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ABSTRACT 
 

The process of globalization is the subject of heated debate over its impacts on 

human and state security.  In this dissertation, I address its influences on one area of 

human security – the protection of personal integrity rights.  Two questions motivate this 

project.  First, does the globalization process affect the decision-making process of 

leaders such that there is an alteration in the likelihood that their populations will fall 

victim to violent forms of state repression?  Second, how can the globalization 

phenomenon best be systematically examined in order to gain a better, generalizable 

understanding of its complex dynamics and effects on state and human security?  

 I contend that globalization must be disaggregated into its distinct aspects, at 

different levels of analysis, in order to uncover the complex and even contradictory 

impacts that it is having throughout the international political economy.  I utilize data on 

156 lesser developed countries over the period of 1973-2000 to assess the effects of 

several sub-facets of globalization at both the levels of individual state and systemic 

integration upon personal integrity rights, as measured by the Political Terror Scale.  In 

terms of levels of state integration, the increasing scope of interdependence between state 

and non-state actors magnifies the external pressures that leaders must consider when 

deciding whether or not to employ repressive measures to quell domestic threats.  At the 

system level, globalization may be viewed as an ordering principle, which is expanding a 

set of rules that alters the propensity of states to engage in violent forms of coercion.   

 The findings in this dissertation indicate that globalization is expanding, with 

respect to lesser developed countries.  Moreover, it significantly influences the likelihood 
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that individuals within these states will fall victim to state repression.  However, the 

complexity and contradictory nature of these effects substantiates my claim that one must 

disaggregate the concept into its distinct parts.  In this manner, this dissertation provides a 

significant contribution to extending our knowledge of the determinants of state 

repression as well as the effects of the globalization process.  Additionally, it provides a 

model from which additional influences of globalization may be studied. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
The United States does not accept the premise that the net effect world-
wide of the many phenomena grouped under the term "globalization" has 
been an increase in poverty, nor that globalization has had a broad 
negative impact on the enjoyment of human rights. In its non-economic 
aspects, the vastly increased information flows facilitated by globalization 
have allowed a much brighter light to be focused on human rights abuses 
around the world, bringing greater international attention than ever 
before.1

- U.S. Ambassador George Moose, Remarks at the 57th 
Session of the United Nations Commission on Human 
Rights 

 

The process of globalization has become the subject of a heated debate in world 

politics.  Particularly beginning in the latter part of the 1990s, ‘globalization’ became a 

buzzword for the ongoing processes of integration in multiple facets of the global 

political economy.  As the American Ambassador’s comments make clear, one of the 

issues at stake in this debate is human rights.  Its proponents have lauded globalization as 

the cure-all for many of the world’s ills: from economic development to violent conflict 

to individual liberty.  On the other hand, it has been the target of large protests and 

criticism as perpetuating global inequities, declining state control over policy-making, 

and the exploitation of individuals in the developing world particularly.  For others, the 

influence that is attributed to the globalization phenomenon by its most avid proponents 

and critics is far overstated.  Rather, the state’s decisions and its own individual 

 
1 Taken from the web page of the U.S. Department of State’s Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights, and 
Labor. 
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characteristics remain the clear leading determinants of the protection of human rights 

within its sovereign territory.   

 Clearly there is no consensus on the effects of globalization.  But in fact, the lack 

of agreement does not begin with its influences.  While the term ‘globalization’ is used 

fairly frequently in the course academic as well as common dialogue, there is no singular, 

concrete process to which it generally refers.  Rather, at best it is usually construed as a 

combination of several vaguely defined processes of integration.  Quite often, these 

processes are lumped together in order to portray it as a generally positive or negative 

force for change.  Unfortunately, if we are to accept that globalization is as influential as 

many would have us believe, the lack of specificity that is used to examine its various 

facets as well as their influences does serious harm in finding any generalizable 

conclusions to this debate. 

 It is from this perspective that I write this dissertation.  Essentially, two questions 

motivate the project.  First, how can the globalization phenomenon best be systematically 

examined in order to gain a better, generalizable understanding of its complex dynamics 

and effects on state as well as human security?  By breaking the concept of globalization 

down into distinguishable parts and levels of analysis, I attempt to find a more useful 

analytical framework through which to understand these dynamics and the influences.  It 

is essential to first disaggregate the concept in order to ensure that its separate facets are 

not having different, or even contradictory influences from one another.  Once this is 

done, we will have a model from which we may empirically determine the relationship 

between the globalization phenomenon and the members of the international community. 
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Second, can human rights (and in particular, personal integrity rights) most 

effectively be explained with a focus on one or a combination of the following sources of 

influence: the level of state integration into the different aspects of globalization, 

globalization’s structuring influences from the international system level, or simply at the 

domestic level?  By exploring the effects of globalization, conceptualized as different 

facets at different levels of analysis, I am able to accomplish two goals.  First, I build 

upon the work that has already been done in the area of human rights in an effort to 

develop a further understanding of the factors that influence the use of repressive tactics 

by the state upon its people.  Second, I begin to systematically uncover the effects in one 

of the areas that the globalization debate is concerned – that of human rights, utilizing the 

analytical framework that I establish for examining the effects of globalization more 

broadly.  While this is not the only area in which the process of globalization is said to 

have an effect, it is clearly one of great importance.  Not only is the protection of 

personal integrity rights – or the right of individuals to be free from “arbitrary physical 

harm and coercion by the government” (Cingranelli and Richards, 1999: 407) – important 

in its own right, but it also may well have a significant bearing on other areas of human 

security as well as broader conceptions of security at the state and interstate levels.   

