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horizontally rather than imposed, or delivered, from above. Farmer field

schools and participatory plant breeding are examples in the field of agri-

cgltural research. Scientific progress for the poorest cannot be conceived
without the poorest, whose needs are sometimes misunderstood, even by

the scientists pursuing their research with the best intentions, Participatory

research is also empowering and may constitute a powerful curb to a path
of technological development that, by benefiting primarily those who are
_aiready wel! connected or who have the highest purchasing power, would
mcreasel inequalities both within societies and between societies, Just like
economic growth is not poverty-reducing per definition, scientific progress
may, or may not, be conceived in ways that serve farmers who need it most.

e Third; institutions matter. The right to benefit front scientific pI’Ogress.'.
- and its applications may require, for instance, that vulnerable communities -
- are better organized in order for knowledge to be transmitted, and “owned”
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| INTRODUCTION has used a composite indicator, that is, one thal tries to capture the
i | |

_ Stiire of basic rights.
The notion that all human rights are indivisible and interdependent j, -
originated in UN circles in the 1950s. Since the 1950s the indivisibj

and interdependence of human rights has been the topic of various Wor

Conferences on Human Rights, Declarations, and disputes among acadein;

ics, activists, and [egal scholars.” The idea has some cenceptual grounding

in the works of scholars who argue that all human rights, or some spegif

subset of human rights, are necessary to assure the dignity of the perso,

Opponents of the notion of /I dismiss it either implicitly or explicitly. For

instance, Aryeh Neier and Kenneth Roth both doubt the efficacy of economi

social, and cuttural rights, largely on procedural grounds.* Additionally,

individuals espousing “Asian values” and the “right to development” offef

dismiss, or at least ascribe an inferior status to, civil and political rights.?
While the conceptual issues surrounding the ¥/ debate are important,

this article seeks to determine the prevalence of I/l in real life. The first
question asked is: “to what degree do governments respect basic human
rights simultaneously?” To answer that question the authors calculate the
correlation coefficient between basic human rights—security and subsistence
rights—for developing countries from 1997 to 2005 using the best available
data. Security and subsistence rights are then combined to construct a new
composite index for basic rights. After looking at the new country rankings;
the next question asked is: “what are the important determinants behind
government respect for basic rights?” To answer that question the authors
performed a regression analysis using a composite measure on different
variables that represent government ability and willingness to respect basic
rights. While other empirical studies have examined some of the factors un-,
derlying respect for a given kind of human right, to the authors” knowledge

PREVIOUS LITERATURE

his section the article reviews the normative and empirical literatures
is ey
<hing on the I/t of bastc rights.

'Nm.'mative Literature

man dignity is often identified as the key normgtlve foundation th?tBJ;flst(;
' [l human rights.* It certainly plays that role in the interpanonad oo
e n Rights.® Others have expanded or refined the normative founda |odS
iz?frlnan rights by focusing on their necessity in order to fulfill basllc niecz[er,_
oseful human action, and human freedoms."ﬁ \.Nhen.proE)ery uomic
"'fd these arguments justify a wide catalog of civil, p0|'l’[‘lC.a, econ tm,
to’ia[’ and cultural human rights. Nevertheless, some cr|t|c1§ed§§pp(?{ry O%c
il [ impracticability and disicu
' because of impracticantlity :
full menu of human rights of impracticabilty s O duties,
:on. the difficulty in specifying the division ©F ;
el imsensitivty. il th biections are decisively seitied, the
nd cultural insensitivity. Until these objec o
st]:(c)ngest case for human rights must pertain to the ?ost fﬁnglzn}ir;:aflocus
that..i ic ri implies that researchers sho

t is, basic rights. That further imp . ous
tzz}this minima[it case, even while acknowledging that other human rig
are | [ exist.

important and other /1 linkages may . s

are H.fnr Shue identifies basic rights as those minimal reasonab}e dernan ’
¢ on the rest of humanity to assure OnEs own se

that everyone can place

eory anp Pracnice (2d ed. 2002). -
'DONNELLY, U?:?fALdgg:?ﬁeﬁfggxgllio the Universal Declarat’:orl of Human Eellg:li
o mStanC]?, r:o humyan dignity twice, the first line of Asticle 1 reaclls, Al human e htgs
(UDbHR) rﬁeeer a?ld equal in dignity and rights.” Universal Declaration of HBmF\?nD(;% &
?(Je'op(t)el‘g 10 Dec. 1948, G.A. Res. 217A {115, UN. GAOR, 3d Sess, art. 1, LN, .
RES/3/2'1 E)A (19;;18)'Nature and Value of Rights, in Trie Pritcsapiy oF HUMA; R;(é}.eifé;f
Joet FEIﬂEer\%\;hnstin ed. 1989, David Copp, The Right to an Ad’equate 1{;9:?2;1 o
(Mo_rto'n e A tonon'ﬁly and the Basic Needs, 9 Soc. Pri. & Pou'y 231 ( M" plar
o )'USf-'CQ,. UD' it Ias the Basis of Rights, inTre Constimon of Rihrs 10 { 11L996)'
G gmﬁ:]amhfg\ P}E’Irent eds., 1992); Atan Gewmsl, THE COMMUNITY OF R}GHIFh(em O’f
ip::l:g;irSm, DI evELOPMENT A FREFDOM (23(;! ;c(iéggz?}ﬂ; Amartya Sen, Elements of a ¥
Rights, 32 P & Pus. AFs. ; '
7 ;:mg:vaim&m x5 Frermom, supra note 6; Shareen Hertel & Lagsgorg\l(nlssm”
. "h . The Terrain, in Fconomic RIGHTS: CONCEPTUAL,‘MEA::UREMEN.T, AN e rowards
N tsll& fanse Minkler eds., 2007); James W. Nlckei,. Rethinking in R.'WS.' i rgt)é4 ey
:?I'rft?zory of Supporting Relatiorns hetween Human Rights, 30 Hum. RTs. Q.

1. See Daniel . Whefan, Interdependent, Indivisibie and Interrelated Humar Rights: A Inck
Political and Historical Investigation (2006} (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University
of Denver). The I/l concept was central to deliberations at the 1968 first World Confer-
ence on Human Rights at Teheran, to the drafting of the 7986 Declaration on the Right -
to Development, and to defiberations at the 1993 second World Conference on Human
Rights. Scholars interested in economic rights implementation have addressed I/1in The.
Limburg Principles on the Implementation of the International Covenant on Economic, .
Social and Cultural Rights, 9 Hum. Rrs. Q. 122 {1987); The Maastricht Guidelines on;
Violations of Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, 20 Hum. Rrs. Q. 697 (1998). .

2. Aryeh Neier, Social and Fcoromic Rights: A Critique, Hum. Rrs. Brise 13 (2006); Ken-
neth Roth, Defending Economic, Social and Cuftural Rights: Practical Issues Faced by
international Human Righis Organization, 26 Hum. Rts. Q. 63 (2004).

3. For more on Asian values, see the views of Lee Kuan Yew in: Fareed Zakaria, Culture is
Destiny: A Conversaiion with Lee Kuan Yew, 73 Foracn Arr. 109 (1924). The idea that
eccnomic and sacial rights are functional prior to civil and political rights is exemplified
in the 1968 Proclamation of Teheran at the First World Conference o Human Rights.
See Whelan, supra note 1, at 5.
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respect and survival. Because of this, Shue argues that basic rights are neces.
sary for the enjoyment of all other rights, and it is this link that justifies hag
rights.” There are two kinds of basic rights: security rights and subsistenc
rights. Security rights correspond primarily to civil rights and refer to rights
to be free from murder, torture, rape, and assault. Subsistence rights co
respond primarily to economic rights and refer to rights to unpoliuted aj;
and water, adequate food, clothing, shelter, and health care. Taken together:
both kinds of rights are indivisible because both are indispensible to oha
another and also equally necessary for the enjoyment of any other right.?
One cannot enjoy subsistence rights if one is not also free from murder, ju
as one cannot enjoy security rights if one has starved to death. Moreove
all other non-basic rights are dependent on security and subsistence right;.
being fulfilled.’® In contrast, perfect symmetry does not exist. In Shue’s ac-
count not all non-basic rights are indispensible to basic rights—though they
still may be useful. This might be seen as violating the broadest notion of
indivisibility."" This article will focus on the more narrow case of indivis:
ibility of basic rights.

B. Empirical Literature

In this section the article surveys the empirical literature examining the re-
lationship between different human rights and their determinants, including:

8. Heury SHuz, Basic RicHms: Sussistence, ArrLuence, avo U.S, Foreion Policy 9 (2d ed. 1996).
9. While Shue does not use the word “indivisibility,” that is what he means wher: he writes: :
“The only parallel beirg relied upon is that guarantess of security and guarantees of
subsistence are equally essential to providing for the actual exercise of any other rights.”:
Id. at 26. See Daniel ;. Whelan, Unitangling the Indivisibility, Interdependency, and-
ther‘re.fatedness of Human Rights (Hum. Ris. Inst., University of Cannecticut, Economic’
Rights Working Paper Series, Working Paper No. 7, 2008) available at http:/Awww.econ.
uconn.edufworking/7_pdf, for a good, short treatment of the distinctions between “indi-
visibility” and “interdependence” (and “interrelatedness”) of human rights. In contrast,
Nickel considers indivisibility to be a very strong form of interdependence. Nickel, supra
note 7, at 987.
10. For instance, Shue argues that all liberties depend on basic rights, and aiso that basic
rights depend on some liberties. Snur, supra note 8, at 70-71. .
1. The way Nickel frames indivisibility in this case is that basic rights provide strong sup- -
porting relations to one another and to all ather rights, but non-basic rights provide
weak supporting relations to basic rights. Supporting relations refer to the degree to
which one right helps the functioning and stability of anather right. Nickel’s central
argument is that the strength of supporting relations crucially depends on the quality of
implementatian {ability to stop threats to rights bearers) and that because developing
countries in particular will inevitably have difficulty in all of the high quality implemen-
tation necessary 1o provide strong supporting relations across alf rights, the concept of
system-wide indivisibility is somewhat untenable. Even if Nickel is right, Shue'’s analysis
endures hecause of its more limited focus. Nickel, supra note 7, at 987-50.
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interdependence of Basic Rights

co_ﬁomic development, democracy, refationship to international human
;_gﬁts covenants, and the degree of globalization.

1. Correlations Between Different Kinds of Human Rights

w studies have examined whether human rights are indeed I4l. The notable
'xi’:éption is Wesley Milner, Steven Poe, and David Leblang, whose chief
oncern is to see if there are trade-offs amongst different kinds of human
gg[“ﬁs, as some scholars have suggested.” The authors examine four main
ses of rights—security, subsistence, political liberties, and economic free-
ms—to determine whether they are empirically related to one another,
or their measure of security rights, they use the five-point ordinal Political
Terror Scale (PTS) created from the annual human rights report issued by

\mnesty International.” They use the Physical Quality of Life Index (PQLI) as
a measure of subsistence rights, the Polity Iif democracy measure developed
by Jaggers and Gurr as a measure of liberties, and the Fraser Institute (Fraser}
neasure of economic freedom.?* The authors conduct bivariate correlations
Thiatween these four types of rights to determine whether regimes make trade-
ffs, or whether they are realized together. While the authors suggest that
bivariate correlations provide no direct evidence for the “trade-off” argument,
“does appear from Table 3 that there is a negative correlation between
QLI (representing subsistence rights) and PTS (representing security rights)
for both countries belonging to the Organization for Economic Cooperation
and- Development (OECD) and countries not belonging to the OECD. That
finding is most relevant for this article’s analysis. In contrast, the authors
find positive bivariate correlations between Polity I (democracy) and PQLI,

Wesley T. Milner, Steven C. Poe, & David Leblang, Security Rights, Subsistence Rights,
and Liberties: A Theoretical Survey of the Empirical Landscape, 21 Hum. Rrs. Q. 403
(1999).

The PTS is a standards-based measure that is coded from one to five with five represent-
ing countries where rights are not abused, and one representing countries that are the
worst perfermers on human rights.

