 73 Dominican Republic 4870
74 Serbia and Montenegro 2819 74 Seychelles 4855
75 Mongolia 2812 75 Bosnia and Herzegovina 4851
76 Azerbaijan 2806 76 Cuba 4825
77 El Salvador 2803 77 Jordan 4802
78 Honduras 2798 78 Libya 4768
79 United States 2791 79 Mongolia 4691
80 Armenia 2788 80 Kyrgyz Republic 4648
81 Bosnia and Herzegovina 2738 81 Syrian Arab Republic 4608
82 Egypt, Arab Rep. 2685 82 El Salvador 4587
83 Nicaragua 2647 83 Iran, Islamic Rep. 4583
84 Georgia 2641 84 Brazil 4549
85 Iraq 2622 85 Vietnam 4503
86 Moldova 2501 86 Honduras 4311
87 China 2493 87 China 4306
88 Kuwait 2419 88 Bahamas, The 4282
89 Gabon 2405 89 Uzbekistan 4257
90 Singapore 2387 90 Kazakhstan 4255
91 Grenada 2349 91 Kuwait 4195
92 Morocco 2343 92 Egypt, Arab Rep. 4187
93 Kyrgyz Republic 2326 93 Grenada 4072
94 Cuba 2240 94 Turkmenistan 4045
95 Kenya 2222 95 Paraguay 4035
96 India 2189 96 Nicaragua 4012
97 Bolivia 2165 97 Iraq 3988
98 Paraguay 2145 98 Tajikistan 3905
99 Algeria 2133 99 Brunei Darussalam 3768

100 Uzbekistan 2036 100 Bahrain 3723
101 Bahrain 1981 101 Samoa 3722
102 Brunei Darussalam 1955 102 Thailand 3474
103 Bahamas, The 1935 103 United Arab Emirates 3408
104 Zimbabwe 1881 104 Qatar 3400
105 Guatemala 1860 105 St. Lucia 3354
106 Thailand 1858 106 Kenya 3325
107 Congo, Rep. 1845 107 Gabon 3323
108 Cambodia 1843 108 Malaysia 3308
109 St. Lucia 1821 109 Fiji 3270
110 Kazakhstan 1811 110 Belize 3252
111 Turkmenistan 1807 111 Madagascar 3230
112 Cape Verde 1804 112 Morocco 3162
113 Tajikistan 1804 113 Bolivia 3152
114 Madagascar 1775 114 Algeria 3121
115 Zambia 1767 115 India 3118
116 Tanzania 1728 116 Zimbabwe 3072
117 Turkey 1684 117 South Africa 3021
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118 United Arab Emirates 1682 118 Namibia 2988
119 Belize 1667 119 Zambia 2961
120 Malaysia 1631 120 Turkey 2919
121 Samoa 1626 121 Congo, Rep. 2896
122 Togo 1616 122 Cape Verde 2879
123 Namibia 1603 123 Cambodia 2827
124 Equatorial Guinea 1601 124 Guatemala 2814
125 Fiji 1581 125 Lesotho 2688
126 Gambia, The 1564 126 Equatorial Guinea 2541
127 Cameroon 1550 127 Tanzania 2515
128 Lesotho 1549 128 Maldives 2491
129 Maldives 1481 129 Vanuatu 2320
130 South Africa 1426 130 Indonesia 2257
131 Qatar 1370 131 Togo 2181
132 Nepal 1308 132 Cameroon 2155
133 Rwanda 1287 133 Myanmar 2118
134 Senegal 1270 134 Gambia, The 2038
135 Congo, Dem. Rep. 1139 135 Congo, Dem. Rep. 2035
136 Indonesia 1124 136 Senegal 1992
137 Yemen, Rep. 1114 137 Botswana 1879
138 Oman 1090 138 Oman 1840
139 Uganda 1002 139 Comoros 1820
140 Botswana 989 140 Rwanda 1814
141 Saudi Arabia 987 141 Saudi Arabia 1773
142 Malawi 960 142 Bangladesh 1731
143 Central African Republic 957 143 Swaziland 1713
144 Bangladesh 937 144 Timor-Leste 1636
145 Sudan 909 145 Uganda 1613
146 Vanuatu 904 146 Ghana 1602
147 Nigeria 895 147 Guinea 1594
148 Benin 892 148 Lao PDR 1507
149 Ghana 861 149 Nepal 1506
150 Cote d'Ivoire 839 150 Cote d'Ivoire 1499
151 Swaziland 819 151 Liberia 1482
152 Guinea 798 152 Central African Republic 1445
153 Myanmar 782 153 Malawi 1426
154 Burundi 761 154 Nigeria 1305
155 Angola 696 155 Eritrea 1303
156 Mali 684 156 Yemen, Rep. 1301
157 Lao PDR 609 157 Sudan 1259
158 Timor-Leste 608 158 Angola 1256
159 Liberia 574 159 Papua New Guinea 1252
160 Comoros 543 160 Benin 1224
161 Eritrea 513 161 Guinea-Bissau 1204
162 Papua New Guinea 507 162 Djibouti 1111
163 Afghanistan 497 163 Burundi 1042
164 Guinea-Bissau 489 164 Mali 955
165 Somalia 363 165 Pakistan 895
166 Pakistan 356 166 Haiti 814
167 Ethiopia 344 167 Mozambique 786
168 Niger 340 168 Bhutan 775
169 Haiti 307 169 Afghanistan 641
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170 Mauritania 284 170 Somalia 568
171 Chad 271 171 Ethiopia 541
172 Bhutan 267 172 Mauritania 504
173 Djibouti 261 173 Chad 484
174 Sierra Leone 234 174 Sierra Leone 468
175 Mozambique 230 175 Burkina Faso 449
176 Burkina Faso 223 176 Niger 423

 
 
Weighted / Standard Deviation 
 

1980-2006  1960-2006 
    

rank country score rank country score 
    

1 Sweden 35.78 1 Sweden 67.07 
2 Netherlands 34.11 2 Netherlands 63.30 
3 Iceland 33.90 3 Norway 63.07 
4 Finland 33.74 4 Finland 62.72 
5 Canada 33.45 5 New Zealand 61.73 
6 Spain 33.04 6 Denmark 61.55 
7 Australia 32.41 7 Germany 61.25 
8 Norway 32.34 8 Iceland 60.37 
9 Japan 32.33 9 United Kingdom 60.28 

10 Portugal 32.27 10 Australia 58.74 
11 New Zealand 31.90 11 Bulgaria 58.64 
12 Denmark 31.83 12 Canada 58.09 
13 United Kingdom 30.80 13 Hungary 58.00 
14 France 30.43 14 Poland 57.26 
15 Germany 30.25 15 Belgium 55.91 
16 Hungary 30.15 16 Russian Federation 54.84 
17 Poland 29.90 17 Spain 54.69 
18 Bulgaria 29.78 18 Belarus 54.36 
19 Barbados 29.76 19 Italy 54.12 
20 Chile 29.35 20 Ukraine 54.01 
21 Uruguay 28.68 21 Japan 53.98 
22 Belgium 28.54 22 Uruguay 53.00 
23 Costa Rica 28.53 23 Austria 52.79 
24 Austria 28.18 24 France 51.54 
25 Luxembourg 27.69 25 Romania 51.51 
26 Belarus 27.33 26 Luxembourg 51.15 
27 Italy 26.94 27 Israel 50.20 
28 Ukraine 26.86 28 Cyprus 49.29 
29 Romania 26.46 29 Chile 49.11 
30 Russian Federation 26.29 30 Barbados 49.07 
31 Cyprus 26.18 31 Malta 48.61 
32 Argentina 25.55 32 Costa Rica 48.45 
33 Panama 24.90 33 Ireland 46.27 
34 Israel 24.87 34 Argentina 45.18 
35 Trinidad and Tobago 24.56 35 Jamaica 43.17 
36 Mauritius 24.41 36 Portugal 41.93 
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37 Greece 24.11 37 Trinidad and Tobago 38.64 
38 Mexico 23.90 38 Czech Republic 37.54 
39 Sri Lanka 23.27 39 Greece 37.07 
40 Malta 23.20 40 Panama 36.81 
41 Ireland 22.92 41 Venezuela, RB 35.20 
42 Lebanon 22.44 42 Lithuania 34.63 
43 Jamaica 22.15 43 Lebanon 34.45 
44 St. Vincent and the 

Grenadines 
21.96 44 Switzerland 34.29 

45 Suriname 21.14 45 Philippines 33.81 
46 Tunisia 20.39 46 Estonia 33.78 
47 Ecuador 20.27 47 United States 32.92 
48 Venezuela, RB 20.11 48 Slovak Republic 32.83 
49 Libya 19.83 49 Latvia 32.13 
50 Colombia 19.68 50 Mauritius 31.34 
51 Korea, Dem. Rep. 19.55 51 Colombia 30.86 
52 Guyana 18.43 52 Guyana 29.71 
53 Philippines 18.32 53 Suriname 29.45 
54 Peru 18.00 54 Korea, Dem. Rep. 28.92 
55 Syrian Arab Republic 17.93 55 Mexico 28.54 
56 Jordan 17.33 56 Armenia 28.44 
57 Slovenia 16.98 57 Slovenia 27.99 
58 Dominican Republic 16.85 58 Sri Lanka 27.95 
59 Czech Republic 16.78 59 Azerbaijan 26.96 
60 Korea, Rep. 16.55 60 Croatia 26.26 
61 Iran, Islamic Rep. 15.90 61 Ecuador 25.50 
62 Croatia 15.88 62 Georgia 24.58 
63 Switzerland 15.16 63 Korea, Rep. 24.33 
64 Lithuania 14.81 64 Serbia and Montenegro 22.47 
65 Slovak Republic 14.71 65 Moldova 22.21 
66 Seychelles 14.66 66 Albania 21.62 
67 Estonia 13.82 67 Macedonia, FYR 18.50 
68 Albania 13.74 68 Dominican Republic 18.42 
69 Honduras 13.34 69 Tunisia 18.11 
70 Vietnam 13.34 70 Peru 17.38 
71 Mongolia 12.94 71 Singapore 17.36 
72 Dominica 12.49 72 Bosnia and Herzegovina 16.71 
73 Latvia 12.30 73 St. Vincent and the 

Grenadines 
16.40 

74 El Salvador 12.23 74 Kyrgyz Republic 16.28 
75 Azerbaijan 11.77 75 Jordan 15.47 
76 United States 11.65 76 Mongolia 14.83 
77 Serbia and 

Montenegro 
11.35 77 Dominica 14.35 

78 Egypt, Arab Rep. 10.98 78 Libya 14.18 
79 Armenia 10.82 79 Cuba 13.67 
80 Brazil 10.77 80 El Salvador 13.03 
81 Macedonia, FYR 10.72 81 Iran, Islamic Rep. 11.94 
82 Nicaragua 9.82 82 Seychelles 11.84 
83 Bosnia and 

Herzegovina 
9.68 83 Vietnam 11.69 

84 Georgia 8.60 84 Syrian Arab Republic 11.30 
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85 Iraq 8.25 85 Uzbekistan 9.86 
86 Moldova 7.98 86 Honduras 9.05 
87 Grenada 5.38 87 Brazil 8.69 
88 Kyrgyz Republic 5.27 88 Paraguay 6.36 
89 China 4.72 89 China 6.35 
90 Kuwait 4.65 90 Egypt, Arab Rep. 6.26 
91 Morocco 3.38 91 Kuwait 5.90 
92 Paraguay 3.05 92 Kazakhstan 5.18 
93 Gabon 3.04 93 Turkmenistan 4.98 
94 Algeria 2.75 94 Grenada 4.78 
95 Singapore 1.70 95 Bahamas, The 4.07 
96 Uzbekistan 0.60 96 Nicaragua 2.68 
97 India 0.55 97 Tajikistan 1.87 
98 Bolivia 0.17 98 Iraq 0.65 
99 Cuba -1.99 99 Brunei Darussalam -3.73 