Moreover, I undertake this project with a focus on the lesser developed countries 

(LDCs).  In so doing, I am able to assess the influences that the different facets of 

globalization are having on those actors that have had the furthest to move in terms of 

their levels of integration into the process of globalization during the period under 

analysis, generally the states that have had more room for improvement in terms of 
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compliance with accepted international norms of the protection of human rights, and 

finally the most vulnerable states in the international system to external influence over 

domestic behavior. 

 There has been much discussion over the past decade or so on the effects of 

globalization in various areas of human welfare.  Unfortunately, the contributions to this 

debate often suffer from a tendency toward oversimplification.  Put more succinctly, they 

often consider globalization as well as its effects as a singular, monolithic phenomenon.  

Further, they often do not provide systematic analyses of their claims.  Rather, they deal 

substantially with a discussion of the process through which globalization is said to 

influence state behavior or human welfare, and provide anecdotal evidence to support 

their claims.  The provision of minimal (or even individual) cases as support for these 

claims does not lend itself to systematically derived and generalizable conclusions.  

Those studies that do use empirical analyses to examine the effects of globalization’s 

components though, also fall short of getting a precise and overarching view of the role 

that globalization truly plays in the world because they often test only single aspects or 

deal with only developed countries.2

2 For example, Garrett (1998) analyzes the effects of different aspects of economic globalization on state 
policies in an attempt to test the ‘Race to the Bottom’ argument, but only tests the OECD countries.  The 
reason for this tendency may well be the greater availability of data for the countries that fall under the 
categorization of ‘developed’.  However, the effects that the globalization phenomenon is having on the 
developing world should not only be distinct from those on developed countries, but perhaps may be more 
dramatic.   Further, while more missing data points do exist for cross-sectional time-series data on 
developing countries, there is a substantial amount of data available. 
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Uncovering The Globalization Process 

 To begin an exploration of the dynamics and effects of the globalization 

phenomenon, the first critical step is to determine to what the term ‘globalization’ 

actually refers.  As I stated above, there is no agreed upon answer to this question.  While 

there is a sense that one knows what is being talked about when the word is invoked, 

often this understanding lacks specificity or is specific to the discussion or literature at 

hand.  The end result of this is that numerous related but not identical definitions of 

globalization exist.  One can see this in the following sample of definitions of 

globalization that are provided, which certainly do not exhaust those that exist (nor does 

it deal with the many articles that are written about it, without actually providing a clear 

definition): 

 …the growing interpenetration of states, markets, communications, and 
 ideas across borders (Brysk, 2002:1). 
 

…a state of the world involving networks of interdependence at 
 multicontinental distances.  These networks can be linked through flows 
 and influences of capital and goods, information and ideas, people and 
 force, as well as environmentally and biologically relevant substances… 
 (Keohane and Nye, 2000:2).  
 

Economic globalization constitutes integration of national economies into 
 the international economy through trade, direct foreign investment (by 
 corporations and multinationals), short-term capital flows, international 
 flows of workers and humanity generally, and flows of technology… 
 (Bhagwati, 2004:3). 
 

…a set of economic and political structures and processes deriving from 
 the changing character of the goods and assets that comprise the base of  
 the international political economy – in particular, the increasing structural 
 differentiation of those goods and assets (Cerny, 1995:596). 
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For the purposes of this dissertation as well as for subsequent research then, I provide a 

definition of globalization that I believe captures the multiple areas in which it is 

occurring.  Further, I do so in a manner that allows for the disaggregation of the concept 

into its primary components as well as each of their individual sub-facets.  The value of 

this definition is that it encompasses the various components and actors that are involved 

in this continually evolving process that is occurring on a broad scale.  It is at the same 

time succinct and amenable to the empirical exploration that I argued for above. 

 I define the overarching concept of globalization then, as the trans-continental 

growth in the magnitude of economic, political, social, and security interdependence 

between multiple actors.  Spurred by the advances in technology as well as the neoliberal 

policy orientations of the most powerful actors in the international system, traditional 

temporal and spatial divisions around the world have shrunk.   This allows for quicker 

and vaster exchanges of goods, services, and information.  It is within this context that 

state-level decisions have interacted with system-level processes to create higher levels of 

interdependence in areas as diverse as trade in goods and services, currency transfers, 

foreign direct investment, standards of acceptable behavior, the binding of multiple actors 

through institutional commitments, and interpersonal exchange of ideas. 

 I am not the first to consider globalization to be a multifaceted concept.  Most 

scholars would agree that globalization refers to a wide range of types of integration.  

Even those that focus primarily upon its economic aspects often point out that this is only 



20

a single aspect of the phenomenon3. One of the significant contributions that this 

dissertation makes with respect to the study of globalization though, is to disaggregate the 

general concept and systematically examine the unique effects of several aspects of the 

globalization process on one major area of human security in developing countries – that 

of personal integrity rights.  By doing so, I serve two purposes.   

First, I provide an operational framework through which one can analyze the 

distinctive parts of globalization individually.  This provides me with the opportunity to 

examine the different dynamics of growth in each of several aspects of globalization over 

the past three decades.  While I do not exhaust the exploration of all areas of 

globalization in this dissertation, I expand upon those that have been systematically 

analyzed over a large population of cases and a significant period of time in the 

international political economy literature.  Further, it provides a model to examine the 

individual effects of the facets of globalization not only on the rights analyzed here, but 

also on other areas in which globalization is said to influence state and non-state actors as 

well. 