The Polity Il measures the level of democracy in a country along an additive continuum
that ranges from zero to eleven. A score of zero represents no democracy in the country
and eleven represents a demacratic regime. The Fraser Institute measure is an index of
economic freedom that incorporates seventeen components covering four key areas of
economic freecdom: 1} money and inflation; 2} government operations and regulations;
3) discriminatory taxation and takings; and 4) international exchange. A zero to ten
rating scale is used for each compenent of the index. The physical quality of life index
was developed by David Morris {1979) to mare directly measure the quality of life or
well-being of a country’s citizens. It seeks to overcome some of the measurement fimi-
tations of GNP as an indicator of development and social welfare. Country values are
assigned on the basis of the following indicaters: basic literacy rate, infant mortality,
and life expectancy at age one, All indicators are equally weighted on a zero to ane
hundred scale with one hundred being best.
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may lack the will to implement human rights institutions and policies,
ther because it is not a priority for them, and/or citizens are not pressing
eir human rights claims. This section reviews the empirical literatures on
ith ability and willingness while acknowledging that even this distinction
inadequate to explain observed human rights outcomes. Even able and
willing governments may be thwarted in their efforts to employ human rights
especting policies by outside mediating factors, just as good outcomes may
cur even in countries with unwilling governments.?! This article now sur-
ays literature discussing the link between human rights and income, legal
origins, and globalization on the one hand; and the link between human
ights and democracy and the ratification of international human rights

reaties on the other hand.

and_ Fraser (economic freedom) and PQLI, suggesting that those coy lings.
of rights are enjoyed together. e

Daniel Kaufman looks at the issue of interdependence and indivisibilip
betwgen different types of human rights and governance.' Specificall Ey
examines the finks between “first generation” rights (i.e., political Iibeﬁié"e .
anq “second generation” rights (socioeconomic rights). Kaufman then e's'
amines the links between these two kinds of human rights and governan X
|nd|catqrs.”’ He generally finds that first generation rights are necessar fc'e
the attainment of second generation rights, and that the former causally 0{
fgcts a country’s level of respect for the latter.'” He finds a causal link g;o'a“
first generation hurman rights to improved socio-economic rights a[tainme:;
at .both the aggregate countrywide level as well as the micro project level 18
It is worth noting, however, that Kaufman uses child mortality and incon%é

Iper capita to measure economic rights fulfillment. This is significant as the a. Ability
ﬂ;:rg;e body of literature examining the relationship between democracy and
e level and changes in per capita income points to mixed results at best.19: I.Income

The literature often refers to a country’s income and level of development
“synonymously. For reasons most expertly espoused by Amartya Sen, the two
are not the same.? That said, the level of economic development {most often
“conceptualized as income as measured by Gross Domestic Product) has
been identified in the empirical literature as an important determinant of a
“government’s ability to fulfili subsistence rights.*® The greater the potential
“resources to the government, the more it is able to fund basic subsistence,
fiteracy, and health programs. In contrast, in their study on subsistence
tights, Bruce Moon and William Dixon examined the impact of economic
growth upon the equitable distribution of human needs on a large sample
of countries over a twenty-five year period to determine whether economic
growth has an impact on basic needs measured by PQLI* They found that

2. Determinants of Respect for Human Rights

Gov.ernrjﬂel'nt respect for human rights depends on both their ability and
also their willingness to respect human rights.?® Ability refers primarily to
government resources; without sufficient resources governmenis cannot be .
expecte(.:f.to implement the costly legal systems necessary to ensure civil
and political rights protections, nor could they be expected to imp?ement.
the‘costiy health, education, and workforce policies necessary to ensure’
social and economic rights. But even governments with ample resources

15, Dasie Kaursm ITUTE ;
ooa ANN, WOoRD Bani [nsrerume, Human RiGHTs anp Governance: The EmpiricaL CHALLENGE

6. [qu llJ:ordczvll and political rights measurement, Kaufman draws from the Cingranelli and
: |ct args Hur:nar? I_?nght_s Data Set to construct two composite measures: one related o
%r‘ure,.er(tra}udlmal kl.ﬂmg, and political fmprisonment, the other to womer’s rights
i c;s arttlc e alslo uses this data set, and describes it further in sectior three. Governance
dne I;:id{)rs include measures for rule of law (protection of property rights, judiciary in-
& ;\inOI ence, etc.), control Df_cor(uption, regulatory quality, political stability and lack
of v ence, i:nme, and terrorism; government effectiveness {including quality of policy

b.,.;ng,slmp ementation, and public service delivery); and voice and external account-
fvelb' ¥ ;’:’cv{ebWOr!d Bank Institute Governance and Anti-Corruption, available at http://
A F.)V:ggp}( Zzl;.gg%/;/gBS!gE/EXTERNAL/WBI/EXTWBJGOVANTCOR/D menuPK:17405
~pagePK: ~piPK:6416843 5 ~theSitePK-1 ! '

17, Kaurmann, Stpra note 15. 740530,00-huml.

18. Id

19. For a good review, see Uniren N 1O 5
Rgpo.m- 2002, at o5 oomy ATIONS DEVELOPMINT PROGRAMME {UNDP), Fluman Devecorsent

20. EDCa(;nd L Clngrane!li & David L. Richards, Measuring Government Fffort to Respect
& romic an Social Human Rights: A Peer Benchmark, in Economic RicTs Conceprual

EASUREMENT, AND Poucy Issues (Shareen Herte! & Lanse Minkler eds., 2007). ) !

21. By themselves, GDP per capila, legal crigins, and economic globalization indicators are
not sufficient to measure government ability because many other indicators inflience
a government’s ability to provide for citizens’ basic rights, such as official development
assistance (QODA), long-term debt, expenditures for health care and education, the im-
position of structural adjustment pelicies (SAPs} and other marketization measures, and
military expenditures. Economic inequality as measured by the GINI index of inequatity
also influences government ability to promote basic rights, since inequality often fuels
underdevelopment in key areas of social life.

22, Sen, DeviLoeMENT As Frecnom, supra note 0.
23. Bruce E. Moon & William ). Dixon, Basic Needs and Growih-Wellare Trade-offs, 36

Int. Stup. Q. 191 (1992); Hans S. Park, Correlates of Human Rights: Global Tenden-
cies, 9 Hum, Rrs. Q. 405 (1987); Steven C. Poe & C. Neal Tate, Repression of Rights
to Personal Integrity in the 1980s: A Global Analysis, 88 Am. Po., Sai. Rev. 853 (1994)
Conway Henderson, Population Pressures and Political Repression, 74 Soc. Sa. Q. 322

{1993); Milner et al., supra note 12.
24, Moon & Dixon, Basic Needs and Growth-Welfare Trade-offs, supra note 23.
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~miore affluent countries, measured by per capita Gross National Product
(GNP, are not necessarily better at meeting the basic needs of their citizens. -
The realization of these needs has more to do with state commitment or:
willingness to redistributive justice for the lower social strata. In fact, some
less developed countries with fewer economic resources at their disposal
such as Cuba and Mauritius, have done a better job of providing for thé
basic needs of its citizens than have some more affluent countries.
A number of studies have found that the level of economic developmen:t '.

is significantly related to the realization of physical integrity or security rights.
Neil Mitchell, James McCormick, and Conway Henderson found that rising
expectations, social tensions, and political tensions related to economic
scarcity increase the probability that regimes will resort to repressive tactics
against citizens. [n other words, there tends to be an inverse relationship
between a country’s affluence level and human rights violations.?s Other
studies have found similar results.” '

flects on personal integrity rights abuse, and Abouharb and Cingranelii
i negative effects on government respect for economic and social rights
{(though positive effects on government respect for worker rights).*

7 In contrast, a new but more developed literature in economics finds that
“country’s tegal origins affects things like its judicial independence, investor
'p:rotection, regulation, corporate law, labor law, and government owner-
hip.*® The authoritative reference is La Port et al,, which both summarizes
the empirical and theoretical literatures, and also provides new arguments
‘and justifications for the importance of legal origins (though their relation-
hip to human rights is not explicitly considered).?? A relatively independent
judiciary that establishes legal precedent characterizes English common law.
It originated because aristocrats and merchants wanted strong commercial
protections and limits on the crown.” French civil law is more codified and
rules-oriented and originated the way it did because the French revolutionar-
jes, and later Napoleon, wanted to use state power to alter property rights,
and were more suspicious of judicial involvement.* In general, common law
countries with English legal origins tend to support private market outcomes,
whereas civil law countries with French legal origins tend to rely more on
state intervention to modify or replace market outcomes.* Because legal
origins were most often imposed on developing countries through conquest
and colonization, they represent an important constraint on policy choices.
In particular, a country with better property rights and investor protec-
tions can count on more investment, which may in turn result in higher
. income and higher tax revenues to support basic rights protections. However,
countries with English legal origins may be less prone to use the state for
that purpose. In contrast, countries with French legal origins may be more
willing to use the state for basic rights protections, but have fewer resources
to do so because of lower income. Therefore it becomes an empirical ques-
tion as to whether legal origins do constrain a country’s policy options, and
if so, in which direction.

ii. Colonialism and Legal Origins

The empirical human rights literature has long looked at the effects of colo-
nial heritage, even if there has been a lack of theorizing.2® British colonies
get the most attention, and the entire theoretical justification seems to be
summarized in one line in Mitchell and McCormick: “The classic assertion -
that British colonial experience is associated with the development of de-
mocracy and, by extension, with greater respect for human rights, finds some
support in our data.”* Why Britain would support democratic institutions
in its colonies more than say, France, is not really considered. In any case, -
the empirical results are mixed. Both Mitchell and McCormick and Boswell.

and Dixon find no effects of British colonial heritage on respect for human -
rights (when properly controlled), while Poe, Tate, and Keith find negative--.

25. Neil]. Mitchell & James M. McCormick, Economic and Political Explanations of Human
Rights Violations, 40 Worip PoL, 476 (1988); Conway Henderson, Conditions Affecting ’
the Use of Political Repression, 35 |, Coneuct Reso, 120 {1991).

26. Henderson, Population Pressures and Political Repression, supra note 23, at 322, 327. '
He argues, “it is only logical to think that, with a higher level of development . . . {or
when hasic needs are being met] . . . people can be satisfied and so less repression - -
will be needed.” This thesis has come to be known as the simple poverty thesis. The
wealthier a country, the less likely it is to violate human rights,

27.  Poe & Tate, supra note 23; Milner et al., supra note 12,

28.  Mitchell & McCormick, supra note 23; Terry Boswell & William Dixon, Dependency
and Rebellion: A Cross-National Analysis, 55 Am. Soc. Rev. 540 {1990); Steven C. Poe,
C. Neal Tate & Linda Camp Keith, Repression of the Human Right to Parsonal Iniegrity -
Revisited: A Global Cross-National Study Covering the Years 1976-1993, 43 It Stup,
Q. 291 (1999); M. Ropwan Asounars & Davio L. Cincranztt), Human RIGHTS AND STRUCTURAL
Agustment (2007), :

29.  Mitchell & McCormick, supra note 23, at 492,

30.  Md; Boswell & Dixon, supra note 28; Poe et al,, supra note 28; Asourars & CiNGRANEL,
Humar RiGHTS AND STRUCTURAL ADJUSTMENT, Supra note 28.

31. Rafael La Porta, Florencio Lopez-de-Silanes & Andrei Shleifer, The Economic Conse-
quences of Legal Origins, 66 |. Econ. L. 285 (2008).

id,

33 d at 288,

34, Id. at 288-89.
35, At least that is the argument of Rafael La Porta, Florencio Lopez-de-Silanes, and Andrei

Shleifer. German legal tradition is sort of a hybrid of the English and French tradition,
whereas Scandinavian legal origin is a small, separate category. Notably, the Scandina-
vian countries had no colonies. fd.
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al, ?r:| ’%E)tsySo it turns out that there Is little consensus c‘ave;ht:er;'la‘omy
.Etilcaeﬁeits of glcbal economic interdependence hecause t i

s

i ic results or
nirical studies have found either weak, uneven, or erratic r

e ted strong, positive effects.* Some studies have found a statistically
xpec .

nificant or even negative reiationship bet-ween the elgmeljfcs of tbii;::;
hgtmafd measures of financial globatization {i.e., foreign direct investn
its
y an?? pz:wfgltlfmlg\tﬁzzzesfciies have found a strong positive reliathnsh;;r)]
ot o c:hse alements of basic rights and measures of trade globagéat;\?t;:;wer
L | analysis of 176 countries for the years 1980 fo 1993, b
NG os‘,/itive relationship between trade openness (measured as
s e orts as a percentage of GNP) and security arjd SLﬂo:ys‘um.cet
et b Ilrm.a;:t'lve relationship between financial openness (.., @ SD-(HE;O”];D
gbts, out ? negitai controls that ranges from zero o si%) apd these rig tsg.‘,
:meaSUte? cil:'érlwps enerally support those of previous studies regarding the
e ]f?eétsgofgdemocracy and economic development and the negantv}f
'fofzglt:iliiociated with international and civil conflict and population growti.

i ir esults, it is
Given globalization’s complex features and the mixed empirical resu

i i between
difficult to determine a priori what type of relationship to expect

ittcal and
lohalization and basic rights. Hence, the authors put both the.:riccr;t‘riveight.
gos‘:tive arguments to the test 1o see which one holds fmore empl