100 Kenya -2.39 100 Samoa -4.69 
101 Cape Verde -4.24 101 Bahrain -5.45 
102 Thailand -4.43 102 Thailand -5.80 
103 Zimbabwe -4.75 103 Qatar -9.73 
104 Turkmenistan -4.97 104 Belize -11.02 
105 Brunei Darussalam -5.60 105 United Arab Emirates -11.21 
106 Tajikistan -5.60 106 Malaysia -11.96 
107 Bahrain -5.85 107 Algeria -12.08 
108 Guatemala -6.17 108 St. Lucia -12.24 
109 Bahamas, The -6.95 109 Gabon -13.05 
110 Cambodia -7.84 110 Fiji -13.27 
111 Kazakhstan -8.11 111 Morocco -14.72 
112 Turkey -8.45 112 Bolivia -14.96 
113 Belize -8.61 113 Madagascar -15.36 
114 St. Lucia -8.76 114 Zimbabwe -15.49 
115 Madagascar -9.21 115 India -15.76 
116 Congo, Rep. -9.25 116 Kenya -15.86 
117 Tanzania -9.44 117 South Africa -17.09 
118 Namibia -10.11 118 Namibia -17.23 
119 Zambia -10.90 119 Cape Verde -17.60 
120 United Arab Emirates -11.47 120 Turkey -18.27 
121 Malaysia -11.75 121 Zambia -21.54 
122 Lesotho -11.83 122 Guatemala -21.94 
123 Samoa -12.09 123 Congo, Rep. -23.00 
124 Fiji -12.62 124 Cambodia -23.29 
125 Gambia, The -12.63 125 Lesotho -23.89 
126 Equatorial Guinea -12.70 126 Tanzania -28.25 
127 Togo -13.43 127 Equatorial Guinea -28.26 
128 Cameroon -14.15 128 Maldives -29.16 
129 Maldives -14.56 129 Indonesia -32.62 
130 South Africa -14.77 130 Vanuatu -33.05 
131 Qatar -15.63 131 Togo -36.46 
132 Senegal -17.55 132 Cameroon -36.59 
133 Rwanda -18.17 133 Senegal -37.11 
134 Indonesia -20.47 134 Myanmar -38.25 
135 Nepal -20.60 135 Gambia, The -38.46 
136 Congo, Dem. Rep. -22.00 136 Congo, Dem. Rep. -38.80 
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137 Oman -22.46 137 Oman -41.78 
138 Yemen, Rep. -23.65 138 Botswana -42.21 
139 Saudi Arabia -24.14 139 Rwanda -42.76 
140 Botswana -25.28 140 Saudi Arabia -42.79 
141 Uganda -25.48 141 Swaziland -46.83 
142 Central African 

Republic 
-25.84 142 Bangladesh -47.39 

143 Vanuatu -26.90 143 Uganda -48.88 
144 Sudan -26.96 144 Comoros -48.92 
145 Bangladesh -28.06 145 Guinea -49.33 
146 Nigeria -28.98 146 Central African Republic -50.64 
147 Malawi -29.22 147 Ghana -51.16 
148 Benin -29.38 148 Cote d'Ivoire -51.41 
149 Swaziland -30.03 149 Nepal -53.08 
150 Cote d'Ivoire -30.08 150 Timor-Leste -53.40 
151 Myanmar -30.10 151 Lao PDR -54.16 
152 Guinea -30.64 152 Sudan -54.78 
153 Ghana -30.82 153 Malawi -54.95 
154 Burundi -32.47 154 Nigeria -55.37 
155 Mali -34.59 155 Liberia -55.57 
156 Angola -35.04 156 Yemen, Rep. -56.73 
157 Lao PDR -37.26 157 Benin -58.36 
158 Liberia -39.05 158 Angola -58.70 
159 Timor-Leste -39.36 159 Papua New Guinea -60.40 
160 Comoros -39.89 160 Guinea-Bissau -61.58 
161 Guinea-Bissau -40.75 161 Eritrea -62.23 
162 Papua New Guinea -40.98 162 Burundi -62.89 
163 Afghanistan -41.50 163 Mali -65.70 
164 Eritrea -43.04 164 Pakistan -71.11 
165 Somalia -45.89 165 Haiti -72.94 
166 Niger -46.77 166 Djibouti -73.30 
167 Pakistan -47.18 167 Bhutan -75.53 
168 Ethiopia -47.62 168 Afghanistan -76.12 
169 Haiti -48.39 169 Somalia -78.17 
170 Bhutan -49.50 170 Ethiopia -80.11 
171 Mauritania -49.85 171 Mozambique -80.83 
172 Chad -50.61 172 Mauritania -81.03 
173 Sierra Leone -53.38 173 Chad -81.88 
174 Burkina Faso -54.95 174 Niger -82.92 
175 Djibouti -55.57 175 Sierra Leone -84.44 
176 Mozambique -56.84 176 Burkina Faso -87.02 
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Appendix V.F.  Relationships between Region, Economic Development Level, 
and Religion 
 
 
Not surprisingly, there is a potential relationship between region and economic development 
level.  This is particularly evident in the connections between North America and Western 
Europe and the high-income level, and between Sub-Saharan Africa and the low-income level.  
Due to the small number of countries in some of these categories, graphs of ESC rights scores 
combining region and wealth would be misleading – in some cases, there would be no 
representative country; in others, only one or two countries would stand for the entire category.  
The following table, which shows the number of countries in each category, offers some insight 
into these associations. 
 
 

          
    

Income level 
 

   

   Low Lower-
middle 

Upper-
middle 

High Total 

 North America and 
Western Europe 0 0 0 24 24 

 Latin America and the 
Caribbean 1 11 16 3 31 

 Sub-Saharan Africa 
 32 8 5 1 46 

 Middle East and North 
Africa 1 9 2 8 20 

 Eastern Europe and 
Central Asia 3 9 11 2 25 

 South Asia 
 4 4 0 0 8 

 

R
eg

io
n 

East Asia and the 
Pacific 6 8 2 6 

 

22 

     
  Total 47 49 36 44  176 

 

    
 
 
Correlation (region and income level): 0.27 
 
 
The following table offers further insight into the particular relationships between region and 
economic development level.  It presents the individual correlations for each pairing. 
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   Income  
   Low Lower-

middle 
Upper-
middle 

High  

 North America and Western 
Europe 

–.24 –.25 –.20 .69  

 Latin America and the 
Caribbean 

–.25 .08 .36 –.16  

 Sub-Saharan Africa 0.58 –.14 
 

–.14 –.31  

 Middle East and North Africa –.18 .14 –.09 .12  
 Eastern Europe and Central 

Asia 
–.14 .07 .24 –.16  

 South Asia .11 .11 
 

–.11 –.13  

 

R
eg

io
n 

East Asia and the Pacific .00 .07 –.11 .02  
        

 
The other subgroup used for some analyses in this project is religion.  The distribution of 
countries by income level and religion are more diverse, and the correlation is correspondingly 
low.  Christian and Muslim countries (the two predominant religions) are represented in all 
World Bank economic development levels.  The same is true for Hindu and Buddhist countries, 
despite their small total number.  Religion and region have slightly more overlap, especially for 
Christian countries.  Christian countries are heavily concentrated in several regions, while 
Muslim countries spread more evenly through more regions, though they have a greater 
representation in the two African regions.   
 
The following two tables present the same overlap and correlation information for religion, first 
with income level and second with region. 
 

          
    

Income level 
 

   

   Low Lower-
middle 

Upper-
middle 

High Total 

 Christian 34 30 28 19 111 
 Muslim 7 5 15 22 49 
 Hindu 0 1 1 1 3 
 Buddhist 2 0 5 5 12 
 

R
el

ig
io

n 

Jewish 1 0 0 0 

 

1 
     
  Total 47 49 36 44  176 

 

    
 
Correlation (income level and religion): 0.10 
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Religion 
 

   

   Christian Muslim Hindu Buddhist Jewish Total  

 North America and 
Western Europe 24 0 0 0 0 24  

 Latin America and the 
Caribbean 31 0 0 0 0 31  

 Sub-Saharan Africa 29 16 1 0 0  46  

 Middle East and North 
Africa 1 18 0 0 1 20  

 Eastern Europe and 
Central Asia 17 8 0 0 0 25  

 South Asia 0 4 2 2 0  8  

 

R
eg

io
n 

East Asia and the 
Pacific 9 3 0 10 0 

 

22  

           
  Total 111 49 3 12 1  176  
      

 
Correlation (religion and region): 0.21 
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Appendix V.G.  CP and ESC Rights Trends by Religion 
 
 
In addition to region and economic development level, these analyses were considered by 
religion as well.  Though religion is not as strongly descriptive as the other two factors presented 
in the text, it is often mentioned today as being influential on a variety of outcomes, so it is 
included here for reference.   
 
There are five major religions in the world, each of which may be subdivided into an array of 
discrete denominations.  For data purposes, each country is categorized as belonging to only one 
of these five religions, based on the majority practice within the nation: Buddhist, Christian, 
Hindu, Jewish, and Muslim.   
 
While a wide picture is presented in some cases, the primary focus is on characteristics of 
countries that are predominantly Christian and Muslim.  These two religions account for the vast 
majority of countries in the dataset.  Information for Judaism represents only a single country 
because the majority practice requirement means that only Israel falls into this category.  
Hinduism also has a small number of countries for which it is the majority religion.  The table 
below shows the number of countries falling into each category. 
 

   
 Number of countries in each religious category  

     
Buddhist Christian Hindu Jewish Muslim 

  

12 109 3 1 51 
   

 
As with other factors, the first comparisons offer the ESC and CP rights trends, by religion.  The 
following two graphs show the movement rights scores for the four major religions (excepting 
the fifth, Judaism) over time.  The Muslim and Christian lines are highlighted. 
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CPR scores by religion, 1980-2006
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The above graphs reproduce the general ESC and CP rights score trends – upward and flat, 
respectively.  With respect to the religious division, though, they reveal a clear distinction.  In 
both cases, Christian countries score higher than Muslim (and, generally, than Hindu and 
Buddhist countries).  On the CP rights graph, the Muslim line falls near the average, and 
intersects with the two other non-Christian lines at several points along the timeline.  This 
suggests that Muslim countries’ CP rights performance falls within the middle range of all 
countries. 
 
On the ESC rights graph, however, the Muslim line falls well below the other three, with no 
intersections at any point.  While the Christian line is again the highest, it does have minor 
overlap with the Hindu line; the Buddhist line lies between the Christian and Muslim lines.  In 
this case, there is a greater discrepancy between the two major religions; moreover, the distance 
between them remains relatively constant.  Both are trending upwards, but at fairly equal rates.  
The question remains whether there is something intrinsic in Muslim countries that accounts for 
these lower ESC rights scores. 
 