Second, by disaggregating globalization in this way, I am able to overcome the 

tendency to conflate the effects of one type of integration with another.  Often in the 

theoretical literature dealing with this issue, there is a tendency to discuss globalization as 

a kind of monolithic process with singular effects; or at least so within its primary 

components (i.e. economic globalization).  Even those that expressly view globalization 

 
3 Bhagwati (2004:3) for instance points out that “Globalization can mean many things.  Here, however, I 
plan to focus economic [italics his] globalization; indeed, that is what I shall mean when I simply say 
“globalization” throughout this book”.  This reflects agreement with the contention that ‘globalization’ is 
more than economic integration, even from an economist’s perspective.   
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as a multifaceted concept too often discuss its influence in singular terms. Tooze 

(1997:223) claims for instance, “…national economies outside of the Triad are 

increasingly marginalized from the processes of wealth creation whilst the levels of 

economic interdependence within the Triad are increasing”.  My intention here is not to 

disagree with Tooze’s contention that the majority of economic exchange still moves 

between the Triad regions of North America, Western Europe, and Japan.  It is simply to 

highlight the oversimplification that this statement implies.  While it may be true that 

LDCs are less globalized than the developed states, there is clearly a trend toward 

integration among many LDCs as well; though not all at the same rate and to the same 

extent as one another.  Further, there may be additional complexity in terms of the areas 

of the economy (the aspect of globalization that this reference points to) that these states 

are integrated into.  Some may witness increasing patterns of trade dependence that differ 

from their pattern of reliance upon direct investment, for instance.  The complexity of the 

particular dynamics of integration as well as the manner in which different types of 

interdependence affect states should complicate this picture even further.  In fact, one 

facet may have contradictory effects in a given area to another.  For this reason, exploring 

globalization in a disaggregated manner should provide us with a deeper understanding of 

its multiple processes of integration.   

Additionally, as will become clear in subsequent operationalization and 

theoretical discussion of the different aspects of globalization, some aspects are better 

analyzed in terms of individual levels of state embeddedness while others are better 

viewed in terms of system-level processes.  Not only do these differences alter the 
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empirical manner in which the effects of globalization are explored, but they also 

emphasize different causal processes.  Understanding these additional differentiations in 

the broadly defined globalization phenomenon provides us with a deeper understanding 

about what the effects of globalization are. 

By this I mean that globalization is on the one hand a phenomenon that is 

unfolding at a truly global level.  It is in this respect, a process that is external to the state.  

Mittleman (2000:5) provides a good example of this when he describes globalization in 

part as “…an increase in connections, interdependence, a rise in transnational flows, and 

an intensification of processes such that the world is, in some respects, becoming a single 

place”.  In this context, globalization does not appear to refer to any one state 

individually, but rather a pattern of integration that is shaping the world that states exist 

within.  While this process certainly is argued to have substantial effects on states, it does 

not as a causal factor refer to them individually.  Rather, it may be regarded as an 

ordering principle under which different members of the international system exist.  As 

will be elaborated upon below, their decisions on modes of behavior may be shaped in 

this context by a perceived need to correspond with globalization’s corresponding ‘rule 

sets’ (which I argue include the protection of individual liberties); or by their rejection 

due to the challenges that such a system structure presents. 

Second, it is a set of different types of integration that states can entrench 

themselves in at varying levels of depth.  This is exemplified by the AT Kearney/Foreign 

Policy globalization index (2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005), in which the journal annually 

assesses which states are the most highly entrenched within the globalization process.  In 
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this conceptualization, the state’s level of embeddedness in the different aspects of 

globalization is what determines the effects that the state experiences.  Presumably, this 

aspect of globalization provides the state with more decision-making power at least 

toward the beginning of its integration process.  Further, it indicates that globalization 

may have differing levels of influence on individual states depending upon their levels of 

integration, whereas the system level conceptualization of the process may be more 

immune to individual ‘levels of globalization’ in its effects. 

In fact, globalization has been argued to be a mutually constitutive process.  In 

other words, globalization is a process that should be explored in both its global scope as 

well as in terms of individual states’ experiences with it in order to accurately understand 

its effects.  Clark (1999:55) argues that such a relationship exists when he states, 

“globalization shapes the state and is, at the same time, what the state makes of it”.  Each 

of these conceptualizations of globalization has the potential to affect the protection of 

human rights at the state level.  But each of them does so in a different manner.  It is for 

this reason that I will explore them in separate chapters in this project.  Moreover, it may 

be that there is an interactive relationship between the systemic process of globalization 

and the depths to which individual states integrate themselves into it.   

To summarize, globalization is considered in this project to be a multifaceted 

process of increasing levels of interdependence above the regional level within four 

primary area classifications: economic, political, social, and security.  I contend that 

globalization must be explored with attention paid to its specific facets if one is to 

uncover its complex and possibly contradictory effects.  Thus, it is essential to 
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disaggregate the concept in order to analyze it.  Further, it may be viewed at the systemic 

level as a process that serves as an ordering principle, under which system members are 

pressured to adhere to its associated rule sets.  At the same time, one may assess the 

individual effects upon states caused by their own levels of integration into 

globalization’s multiple aspects.  By embarking upon the exploration of the effects of 

globalization in this way within the confines of one issue area, I provide a model for 

which globalization’s influences upon other areas of human as well as state security may 

be explored as well. 

 

Globalization, the State, and Human Rights 

 The motivation for exploring the effects of globalization on human rights is 

rooted at its most basic level in the contention by some that there is a causal connection 

between the two.  For example, Brysk (2002:1) begins her volume on this relationship by 

asserting the connection between globalization and state repression as both involving the 

global expansion of the norm of human rights and being influenced by it in complex 

ways. 

 Globalization is a package of transnational flows of people, production, 
 investment, information, ideas, and authority (not new, but stronger and 
 faster).  Human rights are a set of claims and entitlements to human 
 dignity, which the existing international regime assumes will be provided 
 (or threatened) by the state.  A more cosmopolitan and open international 
 system should free individuals to pursue their rights, but large numbers 
 of people seem to be suffering from both long-standing state repression 
 and new denials of rights linked to transnational forces. 
 