Another factor that has come to exert an increasing influence on the gove
ment’s ability to secure citizens’ basic rights is economic globalization, Thy
is a growing scholarly consensus that this process has led (o new challenges
and opportunities for the fulfillment of basic human rights. According
critics, for example, national policymakers may have a harder time p
moting sustainable development and securing basic rights since the natin
of the globalization process prioritizes the interests of the market over th
socioeconomic needs of citizens. In particular, the main financial institution
that regulate globalization-~the International Monetary Fund (IMF} and ¢
World Bank—promote a rather minimal role for the state in the regulat
of social and economic matters that directly impact the quality of citizens’
lives.’® Conversely, neo-liberal advocates have posited a positive associatio
between globalization and human rights in arguing that opening a country’s
horders to trade, finance, commerce, and investment stimulates econoiic
growth and creates greater aggregate wealth, which trickles down to improve
the socioeconomic lot of citizens, even the most poverty-stricken.
To date, most of the empirical literature on this topic has focused on
either security or subsistence rights, with a few recent studies analyzing
labor or workers’ rights and women’s rights.*” A notable exception is the
work of Rodwan Abouharb and David Cingraneiti, which empirically tooks
at the affects of World Bank and IMF structural adjustment programs (SAP’s)
on the whole catalog of human rights: economic, social, civil, and politi-
cal.®® They find that length of time under a SAP negatively affects economic,

b. Willingness

i. Democracy

erminant of government willingness is the
36,

il o e a1 pxtensive empirical literature

Critics allege that global institutions play a key role in the spread of globaf capitalism tovel of democracy ina particulal‘ country.

through the impesition of conditionality or structural adjusiment policies that force
developing countries to adhere to painful neo-liberal market principles that dispro-
portionately impact the pocrest sectors of society. Common measures include slashing
public expenditures, privatizing state-owned companies, deregulating labor practices,
and promoting export-oriented development strategies to encourage foreign investment,
V. Seict Pererson & Anne Sisson Runvan, Grosar Genoer [ssuss (1993); Anne Sisson Runyan,
Women in the Nealiberal “Frame,” in Genper Poumics in Gronar Governance 210 (Mary K.
Meyer & Elizabeth Priigl eds., 1999). These policies weaken indigenous development
strategies and increase the level of poverty in a country. .

37, David L. Richards & Rorald D. Gelleny, Is it a Small World after All? Globalization
and Government Respect for Human Righis in Developing Countries, in Coring WnH
Gropatizarion Cross-Namonal Parrerns IN Donestic Governanes ann Pouicy Perrormiance (Steve
Chan & James R. Scarnitt eds., 2002); Claire Apodaca, Global Fconomic Patterns and
FPersonal Integrity Rights After the Cold War, 45 Int't Stup. (3. 587 (2001); M. Rodwan
Abouharb & David L. Cingranelll, Money Talks? The Impact of World Bank Structural
Adjustment Lending on Human Rights, 198 1-2000, Paper Presentation at the American
Political Science Association Meeting, Philadelphia, PA {Aug. 2003); David L. Cingranelli,
Democratization, Fconomic Globalization, and Workers'Rights, in Democranic INsTiTurion
Perrormance: Researce anp Poucy Perspectivis {Fdward McoMahon ed., 2002); Shawna E.
Sweeney, Government Respect for Women’s Economic Rights: A Cross-National Analysis,
19812003, in Econvomic RiciTs, supra note 7, at 233.

38,  Apounars & Cincranettl, Human RIGHTS AND STRUCTURAL ADJUSTMENT, Supra note 28.

i i d Gelleny & David Sacko,
i te 37; David L. Richards, Ronal
N &mG: Iil\ighsg#;il??%zreign EFconomic Penetration and Goveam.n;\en[f c.i';ise,loe;l; ,;?;
ﬁﬁg??;nvg;’ghts in Devel‘épr'ng Countries, 45 Inv't Swup. Q. 219 (2001); Ap .

note 37.

i | it le (PTS)
40. For his measure of security rights, he uses the five-point ordinal Polisical Terrar Scale (
. FOr Tl B

i ‘nationat. He uses

created from the annual human rights report rSS?EStg?;QTcr;e:ighIt:t\im?elcontmlIing iy

i uality of Life (PQLI) as a measure of 5 _ ' ot e

e Phﬁéﬁi‘e%rmiﬁants of state human ¥ights practices, md?ldipigzmgc[?laﬁon N

Impolr ment, economic growth, international and civil conflict, " tp})]eptrends Srowlh

cljevik?spmeashr@ of international financial openness, Mllneré’gg_s the trends o e

?Fthe various capital controls for both the OECD and non} D O ey and

(l) the IMF. A score of zero on his measure r‘epresents thev‘(;a ! I?I' ) OO eric
;zoreecf six. represents the most open international mal;ket. (Xfifgn érysk e o0,

] i Human RiGHTS . )
ivation and Rights, in GLOBAUZATION AND | : s
RG}.:ozalllif)?;(?&cﬂacf Dénnelly, Human Dignity, Human ngh;s, axﬁl Pﬁgém sta’is 5
" BOOAa PoL. Sa. Rev, 801 {1986) provide an carlier argument for why
a. PoL. Sa. Rev,

necessary to ensure respect for human rights.
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fmds_ that democracy promotes various categories of human rights, including. |
subsistence and security rights. For instance, demaocracies are fess likely than '.

authoritarlia'n regimes to violate physical integrity rights, and more likely to
support civil and political rights.* In their cross-sectional time series study,

Poe and Tate find empirical support for the argument that democracy provides

citizens (at least those with political resources) the tools to oust potentially

abusivg feacjsers from office before they are able to become” repressive of
thesfe nglht.s. Democracy is also strongly associated with the protection of ;
workers’ rights, such as collective bargaining and freedom of association.

. Anqther set of studies finds that democracies do a better job of satisfy-
ing basic human needs or subsistence rights than other political system);

even when controlling for level of development** Moon and Dixon fol.
example, found that even controlling for national wealth (i.e. GDPI e:
capita), democracy is associated with higher levels of satisfaction of baiic
needs.*® More recently, empirical studies in the institutional literature have
found that. democracies tend to have higher levels of welfare expenditures
because citizens are able to use open and regular institutional channels to-

influence more generous policy than would be implemented in non-dem- -

ocratic states.”” According to Sen, the exercise of basic political rights and
freedoms under democracy, such as freedom of assembly and association
makes it more likely that there will be a policy response to citizens’ basi(;
need;, and importantly, that the enjoyment of basic needs may actuall

require the exercise of such rights.*® Because of these consistent findings?,l

42. Rllchards, Gelleny & Sackp, supra note 39; Richards & Gelleny, supra note 37; Poe et
al., supra note 28. Authoritarian regimes are more apt to resort to repression an’rl try t
controﬁ;ouety by force or the threat of force, because they have a more direct mono )olo
on the instruments of repression, for example, through the military, police, and oo
systems. Poe & Tate, supra note 28. P ’ preen

:i PDoe _& Tatef supra note 23, quoted in Milner et al,, supra note 12, at 413.

. Aand L. Cingranelli & Chang-yen Tsai, Democracy, Globalization and Workers’ Righis:

Comparative Analysis, Paper Presented at the 2003 Annual Meeting of the America .

i5 I;ﬁlétclicaLScxengeHAssociation, Philadeiphia, PA (2003). "’
. Rhoda Howard-Hassmann anticipated this result earlier in her famous rejecti

full belly thesis.” Rhada Howard, The Fuli-Belly Thesis: Shouid Econorrnf'gc.gfzzgsj ff;?(i-

gr.'?gt; ?ver Civil and Political Rights? Evidence from Sub-5aharan Africa, 5 Hum, Rrs

N;.;-edg— (,49(:‘8,'3;;58;%]? E. ?Acor‘;& William J. Dixon, Politics, the State, and Basic Human

e 1.2. ational Study, 29 Am. ). or PoL. S5a. 661 (1985); Milner et al., supra

46. Moon & Dixon, Politics, the State, and Basic Human Needs, supra n

47, See also Duane Swank, Mobile Capital, Democratic Insn'turio;;s, aﬁd thgt;uisﬁ-c Fconom
in Advanced In?'ustrraiSocietfes, 3 ). Comp. Por'y Anarvsis: Res. & Prac. 133 (2001); DUAN)E/
Swank, Grosar Caprat, Poumcal Institunions, anp Poucy Chance v Devetopen Wit FAR’E Stare
{2002); Aoam Przewaorskl, Micear. E. Awvarez, Jose Antonio Chesus & Fernanoo LIMON-CI Demoy 'S
RACY AND DEVELUPI\_AENT‘. PouTicar INsTrruTions anp WeiL-seinG v THE Worep, 1950-1 996 (20[);}—'

Thomas D. Zweifel & Patricio Navia, Democracy, Dictatorship and Infant Mortali 1
). Democ. 99 (2000); Sen, Deviiorment as Freepom, supra note 6 ’ v
48, Sen, DevecopmenT as Faeepom, supra note 6, at TSé. l
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democracy has become a central concept in explanations of variations in
national human rights practices.

ii. International Treaties

A government’s willingness to expend effort towards basic rights fulfiliment
may also be influenced by whether it is a party to international human rights
instruments governing basic rights.* In a large quantitative analysis, Linda
Camp Keith investigates the influence of international human rights treaties
on government effort to promote human rights.® Specifically, Keith focuses

‘on whether nation-state ratification of the International Covenant on Civil
“and Political Rights (ICCPR) has any observable impact on the state party’s
“actual behavior towards civil and political rights provision.’' Bivariate rela-

tionships show that states that are parties to the ICCPR are more inclined to
apply effort to protect physical integrity rights and civil and political rights
compared to states that are not parties to the convention. However, Keith's
multivariate model, which controls for a number of standard explanations for
human rights variation (i.e., jevel of democracy, interstate/internal conflict,

49. Domestic legal constraints may be even more important. Lanse Minkler employs eco-
nommic theory to analyze the political policymaker's decision problem about how much
effort to direct fo economic rights fulfiliment. The iclea is that palitical pelicymakers can
be described as maximizing their own utility, subject to constraints that include both
budgetary and political considerations. Constraints are determined not only by the avail-
able budget (tax receipts and international aid), but also by constitutional provisions.
Constitutional provisions enshrined as enforceable law are “hard constraints” in the sense
that the policymaker’s hands are fiterally tiec—she must adopt policies censistent with
those provisions. Of course hard constraints of this sort also require supporting institu-
tions, like willing and able constitutional courts, In contrast, constitutional provisions
can also take the form of directive principles, in which case they are “soft constraints.”
Directive principles are important goals meant to guide policy actions, If a policymaker
ignores or undervalues these principles she may suffer patitical consequences, suchasa
loss of legitimacy or reduced chances of re-election, Some implications of the analysis
are that the constitutionalization of economic rights provisiens can reduce policymaker
judgment errors due to (a) preferences not in accordance with sound reasoning about
economic rights, (b) benefit and cost estimates based on a Jack of (or biased) informa-
tion, and {¢} discount rates that are too high. Lanse Minkler, Economic Rights and the
Policymaker's Decision Problem, 31 Hum. Rrs. (. 368 (2009).

50. Linda Camp Keith, The United Nations International Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights: Does It Make A Difference in Human Rights Behavior?, 36 |. Peace Res, 95 (1999

5. International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, adopted 16 Dec. 1966, G.A. Res.
2200 (XXI, U.N, GAOR, 21st Sess., U.N. Doc. A%6316 {1966), 99 U.N.TS, 171 (en-
rered into force 23 Mar. 1976). To measure government respect for citizens” civil and
political rights, she uses the Freedom House Civil Rights and Political Rights Indices,
which together comprise a comprehensive list of twenty-two rights, the majority of which
are enumerated in the ICCPR. She also uses the Physical Integrity measure ariginally
developed by Michael Stohl, David Carleton & Steven E. Johnson, Human Rights and
U.S. Foreign Assistance from Nixon ko Carter, 21 ). Peace Res. 215, 715-226 (1984).