The following two graphs show the relative score movement for both ESC and CP rights.  As 
with the regional and economic development level breakdowns, these illustrations reaffirm the 
general upward trajectory of ESC rights scores, and the flatter, but more diverse, CP rights 
movement. 
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Relative ESCR score movement, 1980-2006 (1980=0)
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Relative CPR score movement, 1980-2006 (1980=0)
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In any conversation on religion and human rights, it is important to recognize the ongoing debate 
regarding the (original and current) nature of human rights, and particularly of formal 
international human rights law.  This comes up most frequently in the context of the universalism 
versus cultural relativism question, but can be applied more broadly.  Some scholars and activists 
argue that the human rights system is based in Western, European, and Christian theory and 
practice.  As such, it places unfair and inappropriate expectations on Muslim (and other non-
Western and non-European) nations.  While the current research project does not focus on this 
debate, it does engage with these ideas in acknowledging the potential cultural influence on 
human rights measures.  It is possible that the definition of human rights, and the translation of 
these constitutional elements into quantitative measures, may have an impact on outcomes 
presented by religion.   
 
Still, it is expected that this effect would be stronger with CP rights, which are typically the focus 
of these cultural relativist debates (and of general “human rights” discussions).  This is not the 
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case here, where Muslim countries’ CP rights scores fall near the average.  On the other hand, 
their ESC rights scores fall well below the average.  This is surprising, given that ESC rights 
historically have been championed by the very non-Western, non-European countries who argu
against the supremacy of CP rights under the human rights umbrella. 
 
To explore further the relationship of rights scores and religion within

e 

 each category, the next 
lustrations look at the highest- and lowest-scoring countries by group.  Below only the graphs il

for Muslim and Christian countries are presented, as they have sufficient members to exhibit 
change among the highest and lowest countries, compared to the average.  The first graph 
combines the two religions into one visual; the next two graphs give the highest and lowest 
country for each religion, along with the group mean. 
 

Highest and lowest ESCR scores, by religion, 1980-2005
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Average, highest, and lowest ESCR scores, 1980-2006: Christian
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Average, highest, and lowest ESCR scores, 1980-2006: Muslim
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These graphs provide some insight into the differences in ESC rights scores by religion.  The 
average for the Christian line is much closer to the highest country score (Sweden), while there is 
a larger gap between the average and the lowest country score (Mozambique).  This suggests that 
there are fewer countries with very low scores; instead, the majority of countries are clustered at 
higher levels of rights performance.  The distance between the three lines in the Muslim graph is 
much more equivalent, and remains relatively constant until 2000.  This implies that there is a 
wider, and more evenly dispersed, range of countries’ scores for that group. 
 
Interestingly, the lowest-scoring countries for each religion have similar lines, at least until 
roughly 2000.  Both Mozambique and Djibouti hover around 0.3, until Djibouti experiences a 
significant upward turn in the twenty-first century.  At the higher levels, there is nearly a tenth of 
a point difference between the highest-scoring countries, until Lebanon begins to climb upward 
to lessen (but not close) the gap with Sweden. 
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Appendix V.H.  Range of ESC Rights Scores by Region 
 
 
The following graphs – one per region – display the highest and lowest country scores, along 
with the regional average.  These offer more in-depth views of each region.  Each is graphed 
using the same scale, so that it is easier to identify differences visually, as these regional graphs 
are directly comparable with one another. 
 

Average, highest, and lowest ESCR scores, 1980-2006: Sub-Saharan Africa
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Average, highest, and lowest ESCR scores, 1980-2006: S. Asia
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Average, highest, and lowest ESCR scores, 1980-2006: Middle East / N. Africa
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Average, highest, and lowest ESCR scores, 1980-2006: E. Asia / Pacific
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Average, highest, and lowest ESCR scores, 1980-2006: Latin America / Caribbean
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Average, highest, and lowest ESCR scores, 1980-2006: E. Europe / Central Asia
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Average, highest, and lowest ESCR scores, 1980-2006: N. America / W. Europe
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These graphs confirm that North America and Western Europe exhibit the tightest cluster among 
its countries, and that the Eastern Europe and Central Asia countries have converged more than 
countries in any other region.  Middle East and North Africa countries also show a greater 
convergence in the latest years covered, as Israel’s ESC rights scores decreased and Djibouti’s 
scores increased, to come nearly together at the Middle East and North Africa mean.   
 
These graphs also show that most of the regions have a generally consistent dispersion.  The 
biggest exception is Latin America and the Caribbean, where the highest-scoring country 
(Barbados) is much closer to the regional average than the lowest (Haiti), suggesting that Haiti 
might be an outlier in the region.  Beyond Haiti, the consistently lowest low score comes from 
Mozambique, in Sub-Saharan Africa.  By far, the United States (in North America and Western 
Europe) has the highest of the lower scores.   
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Appendix V.I.  Range of ESC Rights Scores by Economic Development Level 
 
 
The following graphs provide additional information on ESC and CP rights scores for countries 
categorized by income level. 
 

Change in ESCR scores over five-year periods, by income level, 1980-2005
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Relative ESCR score movement, 1980-2006 (1980=0)
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Relative CPR score movement, 1980-2006 (1980=0)
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The following four graphs – one for each economic development level – display the highest and 
lowest country scores, along with the regional average.  These provide greater detail for each 
income group of countries, and offer an additional means of comparison between groups (each 
graph uses the same y-axis scale).  
 

Average, highest, and lowest ESCR scores, 1980-2006: Low income
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Average, highest, and lowest ESCR scores, 1980-2006: Lower-middle income
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Average, highest, and lowest ESCR scores, 1980-2006: Upper-middle income
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Average, highest, and lowest ESCR scores, 1980-2006: High income
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In the three highest income categories, the average score and the country with the highest score 
are remarkably similar.  These two lines (yellow and pink, respectively) move along trajectories 
that are fairly consistent between the three income levels.  Given the overall finding that there is 
a gap between scores for each level, this suggests that there is greater diversity in scores that fall 
below the average.  In these graphs, it is evident that each of the lowest-scoring countries follows 
a very different path.  For the lowest-income bracket, all three lines exhibit trajectories that are 
quite distinct from the same lines in the other graphs, implying that the world’s poorest countries 
have a different experience with respect to ESC rights realization. 
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Appendix VI.A.  Hypotheses 
 
 
This Appendix includes more detailed descriptions of the hypothetical expectations for a wider 
range of CP and ESC rights variables.  It first summarizes the hypotheses for several independent 
variables, for CP and then ESC rights.  Following this, it includes an expanded summary table of 
hypotheses.  This lists all of the variables in the dataset, and thus highlights those for which there 
is a stated hypothetical expectation. 
 
 
CP Rights Hypotheses 
 
This section presents the hypotheses for the variables which are likely to be the most influential 
to CP rights respect.  Again, only the most important explanatory variables for CP rights are 
included, rather than every possible contributing factor.   
 
 
Political 
 
Political factors are expected to be the most important category of explanatory variables for CP 
rights. 
 
Regime type: To remain consistent with existing studies, the focus remains on military 
governments within this variable.663  These are expected to be associated with lower levels of CP 
rights respect.  When armed forces control the government, they tend to be willing to resort to 
violence and repression to maintain power.  Greater coercion, censorship, imprisonment, 
hostility, etc., typically follow military control. 
 
Democracy / Autocracy: Higher levels of democracy likely are associated with increased CP 
rights respect, as checks and balances, representative elections, accountability, electoral 
competition, and emphasis on nonviolent conflict resolution all make repression difficult.664 
 
Leftist regime: More socialist governments are likely associated with slightly less CP rights 
respect, though one would expect this to be a very weak relationship.  This hypothesis draws on 
the literature which suggests that capitalist democracies are the best systems for human rights, 
and that leftist regimes are more willing to sacrifice individual liberties and political freedoms in 
pursuit of broader social and even economic goals. 
 
British cultural influence: Being a former British colony is likely (at least weakly) associated 
with higher levels of CP rights respect.  It is widely agreed that the British colonial 

                                                 
663 In fact, a separate variable – “military government” – was created; this variable essentially extracts the military 
control component of this variable and creates a new dummy variable with this information (grouping civilian and 
other together in the “zero” value).  This variable is used to examine military control exclusively, and reference that 
more than the general “regime type” variable. 
664 Mitchell and McCormick, 1988; Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999; Rummel, 1995; 1997; Zanger, 2000. 
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administration was more democratic and less repressive than other colonial powers, resulting in 
more post-colonial democracies.665 
 
Women’s political rights: Though it is assumed that women’s rights generally have only a 
limited impact on CP rights, their political rights would be the most likely category of rights to 
be influential.  As women gain in their ability to access, participate in, and influence the political 
process, the overall CP rights system should be enforced and improved.666 
 
Relative political capacity: Since the RPC measures the power of government to tax as a proxy 
for their overall capacity, it should be positively related to CP rights respect.  A strong 
government would be more likely to enforce human rights standards. 
 
Civil and international war: Conflict of any type is expected to be related to increased repression 
and thus worse CP rights outcomes.  War threatens political leaders, and introduces economic 
and social crises and instability.667  Civil war in particular often involves targeted violence at 
specific ethnic, racial, or religious groups,668 which clearly (negatively) affects CP rights respect. 
 
Conflict index: As with war, conflict is presumed to be inversely related to CP rights respect.  
Domestic strife is likely to be associated with the types of abuses that result in negative CP rights 
outcomes, so this measure of internal conflict should have a strong, inverse relationship with CP 
rights respect. 
 
 
Economic 
 
Economic standing (wealth): Greater wealth is expected to be associated with greater CP rights 
respect, as financial resources alleviate some of the pressures that result in human rights 
violations.  Economic scarcity creates instability, and inequality leads to dissatisfaction, as the 
poor have little to lose, and the rich both have a lot to lose and perceive large threats to their 
power and position.669 
 
Economic change (growth and modernization): In contrast to overall levels of wealth, the 
expectation is relatively weak regarding economic growth.  The literature on this topic is divided.  
On the one hand, rapid growth can be destabilizing, as it increases inequality and decreases 
participatory opportunities.670  On the other hand, increases in wealth can expand the overall size 
                                                 
665 Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999; Wiarda and Kline, 1979. 
666 However, a converse argument could be made.  Some countries might contend that a stable system is one in 
which rights are respected, even if that does not necessary guarantee women an equal role to men.  It is possible that 
women’s political involvement could create turmoil or otherwise agitate a system.  While many people would 
respond that this is a welcomed consequence of equality, the definition of CP rights includes other aspects beyond 
gender equality. 
667 Gurr, 1986; Krain, 1997; Milner, Poe, and Leblang, 1999. 
668 Chalk, 1989; Ellingsen, 2000; Gurr, 1986; 1993; Hegre et al., 2001; Horowitz, 1993; Krain, 1997; Milner, Poe, 
and Leblang, 1999; Poe and Tate, 1994; Tilly, 1978; Van den Berghe, 1990. 
669 Duff and McCamant, 1976; Dye and Zeigler, 1988; Henderson, 1991; Mitchell and McCormick, 1988; Poe, Tate, 
and Keith, 1999. 
670 Burkhart, 2002; Gurr, 1970; Huntington, 1968; Milner, Poe, and Leblang, 1999; Mitchell and McCormick, 1988; 
North, 1987; Pion-Berlin and Lopez, 1991; Stavianos, 1976; Wang, Dixon, Muller, and Seligson, 1993. 
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of the “pie” – growth could simply enlarge the available resources.  On balance, the links with 
the motivating factors of overall wealth (economic standing) probably will weigh more heavily 
than countervailing forces, resulting in a (weak) positive effect on CP rights outcomes.  
 