At the same time, this description of the relationship illustrates both the positive as well 

as negative repercussions of the globalization phenomenon for human security.  
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Conversely, the US Ambassador’s quote at the beginning of this chapter is a response to 

others who have made broad (and simplistic) assertions that the effects of globalization 

on human rights are wholly negative.  This generalization as well as his that globalization 

is a generally positive influence on rights protection is more common within the dialogue 

on globalization’s many effects.  The reasoning for these claims will be explored further 

below, and in depth in chapters 4 and 5. 

The majority of the literature that quantitatively examines the determinants of 

state repression has focused primarily on domestic characteristics4. However, there have 

been a number of works that have begun the exploration of external forces that are having 

an impact on this type of behavior as well5. It is the aim of this dissertation to build upon 

this literature, particularly with a focus upon how globalization may well be magnifying 

the importance of external pressures in recent years.   

As will be discussed in chapter 2, I consider decisions by governments to utilize 

repression as a strategy for dealing with their populations to be a policy choice.  

Systematic repression of a population does not occur unless there has been a conscious 

decision to do so.  Poe, Tate, and Keith (1999) take this view by arguing that “…they 

[leaders] choose to commit abuses of personal integrity rights because they see these 

inhumane actions as the most effective means to achieving their ends”.  The most 

important of these ends is the maintenance of power.  Thus, perceived or real threats to a 

leader’s tenure in office will increase the likelihood that government repression of 
 
4 For example, see Davenport, 1995; 1996a; 1996b; 1999; 2004; Davenport and Armstrong, 2004; 
Henderson, 1991; 1993; Poe and Tate, 1994; Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999; Poe, Tate, Keith, and Lanier, 
2000; Zanger, 2000. 
5 For example, see Apodaca, 2001; Blanton, 1999; Blanton and Blanton, 2001; Harrelson-Stephens and 
Calloway, 2001; Hathaway, 2002; Keith, 1999; Milner, 2002; Richards, Gelleny, and Sacko, 2001. 
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personal integrity rights will occur in order to quell that threat (Davenport, 2000).  

Further, the causes of increased threat perception as well as possible costs associated with 

employing government repression as a tool for their resolution will emanate from inside 

as well as outside the state (Gartner and Regan, 1996).  Leaders are influenced then, by 

factors that increase dissatisfaction with their regime as well as those that inhibit their 

freedom to utilize any available methods of government control. 

At the domestic level then, the most important factors that influence the use of 

repression are important for two primary reasons.  First, some characteristics of the state 

will diminish the popular satisfaction with the status quo.  Typically, this is due to 

increased hardship that populations experience.  Gurr (1970) contends that relative 

depravation increases as there is a larger collective difference in perceptions between the 

quality of life that people believe they should attain and what they believe they will attain 

within their current environment.  The result of high levels of relative depravation is an 

increased likelihood that political violence against the state will occur.  Therefore, 

domestic attributes that increase the level of relative depravation should decrease 

satisfaction with the government in office.  In turn, the government is motivated to 

respond to such threats in some way – quite possibly through violence. 

The second primary way in which domestic characteristics influence the violation 

of human rights is through restrictions upon their use of repression to suppress such 

threats.  In this case, certain institutional constraints as well as material and normative 

interests may decrease the likelihood that leaders will move toward attacks against 

individuals’ physical integrity.  To do so would mean to sacrifice tenure in office, 
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economic or security interests, or even normative values that prohibit such use of 

violence against citizens.  In this manner, there are enticements as well as constraints that 

leaders face within their country, with respect to human rights violations.  

While the importance of domestic attributes is clear in determining the causes of 

state repression, external forces should be expected to play a role in this decision making 

process as well (Gartner and Regan, 1996).  They may do so as well through increasing 

the level of perceived threat to leaders’ tenure in office as well as increasing the number 

of costs that must be anticipated to derive from a lack of compliance with international 

norms against the infringement upon individuals’ physical integrity.  Further, I contend 

that the importance of these external influences are increasing as globalization ties 

interests and policy effects of numerous actors together more tightly throughout the 

world.  At its most general level, the reason for this is as Cerny (1995:595) points out, 

“…by reshaping the structural context of rational choice itself, globalization transforms 

the ways that the basic rules of the game work in politics and international relations and 

alters the increasingly complex payoff matrices faced by actors in rationally evaluating 

their options”. But the impact of globalization is complex in terms of its causal direction 

as well as the manner in which it alters this decision-making process.  Brysk (2002:7-8) 

further illustrates this complexity by stating: 

Globalization is most positive for human rights when it enables the  
exchange of information and the formation of new identities, and  
most negative when it reinscribes borders and props up repressive 
states.  Global markets, on the other hand, generate systematically 
contradictory effects that depend heavily on the type of state and  
sector involved.  Meanwhile, global civil society introduces new 
norms, which sometimes become institutionalized as evolving human 
rights standards, and, ultimately, objects of interstate enforcement. 
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Globalization is at once both positive and negative, with respect to the protection of 

human rights.  Further, it influences the choices that leaders make through its appeal to 

the strictest rational calculations (those centered around material interests in security and 

economic welfare) as well as to normative considerations involving ideas about 

appropriate modes of behavior. 

It is the goal of this dissertation to explore the ways in which this is occurring 

systematically by breaking the concept of globalization apart in the two ways that were 

addressed above: into its distinct facets as well as separate levels of analysis.    While 

each of these theoretical connections will be developed in more depth; and then analyzed 

empirically in subsequent chapters, the remainder of this section will draw in broad 

strokes the connection between globalization as a complex set of processes and the 

protection of personal integrity rights. 