Keith, supra note 50.
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- popufatioh size, economic development—i.e., income, leftist regime) fails’s 'r'é'a. Nigeria, Zambia), medium human development (e,g,, Ch“.m' TL;r!<e¥,
replicate the results of her bivariate analysis. In Keith’s multivariate mode] s ), and high human development {e.g., Argentina, Mexico, Qatar)
she finds little support for the hypothesis that states that become parties i ' ECD developing countries. From 2002 to 2006, the authars also ana-
human rights treaties respect human rights more than non-party states. Sk od seventeen OECD, Central and Eastern Europe, and Commonwealth of
concludes with the observation that it may be overly optimistic to expe; dépendent States (CIS) countries as a robustness check. Thelacfuaf ﬂ‘umbel“
that a state, being a party to the ICCPR, will actually expend more effort eases is somewhat reduced because of missing data, as information for
ensure civil and political rights provision than a non-party state. any countries is not systematically recorded across time and space. -Ap-

Other more recent studies have reached similar conclusions regard pendix A provides a list of countries included in this sample. Appendix B

ing the relationship between international human rights treaties and bagj fides summary statistics of the variables to be discussed.
rights fulfillment.” Todd Landman, for instance, examines nation-state trea :

compliance with the [CCPR and human rights cutcomes in the areas of ci
and political rights and personal integrity rights.** He employs a battery of
independent and control variables to account for other influences on stat
human rights practices independent of treaty ratification. Landman's findings'
indicate that current levels of national human rights protection are a func
tion of the level of past human rights protection, ratification of the ICCP
interstate and internal war, population size, and region.™

The normative and empirical literatures generate the following implica
tions, First, no matter how people feel about the entire catalog of human:
rights and potential rights inflation, there is reason to give primacy to basic,
rights equally and indivisibly as necessary for survival and a dignified exis-
tence. Because of this, a responsive government would respect basic rights:
equally and indivisibly. Moreover, security rights and subsistence rights ar
conceptually interdependent with one another, and all other human right:
depend on their existence. Second, the ability of government to fulfill any:
bhasic rights depends on the resources at its disposal, which in turn depends’
largely on national income and institutional constraints, Third, the willing
ness of government to fulfill basic rights depends on how responsive it is
to public demands.

Y Correlation Befween Basic Rights

The first question asked is “What is the empirical relation'ship. between se-
curity and subsistence rights?” For our measure for.secur;ty‘nghtSkWE sz.Je
{he physical integrity rights index (PIR) from the Cingranell and lci ards
{Rl) Human Rights Data Set. The PIR index is an laddl-t]\"e n_"udex that is
structed from four three-point indicators of phyelca] integrity—torture,
drajudicial killing, political imprisonment, and dlsappearance—eaeh Iof
which ranges from a low of zero (no government respect for a pa]mcu ar
..y-pe of right) to a high of two (ull governm.ent respect for a particular tylee
of right). The additive index of these four rlghte ranges from a low ef ZEro
(no government respect for all four rights) to a high of eight (full government
| all four rights}.*®

respgii)];?;tence rightf are measured using the United Nations Development
Programme’s (UNDP) Human Poverty tndex (HPD.* The HFI includes thle
following components: i) fongevity, as measured by percentage of pe?jpge
‘not expected to survive (o age forty; ii) knov'.'/fedge, as measqed by al U~}t
illiteracy rate; and iii) decent standard of living, which describes the ac;
of access to overall economic provisions as measured by the percentage o]c
the population without access 10 safe water sources plus the percer(wjtage ([)
people without access to health services le_Js the percentage of mfo |e'r|?je y
-and severely underweight children under five plus the percent of children

il EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS

This research employs a cross-sectional design for the period of 1997 to
2005. The country sample includes 151 low human development (e.g., Er-

i onstruction of the Physical Integrity Rights Index and its use can he
> f[;ittfclilsiu:):nDt:\ﬁch. Cingranelli & DaviZI L. Richatds, Meast{ring ihe I_ev[el, -Eaaem, zg;{'
Sequence of Government Respect for Physiea.' Integrity Rights, 43 ]NET L gluoi Qé\d 0
{(1999). The PIR index is highly correlated with the polltxeal terror scabti, evetolga : nzl
Mark Gibney and used by scholars such as Poe, Tate, M|Iner,_and_ Le! anﬁf at beyo
the .01 level of statistical significance. Conversation with David Clngrecline i bl at
56. United Nations Development Programme (UNDP}, Human Paverty Index, avaiiagie ¢
http://hdz.undp.orgfen/statistics/indices/hpi/.

52. Qona A. Hathaway, Do Human Rights Treaties Make a Difference?, 111 Yaie L. |. 1935
(2002} ; Tobpo LaNpMan, Protectivg Human Richrs: A Comearative Stupy {2005). :
53. He measures human rights using the Freedom House seven-point index of civil and
political rights, Poe & Tate, supra note 23, the five-point personal integrity scale, and
Hathaway, the five-point torture scale, supra note 52, He also employs a non-recursive

madel to account for potential feedback effects in the norms-rights relationship.
54, id.
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one, a fower tail benchmark. The HP! also includes two health indicators,
both measured against lower tail benchmarks (probability of dying before
age forty and the percent of children under age five who are underweight.
- Those indicators capture the health outcomes of both children and aduits,
unlike those used in the PQLI. Additionally, the HPl includes a measure that
aims to capture those deprived of an adequate standard of living, namely
the percentage of the popuiation not using improved water sources.

Correlations between the components of basic rights indicators reveal
- that there is a statistically significant relationship between security and
subsistence rights. In our sample, correlating the HPI with the PIR over the
pooled data (all years and all developing countries) produces a modest but
~significant positive correlation coefficient of .15, which is flagged at greater
- than the .05 level of statistical significance.® The mean values for the de-
veloping country HPl and PIR are 71.61 and 56.83, respectively. While the
correlation coefficient is modest, its degree of statistical significance suggests
~that it is non-negligible. Perhaps because the authors’ studies use different
measures and data (i.e., this study uses HPI instead of PQLI, and PIR in-
stead of the PTS), the results contrast to those of Milner et al., who found a
negative bivariate correfation between their security rights and subsistence
rights measures.® This article’s findings lend support to the argument that
security and subsistence rights are treated interdependently and indivisibly.
The fact that the relationship is modest makes it even more important to
find the underlying factors that support I/,

under five.*” The HP] measure is scaled so it has a range from zero to 6he
hundred, with zero being the hest. :

There are other measures of subsistence rights in developing countrigs
including the PQLI, mentioned earlier, and the Human Development Indé:
(HDI) developed by the UNDP. The HDI includes life expectancy, adul
literacy, and real GDP per capita. While the HDI has been widely used:tg
measure the progress of a community as a whole, it is not a good measi
to describe the situation of the most deprived people.® To look at the ovéral
well-being of a community, one could use the average indicators in the Hf}i
The problem occurs at the lower tail of the distribution, representmg tf
most deprived segments of a community. An indicator that uses averages
like an income average, can mask what’s happening to the poorest in the
community. A country with a high average income can easily consist of both
a high percentage of rich and a high percentage of poor people; averaging
conceals the latter. In contrast, measuring respect for basic rights requir
finding out what's happening at the lower tail of the distribution. While the
HDI and HPI share a similar knowledge indicator (the distinction bein
that by using adult illiteracy the HPI frames it as a knowledge deprivation),
the HPI measures deprivations in the lower tails in the distribution for both
longevity (probability of dying before age forty), and standard of living;:
especially with respect to children’s health (percent of children under five
who are underweight). The HPI uses basic benchmarks and then finds th
degree to which they are not being met. -'

In some ways the HPt and PQLLI are similar. For the PQLI, country values
are assigned on the basis of the following indicators: basic literacy rate, infant
mortality, and life expectancy at age one. All indicators are equally weighted
on a zero to one hundred scale. Both the HPt and the PQLI reflect the “basic
needs” approach by measuring results and not expenditures, which are in-
fluenced more by wealth and development levels. However, this article uses:
the HPI because, in comparison to the PQLI, it better captures the depriva=:
tions associated with unrealized subsistence rights. Like the HDI, the PQLF
includes adult literacy rates to measure knowledge. It also uses two measures
for health outcomes: infant mortality, an average, and life expectancy at age -

B. Measuring Basic Rights

The second question concerns the determinants of both kinds of basic
rights—security and subsistence—being fulfilled simuftaneously. To answer
that question a composite indicator that measures the notions of I/ is now
constructed.

The central property required for such a measure is that it gives a higher
value to a country that enjoys both kinds of rights fulfillment simultaneously
than to one that has an additively equivalent, but uneven, rights enjoyment.
To illustrate, suppose country | has a subsistence rights fulfillment score of
four and a security rights fulfillment score of four, where higher numbers are
better. Denote those rankings (4,4). Country Il's scores are (3,5}, Note that
if one simply adds the scores both countries receive an eight. But clearly

57. In 2001 and 2003 there were changes made to the way the HPl was calculated. For
instance, in 200% access to health services as a component of deprivation to a decent
standard of living was removed because of data unreliability. In 2003 the percentage .-
of the poputation not using improved water sources was replaced by the percentage of
the poputation without access to an improved water source. See the 2001 and 2003
Human Development Reports for details on all of the changes. We will account for
these changes in our data apalysis with binary indicator variables for the years 2001
and 2003. UNDP, Human Deveropuerr Rerort 2001 (2001). UNDP, Human Development
Rerort 2003 (2003).

58.  UNDP Human Devetoemint Reporr 1997, at 20 {1997).

59. Actually the correlation coefficient is -.15; because lower HPI scores are better that
means a positive correlation between HPl and PIR. We take the absolute value for
expositional purposes.

60. Milner et al,, supra note 2.
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being faithful to the notions of I/ requires that country | get a higher vaf:ué . Basic Rights Index Country Rankings

because it fulfills both rights simultaneously.®' That rules out any kind g
additive composite index. o
Of course simultaneity can’t be the only thing that matters, A county
described by (8,4) should get a higher value than a country described 't
equal, but lower scores, like (3,3). A more conceptually difficult issue con.
cerns a comparison belween (2,2) and (2,9). Shouid the composite index gi\,'fé
a higher value to the second country? Based sotely on I/, the answer may be
no because the first country is doing as well as the second on subsistence
rights, and the second country’s superior performance on security rights does
not represent increasing adherence to I/, Even still, a fundamental respe_é't
for basic rights fulfilment suggests a higher ranking to the second country,
even if only marginally so. A simple multiplicative composite index is now
employed, based on these criteria.® :
To create the composite Basic subtracting it from one hundred (.
100-HPI); call this X The CIRI physical integrity measure ranges from
zero to eight, with eight being the best. We transformed this scale to maké
ten the highest attainable number by simply adding two to each raw score,
which also has the effect of making two the lowest score. Then, this value
was multiplied by ten, making the range of the transformed variable twenty -
to one hundred; call this X . Next, to create the compaosite index, Y, the

following transformation is g{—)rformed:

Y= (17100)%(X,_*X

bpi pir)

ables T and Ta list country scores of the level of Basic Rights for the years
2000 and 2005.% [n 2000, Basic Rights scores rank from a low of 12.9 for
udan, indicating a very low level of effort by governments (o respect thase
‘rights, to a high of 94.9 for Trinidad and Tobago, indicating a serious commit-
“ment and effort by policymakers. I 2005, scores range from a fow of 8.94
or Ethiopia to a high of 86.67 for Chile. it is clear from these tables that 2
“country does not have to be wealthy to extend basic rights to its citizens, as
“can be seen from the year 2000 examples of Fiji, Guyana, Honduras, and
ear 2005 examples of Barbados, Qatar, Paraguay, and Mongolia— all of
“which are [ow to middle-income economies. Fiji, for example, ranks third in
-2000 on the basic rights indicator, twelfth on the HDI (within this sample),
“and sixth on the HP! (within this sample), but its level of GDP per capita
-is ranked twenty-second. Barbados in the 2005 ranking is even more dra-
‘matic: it's Basic Rights ranking of third betrays its GDP per capita ranking of
“ninety-sixth.® More formally, in 2005 the correlation coefficient between the
Basic Rights index and GDP per capita is .469, which is significant, but still
allows for a host of other factors to influence basic rights besides income.®
While viewing rankings as snapshots in time can be interesting, perhaps
more important is performance over time. In comparing country scores over
time to determine whether a particular country is progressively improving its
. basic rights levels, the insecure or tenuous nature of basic rights substantia-
tion can become readily apparent. For example, Jamaica’s ranking of fourth
in 2000 and twenty-first in 2005 indicates that it was performing better than
countries at similar levels of development. However, its significant drop
in ranking in just a five-year period is a cause for concern. As another ex-
ample, Trinidad and Tobago fell from first in 2000 to a ranking of twelfth in
2005. China dropped forty-five spots, while India dropped twenty-nine. In

Note that the index is faithful to the desirable properties described above. -
A country with modified HP1 and CIR] scores of (50,50) dominates another
country described by (30,70). Moreover, using the example above, while
{2,9) dominates (2,2}, it does so only marginally because a {4,5) country :
receives an even higher score. For the sample of developing countries used
here, Y has a range from 8.94 to 96.7. Using this procedure, the mean value -
of this composite Basic Rights index is 50.53.%

64.  The countries included in the tables differ from each other (and are a subset of Appendix
A) because of missing data.