Trade openness: CP rights respect and economic involvement with advanced capitalist countries 
likely exhibit a small, positive relationship.  However, there are strong theoretical arguments on 
both sides of this issue.  In many cases, transnational corporations (often working with local 
elites) extract more than they invest.  Vulnerability to capital flight and requirements of aid 
conditionality decrease social programs and protections.671  Yet these negative aspects may be 
partially offset by the new jobs, skills, and technologies672 introduced by foreign companies.  
Moreover, industrial nations are more likely to assist countries with which it has economic ties. 
 
Fuel exports (resource curse): Though possibly contrary to initial intuition, the literature on this 
topic posits that countries with abundant oil or mineral wealth actually experience lower levels of 
CP rights respect.  Dubbed the “resource curse,” this trend stems from the negative consequences 
of a small but powerful elite relying on repression and violence to extract the natural resources 
and to maintain the hierarchical power structure. 
 
 
Government Expenditure 
 
Tax ratio: A positive tax ratio likely will be associated with greater CP rights respect.  This 
variable captures the amount of a government’s tax revenue relative to the size of the economy.  
As this ratio increases, a government will have greater available resources, and typically will be 
more inclined to implement social programs and less apt to resort to violence. 
 
Defense-to-government spending: There is most likely an inverse relationship between defense-
to-government spending and CP rights respect.  As military spending claims an increasing share 
of the national budget, fewer resources are available for other issues.  Moreover, a larger armed 
forces in many cases leads to more violence, weapons, and aggression. 
 
 
Social 
 
Gini coefficient: The relationship between the Gini coefficient and CP rights respect is most 
likely weak but negative.  As income inequality increases, a greater disparity between rich and 
poor and a greater inequality in resource distribution is likely to result in greater instability and 
potential for revolt by the poor and repression by the wealthy. 
 

                                                 
671 Bhattacharya, Montiel, and Sharma, 1997; Chomsky and Herman, 1979; Crotty, Epstein, and Kelly, 1998; 
Eichengreen, 1997; Felix, 1998; Frank, 1979; Franklin, 1997; Frundt, 1987; Furtado, 1964; Garrett, 1998; Haggard 
and Maxfield, 1996; Heredia, 1997; Katzenberger, 1995; Maxfield, 1998; McLaren, 1998; Meyer, 1996; Mitchell 
and McCormick 1998; Ortiz, 1997; Prebisch, 1963; Rodrik, 1998. 
672 Andrews, 1994; Busse, 2004; Chibber, 1997; Diebold, 1974; Garrett, 1995; Harms and Ursprung, 2002; 
Helleiner, 1994; Richards, Gelleny, and Sacko, 2001; Rothgeb, 1989; Spar, 1998. 
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Ethnic heterogeneity: Similarly, one would anticipate that greater ethnic heterogeneity will be 
associated with less CP rights respect.  Generally, people are more willing to exclude those 
unlike themselves; this tendency is exacerbated in situations where elites belong almost 
exclusively to a particular group.  Consequently, more heterogeneity may lead to more 
segregation and hostility. 
 
Labor force participation: There is a probably small but positive relationship between overall 
labor force participation and CP rights respect.  Having more people actively employed likely 
has positive repercussions in terms of satisfaction, civil and social participation, and stability. 
 
Gender parity in enrollment: Though this relationship is expected to be relatively weak, gender 
parity in enrollment should be associated with higher levels of CP rights respect.  As with 
women’s political rights, this measure of gender equality should reflect the role of girls and 
women in society more generally.  If girls are included in education, it is likely to create a ripple 
effect in politics and social interactions, leading to greater inclusion and participation. 
 
Religious freedom: Religious freedom is predicted to have a strong and positive association with 
CP rights respect.  This variable is nearly definitional to CP rights, and is clearly indicative of a 
country’s openness and tolerance of diversity.  As religious freedom is encouraged and achieved, 
human rights outcomes should improve. 
 
TVs and Phones: Greater dissemination of TVs and phones likely is associated with better CP 
rights outcomes.  Both of these represent the integration of technology, and its application in 
accessing information.  They are less expensive than more sophisticated means (e.g. computers 
and internet access) and yet still offer unprecedented contact with people, markets, and news, 
particularly for people in remote or less developed areas.  All of these make it more difficult to 
censor people, manipulate information, and create conditions favorable to rights violation. 
 
 
Demographic 
 
Population size: A large population is anticipated to be associated with slightly decreased CP 
rights respect, as more people (especially those concentrated in urban areas lacking sufficient 
infrastructure) can stress available natural, organizational, and financial resources, leading to 
tension, economic scarcity, and possibly relative deprivation (often targeted at particular 
groups).673 
 
Population change (growth): Similarly, population growth likely is associated with slightly 
lower CP rights outcomes as well, for many of the same reasons as a large population.674  If 
growth is rapid, these effects may be exacerbated, as distribution problems lower the costs of 
rebellion, and magnify the threats perceived by authorities.675 
 

                                                 
673 Gupte, 1984; Gurr, 1986. 
674 Henderson, 1993; Milner, Poe, and Leblang, 1999; Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999. 
675 Burkhart, 2002; Gupte, 1984; Gurr, 1986; Henderson, 1993; Milner, Poe, and Leblang, 1999. 
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Population density: Again, greater concentrations of people in smaller physical land areas likely 
are associated with less CP rights respect.  As more people compete for a fixed amount of 
resources, the chances of instability increase. 
 
 
Geographic and Environmental 
 
Area: A very weak inverse relationship likely constitutes the connection between area and CP 
rights respect.  Larger land masses may have more resources and thus a greater ability to support 
a population.  Moreover, as people spread out, they are less likely to come into conflict with each 
other.  However, it is also possible that all land is not rich or habitable land.  Furthermore, 
beyond a certain point, a government (especially a weak one) may be less able to maintain 
control over a greatly dispersed population.  Thus there are competing factors here, and 
theoretical arguments on both sides.  For these reasons a particularly strong statistical outcome is 
not expected in this case. 
 
 
ESC rights hypotheses 
 
This section presents the hypotheses for the factors expected to be most influential to ESC rights 
respect.  It outlines the expectation and justification for all of these important explanatory 
variables; beyond this, a summary table encapsulates all hypotheses. 
 
 
Political 
 
Regime type: Military control is anticipated to have an inverse relationship with ESC rights 
respect.  Extending the power of the armed forces into the daily decisions of government 
typically shifts the focus away from programming in areas like health and education, which has a 
direct (negative) impact on ESC rights access and provision.  Also, any increase in violence and 
repression has a negative effect on all types of human rights. 
 
Democracy / Autocracy: Democracy is expected to be associated with more ESC rights respect, 
for many of the same reasons as CP rights.  Popular participation in politics is especially relevant 
for issues of accessibility to and distribution of many resources.  However, this effect is likely 
much smaller for ESC rights than it is for CP rights, as democracy is almost definitional for CP 
rights, but may not be as central to ESC rights. 
 
Leftist regime: There is a general belief in the literature that socialist governments are more 
invested than other forms of government in promoting ESC rights.  This is contrary to the 
expected finding regarding CP rights.  Though this is probably a fairly weak relationship 
between leftist regimes and ESC rights, if true, it represents an important divergence from CP 
rights hypotheses. 
 
Women’s political rights: Women’s political rights are expected to be positively associated with 
ESC rights.  Though this variable likely is more relevant to CP rights due to its focus on political 

 314



 

rights, women’s rights (and women’s issues more generally) are predicted to be more influential 
in the case of ESC rights.  Thus this variable is included here as well, though its impact is 
hypothesized to be greater in the CP rights than the ESC rights model. 
 
Relative political capacity: As above, it is assumed that ESC rights respect will increase along 
with the power or capacity of governments.  As those in power gain greater ability to develop 
and implement programs, they are more likely to improve availability of and access to the core 
components of ESC rights, such as basic healthcare and education. 
 
Civil and international war: War is expected to have a strong, negative relationship with all 
human rights respect, including ESC rights.  The disruptive and violent realities of armed 
conflict generally are detrimental to most forms of liberty, equality, and opportunity.  With ESC 
rights, war can interrupt services and the capacity of people to fulfill their own basic needs. 
 
Conflict index: Similarly, internal conflict can be very disruptive, and can result in dramatically 
lowered ESC rights outcomes.  Domestic strife threatens both infrastructure and stability.  It 
creates opportunities for abuse and/or disorganization at all levels, from government elites to 
grassroots efforts to provide for the core components of ESC rights. 
 
 
Economic 
 
Economic factors are expected to be the most important category of variables for ESC rights 
respect. 
 
Economic standing (wealth): Greater levels of wealth or economic development likely are 
associated with greater ESC rights respect.  Richer countries have more resources for distribution 
and are more able and more willing to provide the opportunities for people to realize their basic 
ESC rights.  However, it is important to recognize that there can be opposing forces here; if the 
wealth is not distributed and high levels of inequality result, this could result in less attention 
given to the most vulnerable, especially when they are also disenfranchised in other ways (e.g. if 
they are poor, racial or other minorities, women, children, etc.).  Nevertheless, economic 
standing is likely to be a highly influential variable, based on the clear importance of financial 
and other resources in implementing ESC rights. 
 
Economic change (growth and modernization): Economic growth is predicted to have a positive 
relationship with ESC rights respect, though this likely is weaker than in the case of wealth 
above.  The impact of economic growth on ESC rights depends heavily on the distribution of any 
new wealth.  Thus it is likely that there is an interaction between this factor and the amount of 
inequality in a society. 
 
Trade openness: Greater trade openness is anticipated to be associated with slightly higher levels 
of ESC rights respect.  Industrial nations may have greater incentives to be involved with human 
rights issues, and to exert some influence if they have economic ties.  Also, if trade leads to 
higher levels of wealth and development, then ESC rights may improve through this 
intermediary effect. 
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Fuel exports (resource curse): Fuel exports likely are inversely related to ESC rights, for similar 
reasons to CP rights.  If elites hoard all resources and focus on amassing their own wealth, they 
are unlikely to provide programs and services for more disadvantaged populations.  When elites 
attempt to protect their position through repression and violence, they also erect obstacles to 
access and hinder people’s ability to provide for themselves.  
 
Women’s economic rights: Women’s economic rights are predicted to be positively related to 
ESC rights respect.  Among all of the variables capturing women’s rights, one would assume that 
this one – focused on economic powers specifically – will have the biggest impact on ESC 
rights, as it is by definition clearly related.  Moreover, much of the theoretical work on ESC 
rights as well as international development emphasizes the important role of women in 
protecting families and providing for their basic needs.  Thus women’s economic rights should 
be integral to ESC rights respect. 
 
 
Government Expenditure 
 
Tax ratio: The tax ratio is presumed to be positively associated with ESC rights respect.  As with 
the RPC variable, the supposition here again is that a strong government will be more proactive 
with regard to providing for and protecting ESC rights and freedoms.  Further, in the case of the 
tax ratio, the more revenue a government is able to collect, the more resources it has available to 
pursue relevant programming. 
 
Defense-to-government spending: In contrast to most other types of domestic spending,  defense-
to-government spending is hypothesized to be inversely related to ESC rights respect.  As a 
greater percentage of available funds are allocated to the military, fewer resources are dedicated 
to the social service programs that are often central to ESC rights provision.  Additionally, more 
military spending typically leads to more military action, which often results in human rights 
abuses generally. 
 
 
Social 
 
Gini coefficient: Rising income inequality likely is associated with lower ESC rights respect.  
Inequality can create a social rupture in which the poor are deprived and dissatisfied, and the rich 
must resort to violence (often with state cooperation) to obtain a disproportionate share of 
goods.676  This would contribute to violations of all rights, but can be worse for ESC rights.  
When the poor lack sufficient resources to provide for themselves, they are forced to rely on 
public provision of goods and services.  In highly unequal societies, governments may be more 
likely to serve the interests of the rich than the poor (or at least all of the poor), contributing to a 
neglect of ESC rights. 
 