 In terms of the general effects that higher levels of embeddedness into the 

different processes of globalization have upon individual states, my arguments will be 

framed into three types of influence.  First, as is the case with the influences of 

globalization at the system-level as well, the necessity for maintaining the image of a 

legitimate member of the international community is important for reaping all of the 

benefits of interdependence.  While this is important for becoming a player in the 

globalization game, it should be even more important as more of a country’s well-being 

is dependent upon remaining so.  With respect to the economic aspects of globalization, 

this means that the more that a state’s economy is integrated into different facets of 

globalization, the higher the pressure is to maintain the status of being an acceptable 
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trading partner, location for investment, etc.  Further, the more politically integrated the 

state is into the international frameworks that codify acceptable human rights behavior 

and link it to other regime frameworks, the more pressure the government will feel to be 

in compliance with such rules and norms. 

 The punishment for being outside of the community of legitimate states may be a 

decline in the amount of trade, investment, assistance that a given state receives as other 

states, intergovernmental organizations (IGOs), and multinational corporations (MNCs) 

are pressured by their respective constituencies to cut relationships with them.  As more 

of the state’s well-being is dependent upon the outside world, the ramifications of these 

losses will be increasingly magnified. Alternatively, there actually may be direct, formal 

sanctions upon states that fall far outside of the accepted standards of behavior (Klotz, 

1995; Sikkink, 1993).  Whatever the form this exclusion may take, integrated states 

should prefer to avoid its adverse effects through maintaining acceptable behavior. 

 The second path through which higher levels of embeddedness may influence the 

human rights behavior of states is more indirect.  It is mainly in this area that the 

arguments against globalization are focused regarding the effects upon human rights that 

the level of state embeddedness is having.  Higher levels of integration into the economic, 

political, and social aspects of globalization have been argued to have beneficial as well 

as adverse effects on aspects of state and human welfare as varied as economic growth, 

distribution of wealth, democratic governance, and conflict propensity.  Changes in any 

of these variables should have a significant influence on the incentives that the 

government has to use repressive tactics to control levels of perceived domestic threat as 
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well as the restraints placed upon it from doing so.  The reader should note that these 

effects of globalization deal with the domestic characteristics that are discussed in the 

second chapter as significantly influencing levels of state repression. 

 This is in many ways the heart of the current debate over globalization.  For 

instance, the notion that globalization benefits the overall economy in terms of growth is 

at the center of most supporters’ arguments in favor of the process.  It is through the 

different types of economic integration that an economy becomes more efficient and 

achieves higher rates of growth.  However, the translation between this growth of the 

overall economy and the provision of basic needs of all members of a population stands 

at the heart of opposition to the globalization phenomenon.  Instead of benefiting many 

people, opponents contend that the gap between rich and poor is widening in many 

developing (as well as developed) countries as wealth concentrates to higher degrees 

between and within states.  Consequently, the focus on efficiency is done at the expense 

of any sort of equity, as the state relinquishes its autonomy and ability to provide 

important public goods in a competitive Race to the Bottom of regulation, taxation, and 

government intervention.  It is worth noting that the effects on economic growth and 

distribution of wealth though are related not only directly to the personal integrity rights, 

but also arguably to some of their other determinants: democracy and conflict6.

Finally, higher levels of state embeddedness in the globalization process may 

have an influence on the ways in which states think about the legitimacy of their own 
 
6 For some examples of the positive link between economic development as well as some discussion of the 
negative link between economic inequality and democracy, see Barro, 1999; Burkhart and Lewis-Beck, 
1994; Lipset, 1959; Muller, 1995; Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub, and Limongi, 1996; Rueschemeyer, 1991.  
For an example of some links between economic development and conflict propensity, see Atwood, 2002; 
Hegre, 2000. 
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behavior as well as how others view their actions.  The increased volume and speed of 

transborder communications make international trade, financial transactions, and 

logistical linkages by IGOs feasible at the level they are currently enjoyed.  In this sense, 

technology is a facilitator of the other pieces of globalization.  But in another, more 

constructivist sense, communications technology has benefits of its own for human rights 

improvements.  As Comor (2001:398) explains,  

Transnational communications and a number of other developments associated 
with globalization are having an impact on how we live our lives from day to day.  
An awareness of how others live undoubtedly opens conceptual doors and these 
have facilitated (but have not in themselves determined) the formulation of 
innumerable cultural hybrids. 

The increased connections between peoples from different areas of the world generate 

effects independent of the other areas of globalization.  In this way, not only is the 

behavior of every state witnessed by a larger international audience, but also those 

previously closed-off states’ populations witness the world outside to higher degrees.  

Again, this could have positive or negative effects on the protection of human rights by 

creating a bottom-up movement for more rights or by causing a reactionary backlash 

against the behavioral prescriptions of globalization as a particular group or culture 

perceives the imposition of Western ideas upon their traditional values.  One can see this 

type of case recently in Iran and in Afghanistan before 2001. 

Globalization at the international system level can best be described as the 

overarching patterns of interconnectedness between members of the international system.  

Currently, this would include collective interaction of the nearly 200 states that make up 

the international system.  As I will argue in chapter 5, globalization at the system level 



32

may be viewed as providing an ordering principle for the entire international system, or a 

structuring of the international system that provides its members with a set of rules under 

which they normally act.  Moreover, this ordering principle is based upon a coherent 

logic, founded upon liberalism.  Globalization is a system that favors free markets with 

high levels of interdependence, a growing network of political regimes whose role it is to 

reduce conflict and promote cooperation when it is difficult to achieve, and a normative 

superstructure (Puchala and Hopkins, 1983) that reifies the liberty of the individual. 