65.  For rankings of government effort towards just econamic rights fulfillment, see Cingranelli
& Richards, Measuring Government Effort to Respect Economic and Social Human
Rights, supra note 20; Mwangi Kimenyi, Economic Rights, Human Development Effort,
and institutions, in Economic Ricrts, supra note 7, at 195; Sakiko Fukuda-Par, Terra
Lawson-Remer & Susan Randolph, Measuring the Progressive Realization of Hunian
Rights Obligations: An Index of Economic and Social Rights Fulfillment, Economic
Rights Working Paper Series 8, Univ. of Conn. {Aug. 2008). Because all of these studlies
attempt to measure different outcomes and use different data and techaiques, there are
differences in ultimate rankings. For instance, Kimenyi, using his economic rights effort
criterien ranks Trinidad and Tobago 77th in 2002, while that country is first in 2000 in
our ranking, and twelfth in 2005.

66. The correlation coefficient between the Basic Rights Index and HDI is .625.

1. This simultaneously occurs even though country [ is not as good at fulfilling security
rights (hut better at subsistence rights). Perhaps country IIl, with scores of (7,1) illustrates -
this more clearly.

62.  Technically, Leontiel technology described hy y=min{x,,x,) would rank both cases
equivalently fequal o 2). That kind of composite index would treat the rights as pure -
complements, thatis, in order to enjoy more of ane the other must also increase {to enjoy
another right shoe one needs another left shoe). In contrast, the multiplicative composite
indicator we are abaut to describe is monatonically increasing in both kinds of rights.
That means that to some extent the rights are teated as substitutes. For instance (2,9}
gets a higher score than (2,2) (but importantly, not (5,5). We think that is defensible for
the reason just given, that is, to fundamentally respect basic rights fulfillment.

63.  For comparison purposes, the mean, minimum, and maximum for the OECD country
sample is 81.09, 50.53, and 93.5, respectively.



Table 1.
Easic Rights Country
Rankings for 2000

BASIC RIGHTS
COUNTRY RANKING
Trinidad and Tobago 1
Uruguay 2
Fiji 3
Jamaica 4
Costa Rica 5
United Arab Emirates 6
Panama 7
Guyana 8
Mauritius 9
Cuba i0
Ecuador 11
Botswana 12
Ef Salvador 13
Cman 14
Honduras 15
lLesotho 16
Chile 17
Thaifand 18
Jordan 19
Nicaragua 20
Venezuela
{Bolivarian Republic ofj* 21
Malawi 22
Namibia 23
Swaziland 24
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 24
Dominican Republic

Paraguay
Peru
Bolivia
South Africa

Benin

Ghana

Bahrain

Algeria

Togo

Zambia

Viet Nam

Zimbabwe

Gambia

Egypt

Mauritania

Tunisia

Mali

Haiti

Marocco

Mexico

Tanzania

{United Republic of)
Malaysia

Congo

China

Brazil

Turkey

Syrian Arab Republic
Senegal

Guatemala

Niger
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Table 1. Continued

CLe

BASIC RIGHTS HDI GDP/ CAPITA HP CIR!
COUNTRY RANKING RANKING RANKING RANKING RANKING BASICS}CQE%ETS
Central African Republic 61 77 67 2
Bangladesh 62 61 62 % ? é;gﬁ
indonesia 63 36 45 46 8 21.69
Yemen 64 63 50 76 7 2024
Guinea 65 73 61 78 7 19.92 -
Mozambigue 66 78 74 79 7 19.72 -
India_ 67 50 53 58 8 19.62 z
Nigeria 68 65 58 62 8 18.72 z
Cameroon 6% 53 46 66 8 18.45
Pakistan 70 54 49 68 8 17.97 Z
Colombia 71 59 25 1 9 17.92 2
Ethiopia 72 79 78 83 7 17.88 ""i
Philippines 73 18 38 22 g 16.78 -
Céte d'lvoire 74 67 47 72 8 16.26 2
Sri Lanka 75 22 43 35 9 15.04 =
Nepal 76 59 73 50 8 14.61 =
Myanmar 77 47 53 9 13.72 =
Sudan 78 57 59 60 9 12.9 =

Table 1a.
Basic Rights Country
Rankings for 20053

LLOT

BASIC RIGHTS HDt GDP/ CAPITA HPI CiRI BASIC RIGHTS
COUNTRY RANKING RANKING RANKING RANKING RANKING SCORE
Chile 1 3 7 2 2 86.67
Costa Rica 2 6 11 3 2 86.4 _
Barbados 3 2 96 4 2 85.95 =
Qatar 4 4 97 10 2 82.93 i
Mauritius 5 14 15 24 2 79.74 %
Uruguay 6 3 5 1 2 77.12 g
Vanuatu 7 48 44 52 1 75.3 a
Singapore § 1 1 6 3 74.96 &
Panama 9 9 14 9 3 73.84 2
Saint Lucia 10 17 12 12 3 73.36 P
Cape Verde 11 39 42 45 2 7317 o
Trinidad and Tobago 12 10 3 15 3 72.56 &
Paraguay 13 24 40 17 3 72.48 a
Suriname 14 25 23 23 3 71.28 =5
Fiji 15 30 28 49 2 70.83 @
Bolivia 16 44 46 30 3 68.88 =
Comoros 17 58 73 57 1 68.8
Mangolia 18 45 62 44 3 65.2
Jordan 19 27 32 11 4 64.33
Malaysia 20 12 13 16 4 63.77
jamaica 21 35 21 21 4 62.65
Guatemala 22 47 35 51 3 61.68
Peru 23 20 27 26 4 61.b
Saudi Arabia 24 18 2 32 4 59.57
El Salvador 25 37 30 34 4 58.87
Maldives 26 34 26 37 4 58.38 2]
Belize 27 28 17 38 4 58.31 3



Table 1a. Continued

4%

BASIC RIGHTS HDI GDF/ CAPITA HPI CIRI BASIC RIGHTS
COUNTRY RANKING RANKING RANKING RANKING RANKING SCORE
Honduras 28 46 49 39 4 58.17
Nicaragua 29 43 52 40 4 57.61
Cuba 30 7 98 5 5 57.12
Viet Nam 31 41 60 47 4 55.16
Algeria 32 38 n 48 4 55.09 =z
Lebanon 33 21 § 18 5 54.24 -
Brazil 34 13 18 20 5 53.82 £
Ecuador 35 22 37 22 5 53.64 =
Namibia 36 53 33 60 3 53.6 =
Dominican Republic 37 33 22 25 5 52.92 e
Ghanz 38 63 78 62 3 51.92 I
Djibouti 39 74 53 53 4 43.35 =
Sri Lanka 40 31 47 42 5 49.2 O
Benin 41 85 77 95 2 46.44 -
Bowswana 41 57 10 94 2 46.44 =
Mexico 42 8 6 13 6 45.8 =
Cambia 43 79 75 38 3 44.24 =
Syrian Arab Republic 44 40 43 29 6 43.1 =<
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 45 11 4 33 ) 42.35
Congo 46 65 48 54 5 41.94
Lesotho 47 - 72 59 Nn 3 41.92
Papua New Guinea 48 62 55 78 4 41.65
South Africa 49 50 20 - 56 5 41.46
Cuinea-Bissau 50 95 94 93 3 41.44
Tunisia 51 29 23 43 ) 40.85
Malawi 52 58 92 85 4
Senegal 53 80 63 87 4
Myanmar 54 55 9g 50 6
Madagascar 55 70 87 63 A

Camerocn 56 73 54

g
Rwanda 57 82 82 69 5

Venezuela 58 19 9 14 7

Turkey 59 32 19 19 7 .

Yemen 60 75 61 77 5 35.82

Mali 61 97 84 101 2 35.73

Mozambique a2 91 79 96 4 35.63

Cambodia 63 56 71 81 5 35.22

Egypt 64 49 36 55 6 34.55

Swaziland 65 71 39 97 4 32.97

Morocco 66 52 41 61 5 32.75 _
Kenya 67 78 66 67 6 323 El
Zambia 68 89 74 30 5 32.16 ]
Tanzania %—
{United Republic of) 69 a7 76 64 6 32.1 K
Sierra Leone 70 99 89 98 4 31.57 3
Lao People’s &
Democratic Republic 71 59 72 72 6 30.9 2
Mauritania 72 76 69 79 6 29.75 -
Burundi 73 22 a5 80 6 29.55 =
Angola 73 83 51 83 & 29.25 5,'?
Niger 74 100 a1 103 3 28.48 =
Thailand 75 16 24 23 3 26.13 7
Central African Republic 76 G4 88 92 6 2C:.1 c@:_qm
Uganda 77 63 51 66 7 23.6 =
Philippines 78 23 45 35 8 25.11

Iran {Isiamic Republic ofy 79 36 34 36 8 25.08

Burkina Faso 30 98 83 102 4 25.06

Haiti a1 77 67 70 7 24.8

Equatcrial Guinea 82 51 16 71 7 24.76

Indonesia a3 42 50 41 8 24.66

Eritrea 84 84 90 73 7 2452

Nigeria 85 31 65 75 7 24.48

Togo 86 66 85 76 7 242

Congo {Democratic L
Republic of the) 87 20 100 82 7 23.44 o
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{rast, some countries were able to improve their rankings. Chile moved
i seventeenth in the year 2000 to first in 2005. Brazil made a big move,
o fifty tO thirty-four; Guatemala showed the biggest improvement, moving
jity-two spots from fifty-fourth to twenty-second. Overall, the correlation
officient between the Basic Rights indices of 2000 and 2005 is .717.
5ome interesting trends emerge when the country scores on the Basic
ghts indicator were compared with the individual components of this
icator—subsistence and security rights. Comparing the individual scores
the HPI and the PIR against the aggregate basic rights indicator scores
s important because it shows how countries are doing in each component
versiis how they are doing in both simultaneously. As the tables show, sev-
af countries that perform highly on one type of right also perform highly
the other, indicating simultaneous fulfillment of basic rights. An ohvious
axample is Trinidad and Tobago in 2000, which ranks fifth on the HPI and
has the highest level of first on the PIR index.t” As another example, Fiji
ranks sixth on the HPI and has a score of two on the PIR index. In 2005,
osta Rica ranks third on the HPI and has a score of two on the PIR index.
" However, some countries that perform well on one component of
the Basic Rights index perform poorly on the other, illustrating that some
regimes do not work towards the simultaneous fulfillment of security and
subsistence rights, but instead make tradeoffs hetween these rights. China
is a good example of a country that has a poor record of performance on
physical integrity rights, hut a decent record of advancing economic and
social rights. This is evidenced by its rank of thirtieth on the HPI for the
‘vear 2000, which increased to twenty-seventh in 2005. Nevertheless, that
did not prevent a precipitous hackslide due to its deteriorating PIR ranking.
. As the tables also show, in 2000 the non-Communist countries of Bahrain,
' Mexico, Malaysia, and Brazil have poor performance records on physical
integrity rights, but decent records on advancing subsistence rights.

SCORE
23.24
21.64
20.28
18.87
18.52
18.39
17.54
16.48
13.74
11.18
8.94

BASIC RIGHTS

[ N« w B-o <o T L AR e

CIRI
RANKING

+iPf
RANKING

86

29

30

RANKING

8
70
64
56
29
57
68
93

Table Ta. Continued
GDP/ CAPITA

HDI
RANKING

D. Key Determinants of Basic Rights

We now turn to the task of finding the important determinants of government
ability and willingness to advance basic rights. As discussed earlier, wealth
is a key determinant of government ability. Other determinants include
legal origins and globalization. indicators of government willingness are: a)

BASIC RIGHTS
RANKING

S —
67. To make comparisons between countries easier, we inverted the PIR index so that coun-
tries with the highest score of “8“ on this index receive a score of #17; countries with
the second highest scare of “7* on this index receive a score of *2;” countries with the

third highest score of “6” receive a score of “3,” and so on.

COUNTRY
Céte d'lvoire
Zimbabwe
Sudan
Pakistan
Colombia
Nepal
China
Chad

India
Bangladesh
Ethiopia



HUMAN RIGHTS QUARTERLY

S e level of democracy in a particular country, and b) whether it has signed

and/or ratified the 1966 International Convention on Economic, Social and.
Cultural Rights (ICESCR) and/or the 1966 ICCPR—the two most signiﬁcant:
norm—guidipg conventions in the area of security rights and subsistence rights; '
Control variables include internal and interstate conflict, and population siZe:.:

1. Government Ability to Promote Basic Rights

Na.ti‘onal wealth might play an important role in defermining government
ability to promote basic rights because the greater the potential resources:
literacy, :
d values

to the government, the more it is able to fund basic subsistence
and health programs. National wealth is measured using the Joggé
of per capita GDP, which are drawn from the World Bank's Worl
opment Indicators (
skewness and nonli
relationships.