Ethnic heterogeneity: An inverse relationship is also anticipated between ethnic heterogeneity 
and ESC rights respect.  More divisions among the population probably result in greater 
                                                 
676 Howard and Donnelly, 1987; Lichbach, 1989; Malloy, 1987; Moon and Dixon, 1985; Ophuls, 1977; Scott, 1985; 
Sloan, 1984; Stavianos, 1976; Sterling, 1974; Wesson, 1987. 
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inequalities.  Using parallel logic to the case of the Gini coefficient of income inequality, these 
social inequalities may also lead to disparities in access to the core components of education and 
healthcare.  If particular groups are actively targeted and excluded, the effect will be intensified. 
 
Labor force participation: Labor force participation likely is associated with greater ESC rights 
respect.677  As a greater percentage of the population is actively engaged in paid labor, more 
people are able to provide for their own basic needs.  They are also more likely to gain the 
intangible, often psychological or emotional, benefits from being engaged in the workforce and 
providing for themselves and their families.  A highly employed population probably correlates 
with other positive factors as well, such as greater tax revenue, more civic engagement, women’s 
participation, etc. 
 
Female labor force: Similarly, a greater proportion of women participating in the workforce 
likely is related to higher levels of ESC rights respect.  Not only would additional wage earners 
often result in more people able to provide for their own needs, but the participation of women in 
work, and thus in at least some aspects of society, usually has further repercussions.  Women’s 
engagement often leads to greater equality, and improvements in the provision of services to 
women and girls.  When women take an active role in decision-making, children and families 
typically benefit, especially with regard to core needs such as healthcare and education.  All of 
these are central to ESC rights. 
 
Women’s social rights: Again, women’s increased involvement in society and the decisions 
made in the public arena are assumed to bring about better ESC rights outcomes.  Along with 
women’s political and economic rights, women’s social rights constitute part of a broader 
spectrum of women’s issues which are expected to be positively associated with ESC rights 
respect.  Women are often especially involved in the realization of core ESC rights, such as food 
provision, securing shelter, seeking and providing healthcare, and encouraging and providing 
education.  There almost certainly is some connection between the role and power of women in a 
society and the depth and breadth of ESC rights respect and provision. 
 
Gender parity in enrollment: Gender parity in enrollment affects both women’s issues generally, 
as well as girls’ education specifically.  As these increase, ESC rights outcomes should also 
improve.  Girls’ enrollment in school speaks directly to the question of access and participation, 
along with gender equality.  In the long term, a more educated female population would also 
have a positive influence on ESC rights outcomes. 
 
Religious freedom: Religious freedom is anticipated to be positively associated with ESC rights 
respect, though this effect is almost certainly less important than for CP rights.  Still, additional 
freedoms suggest a more tolerant society, which is more likely to provide for its entire 
population.  Moreover, greater freedom and acceptance should benefit all rights, even if these 
effects are larger for CP than ESC rights. 
 
TVs and Phones: TVs and phones are hypothesized to be positively associated with ESC rights.  
The mechanisms here are similar to those in the case of CP rights.  TVs and phones are among 
                                                 
677 The right to work is itself one component of ESC rights, though this project’s ESC rights index measures only 
health and education. 
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the least expensive but most widespread technologies.  They bring news and other information to 
people in all areas, but are especially crucial to those living in more remote regions.  This can be 
particularly critical for ESC rights, as people use news to learn about important social and 
political issues, access important market information for crops or other goods, take on more 
responsibility for their own healthcare, etc. 
 
 
Demographic 
 
Population size: Large populations presumably are associated with lower ESC rights outcomes.  
Greater numbers of people can stress many resources and can create an environment of 
increasing social and political pressure.  Such difficulties may exacerbate existing tensions or 
divisions, which can have detrimental effects on all forms of human rights.  Population stresses 
can have particularly detrimental effects on ESC rights, as government resources are strained at 
the same time people face increasing obstacles to their efforts to provide for their own basic 
needs.  If people live in deteriorating physical conditions, physical (and mental) health may also 
decline, while opportunities for education (especially for older children) may diminish as people 
face difficult decisions and tradeoffs (e.g. between work and education). 
 
Population change (growth): In a related fashion, rapid population growth is expected to be 
associated with less ESC rights respect.  If government capacity and resources are stretched thin, 
especially in a short period of time, the most vulnerable are likely to be left out of decision-
making and distribution.  Furthermore, when services must be cut, typically those issues that fall 
within the scope of ESC rights – like health and education – are the first to lose funding. 
 
Urban population: A large urban population is also expected to be negatively associated with 
ESC rights respect.  Large urban populations may magnify the problems of large total 
populations.  Nonetheless, this variable probably will be less important as an explanatory factor 
compared to overall population size, which should have a broader impact and would be relevant 
to all citizens, and not just a subset.  Still, the particular stresses of a large urban population 
should have at least a moderate negative impact on issues like adequate and available education 
and healthcare. 
 
Urban population change (growth): Like overall population growth, rapid growth in the urban 
population is assumed to be inversely related to ESC rights respect.  Again, governments often 
struggle to keep pace with large and dramatic population growth; many of these difficulties may 
be exacerbated when more and more people concentrate in cities, which may lack the 
infrastructure and services to deal with such numbers.  In this case, the effects could be enhanced 
because urban population growth (as opposed to overall population growth) increases due not 
only to new births, but also from migration from rural areas. 
 
Population density: For related reasons, greater population density is anticipated to be negatively 
related to ESC rights respect.  As more people congregate together, resources often are strained 
and competition for goods and services is heightened. 
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Age dependency ratio: The age dependency ratio could be relevant for ESC rights in a way that it 
is not for CP rights.  This variable is related to issues of labor, and to the idea that people first 
attempt to provide for their own needs, before turning to government services as a safety net.  As 
the number of dependents supported by workers increases, the working individuals bear a greater 
burden to sustain current levels of basic needs provision.  Thus as the age dependency ratio 
increases, ESC rights should decrease. 
 
 
Geographic and Environmental 
 
Area: A country’s land area is hypothesized to be inversely related to ESC rights respect.  As 
with CP rights, this likely will have a weak effect, as there are mechanisms at work on both sides 
of this issue.  However, on balance, people should be more able to provide for their own needs 
when they have more space in which to do so.  Nonetheless, it is important to recognize that 
those who rely on government assistance to provide for their education and healthcare in fact 
may experience additional difficulties with respect to ESC rights. 
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Summary Table of Hypotheses 
 

       
       
 Variable   CP rights  ESC rights  
       
 Political       
       
 Regime type / Military control  – – –  – –  
 National executive      
 Polity / Democracy  + + +  + +  
 Leftist regime  –  +  
 British colony  +    
 Democratic waves      
 Free and fair elections      
 Women’s political rights  + +  +  
 Relative political capacity  +  + +  
 Civil war  – – –  – –  
 International war   – – –  – –  
 Conflict index  – – –  – –  
 Irregular government change      
 Major government change      
 Military size      
       
       
 Economic      
       
 (Logged) GDP  + + +  + + +  
 GDP per capita      
 GDP growth  + +  + + +  
 GDP per capita growth      
 Trade      
 Imports      
 Exports      
 Trade openness  + +  + +  
 Fuel exports  – –  – –  
 Women’s economic rights    + +  
 Food production      
 Manufacturing      
 Agriculture       
 Exports       
 Mining       
 Electric power consumption       
 Energy use      
 Use of IMF credit      
       
       
 Government Expenditure      
       
 Government revenue      
 Government expenditure      
 Tax ratio  +  +  
 Purchasing power parities      
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 Defense-to-government spending  – –  – –  
 Defense spending      
 Military spending      
 Education spending       
 Health spending      
       
       
 Social      
       
 Gini coefficient   –  – – –  
 Ethnic heterogeneity  –  – – –  
 Linguistic heterogeneity      
 Religious heterogeneity      
 Labor force      
 Labor force participation  +  + +  
 Female labor force     +  
 Women’s social rights    +  
 Gender parity in enrollment  +  +  
 Religious freedom  + + +  +  
 Religion dummy variables       
 TVs  + +  ++  
 Mobile phones      
 Phones  + +  ++  
       
       
 Demographic      
       
 (Logged) population   – –  –  
 Population growth  –  – –  
 Urban population    –  
 Urban population growth    – –  
 Population density    –   –  
 Age dependency ratio    – –  
 Fertility      
 Tuberculosis       
 AIDS per capita      
 Physicians      
       
       
 Geographic and Environmental      
       
 Area   –  –  
 Land boundaries      
 Shared borders      
 Coastline       
 Distance from equator      
 Northern hemisphere      
 Region dummy variables       
 Climate dummy variables      
 Natural disaster dummy variables      
       
       

 

 321



 

Appendix VI.B.  Comparison of Statistical Models 
 
 
Several different models were run, for both CP and ESC rights, using the traditional independent 
variables taken from the human rights literature.  This Appendix presents these models for 
comparison purposes. 
 
 
Traditional Variables for Two Poe Models and Two DECPRI Models 
 
This table expands on the one presented in the text by adding the “xtreg” version of the DECPRI 
model.  It offers results based on only the core dataset, without the additional information 
contained in the imputed datasets.  This accounts for the lower N.  This model also allows for 
calculation of the R2, which is not possible using the “mira” command (incorporating the 
additional imputed data).  The methodology of the more basic (xtreg) model mirrors the Poe 
models more closely; consequently, the results also correspond more closely.  
 

         
 

Independent Variable  

 Poe ‘99 
AI model 

Poe ’99  
SD model  

DECPRI 
model 
(xtreg) 

DECPRI 
model 
(mira) 

 

         
 Rights respect (t-1)  –.651** 

(.018) 
–.665** 
(.018) 

 +.775*** 
(.015) 

+.721*** 
(.011) 

 

 Democracy  +.026** 
(.004) 

+.025** 
(.004) 

 +.002** 
(.001) 

+.002*** 
(.0003) 

 

 Leftist regime  +.147** 
(.039) 

+.037 
(.041) 

 +.014 
(.010) 

–.004 
(.004) 

 

 Military control  –.065* 
(.034) 

–.073* 
(.033) 

 –012 
(.015) 

–.010 
(.010) 

 

 British colonial influence  +.092** 
(.029) 

+.062** 
(.027) 

 +.002 
(.007) 

–.000 
(.004) 

 

 Civil war  –.499** 
(.053) 

–.553** 
(.057) 

 –.126*** 
(.014) 

–.074*** 
(.008) 

 

 International war  –.155** 
(.045) 

–.141** 
(.045) 

 –.055* 
(.025) 

–.037 
(.020) 

 

 Economic standing  +.018** 
(.002) 

+.016** 
(.002) 

 +.034*** 
(.006) 

+.029*** 
(.003) 

 

 Economic change  +.0005 
(.0010) 

+.0037** 
(.0011) 

 +.001 
(.001) 

+.001* 
(.001) 

 

 Population size  –.060** 
(.009_ 

–.049** 
(.008) 

 –.061*** 
(.008) 

–.056*** 
(.004) 

 

 Population change  –.011** 
(.004) 

–.004 
(.005) 

 –.002 
(.003) 

–.002 
(.001) 

 

         
 R2  .73 .75  .80 N/A  
 N  2144 2144  1633 4752  
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With and Without a Lagged DV 
 
This table presents two models for each human rights category – with and without a dependent 
variable lag.  
 