 That this systemic process may promote human rights protection is based upon 

the notion that each of the different facets of globalization is subsumed within this 

normative framework.  As the ‘rule sets’ associated with globalization increase in scope 

and importance, compliance with their prescriptions should also be more consistent.  

However, this optimistic perspective must be tempered by the arguments put forth by 

those that adhere to a structuralist orientation to the international political economy.  

From this perspective, the benefits of this liberal order do not transfer to all members of 

the international system.  Rather, the motivation behind its creation is the continued 

exploitation and marginalization of those least advantaged states.  Instead of pulling 

governments across the world toward higher levels of protection of individual rights then, 

this system structure benefits some while establishing the environment that is conducive 

to increased repressive behavior.  In particular, many of the lesser developed countries 

that provide the focus for this dissertation fall within the latter category. 

 As with levels of state embeddedness within the globalization process, there are 

different mechanisms through which systemic globalization should be anticipated to 
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influence human rights behavior.  First, a systemic ordering principle that is subsumed 

within a normative superstructure that reifies the protection of individual liberty may 

serve to broaden the acceptance of the legitimacy of human rights protection as an 

important principle.  As social constructivists argue, human rights norms themselves 

achieve higher levels of legitimacy as states begin to feel a pull to voluntarily comply 

without outright coercion (Franck, 1990).  Globalization may promote legitimacy through 

the evolution of formal rules that are encompassed within the regime structure of the 

international system, but also through the exchange of ideas and information that form 

the social component of globalization.  Further, the embedding of economic globalization 

and its associated policies into a system that is founded upon these same notions may 

serve to provide human rights adherence with a more solid and persuasive basis.  

Moreover, as more states within the system adhere to the rule sets associated with 

globalization, there is an increasing level of pressure placed upon states – from a 

normative perspective – not to stand outside the acceptable patterns of behavior that 

increasing numbers of other states practice (Finnemore and Sikkink, 1998). 

Second, several aspects of globalization may provide incentives for the state to 

become more highly integrated.  This is true particularly in terms of the economic aspects 

of globalization.  The World Bank (2002a:5) states: 

 The more globalized developing countries have increased their per capita growth 
rate from 1 percent in the 1960s, to 3 percent in the 1970s, 4 percent in the 1980s, 
and 5 percent in the 1990s.  Their growth rates now exceed those of the rich 
countries; they are catching up just as during earlier waves of globalization there 
was convergence among OECD countries.  While the new globalizers are 
beginning to catch up, much of the rest of the developing world – with about 2 
billion people – is becoming marginalized.  Their aggregate growth rate was 
actually negative in the 1990s. 



34

 
If one is to accept that those states that are the most involved in this phenomenon are the 

ones who are achieving such high levels of growth and those that are not involved are 

getting poorer, then one must accept that there is a pull on states to become one of the 

winners in this process.  This may well be true even if states generally feel a sense of 

resentment for having to do so.   

The connection between this pull and the satisfaction of higher standards of 

personal integrity rights is that there should be a higher level of pressure that states feel to 

be perceived as legitimate.  Achieving a status of legitimacy as a member of the 

international community is important in order to reap the benefits of such membership 

because other state and non-state actors that are already are a part of the process may be 

more willing to trade or invest in countries that are not seen as pariah states than those 

that are.  There is precedent for such rewards or sanctions for those states that fall inside 

or outside of this legitimate community of states.   

Finally, as the globalization process is promoted through formal regimes, 

institutional constraints bind states to the ‘rule sets’ that define the ordering structure of 

the international system (Ikenberry, 2001).  Increasing degrees of membership within the 

expanding ‘core’ (Barnett, 2004) of participating members of this system carries 

obligations then, to maintain one’s integration.  Thus, globalization provides normative as 

well as material constraints against behaving as a pariah state. 

 As with the level of integration into the globalization processes, it may be that the 

growth of the aspects of the phenomenon at the system level provide an environment that 

is more conducive to the use of repressive measures by developing states.  Structuralists 
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would argue that this is in fact what is occurring.  Instead of being a set of processes that 

are subsumed within the overarching belief in the protection of individual rights and the 

intention of creating a positive-sum game throughout the world, critics argue that it is 

merely the newest means through which capitalist states in the developed world attempt 

to exploit cheap raw materials, cheap labor, and new markets to dump excess product.  

While legitimized through the rhetoric that claims the beneficial effects that were 

described above, the economic processes that are subsumed within the globalization 

phenomenon as well as the regimes that serve to promote it are actually meant to assist in 

this exploitation and the enrichment of those industrially developed countries that are 

driving the process.     

If the process of globalization is more of an attempt to institutionalize and solidify 

the advantaged position of the industrially developed states at the expense of many of the 

states that fall within the developing world, then an increasing respect for human rights 

should not be anticipated.  Rather, there should be a growth in the level of disparities in 

wealth across the international system as well as within particularly these states.  The 

result of this growing inequality is the magnification of relative depravation within 

LDCs.  This in turn increases the level of dissatisfaction among the relevant populations 

and thus an increased perception of domestic threat by their governments.  It is with the 

intent of quelling such threats that increasing rates of human rights violations should be 

expected.  As with the case of individual states’ dependence upon the different processes 

of globalization, we again see the possibility for adverse affects in this (as well as other) 

areas of human security. 
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Quantitative Methods of Analysis 

The use of quantitative methods in this project serves to add to our knowledge of 

how best to understand the roots of behavior with respect to personal integrity rights, the 

dynamics and general influences of the globalization process, and the complex 

relationship between these two areas of the global political economy.  As I pointed out 

above, many arguments that have been put forth have dealt with globalization in a 

manner in which the overall concept was viewed as a singular process.  These 

perspectives view globalization as the aggregation of its various parts.  While this 

approach provides tremendous assistance in developing an idea of what to expect from 

empirical analyses, the claims are very tentative without systematic analysis behind them. 