: : d Devel
WDI). This variable is logged to eliminate problems of

The next indicator for ability is a country’s legal origins. The data comes -

from La Porta et al.,
fegal origin
English legal origins, zero otherwise.
Two separate measures of economic
of FDY; and b) trade openness, which corresponds to financial
globalization, respectively. FDI data are in current US dollars
drawn from the World Bank’s 2006 WD % FDJ is measured as the sum of

and, like the literature, this article focuses on English

equity cgpitai, reinvestment of earnings, and other long-term capital, The"
WDI series reports net inflows for a particular country as a proportion of *
GDFP. Trade openness is measured as the sum of the value of imports and -
exports of goods and services of a country expressed as a percentage of that -
country’s GDP. This variable is logged to minimize problems with skewing,
which can bias parameter estimates. Trade data were also drawn from the -

WDI series. Both indicators are standard measures of economic globaliza-
tion in the literature. '

2. Government Willingness to Promote Basic Rights

As discussed earlier, recent studies have found that demaocracy is an impor-
tant determinant of government willingness to secure basic rights because
democracy gives citizens a channel to press their demands. This article uses
5eyeral variables to proxy for democracy in order to check robustness. The
primary democracy variable is the Democ variable from the Polity 1V project,

68. La Porta et al., supra note 31,
69, Word Bank, 2006 Worn Deveroement Inpicatoss, Dara User’s Marnual 2.1 {2006).

Yol. 33

nearity, which can bias parameter estimates of statistical

5.58 A binary variable takes the value of one for countries with

globalization are used: a) net flows .
and trade
and ware
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éveloped by Monty Marshall and Keith jaggers.”® This indicator measures
the level of democracy in a country along an additive eleven point scale that
ranges from 0 to 10.7" A score of zero represents no (or nascent) democracy
in the country and ten represents a democratic regime. Marshall and Jag-
gers measure democracy based on three criteria: (1) the competitiveness
and openness of executive recruitment; (2) the competitiveness of politicai
participation; and (3) constraints on the chief executive. Importantly, this
indicator measures the extent of democracy actually enjoyed by a nation
and its people, not merely formal rights guaranteed on paper.

= The other democracy {(or governance) variables come from the World
Bank’s Worldwide Governance Indicators (WGI) project, and from the CIRI
dataset. These variables don’t measure the degree to which the political
process is democratic as much as they measure freedoms associated with
- ‘democratic governance. Two WG] variables, (1) voice and accountability, and
(2} political stability and absence of violence/tersorism are employed. The
first “measures the extent to which country’s citizens are able to participate
n selecting their government, as well as freedom of expression, freedom of
“association, and a free media.””” The second, political stability and absence
- of violence/terrorism, “measures the perceptions of the likelihood that the
government will be destabilized or overthrown by unconstitutional or vio-
lent means, including domestic violence and terrorism.””* According 1o the
authors who developed the indicators, “Itlhe units of our aggregate gover-
nance indicators will also be those of a standard normal random variahle,
i.e. with zero mean, unit standard deviation, and ranging approximately from
-2.5 to 2.5. Higher scores correspond to better outcomes.”” One potential
criticism of this data is that the way it is collected and formulated is not
entirely transparent.

The two variables from the CIR! dataset used to measure democratic
freedoms are (1) freedom of assembly and association, and (2) freedom of
speech. Both of these discrete variables range from zero to two, with zero
meaning the right is not respected at all, and two meaning that the right
was widely respected.”

Maonty G. Marshall & Keith faggers, Polity IV* Regime Type and Political Authority
1800-2004, Ann Arbor: Inter-University Consortium for Social and Political Research
{(2004), available at hitpi//www.systemicpeace.org/polity/polity4.htm.

70.

71, id.

72, Further description and access to the data and coding information can be found at The
World Bank Group, The Worldwide Gavernance Indicators Project, (2010) available at
http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgifindex.asp,

73, M

74.  Daniel Kaufmann, Aart Kraay & Massimo Mastruzzi, The Worldwide Governance indi-
cators: Methodaology and Analytic Issues (World Bank, Policy Research Woarking Paper
5430, 2010) at 9.

75.  Further description and access to the data can be found at David L. Cingranelli & David

L. Richards, CIRI Human Rights Data Froject: Short Variable Descriptions for Indicators
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" The next measure of government willingness is an ordinal variable thé:t
indicates whether a country has ratified the 1966 ICESCR, and/or the 196

interdependence of Basic Rights 351

‘0 = No war . | ‘
1 = Minor conflict, where there have been at least twenty-five battle deaths

ICCPR. Government ratification of these conventions signifies a formal FZJG_F Kj;jor conflict, where there have been more than 1000 battle related deaths
regime commitment to their core principtes, at least in principle, if not in e; year
practice.” The indicator this article used is coded as such: P

0 = Country is not a paity to either the ICESCR or ICCPR
1 = Counlry is a party to the ICESCR or ICCPR
2 = Country is a party to both the ICESCR and ICCPR

3. Control Variables

The following controf variables are also included in the analysis: the level
of internal and interstate conflict, and population size. Population size is
a standard control variable in most large-scale quantitative studies, though
any theoretical justifications can be weak.”” The measure of population
size is of the logged midyear country population of each nation-state (US:
Government Census International Data Base).”® The variable for internal/
interstate conflict is a three-point ordinal scale that captures the severity of
conflict measured in terms of the number of battle deaths in a given country.
for a particular year. The data for this measure were drawn from the Armed:
Conflict Dataset.” It is coded as:

in The Cingranelli-Richards (CIRI) Human Rights Dataset (22 Nov, 2010), available af
http://128.226,6.23 1/documentation/ciri_variables_short_descriptions pdf. i
There are more nuanced approaches. For example, Landmann develops an eight-paint’
ordinal fevel measure that captures the level of formal commitment expressed by
nation-states to the core principles of the Convention on the Efimination of All Forms
of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW) in terms of the types of substantive reserva- -
tians. We will consider this issue in more detail when discussing results. Lanoman, supra
note 52. o
Poe & Tate, supra note 23; Henderson, Fopulation Pressures and Political Repression,
supra note 23. o
Some schofars find that ethnically divided societies have worse human rights practices .
since diversity tends to lead to inter-group and intra-group confiict over scarce resources "
and palitical and economic dominatien of one group over the other, increasing the po-
tential for state repression. Scott Walker & Steven C. Poe, Does Cultural Diversity Affect
Countries’ Respect for Human Rights?, 24 Hum. Rrs. Q. 237 (2002). Ethnic fractionafization
also negatively affects economic growth rates, particularty in less democratic countries.
Yet, others have cast doubt on the significance of the relationship between human rights
and ethnic diversity. Chris Lee, Ronny Lindstrom, Will H. Moore & Kursad Turan, Ethnic-
ity and Repression: The Ethnic Composition of Countries and Human Rights Violations,
in Unprgstanome Human Ricrns Viotanions: New Svsvemanie Stupiss 186 (Szbine C, Carey &
Steven C. Poe eds., 2004}, We do not examine the influence of ethnic fractionalization
on basic rights since standard measures are rather dated (1990s and earlier), making
it difficult to ascertain the effects of fractionalization and changes in fractionalization
across countries over time. Moreover, earlier regressions revealed it to be insignificant
in our estimations.

The dataset is Hivaro Stranp, Laks Witnnmsen & Nis Perrer Greoimscr, Enrernanonar Peace
Reszarch Instrute, Armeo Conruct Dataser Copesook (2004), avaifable at hitp/iwww.prio.no/
cwp/armedconflict/current/codebook_v2_T.pdf}. This dataset is a joint project between

76.

77.

78.

79.

onflicts were coded as
the conflict occurred between the
or more internal op
hd by the conflict
Sded as “internal” u the !

tate and one or more internal opposition group(s) with intervention from

other states on one or both sides (e.g., .
anflicts were coded as “interstate” if the conflict occurred between two

for government
Origins, and globalization variables-—Log of Trade Openness and FDI. The

independent variables for government willingness includg .the democracy
variables (Polity 1V, Voice and Association, lPo‘Iltlcal Stab!hfy, recdom of
Speech, and Freedom of Assembly and Association as proxies) and En Eot

- ment of International Covenants. The control variables are Log of Popuiation
. Size, International Conflict, and Internal Conflict.

countries. Because the WGls only cover

80.
81.

“internal” if they met the following conditions: a)
government of a particular state and one
position group(s) without intervention from ot;he;' state_s;
took on an internationalized character but it was still
 the conflict occurred between the government of a

[raqgi conflict and Coalition Forces).

r more states. ‘ ' _
© gome research has found that countries are more likely to resost to

inlati ights
overnment violations of human rig  face |
“tghreats to their authority.®® Countries embroiled in conflict are also less able

to provide for citizens’ basic nee
“disrupt or impede state provision
“and education.

when faced with internal and externa!

ds since the chaotic effects of conflict often
of welfare services, such as health care

E. THE MODEL

- This article employs yearly cross-sectional and pooled Ordinary Least Squcaiu'es
2 (OLS) regression madels for the time period 1997 to ‘2005. The depeln b(fnt
“variable is the composite Basic Rights measu re.?! The independent variabtes

ability to promote Basic Rights are Log of GDP/capita, Legal

Freedom of

‘ le of developing
¢ report the regression results for the sample of
e ety p the years 1998, 2000, 2002, 2003,

the Department of Peace and Conflict Studies, Uppsala University anrJI thilggr;tre for

the Stucly of Civil War at the International Peace Rese;rcthntst:gth, %s ztfpm O o

e & Keith, .

» et al., supra note 28; Poe & Tate, supra note 23. Pog, 1a Sup )

E:?:a?l ?hat thg measure includes the HP1 as formulated and cqnstructed IQ ;héeoé}r;lol');;

Human Development Reports. Because there were .changes in 2001 anh O
way the HPI was calcutated, we include binary indicator variables for the years

and 2003 in the pooled models.
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Table 2. Table 3. o L
Regression Results: Developing Country Sample with Regression Results: Developing Coundry S‘ample WI?!‘! WGE Political Stability Indicator
Polity IV Democracy Measure Dependent Variable: Basic Rights
Dependent Variable: Basic Rights
* Variable 1998 2000 2002 2003 2005 Pooled
. iy :
\/anab!e 1998 2000 2002 2003 2005 POGI’E‘d PO||tica| TR 6.46%* 0O _[7HEE Q FgrEE 7. FpEEE 8. gyukk
Polity IV 941+ 8210 1.1gwee 1,18%s 1.30%% ] 2gwe Stability (3.09) (2.58) (1.97) (1.63) (1.77} (.794)
Demaocracy (.533) (.469) {.405) {.353) (.404) 132y + Indicator
Measure k
: LEga| 7. 71E 6.20% 3.54 -.818 -4,38% 1.39*%
Legal 6.92% 3.73 727 2,14 -5.30% 112 Origins UK (3.42) (3.19) (2.51) 2.12) (2.52) {1.05)
Origins UK 3.91) 3.26 2.77 219 2.75 939 ©
b ( ©:26) ( : 21 @73 v Endorsement  1.37 1.89 4 55 2. 77 1.48 2.35***
Endorsement 431 899 3.60% 1.66 -1.02 693 of (2.20) (2.23) (1.72) (1.36) (1.88) (719}
of (2.43) (2.34) {1.90) (1.63) (2.06} (.618) International
International Cavenants
Covenants Log of GDP  5.75%* 7.22%  7.50%k 7630 732% pO4rer
Log of GDP  6.11%+ g ggeee 7 q5ues 7214 GS7ER g 3qees Per Capita  (1.53) (1.44) (1.06) (:865) (1.12) A3
Per Capita (1.70 1.57 1.27 1.09 1.40 434 , -
" ) " 12 o 1A . Log of Trade ~ 6.13* 1.44 2.64 6.02% 116 3,00%
Log of Trade 9.55% 1.99 6.73%* 9.92%x> 2.96 5,465 Openness (3.70) {3.54) (2.82) (2.43) {2.88) (117
Openness {3.99) {3.63) (3.09) (2.72) (3.10) (1.02)
Foreign Direct .893 309 073 =073 -.332 —.?4?
Foreign 808 899 131 092 082 240% Investment (.537) {.595) (.200) (226) (.347) (127)
Direct (.594) (.611) (.218) (.279) (.397} (112} (FDI)
}2}5‘7;“6”‘ Log of -1.94* A5 A, 07E e 0 A .V
Population (1.15) (1.09) (.833) (.707) (.813) (.340)
Log of -1.85 -4, 06F* -5 12 %%% -3.46%%* =507 %%* -3.99%+* Size
Population {1.31) (1.13) (.898) (.833} (.885) (.307)
Size international  -12.26 8.27 -4.16 497 1.15 852
Conflict (13.04) (13.97) (11.22} {2.85) (5.35) {3.01)
internaticnal -12.14 13.32 3.77 10.13 t.14 1.72 118 146
Conflict (14.63} (13.68) (11.76) (11.04) (5.53) (2.63} internal 362 -4.72 -1.80 =355 . -1
Conflict (3.48) (3.37) (2.64) (2.50) (219 {.986)
Internal -6.94** =B A0+ -6 57 -5.45%* -3.56 B )
Conflict (2.89) (2.9%) (2.45) (2.59) (2.29) (.789) Year 2001 NA NA NA NA NA ;11.2301*)**
Year 2001 NA NA NA NA NA 3.51
(1.36) Year 2003 NA NA NA NA NA 847
(1.27)
Year 2003 NA NA NA NA NA =315
{1.31) Number of 66 73 75 84 88 471
Cases .65 b5 .78 .81 .69 72
Number of 65 71 70 77 79 662 R-squared
Cases .59 62 75 75 67 0.70
R-squared