         
 

Independent Variable  

 DECPRI 
model  

(no lag) 
Traditional 

variables 

DECPRI 
model  
(lag) 

Traditional 
variables 

 

DESCRI 
model 

(no lag) 
Traditional 

variables 

DESCRI 
model  
(lag) 

Traditional 
variables 

 

         
 Rights respect (t-1)  N/A +.721*** 

(.011) 
 N/A –.018* 

(.008) 
 

 Democracy  +.005*** 
(.0005) 

+.002*** 
(.0003) 

 +.005*** 
(.0003) 

+.006*** 
(.0002) 

 

 Leftist regime  –.023*** 
(.005) 

–.004 
(.004) 

 +.008* 
(.003) 

+.008* 
(.003) 

 

 Military control  –.020 
(.019) 

–.010 
(.010) 

 –.033*** 
(.006) 

–.033*** 
(.006) 

 

 British colonial influence  +.018 
(.016) 

–.000 
(.004) 

 –.015 
(.010) 

–.015 
(.010) 

 

 Civil war  –.119*** 
(.010) 

–.074*** 
(.008) 

 –.004 
(.006) 

–.005 
(.006) 

 

 International war  –.050 
(.026) 

–.037 
(.020) 

 +.006 
(.012) 

+.006 
(.012) 

 

 Economic standing  +.058*** 
(.007) 

+.029*** 
(.003) 

 +.064*** 
(.004) 

+.065*** 
(.004) 

 

 Economic change  +.000 
(.0003) 

+.001* 
(.001) 

 +.001*** 
(.0002) 

+.001*** 
(.0002) 

 

 Population size  –.135*** 
(.010) 

–.056*** 
(.004) 

 –.020*** 
(.005) 

–.022*** 
(.005) 

 

 Population change  +.005** 
(.002) 

–.002 
(.001) 

 –.006*** 
(.001) 

–.006*** 
(.001) 

 

         
 N  4752 4752  4752 4752  
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Mira and XTreg 
 
The following two tables compare CP and then ESC rights models using two different time 
series statistical methods.  Regression analyses were run with the mira command, incorporating 
the imputed datasets, and with xtreg, on only the original dataset (with missingness).  For each of 
these, a model with and without a lagged dependent variable is included. 
 

         
 ESC rights        
         
 

Independent Variable  
 Mira 

(no lag) 
Mira 
(lag) 

 XTreg 
(no lag) 

XTreg 
(lag) 

 

         
 Rights abuse (t-1)  N/A –.018* 

(.008) 
 N/A –.342*** 

(.025) 
 

 Democracy  +.005*** 
(.0003) 

+.006*** 
(.0002) 

 +.014* 
(.010) 

+.019* 
(.008) 

 

 Leftist regime  +.008* 
(.003) 

+.008* 
(.003) 

 +.576 
(.180) 

+.768*** 
(.140) 

 

 Military control  –.033*** 
(.006) 

–.033*** 
(.006) 

 –.010 
(.253) 

–.109 
(.227) 

 

 British cultural influence  –.015 
(.010) 

–.015 
(.010) 

 –.106 
(.153) 

–.061 
(.100) 

 

 Civil war  –.004 
(.006) 

–.005 
(.006) 

 –.643 
(.228) 

–.893*** 
(.180) 

 

 International war  +.006 
(.012) 

+.006 
(.012) 

 –.138 
(.394) 

–.098 
(.351) 

 

 Economic standing  +.064*** 
(.004) 

+.065*** 
(.004) 

 +1.205 
(.123) 

+1.509*** 
(.088) 

 

 Economic change  +.001*** 
(.0002) 

+.001*** 
(.0002) 

 –.029* 
(.008) 

–.045*** 
(.007) 

 

 Population size  –.020*** 
(.005) 

–.022*** 
(.005) 

 –1.234 
(.160) 

–1.347*** 
(.108) 

 

 Population change  –.006*** 
(.001) 

–.006*** 
(.001) 

 –.216 
(.463) 

–.450*** 
(.040) 

 

         
 R2  N/A N/A  .26 .38  
 N  4752 4752  1588 1463  
         

 
 

         
 CP rights        
         
 

Independent Variable  
 Mira 

(no lag) 
Mira 
(lag) 

 XTreg 
(no lag) 

XTreg 
(lag) 

 

         
 Rights abuse (t-1)  N/A +.721*** 

(.011) 
 N/A +.775*** 

(.015) 
 

 Democracy  +.005*** 
(.0005) 

+.002*** 
(.0003) 

 +.005*** 
(.001) 

+.002** 
(.001) 

 

 Leftist regime  –.023*** 
(.005) 

–.004 
(.004) 

 –.036 
(.022) 

+.014 
(.010) 
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 Military control  –.020 
(.019) 

–.010 
(.010) 

 –.013 
(.021) 

–.012 
(.015) 

 

 British cultural influence  +.018 
(.016) 

–.000 
(.004) 

 +.008 
(.031) 

+.002 
(.007) 

 

 Civil war  –.119*** 
(.010) 

–.074*** 
(.008) 

 –.270*** 
(.022) 

–.126*** 
(.014) 

 

 International war  –.050 
(.026) 

–.037 
(.020) 

 –.053 
(.031) 

–.055* 
(.025) 

 

 Economic standing  +.058*** 
(.007) 

+.029*** 
(.003) 

 +.102*** 
(.018) 

+.034*** 
(.006) 

 

 Economic change  +.000 
(.0003) 

+.001* 
(.001) 

 .001 
(.001) 

+.001 
(.001) 

 

 Population size  –.135*** 
(.010) 

–.056*** 
(.004) 

 –.238*** 
(.028) 

–.061*** 
(.008) 

 

 Population change  +.005** 
(.002) 

–.002 
(.001) 

 +.015** 
(.004) 

–.002 
(.003) 

 

         
 R2  N/A N/A  .40 .80  
 N  4752 4752  1660 1633  
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Appendix VI.C.  CP Rights Full Model 
 
 
This Appendix includes the full CP rights model, which was the first step in the process used to 
explore the potential explanatory factors for CP rights respect.  As described in the text, this was 
pared down to a more reduced model by eliminating the less relevant variables.  This process 
involves tradeoffs, and the ultimate goal remained pursuit of the most powerful and 
parsimonious model possible. 
 
This preliminary model tested all of the independent variables for which there was a proposed 
(CP rights) hypothesis.  The following table presents the results of this relatively large “full” 
model.  It contains the coefficient, standard error, significance level, and the hypothesis. 
 

       
 Independent Variable  DECPRI model  Hypotheses  

       
 Political      
       
 Military control  –.011 

(.018) 
 – – –  

 Democracy  +.004*** 
(.0005) 

 + + +  

 Leftist regime  –.021*** 
(.006) 

 –  

 British colonial influence  +.017 
(.012) 

 +  

 Women’s political rights  –.007 
(.005) 

 + +  

 Relative political capacity  +.012 
(.010) 

 +  

 Civil war  –.100*** 
(.009) 

 – – –  

 International war  –.053* 
(.023) 

 – – –  

 Conflict index  –.000*** 
(.000) 

 – – –  

       
 Economic       
       
 Economic standing  +.034*** 

(.007) 
 + + +  

 Economic change  –.000 
(.0003) 

 + +  

 Trade openness  –.000 
(.0000) 

 + +  

 Fuel exports  –.000 
(.0001) 

 – –  

       
 Government expenditure      
       
 Tax ratio  +.196** 

(.061) 
 +  
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 Defense-to- Gov't spending  –.094*** 
(.022) 

 – –  

       
 Social      
       
 Gini coefficient   –.002** 

(.0005) 
 –  

 Ethnic heterogeneity  –.107*** 
(.025) 

 –  

 Labor force participation  +.002*** 
(.0004) 

 +  

 Gender parity in enrollment  –.000 
(.001) 

 +  

 Religious freedom  +.024** 
(.006) 

 + + +  

 TVs  +.000 
(.000) 

 + +  

 Phones  +.039* 
(.016) 

 + +  

       
 Demographic      
       
 Population size  –.111*** 

(.011) 
 – –  

 Population change  +.006** 
(.002) 

 –  

 Population density  –.000 
(.000) 

 –  

       
 Geographic and 

Environmental  
 

 
   

       
 Area  +.000 

(.000) 
 –  
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Appendix VI.D.  British Colonial Influence and Distance from the Equator 
 
 
One combination of variables produced a particularly interesting set of results in the DECPRI 
(CP rights) models.  British colonial influence, though typically included – and significant – in 
previous studies, had been consistently insignificant in the current DECPRI models.  However, 
once a country’s distance from the equator was included, British colonial influence had a 
significant result.  With both British colony and distance from the equator in the model, both 
were statistically significant with positive coefficients.  This implies that former British colonies 
and countries at greater distances from the equator are associated with higher levels of CP rights 
respect.   
 
Further examination suggests that, while CP rights scores are generally higher for countries 
farther away from the equator, this effect is weaker for former British colonies.  As the graphs 
below illustrate, former British colonies are both concentrated more closely together, and located 
closer to the equator, than non-British colonies.678  Overall, British colonies are closer to the 
equator than non-British colonies.679 
 

Distance from the equator by British colonial influence
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For former British colonies, the slope of the fitted line is less severe, suggesting that the effect of 
moving away from the equator is less for British colonies (the fitted line starts higher and ends 
lower). 

                                                 
678 This is likely due in part to the fact that British were largely absent from Latin America, where other colonizers 
had a much larger presence.  These countries stretch far away from the equator.  Instead, the British were 
concentrated in Africa (where they were competing with other colonizers), though they also had some colonies in 
Asia and North America. 
679 Canada is somewhat of an outlier in the “former British colony” category (at a distance of 60).  All of the graphs 
use data for the year 2006 (the most recent in the dataset). 
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CPR and Distance from the equator 
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On a similar note, there is a similar effect on British colonial influence using ethnic 
heterogeneity and distance from the equator.  The correlation between distance from the equator 
and ethnic heterogeneity is –0.46; on average, countries are less heterogeneous as the distance 
from the equator grows.  As former British colonies are concentrated closer to the equator, they 
are also more likely to be highly heterogeneous. 
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Appendix VI.E.  Alternative Models 
 
 
The tables below supplement the analyses included in the text by offering additional versions 
(differentiated from the text version by one variable) on the final CP and ESC rights models.   
 
 
ESC Rights Model without Agriculture 
 
This ESC rights model contains all of the independent variables from the reduced model 
discussed in the text, with the exception of agriculture. 
 

     
 

Independent Variable  
 DESCRI 

model 
 

     
 Political    
     
 Military control  –.023*** 

(.006) 
 

 Democracy  +.003*** 
(.0003) 

 

 Leftist regime  +.003 
(.003) 

 

 Women’s political rights  +.011** 
(.003) 

 

 Civil war  +.004 
(.004) 

 

 International war  +.011 
(.010) 

 

 Conflict index  –.000* 
(.000) 

 

     
 Economic     
     
 Economic standing  +.016** 

(.004) 
 

 Economic change  +.000*** 
(.0001) 

 

     
 Government expenditure    
     
 Defense-to-Government 

spending 
 –.064*** 

(.008) 
 

     
 Social    
     
 Religious freedom  –.009* 

(.003) 
 

 Phones  +.022* 
(.008) 
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 Demographic    
     
 Population size  +.001 

(.004) 
 

 Population change  +.009*** 
(.002) 

 

 Urban population   +.001*** 
(.0001) 

 

 Urban population change  –.006*** 
(.001) 

 

 Fertility  –.028*** 
(.003) 

 

     
 N  4752  
     

 
 
ESC Rights Model with Gender Parity in Enrollment 
 
This ESC rights model contains all of the independent variables from the reduced model 
presented in the text, with the addition of gender parity in enrollment. 
 