I am quite cognizant of the debate within political science about the relative 

merits of qualitative and quantitative methods of analysis.  Each of these frameworks for 

exploring international politics, and the specific sub-areas of globalization and human 

rights, have individual benefits that are reflective of the broader arguments.  Qualitative 

analysis of fewer cases provides the researcher with the opportunity to thoroughly 

explore the complex factors that have led to whatever outcome variable is the focus 

within a given study (in this case, the protection of personal integrity rights).  

Quantitative analysis, however, examines a more limited number of causal variables and 

their relationship to the outcome variable in a much larger sample of cases through which 

generalization is more the focal objective. 

A central point made by King, Keohane, and Verba (1994:4) is that the process 

through which inferences are made can be scientifically sound, either through qualitative 
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or quantitative techniques.  “The differences between the quantitative and qualitative 

traditions are only stylistic and are methodologically and substantively unimportant.  All 

good research can be understood - indeed, is best understood - to derive from the same 

underlying logic of inference”.  They emphasize the point that qualitative researchers 

must be particularly careful to be explicit in emphasizing how systematic they have been 

in their research project. 

 I agree with King, Keohane, and Verba in their assertion that qualitative and 

quantitative techniques can be utilized such that sufficient attention is given to the ideals 

of scientific research so as to be rigorous.  While it may be, as Rueschemeyer (1991:27) 

argues that qualitative, historical case studies allow for a much more “rich theoretical 

reasoning” of the complex factors that have affected individual cases, this does not 

necessarily mean that one arrives at a better understanding of political processes in 

general by relying upon them. 

The complex understanding of the factors that lead to particular outcomes in 

individual cases is certainly of value for historical study as well as for the building of 

hypotheses and theories (Lijphart, 1971, 1975).  Further, it helps to elucidate specific 

examples in which repressive techniques have been employed or where aspects of 

globalization have been particularly influential on specific countries.  It is difficult to 

derive generalizable conclusions though, from only a very few cases.  It is for this reason, 

that my method of analysis in this dissertation is a large N, quantitative study.  By 

utilizing a large number of cases over a 25 year period of time, I hope to add to the 



38

understanding of the effects that globalization has had and will continue to have upon 156 

developing countries in a more scientific manner.   

 

Outline of Dissertation 

 I now provide an overview of the format that the rest of this dissertation will take.  

To begin, the second chapter provides the main discussion of the theoretical basis for 

why I expect that governments will repress their populations.  I argue that this is a 

conscious choice that is influenced by different factors at both the domestic and 

international levels.  As part of this discussion, I explore theoretically the types of 

influences that might be expected to alter patterns of behavior.  It is at this point that I 

examine in more detail the relationship between the internal as well as external forces 

that constrain states from or incite them toward higher levels of repressive behavior.  I 

provide within this discussion a theoretical connection through which these forces alter 

the decision-making processes of states.  Finally, I describe the process through which 

the assessment of human rights behavior will be made.  Included within this discussion is 

a description of the method through which the dependent variable that I employ 

throughout this dissertation – the Political Terror Scale (Gibney, 2004; Poe, Tate, and 

Keith, 1999) – is derived.  Further, descriptive statistics are presented that provide the 

reader with a more clear idea of trends over the period of 1976-2000 in the protection of 

human rights.  

 In chapter 3, I specify my conceptualization and operationalization of the 

globalization process more fully.  First, I provide a detailed discussion on the definition 
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of globalization and its qualities as an umbrella concept, paying particular attention to the 

implications of conceptualizing the phenomenon in this way.  Next, I lay out the exact 

manner in which I disaggregate the concept, and specify the components that I explore 

within this study both at the state embeddedness and international system levels.  This is 

the operational model that has been referred to throughout this chapter through which I 

propose globalization can better be systematically examined in terms of not only its 

dynamics and influences on personal integrity rights, but also in any number of the other 

areas of human and state security that it is said to be influential.  Finally, I use descriptive 

statistics to explore the dynamics of these different facets of the globalization process 

between 1970 and 2000.  I do so to demonstrate to that these processes are in fact 

occurring, are doing so in distinct patterns from one another, and should each therefore be 

expected to have distinct relationships to the protection of human rights from one 

another.  

 I begin the empirical analysis of the influences of globalization on personal 

integrity rights in chapter 4.  It is in this chapter that I broaden the attributes of the state 

from mainly domestic characteristics to their levels of embeddedness within the 

globalization process.  Here, the focus is on the level of dependence that the state has 

upon the dynamics of the different processes that are demonstrated in the third chapter.  

The expectation is that if in fact globalization is having an effect on the behavior of 

states, the magnitude of these effects should be determined to a large extent by the level 

of integration into the processes that individual states experience.  The more sensitive and 

vulnerable a state is to the different facets of globalization, the more likely we would 
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expect to see alterations in the level of state repression by governments.  Within this 

chapter, the brief discussion of the theoretical connection between state integration into 

globalization that was provided above will be developed further, from the perspective of 

those that are supportive as well as critical of the globalization phenomenon.  Finally, the 

effects of the different aspects of globalization that are discussed in the third chapter are 

analyzed in order to derive an understanding of the complex relationship between 

globalization at this level of analysis and state repression. 

 Chapter 5 broadens this examination to the international system level.  While it is 

logical to expect that the level of state embeddedness in the globalization phenomenon 

will affect the level of influence that globalization has, globalization has also been argued 

to influence states from above.  Conceptually, globalization is a global process.  As was 

argued above, it may in fact be viewed as providing an ordering principle over members 

of the international system.  In this way, it provides incentives to behave in particular 

ways above and beyond the specific depth of integration that states achieve.  There are 

both normative and material interests that are influenced by this global process that have 

the potential to alter human rights behavior in either a positive or negative direction.  