NA = Not Applicable

NA = Not Applicable
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Table 5.
ﬁegression Resulis; Developing Country Sample with CIR! Freedom of Speech Indicator
Dependent Variable: Basic Rights

Table 4,
Regression Results: Developing Countr i i
y Sample with WGI Voice & Accountabilit i :
Dependent Variable: Basic Rights Y fndlcator.

e
Variable 1998 2000 : g
2002 2003 2005 Pooled variahle 1998 2000 2002 2003 2005 Paoled
Voice & 22t s oy . 5
Account- 2.99) (62'.5413*)“ 32'3075;)- * pogm e Baee CIR! Freedom 398 1,93 467+ 4805 4370 4,22
ahility : B3 (1.88) (819) ‘of Speech (2.29) {2.45) {2.09) (1.55) {2.05) {.647)
Indicator indicator
Legal 5.42 3.84 Le al 7 424 4,96 1.13 -1.59 -5.22% 1.95%
2o, : - -.823 -3.70% L6.Q7 } Legd g
Origins UK (3.68) (3.18) 2 .60) (2.23) 2.47) (13;) Origins UK (3.72) {3.32) {2.81) (2.39) @2.77) (.944)
Endorsement  -.081 275 : “Endorsement 005 590 3.85% 1.97 659 1.25%
of (2.29) (2.25) (21'9739) i? P oo 16 of (2.39) 2.38) (1.96) (1.54) (2.03) (623)
International ‘ 43) (1.81) (.733) International
Covenants Covenants
Log of GDP  5.26%+% B.A4dtH 5438 . Log of GDP 6,53+ gaTmr  7.A7E B.57¥ 7945 7 Al
; E G 6.20%%* ek .
Per Capita {1.68) (1.54) (1.26) (.986) ?1'.]213} 25'54075*}** Per Capita {1.63) (1.46) {1.26) (,945) {(1.21) (.404)
Log of Trade 7.85%* 1.86 4 - Log of Trade 8.54%* 2.19 5.00* 9.25*k* 3.41 5 73w
: - A1 1037+ 5 5g** , .
Openness {3.80) {3.52) (2.81) 2.38) (sz5799} 2'1185*)** Openness {3.93) (3.73) (3.11) {2.62) (3.11) {1.03)
Foreign Direct .876 645 ) Foreign Direct 993" 612 .008 -.107 -.319 123
Investment (561) (.576) '2%(21] 036 ~.286 014 Investment (579 (.607) {.226) {.253) (377) {112)
(FDI) ' (231) (334) (.127) (FDI)
Log of -1.49 434w Log of -1.95 45T L5 Q1 3A5R 483 -3.85%0*
. : . -4 2%+ L 7Ok g, G #Ew - . ; .
Papulation (1.25) i -3 3.5 Poputation (1.28} (1.14) (910} {.768) (.885) {.303}
Size (1.07) {.848) {718) {.761) {33) Size
international -17.32 10.33 2.5 International -6,92 17.99 11,52 14.92 -.449 3.42
. - - -2.56 7.26 1.12 <
Conflict (14.21) (13.59) {11.42) (9.97) (5.13) 39043) Conilict (13.98) (13.93)  (12.04) (16.76) (5.92) (2.72)
Internal -5.32% 7 DR 73 Internal -7 H7FEE -8.28%%¥ -8.84%%* -5.81%% -2.22 -7
\ . L7, 37wk -5 RO 2.31 ~ . A
Conflict {2.85) {3.00) (2.26) (2.25) (2.05) (5533) ' Confiict @78 6.1 @46 (249 @32 (806
Year 2 1 : .
‘ear 2001 NA NA NA NA NA - Year 2001 NA NA NA NA NA fi.(jzjﬁ?)
(1.32)
Year 2003 NA NA NA NA NA 666 Year 2003 NA NA NA NA NA E.11;,(1)6)
(1.27)
Number of 66 73 75 Number of 66 73 75 84 88 699
Cases 62 65 84 88 471 Cases 59 61 72 76 03 68
) ) 77 80 71 72 R-scuared

R-squared

NA = Not Applicable NA = Not Applicable
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Table 6.
Regression Results: Developing Country Sample with CIRI Freedom of Association Indicator
Dependent Variable: Basic Rights

Variable 1998 2000 2002 2003 2005
CiRl Freedom  1.55 2.31 4,59%* 4,614 6.68*+* 4,65k .
of Association  (2.15) (2.05) (1.96) (1.52) (2.20) (.609)
Indicator
Legal 7.88% 5.19 1.25 -.990 428 2384
Grigins UK (3.78) (3.29) {2.79) (2.39) (2.67} (.93
Endorsement 487 494 3.14 1.90 198 1.057%
of (2.42) (2.34) (2.02) (1.55) (1.98) (.618)
International
Covenants
Log of GDP B.9QF+* 7.97 %0 7.48%F* §.09%++* 7.20%F FVELLL
Per Capita {1.67) (1.48) (1.24) (.972) (1.23} (.403}
Log of Trade 8.80%* 2.62 5.78* G.g7w* 5.14* 6,04t
Openness (4.02) (3.76} (3.07) {2.63) (3.13) {1.027)
Foreign Direct  .975 557 -.008 =131 -A72 064
fnvestment (.594) {.607) {.226) (.255) (.368) (L112)
(FDD
Log of -2,29% -4, 3 7EE -4 61 =311 %F -4, 2% -3.58%**
Population (1.31 {1.15) (.928) {.801) (.908) {.306)
Size
Internationat -5.55 17.62 10.78 10.75 3.09 3.86
Conflict {14.33) {13.85) {12.01) (11.08) (5.65} (2.68)
Internal -7 F4HE -8.39rrx -0.04%%* -6.72%%% -2.24 -7 7 ATE
Conftict (2.88) (3.08) (2.46) (2.48) (2.26) (.793)
Year 2001 NA NA NA NA NA 3.20%*
(1.35)
Year 2003 NA NA NA NA NA 043
(1.292)
Number of 66 73 75 84 88 700
Cases 58 .62 72 76 .65 0.69
R-squared

NA = Not Applicable
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And 2005, this article reports those years for all estimations, However, for the
other democracy variables the pooled results include all the years reported
for (that is, from 1997 to 2005). Because of severe multicollinearity, separate
equations for each democracy variable are run.

First consider the variables that measure a government’s ability to promote
Basic Rights. The results indicate that GDP per capita is a consistently strong
predictor of Basic Rights, which suggests that a country’s wealth positively
affects a government’s ability to provide basic rights. The sign is statistically
significant at the .01 level in virtually all models.

The other “ability” variables—legal origins and globalization—show
mixed effects. The legal origins variable is positively significant at the .05
or .01 level in two out of the five of the pooled models, and is positively
. significant at the .10 level in another. It is also significant at the .10 level
or better in four out of twenty five of the yearly models. At best, it seems
prudent to conclude that having English fegal origins tends to have a modest
_affect on a government’s ability to provide basic rights.

Recall that the globalization variables used in this article are measures
of trade openness and FDI. Trade openness is positively significant at the
.01 level in four of the five pooled models, significant at the .05 level in the
other, and statistically significant in sixteen of the twenty-five yearly models.
[n contrast, there is little support for the affects of FDI on a government’s abil-
ity to provide Basic Rights. The variable is (positively) significant in only one
pooled model, and insignificant in all but one of the yearly models {several
of which also have a negative sign). These findings are in line with current
research, as the majority of studies on globalization and human rights have
found inconsistent, erratic, or negligible results for these indicators. But one
finding here is that, at the very least, economic globalization per se does
not appear to lead to significant declines in basic rights.®?

Now consider the variables that measure a government’s willingness to
provide Basic Rights. The first thing to note is that democracy is a strong,
positive indicator of Basic Rights. For instance, Table 2 reports the results
for the Polity IV measure of democracy, the most widely used and prob-
ably the best measure available. The coefficient is positive and significant at
the .01 level in the pooled model, and statistically significant in all of the
yearly models with the exception of 1998. This result is robust—the other
democracy measures yield similarly strong results. Each of the other four
democracy variables is positively significant at the .01 level in the pooled
models, and positively significant in sixteen of twenty yearly models.

82, Richards & Gelleny, supra note 37; Apodaca, supra note 37.
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The effect of national endarsement of the ICCPR and/or ICESCR on the:
provision of Basic Rights seems to be modest. While the coefficient is signifis:.
cant at the .01, .05, .10 levels each in three of the five pooled regressions, it
is significant in only four yearly models. These results may be due partiy’to
the lack of enforcement mechanism included in international human rights
treaties and the limited alternatives available to international monitoring.
bodies. International human rights law is often seen as a form of quasi-law .
with weal and ineffective enforcement mechanisms, and the costs of nonz :
compliance are low to non-existent.®> Moreover, many countries lack the
political will to effectively enforce their treaty obligations primarily because
international human rights norms lack resonance with domestic constituents
and because human rights agreements challenge national sovereignty, In-
stead, Basic Rights policies might be better served with the use of domestic
legal constraints, such as constitutionalization.® The finding may also be an
artifact of the measure used here to capture state willingness (i.e., official: -
endorsement of the ICCPRACESCR). By grouping countries into categories -
based upon whether they are parties to none, one, or both the ICCPR and -
ICESCR, the variable fails to recognize the nuanced and complex nature of
treaty ratification. Just about every country in the world (with a few excep-
tions} has signed and/or ratified one or both of these conventions. Signing is
different than ratification, and even those countries that ratify treaties often
issue widespread and sweeping reservations to the core principles of human
rights treaties. Hence, a measure that distinguishes between signing and
ratification and that accounts for state reservations would probably provide
a better test of the treaty status-rights outcome relationship.

Finally, consider the control variables. Population size is important; the
results indicate that population size exerts a statistically significant negative
effect on basic rights attainment at the .01 level in each year of the five
pooled models. The coefficient was also negatively significant in twenty-two
of the twenty-five yearly models.

Internal conflict has a negative influence on the provision of Basic Rights.
lts coefficient is negatively significant at the .01 level in four out of the five
pooled models, and negatively significant in sixteen of the twenty-five yearly
models. In contrast, international conilict appears to be an unimportant
determinant of Basic Rights attainment; the coefficients in all models are
insignificant. Theoretically, both internal and international conffict should
exert a strong negative influence on basic rights, and the empirical literature

‘on physical integrity rights, in particular, has shown this to be the case.
he weak findings on international conflict may signify that for this sample
nternational conflict is not intense and protracted enough to hinder the
tate’s ability to provide for the basic needs of its citizens, and not enough
“of a threat to the regime to elicit state repression.
' The year 2001 and 2003 variables are binary indicator variables that
- reflect changes made to the way HPI was measured in those years. This
rticle includes them to correct potential measurement bias in the pooled
“tegressions. The change in 2001, but not 2003, was statistically significant
‘in the Basis Rights measure. It is significant at the .0T level in two of the
‘pooled regressions, at .05 in another, and at the .10 level in a fourth. Failing
“to account for this change would have biased the pooled estimates.
. To get a feel for the relative size effects consider the pooled regression
with the Polity 1V measure for democracy (Table 2). As stated previously, this
is the most widely used measure for democratic institutions. First consider
the Polity IV independent variable. Ceteris paribus, a one point increase
in the Polity [V score (recall its range is zero to ten with a mean of 4.34)
increases the Basic Rights score by roughly 1.3 points {its sample range is
8.94 to 96.7 with a mean of 43.93). Put into elasticity terms, at the variable
means, a 1 percent increase in the Polity IV measure is associated with a
1274 percent increase in the Basic Rights score. At the mean, that translates
into a .056 point increase in the Basic Rights score (a 10 percent increase
in the Polity IV measure increases the Basic Rights score by .56 points). In
contrast, ceteris paribus, a 1 percent increase in GDP/capita increases the
Basic Rights score by .06 points. On average, having English legal origins
adds 1.12 points to the Basic Rights measure. A 1 percent increase in the
measure for trade openness increases the Basic Rights measure by 055
points, while an increase of cne unit in the FDI measure increases the Basic
Rights score by .24 points. (The elasticity for FDI is a bit difficult to interpret
because the variable measures net inflows as a proportion of GDP). As for
the control variables, a T percent increase in population decreases the Basic
Rights score by .04 points. Finally, ceteris paribus on average, a country with
no internal conflict enjoys a 7.54 point advantage in the Basic Rights score
over a country with an internal conflict.
The elasticities for the democracy (Polity 1V), GDP/capita, trade open-
ness, and population variables are similar. While fairly modest in size, note
that the R?%s are very good for virtually all regressions. One should always
be cautious in trying to infer any kind of general policy implications from
cross-country studies, hut the results here suggest that if a country wants
to increase its Basic Rights attainment it should bundle policies to promote
democracy, income growth, and trade, and to the extent it can, limit popu-
lation growth and internal conflict. Of course policies that do these things
simultaneously might be especially valuable. However, as the rankings in the

83. Hathaway, supra note 52, at 1937.

84, Minkler, supra note 49,

85.  While we did not include state reservations, we did try more nuanced variables that
included the signing/ratification distinction in our regrassion with the qualitative results
unchanged.
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tables suggest, a country does not have to be wealthy to extend basic rights

to its citizens. Though previous research has shown that greater aggregate
national wealth is associated with greater levels of provision for basic rights,

the effort exerted by a government in respecting basic rights is a function |

of both its economic ability to provide these rights and its willingness to
allocate available resources towards the provision of these rights.