     
 

Independent Variable  
 DESCRI 

model 
 

     
 Political    
     
 Military control  –.022*** 

(.005) 
 

 Democracy  +.003*** 
(.0003) 

 

 Leftist regime  +.000 
(.003) 

 

 Women’s political rights  +.010* 
(.003) 

 

 Civil war  +.001 
(.004) 

 

 International war  +.013 
(.010) 

 

 Conflict index  –.000* 
(.000) 

 

     
 Economic     
     
 Economic standing  +.008 

(.004) 
 

 Economic change  +.000* 
(.0002) 

 

     
 Government expenditure    
     
 Defense-to-Government 

spending 
 –.060*** 

(.008) 
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 Social    
     
 Religious freedom  –.010* 

(.003) 
 

 Phones  +.023* 
(.008) 

 

 Gender parity in enrollment  +.001*** 
(.0002) 

 

     
 Demographic    
     
 Population size  +.011* 

(.005) 
 

 Population change  +.008*** 
(.001) 

 

 Urban population   +.001*** 
(.0002) 

 

 Urban population change  –.006*** 
(.001) 

 

 Fertility  –.024*** 
(.002) 

 

     
 N  4752  
     

 
 
ESC Rights Model with Relative Political Capacity 
 
This ESC rights model contains all of the independent variables from the reduced model 
presented in the text, with the addition of the RPC variable. 
 

     
 

Independent Variable  
 DESCRI 

model 
 

     
 Political    
     
 Military control  –.020** 

(.006) 
 

 Democracy  +.003*** 
(.0002) 

 

 Leftist regime  +.004 
(.003) 

 

 Women’s political rights  +.012** 
(.003) 

 

 Relative political capacity  –.009** 
(.003) 

 

 Civil war  +.002 
(.004) 

 

 International war  +.013 
(.010) 

 

 Conflict index  –.000** 
(.000) 
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 Economic     
     
 Economic standing  +.010* 

(.004) 
 

 Economic change  +.000** 
(.0001) 

 

 Agriculture  –.099** 
(.018) 

 

     
 Government expenditure    
     
 Defense-to-Government 

spending 
 –.071*** 

(.008) 
 

     
 Social    
     
 Religious freedom  –.010** 

(.003) 
 

 Phones  +.021* 
(.009) 

 

     
 Demographic    
     
 Population size  +.008 

(.004) 
 

 Population change  +.009*** 
(.002) 

 

 Urban population   +.001*** 
(.0001) 

 

 Urban population change  –.006*** 
(.001) 

 

 Fertility  –.027*** 
(.003) 

 

     
 N  4752  
     

 
 
CP Rights Model with All (Overall and Urban) Population Variables  
 
This CP rights model contains all of the independent variables from the reduced model presented 
in the text, but includes all of the population variables. 
 

     
 

Independent Variable  
 DECPRI 

model 
 

     
 Political    
     
 Democracy  +.004*** 

(.005) 
 

 Leftist regime  –.023*** 
(.006) 
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 British colonial influence  +.030* 
(.012) 

 

 Civil war  –.099*** 
(.009) 

 

 International war  –.049 
(.024) 

 

 Conflict index  –.000*** 
(.000) 

 

     
 Economic     
     
 Economic standing  +.040*** 

(.008) 
 

 Economic change  –.000 
(.0003) 

 

     
 Government expenditure    
     
 Tax ratio  +.221** 

(.046) 
 

 Defense-to-gov't spending  –.095*** 
(.023) 

 

     
 Social    
     
 Gini coefficient   –.001** 

(.0005) 
 

 Ethnic heterogeneity  –.053* 
(.026) 

 

 Labor force participation  +.002** 
(.0005) 

 

 Religious freedom  +.025*** 
(.006) 

 

 Phones  +.038** 
(.013) 

 

     
 Demographic    
     
 Population size  –.117*** 

(.010) 
 

 Population change  +.011** 
(.003) 

 

 Urban population  –.001*** 
(.0003) 

 

 Urban population change  –.003 
(.002) 

 

     
 Geographic and 

Environmental  
   

     
 Distance from equator  +.003*** 

(.0004) 
 

     
 N  4752  
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Appendix VI.F.  Gender Parity in Enrollment and GDP  
 
 
The graph below offers a snapshot of (logged) GDP and gender parity in enrollment (ratio of 
female to male primary school enrollment) in the year 2000.  This scatterplot with a fitted 
regression line demonstrates the positive relationship between the two variables. 
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Appendix VI.G.  CP and ESC Rights Tables by Religion 
 
 
The final classification scheme used to compare subsets of countries is religion.  Religion has 
been a major factor in diverse disciplines, and the human rights literature is no exception.  Still, it 
is rarely used as an explanatory condition in human rights outcomes.  As a result, it is included 
here, as a classification scheme used to compare countries results for both CP and ESC rights 
respect.   
 
The results in this section are somewhat less striking than in the two sections included in the text 
(region and income level), but religion remains an important issue today.  This diminished 
impact could result in part from a very practical reason – most of the world’s countries fall into 
one of two religions as the “majority” religion, despite any diversity of people’s actual practice.  
Thus there is less variation between these two groups of nations, which together account for a 
large percentage of the total dataset.680 
 
Though an initial analysis was performed for all four (of five) major religions in the world,681 
only the two largest religions are included in this first subsection.  The next subsection presents 
results that also contain Hinduism and Buddhism.  Thus the following tables include only 
Christian and Muslim countries, along with the overall (“all religions”) model, for CP and then 
ESC rights. 
 

       
 CP rights by Religion  
       
 Independent 

Variable  
 All 

Religions 
Christian Muslim  

       
 Political      
       
 Democracy  +.004*** 

(.0005) 
+.005*** 

(.001) 
+.001 
(.001) 

 

 Leftist regime  –.023*** 
(.006) 

–.021* 
(.008) 

–.018 
(.011) 

 

 British colonial 
influence 

 +.030* 
(.012) 

+.042** 
(.015) 

+.061** 
(.020) 

 

 Civil war  –.100*** 
(.009) 

–.096*** 
(.012) 

–.113*** 
(.017) 

 

 International war  –.049 
(.024) 

–.021 
(.037) 

–.086** 
(.025) 

 

 Conflict index  –.000*** 
(.0000) 

–.000*** 
(.000) 

–.000*** 
(.000) 

 

       
 Economic       
       

                                                 
680 Together, Christian and Muslim nations account for just over 90% of the countries in the dataset. 
681 Judaism was not used as a separate category, because it has only one country, and would not return legitimate 
statistical results.  Moreover, it would provide information only for Israel, and would not apply across an entire 
category.  
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 Economic standing  +.040*** 
(.008) 

+.048*** 
(.012) 

+.045** 
(.015) 

 

 Economic change  –.000 
(.0003) 

–.000 
(.0004) 

–.000 
(.0005) 

 

       
 Government 

expenditure 
     

       
 Tax ratio  +.223** 

(.047) 
+.200** 
(.049) 

+.276** 
(.071) 

 

 Defense-to-gov’t 
spending 

 –.096*** 
(.023) 

–.085* 
(.032) 

–.094** 
(.034) 

 

       
 Social      
       
 Gini coefficient   –.001** 

(.0005) 
–.001* 
(.001) 

–.002 
(.001) 

 

 Ethnic 
heterogeneity 

 –.052* 
(.026) 

–.047* 
(.029) 

–.040 
(.039) 

 

 Labor force 
participation 

 +.002** 
(.0005) 

+.001 
(.001) 

+.003** 
(.001) 

 

 Religious freedom  +.025*** 
(.006) 

+.013 
(.007) 

+.037** 
(.010) 

 

 Phones  +.039** 
(.013) 

+.022 
(.018) 

+.057 
(.031) 

 

       
 Demographic      
       
 Population size  –.117*** 

(.010) 
–.117*** 

(.012) 
–.130*** 

(.018) 
 

 Population change  +.007** 
(.002) 

+.009 
(.004) 

+.004 
(.002) 

 

 Urban population   –.001*** 
(.0003) 

–.001** 
(.0004) 

–.002** 
(.001) 

 

       
 Geographic and 

Environmental  
     

       
 Distance from 

equator 
 +.003*** 

(.0005) 
+.003*** 

(.001) 
+.000 
(.001) 

 

       
 N  4752 2956 1364  
       

 
 

       
 ESC rights by Religion  
       
 Independent 

Variable  
 All 

Religions 
Christian Muslim  

       
 Political      
       
 Military control  –.020*** 

(.006) 
–.038*** 

(.008) 
–.013 
(.009) 
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 Democracy  +.003*** 
(.0002) 

+.003*** 
(.0003) 

+.004*** 
(.0004) 

 

 Leftist regime  +.003 
(.003) 

+.002 
(.004) 

+.000 
(.005) 

 

 Women’s political 
rights 

 +.011** 
(.011) 

+.011** 
(.003) 

+.007 
(.004) 

 

 Civil war  +.002 
(.004) 

–.001 
(.005) 

+.002 
(.007) 

 

 International war  +.012 
(.010) 

+.006 
(.011) 

+.022 
(.017) 

 

 Conflict index  –.000* 
(.000) 

–.000 
(.000) 

–.000** 
(.000) 

 

       
 Economic       
       
 Economic standing  +.009* 

(.004) 
+.016* 
(.006) 

–.014 
(.008) 

 

 Economic change  +.000** 
(.0001) 

+.000 
(.0002) 

+.000 
(.0002) 

 

 Agriculture  –.106** 
(.018) 

–.085** 
(.021) 

–.130*** 
(.027) 

 

       
 Government 

expenditure 
     

       
 Defense-to-gov’t 

spending 
 –.067*** 

(.008) 
–.082*** 

(.011) 
–.047** 
(.015) 

 

       
 Social      
       
 Religious freedom  –.010*** 

(.003) 
+.001 
(.003) 

–.019* 
(.007) 

 

 Phones  +.022* 
(.009) 

+.031** 
(.008) 

–.003 
(.021) 

 

       
 Demographic      
       
 Population size  +.009* 

(.004) 
–.003 
(.006) 

+.043*** 
(.010) 

 

 Population change  +.009*** 
(.002) 

+.006** 
(.002) 

+.011*** 
(.002) 

 

 Urban population   +.001*** 
(.0002) 

+.001*** 
(.0002) 

+.002** 
(.0005) 

 

 Urban population 
change 

 –.006*** 
(.001) 

–.006*** 
(.001) 

–.006** 
(.002) 

 

 Fertility  –.027*** 
(.003) 

–.024*** 
(.002) 

–.028*** 
(.003) 

 

       
 N  4752 2956 1364  
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CP Rights  
 
Many of the results from the CP rights model are consistent between Christian and Muslim 
nations.  Still, a few notable exceptions stand out, particularly with the political and demographic 
factors.  These divergences are the focus of the subsequent discussion. 
 
The most important political variable, especially in the CP rights literature, presents an intriguing 
result for these two subsets of countries.  Democracy is highly statistically significant for 
Christian countries, and not at all (with a smaller coefficient as well) for Muslim countries, 
implying that democracy is a powerful predictor for CP rights respect only for Christian 
countries.  This may expose a bias in the human rights literature; some people argue that the 
entire human rights regime is Euro-centric, embracing all of the political, economic, and social 
preferences favored by Western culture.  Perhaps the literature also reflects these inclinations, 
and promotes democracy as a key to CP rights support because of a strong Christian perspective.  
These DECPRI models confirm this contention for Christian countries, but indicate that 
democracy is not a strong explanatory factor for Muslim countries. 
 
International war displays the opposite effect, in that it is a strong predictor of CP rights respect 
for Muslim, but not for Christian, countries.  The coefficient on international conflict is negative, 
large, and statistically significant for Muslim countries, but is much smaller and not at all 
statistically significant for Christian countries.  As discussed previously, cross-border conflicts 
are more likely to have disparate effects on the countries in which the conflict is actually fought.  
Examination of the data reveals that Middle Eastern countries account for a large proportion of 
international wars, with hostilities in Iran and Iraq during the 1980s dominating the list of 
conflicts.682 
 
The only other group of factors with differing impacts is the social variables category.  The two 
inequality variables, measuring income and ethic heterogeneity, have relatively equivalent 
(negative) coefficients, but they are (slightly) statistically significant only for Christian countries.  
This suggests that these diversity factors are better predictors in Christian rather than in Muslim 
countries.  In contrast, labor force participation and religious freedom are statistically significant 
only for Muslim countries.  The religious freedom coefficient for Muslim countries is nearly 
three times larger than for Christian countries, and is moderately statistically significant.  This 
positive coefficient indicates that greater freedom is associated with better CP rights outcomes.  
Religious freedom is a stronger and more significant predictor for Muslim countries. 
 
The remaining political variables are much more consistent between these two subsets of 
countries.  Likewise, the economic, government expenditure, and demographic variables are 
incredibly similar.  Even overall wealth and population, the central variables of such interest in 
most studies, are remarkably comparable for Christian and Muslim countries.  While discussion 
typically focus on divergent results, which are often more intriguing, it is important to not lose 
sight the importance of parallel findings.  It is not inconsequential that these two subsets of 
countries are more alike than they are different with respect to CP rights outcomes. 
 
                                                 
682 Middle Eastern and North African countries account for 32 of 55 international wars in the dataset, or 30 of 38 
(just under 80%) of international wars occurring from 1980-2006. 
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ESC Rights  
 
As above, in this ESC rights case, the majority of the explanatory factors have relatively 
consistent findings across these two models.  It appears that Christian and Muslim countries have 
more in common than not regarding human rights outcomes.  Nonetheless, there are a few 
conflicting findings here; these are outlined briefly below. 
 
In contrast to the CP rights case, democracy has nearly identical results in this DESCRI (ESC 
rights) model.  Instead, the regime type variable that does not match is military control.  While 
this coefficient is negative in both models, it is three times larger and highly statistically 
significant in the Christian one (and not at all statistically significant in the Muslim one).  For 
Christian countries, military regimes are strong predictors of worse ESC rights outcomes; this 
variable is not as important a factor for Muslim countries. 
 
Women’s political rights are also larger and statistically significant in the Christian model, 
compared to a statistically insignificant result in the Muslim model.  Here also, for Christian 
nations, greater political rights for women are associated with higher levels of ESC rights 
respect.  This factor is not a significant predictor in the Muslim model.  It is possible that women 
have fewer political opportunities in some countries, which may contribute to this result.   
 
The finding that women’s political rights are less influential in the Muslim model is particularly 
interesting given the religious freedom results.  The religious freedom variable is slightly 
positive but not statistically significant in the Christian model, but negative, larger (in absolute 
value), and (slightly) statistically significant in the Muslim model.  Thus greater religious 
freedom in Muslim countries is associated with worse ESC rights outcomes.  It is difficult for 
policymakers to interpret and act upon this result, as it indicates that a more tightly controlled 
and less diverse society, from a religious perspective, likely is better for ESC rights.  This may 
also partially explain the finding that women’s political rights are not good for these rights in 
Muslim countries, as they are in Christian ones.  However, many officials and activists, 
especially from the West, desire to promote religious freedom and women’s rights alongside 
ESC rights, and must struggle with findings like these, that indicate these objectives do not move 
in the same direction. 
 
 
Expanded CP and ESC Rights Tables by Religion 
 
The following two tables replicate the overall (all religions), Christian, and Muslim results, and 
add the Hindu and Buddhist results.  The latter two were excluded from the tables and discussion 
above because their small number of constituent countries make statistical analysis difficult, and 
great weight should not be attributed to the findings therein.  Nonetheless, they are included here 
for reference.  Jewish is still not included as a separate category, as only one country (Israel) fits 
into this category. 
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 CP rights by Religion  
         
 Independent 

Variable  
 All Religions Christian Muslim Hindu Buddhist  

         
 Political        
         
 Democracy  +.004*** 

(.0005) 
+.005*** 

(.001) 
+.001 
(.001) 

+.004 
(.008 

+.002 
(.002) 

 

 Leftist regime  –.023*** 
(.006) 

–.021* 
(.008) 

–.018 
(.011) 

–.012 
(.085) 

–.028 
(.026) 

 

 British colonial 
influence 

 +.030* 
(.012) 

+.042** 
(.015) 

+.061** 
(.020) 

+.309 
(.595) 

–.087* 
(.036) 

 

 Civil war  –.100*** 
(.009) 

–.096*** 
(.012) 

–.113*** 
(.017) 

+.752 
(.992) 

–.146** 
(.051) 

 

 International war  –.049 
(.024) 

–.021 
(.037) 

–.086** 
(.025) 

–.124 
(.195) 

+.021 
(.130) 

 

 Conflict index  –.000*** 
(.0000) 

–.000*** 
(.000) 

–.000*** 
(.000) 

–.000 
(.000) 

–.000*** 
(.000) 

 

         
 Economic         
         
 Economic standing  +.040*** 

(.008) 
+.048*** 

(.012) 
+.045** 
(.015) 

+.365 
(.191) 

+.087* 
(.035) 

 

 Economic change  –.000 
(.0003) 

–.000 
(.0004) 

–.000 
(.0005) 

–.000 
(.007) 

+.002 
(.002) 

 

         
 Government 

expenditure 
       

         
 Tax ratio  +.223** 

(.047) 
+.200** 
(.049) 

+.276** 
(.071) 

+.048 
(.315) 

–.010820 
(.225) 

 

 Defense-to-Gov’t 
spending 

 –.096*** 
(.023) 

–.085* 
(.032) 

–.094** 
(.034) 

+.019 
(.281) 

–.331** 
(.108) 

 

         
 Social        
         
 Gini coefficient   –.001** 

(.0005) 
–.001* 
(.001) 

–.002 
(.001) 

–.003 
(.005) 

–.005 
(.003) 

 

 Ethnic 
heterogeneity 

 –.052* 
(.026) 

–.047* 
(.029) 

–.040 
(.039) 

–.000 
(24.354) 

–.017 
(.068) 

 

 Labor force 
participation 

 +.002** 
(.0005) 

+.001 
(.001) 

+.003** 
(.001) 

+.016 
(.018) 

+.006** 
(.002) 

 

 Religious freedom  +.025*** 
(.006) 

+.013 
(.007) 

+.037** 
(.010) 

–.040 
(.044) 

+.023 
(.027) 

 

 Phones  +.039** 
(.013) 

+.022 
(.018) 

+.057 
(.031) 

+.263 
(.267) 

+.263** 
(.076) 

 

         
 Demographic        
         
 Population size  –.117*** 

(.010) 
–.117*** 

(.012) 
–.130*** 

(.018) 
–.512 
(.436) 

–.236*** 
(.039) 

 

 Population change  +.007** 
(.002) 

+.009 
(.004) 

+.004 
(.002) 

+.083 
(.104) 

+.016 
(.010) 

 



 

 Urban population   –.001*** 
(.0003) 

–.001** 
(.0004) 

–.002** 
(.001) 

–.025 
(.011) 

–.002** 
(.001) 

 

         
 Geographic and 

Environmental  
       

         
 Distance from 

equator 
 +.003*** 

(.0005) 
+.003*** 

(.001) 
+.000 
(.001) 

+.028 
(.673) 

+.002* 
(.001) 

 

         
 N  4752 2956 1364 81 324  
         

 
 
 

         
 ESC rights by Religion  
         
 Independent 

Variable  
 All Religions Christian Muslim Hindu Buddhist  

         
 Political        
         
 Military control  –.020*** 

(.006) 
–.038*** 

(.008) 
–.013 
(.009) 

+.167 
(.183) 

+.051* 
(.024) 

 

 Democracy  +.003*** 
(.0002) 

+.003*** 
(.0003) 

+.004*** 
(.0004) 

+.007 
(.004) 

+.004* 
(.001) 

 

 Leftist regime  +.003 
(.003) 

+.002 
(.004) 

+.000 
(.005) 

+.051 
(.030) 

+.017 
(.011) 

 

 Women’s political 
rights 

 +.011** 
(.011) 

+.011** 
(.003) 

+.007 
(.004) 

+.003 
(.016) 

+.074*** 
(.009) 

 

 Civil war  +.002 
(.004) 

–.001 
(.005) 

+.002 
(.007) 

–.266 
(.326) 

+.010 
(.015) 

 

 International war  +.012 
(.010) 

+.006 
(.011) 

+.022 
(.017) 

+.089 
(.137) 

+.016 
(.036) 

 

 Conflict index  –.000* 
(.000) 

–.000 
(.000) 

–.000** 
(.000) 

+.000 
(.000) 

+.000 
(.000) 

 

         
 Economic         
         
 Economic standing  +.009* 

(.004) 
+.016* 
(.006) 

–.014 
(.008) 

+.033 
(.050) 

–.007 
(.011) 

 

 Economic change  +.000** 
(.0001) 

+.000 
(.0002) 

+.000 
(.0002) 

–.003 
(.003) 

–.000 
(.001) 

 

 Agriculture  –.106** 
(.018) 

–.085** 
(.021) 

–.130*** 
(.027) 

–.299* 
(.113) 

–.132 
(.071) 

 

         
 Government 

expenditure 
       

         
 Defense-to-Gov’t 

spending 
 –.067*** 

(.008) 
–.082*** 

(.011) 
–.047** 
(.015) 

+.013 
(.132) 

+.020 
(.074) 

 

         
 Social        
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 Religious freedom  –.010*** 
(.003) 

+.001 
(.003) 

–.019* 
(.007) 

–.004 
(.028) 

–.022* 
(.009) 

 

 Phones  +.022* 
(.009) 

+.031** 
(.008) 

–.003 
(.021) 

–.046 
(.169) 

–.043 
(.030) 

 

         
 Demographic        
         
 Population size  +.009* 

(.004) 
–.003 
(.006) 

+.043*** 
(.010) 

–.020 
(.053) 

–.043 
(.012) 

 

 Population change  +.009*** 
(.002) 

+.006** 
(.002) 

+.011*** 
(.002) 

+.007 
(.036) 

+.019** 
(.005) 

 

 Urban population   +.001*** 
(.0002) 

+.001*** 
(.0002) 

+.002** 
(.0005) 

+.005 
(.006) 

+.004 
(.0003) 

 

 Urban population 
change 

 –.006*** 
(.001) 

–.006*** 
(.001) 

–.006** 
(.002) 

+.042 
(.024) 

–.023*** 
(.004) 

 

 Fertility  –.027*** 
(.003) 

–.024*** 
(.002) 

–.028*** 
(.003) 

–.039* 
(.017) 

–.029*** 
(.004) 

 

         
 N  4752 2956 1364 81 324  
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