To see how the determinants behind Basic Rights for developing coun-
tries compares with those for developed countries, separate pooled regres-
sions for an OECD, Central and Eastern Europe, and CIS country sample
(“developed countries” for short) were run. The samples were not combined
because developed countries have higher income and more mature political
institutions. Moreover, until 2002 the UNDP did not calculate a HPI mea-

sure for developed countries, and the one formulated differs from the one

used for developing countries by setting higher benchmarks. In particular, it
combines the probability at birth of not surviving to age sixty (versus forty

for developing countries), plus adults lacking functional literacy skills (ver-

sus adult literacy rate), plus population living below 50 percent of median
household income (versus average population not using improved water
and underweight children under five), plus the rate of long-term unemploy-
ment.®® Because there are only seventeen countries in the sample, there are
not enough observation to run yearly regressions.

Table 7 reports the results by each democracy indicator. When looking at
just the pooled regression with the Polity [V democracy variable, the results
suggest that the coefficients on democracy, GDP/capita, and population
size are significant, just as in the developing country sample. Interestingly,
endorsement of international covenants does matter, suggesting that devel-
oped countries take their international commitments more seriously, and/or
compliance methods hold more sway. The legal origins and globalization
variables now lose their statistical significance. The other four regressions
indicate similar results. The democracy, GDP/capita, and population variables
are significant in three out of four models. From this perhaps the best infer-
ence is that democracy, income, and population restraint helps all countries
promote Basic Rights, not just developing ones.

V. CONCLUSION

Based on the new measure, the evidence here suggests that developing
countries experience only a modest degree of I/l of Basic Rights, which
underscores why it is important to identify the underlying factors that might

86.  UNDP, Human Devecorwent Rerorr 2002, supra note 19, at 254.
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Table 7.
Regression Results: Developed Country Sample (Pooled Resulis)
Dependent Variable: Basic Rights

POLITY POLITICAL VOICE & CiRI CIRI

v STABILITY ACCOUNT. SPEECH ASSOCIATION
vVariable MEASURE MEASURE MEASURE MEASURE  MEASURE
Democracy 550 1270 12.46%%* 4.61%* -1.02

(2.56) {2.52) 4.9 (2.20} (2.09)

: Legal -.969 -1.42 041 .062 240
Crigins UK (1.50) (1.58) {1.69) {1.43) (1.54)
Endorsement  7.51** 3.43 9.58+* 6.59%* 6,13*
of (3.14) {3.48) (3.90) (3.11} (3.26)
International
Covenants
tog of GDP 6,99 1.34 6.14** 7.10%% 6,845
Per Capita (2.43) (2.87) (2.89} (2.44) (2.49)

Log of Trade 1.56 3.32% 909 2.88 1.76
Openness (1.84) {1.98) 219 (1.89} (1.89)
Foreign Direct -.046 =041 026 -.054 -.042
Investment (.061) (.066) (.073) {.061) (.062)
(FDI)

Log of -3,10%F* =791 -1.98"* -3, 23 -3.63%*
Population {.708) (.899) (.923) (.699} (.801)
Size

Number of 127 94 94 127 127
Cases A6 .54 46 .46 44

R-squared

promote advances. If policymakers want to make headway on I/, they will
need to know where to start. While the rankings can reveal the success
stories, perhaps they are more useful in identifying precipitous ascensions
and declines over time. Using regression analysis to find the factors underly-
ing these changes suggests that freeing up budget constraints helps {but are
neither necessary nor sufficient), as do factors influencing a government’s
willingness, most notably democratic political institutions.

The correct policy mix for any individual country will need to be tailored
to that particutar country’s situation. Analyses such as this one, therefore,
need to be complemented by those that can accurately diagnose the impedi-
ments to Basic Rights provision on a case-by-case basis. Scholars would be
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well served to formulate diagnostic methods for that purpose, much like

Dani Rodrik has done to identify the impediments to economic growth in. .
developing countries,”” Rodrik notes that low levels of private investment

could be due to either low rates of return or high finance costs, which in

turn stem from a host of other factors each requiring particular solutions,
For instance fow returns could be due to fow human capital, weak property
rights, or lack of market coordination, while high finance costs could be

due to poor local finance and low savings rates. Analogous scholarship on
Basic Rights fulfillment might similarly identify particular constraining fac-
tors, which would include policies, practices, and circumstances that keep
national income low, formal, and informal discrimination that harms different

groups of people, and political and legal institutions that are too weak to’ :

adequately protect, respect, and fulfill government obligations.

Future scholarship should seek to improve the measure for simultaneous -

Basic Rights fulfilment., Much needed is a measure of government effort

towards fulfilling Basic Rights that is not too sensitive to mediating factors,
that is, those things outside of a government’s control. It is clear that some -
governments in poor countries try harder than those in richer ones, but
there is not a reliable way to determine just how hard each government is

trying. The most pressing task for researchers is still to gather and generate
better data, This article used the best available data in this study (HP! and

PIR), but what is really needed is more finely disaggregated data capable of

accurately capturing the subsistence and security plights of all human be-

ings-—especiaily those at the lower tail of the income/resource distribution,
where the most vulnerable reside.

APPENDIX A: DEVELOPING COUNTRY SAMPLE

Albania
Argentina
Bahrain
Belize
Brazil

Bosnia &

Herzegovina

87. Dani Radrik, Goodbye Washington Consensus, Hello Washington Confusion? A Review

Algeria
Armenia
Bangladesh
Benin
Bulgaria

Brunei
Darussalam
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Azerbaijan
Barbados
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Burkina Faso

Botswana
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Brazil
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44 ), Econ, L. 973 (2006).
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Saint Vincent
& the
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Burkina Faso

Cape Verde
African
Republic

China

Congo,
Democratic
Republic of the

Cyprus

Ecuador
Eritrea

Gabon
Guatemala
Guyana
Indonesia
Jordan

Kuwait

Lebanon
Malawi
Malta
Moldova
Myanmar

Niger

Pakistan
Peru
Russia

Samoa

Burundi

Central

Colombia

Costa Rica

Djibouti
Egypt

Estonia

Gambia
Guinea
Haiti

Iran
Kazakhstan

Kyrgyzstan

Lesotho
Malaysia
Mauritania
Mongolia
Namihia
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Panama
Philippines
Rwanda

Sao Tome
& Principe
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Cambodia
Chad

Comoros

Croatia

Dominica
Fl Salvador

Fthiopia

Georgia
Guinea-Bissau
Honduras
Ivory Coast
Kenya

Laos

Libya
Maldives
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Morocco
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Papua New Guinea

Qatar

Saint Lucia
Saudi Arabia
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APPENDIX A: Continued

Vo

Senegal Seychelles Sierra Leone Singapore

Slovakia Slovenia Solomon Istands  South Africa

Sri Lanka St. Kitts Sudan Suriname
and Nevis '

Swariland Syria Tajikistan Tanzania

Thailand Timor-Leste Togo Tonga

Trinidad Turisia Turkey Turkmenistan

& Tobago

Uganda Ukraine UAE Uruguay

Uzbekistan Vanuatu Venezuela Viet Nam

Yemen Zambia Zimbabwe

DEVELOPED COUNTRY SAMPLE

Australia Beigium Canada Denmark
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Italy Japan The Netherlands New Zealand
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United States

APPENDIX B: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Developing Country Sample

Variable N Mean Std. Dev.
Basic Rights 859 43.93 19.51
Indicator

Modified 888 71.61 15.55

Human Poverty
Index (HP)

Min Max
8.94 96.7
34 97.5

EN DIX B: Continured

Interdependence of Basic Rights

Origins UK

iable N Mean Stel. Dev, Min Max
odified 1318 56.83 26.47 20 100
hysical
tegrity
dex (PIR)
og of GDP 1308 7.14 1.32 1,41 10.31
olity IV 1196 4.34 3.67. 0 10
'_é'asure
oice & 1028 -.3411 828 -2.2 1.46
ccountability
Measure (WG
olitical 1022 -26 898 306 1.52
Stability
__Measure (wWaGh
‘CIRI Freedom 1335 1.08 784 0 2
‘of Association
‘CIR] Freedom 1316 943 072 0 2
of Speech
Endorsement 1470 1.46 854 0 2
“of ICCPRACESCR
Log of Trade 1358 4.32 545 425 6.12
Openness
Foreign Direct 1312 4.21 6.20 -5.73 63.95
{nvestment (FDI)
Internal 1470 216 529 0 2
Conflict
Interstate 1470 033 245 0 2
Conflict
Population 1316 15.46 2.00 10.60 20.98
Size
Legal 1600 338 A73 0 1
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DEVELOPED COUNTRY SAMPLE

Variable N Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

IBadS‘iC Rights 146 81.09 9.23 50.53 935

ndicator - : .
A Note from Bosnia and Herzegovina:

Log of GDP 170 10.09 281 9.43 10.63

Polity AY 170 0.94 236 9 10

Measure

Voice & 120 1.41 222 87 1.83

Accountabilit : . p
i “Inela Selimovic*

Measure (WG

Political 120 975 363 .04 1.65
Stability ' “We are in the business of giving hope to those who have lost all hope.” ~ Connecticut
Measure (WGI) Friends of Bosnia ABSTRACT
CIRt Freedom 170 1.89 309 1 )
of Association Upon revisiting 11 July 1995 in Srebrenica, Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH),
CIR this piece reflects on a group of the Srebrenica genocide survivors as they
| Freedom 170 1.89 316 1 2 continue through, as well as, struggle with their healing processes as in-
of Speech ternally displaced persons in a small village near Sarajeva. Largely left on
Endorsement 17 their own since 1995, these families’ exisience has significantly depended
of ICCPR/ 0 1.94 236 1 2 on the humane and humanitarian assistance from a small, nonreligious,
ICESCR and US-based charity for food, shelter, and educational pursuits. The char-
ity’s commitment to BiH has led to a series of remarkable outcomes, but
Log of Trade 148 417 528 295 527 has also rlexposeoi numerous issues that merit ad‘ditional attention from b9th
Openness : the Bosrian government as well as the international community regarding
) , the group in question.
Foreign Direct 170 4,91 9.58 -15.13 92.67
Investment (FDI) .
Population Size 153 16.88 1.31 15.12 19.51 . INTRODUCTION
Legal . .
Oréij,gins UK 170 353 479 0 1 Life as a refugee, an asylum seeker, or an internally displaced person, predict-
ably entails a shattered existence.! The vulnerable ones in this context, whose

* Inela Selimovic, Ph.D. has taught Spanish and Latin American Literature at Saint Mary's
Coliege, Notre Dame, Indiana. This year Selimovic has been working at the United Nations
Security Council (UNSC} in New York City as well as at the United Nations High Com-
missioner for Refugees (UNRCR) in Sarajevo, Bosnia and Herzegovina. She spent several
days with Srebrenica displaced families in 18jad in June and july 2010. UNHCR had helped
Selimovic get safely out of a prison and a refugee camp on the way out from her native
Bihac in 1995.

1. As defined by United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs,
Guiding Principles on International Displacement, \ntro., I 2, available at htipe/fwww.
reliefweb.invocha_ol/pub/idp_gp/idp. html, internally displaced persons are
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