Further, the systemic influences of globalization may interact with the individual levels 

of embeddedness to provide different effects on those states that are already a part of the 

phenomenon and those that are not.  This chapter expands the exploration of the 

relationship between globalization and human rights beyond the state level that has been 

partially explored elsewhere in the quantitative human rights literature – both 

theoretically and empirically. 
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 Finally, in the concluding chapter, I tie the results that I have arrived at in the 

preceding chapters together and formulate some broader conclusions about the 

relationship between globalization and personal integrity rights.  Is the exploration of the 

determinants of human rights behavior best understood with an expanded focus toward 

external influences, or should they remain primarily within the framework of domestic 

politics arguments?  Further, do the different processes of globalization at both the state 

and system level magnify these external influences in a positive or negative manner?  

This is of great import for the broader globalization debate.  Aside from its own 

importance, significant influence on this area of human welfare suggests the possible 

importance of the phenomenon on others as well.  The model that is provided for 

exploring globalization’s influences in a systematic fashion becomes more important, if 

this is the case.  I discuss within this context how these findings have implications for 

future analyses of globalization and its effects on other areas of human and state security.  

I suggest within this context, ways in which the findings of this study indicate ways in 

which globalization can become more effective in promoting human rights.  Moreover, I 

provide suggestions on fruitful ways in which the complex effects on personal integrity 

rights may be further uncovered through additional research.  It is to beginning this 

analysis of globalization’s influence over human rights behavior that I now turn. 
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2. OPTING FOR REPRESSION: UNDERSTANDING WHY STATES 
REPRESS AND THE FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE THEIR 
DECISIONS 
 

We said we would respect human rights, but we did not abdicate our 
responsibility if you crossed the line.  Human rights stopped where my 
rights started. 

 
- Ibrahim Babangida (President of Nigeria, 1985-1993)7

The suppression of the interests and welfare of individuals through government 

repression is not new to the current epoch.  In fact, the notion that the state may use tools 

that are incompatible with the physical integrity of the individual would appear to be 

more the rule than the exception if one takes a long-historical view of the world.  Nor is 

this true only with respect to non-Western countries (Donnelly, 2003).  Nevertheless, one 

needs only invoke such recent examples of despotic governments as the Khmer Rouge in 

Cambodia, the Argentine junta of the late ‘70s and early ‘80s, the Amin regime in 

Uganda, and Saddam Hussein’s reign in Iraq to illicit an awareness that such repugnant 

behavior continues to this day. 

The contention that there do exist natural rights that all individuals are entitled to 

though, is grounded in the writings of Enlightenment philosophers such as John Locke 

and embodied as a foundational principle for governmental design in the Declaration of 

Independence of the United States.  Because these agreements emanated from Europe 

and America, the concept of human rights is often associated with ‘the West’.  Such an 

association may well be warranted.  While some argue that other parts of the world have 
 
7 Babangida made this comment in an interview with Karl Maier, and the quote is taken from This House 
Has Fallen: Nigeria in Crisis (Maier, 2000). 
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cultural traditions that assert limits on the treatment by governments of their subjects, 

Donnelly (1982) describes these guidelines as duties of rulers and individuals.  He goes 

on to contend that the admonition of rulers that they ought to behave in a particular 

manner is distinct, and in fact weaker than asserting basic entitlements of individuals that 

they are afforded simply because of their existence as human beings.  The distinction is 

between being encouraged to treat subjects with dignity and being bound to. 

Nevertheless, the acceptance of the principle that all human beings are endowed 

with certain rights that supercede the authority of the state has expanded beyond ‘the 

West’ over recent decades.  Following the Nazi atrocities during the Second World War, 

the newly founded United Nations General Assembly adopted the Universal Declaration 

of Human Rights by a vote of 48-0 (with eight abstentions)8. Not only did this mark the 

beginning of the codification of human rights under international law, but one could 

assert that it also began the globalization of the normative acceptance of the concept as 

well.  The protection of its list of rights is considered to be the responsibility of all 

member states of the UN.  The Universal Declaration also provides the basis upon which 

subsequent treaties have expanded the scope of rights coverage (of which all states have 

at least signed one). 

Thus it is that while the international community in general has accepted the norm 

that all human beings are afforded a basic set of rights that no state has the freedom to 

violate, there still exists a consistent pattern in many parts of the world in which this is 

 
8 This occurred on December 10, 1948, which was just one day after the UN General Assembly had also 
passed the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (Power, 2002:74).  
That the United Nations acted so quickly on these two accounts demonstrates that at least in principle, there 
began after WWII a wide acceptance of human rights norms within the international community. 
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not the case in practice.  It is the goal of this chapter to provide the theoretical basis for 

why this disjuncture exists.  In particular, I explore the manner in which decisions on the 

violation of human rights by governments are made, as well as the domestic and 

international pressures that influence these decisions.  The remainder of this chapter will 

be structured as follows. 

First, I contend that the use of tactics that violate the physical integrity of the 

individual is the result of conscious choices made by leaders according to a cost-benefit 

decision-making process.  Second, an account of the domestic factors that have been 

demonstrated within the literature to have an influence over this aspect of governmental 

behavior will be provided.  The reason for this is that it not only provides the reader with 

an overview of what we already know about the causes of state repression, but also the 

manner in which domestic characteristics of the state influence the decision-making 

process of leaders in dealing with domestic threats.  This domestic account provides an 

orientation then, through which I begin to explore the similar manner in which external 

influences may alter this behavior as well, and why globalization may be making these 

international factors more important.  Finally, I provide a description of the measure that 

will be used throughout the remainder of this project of the level of protection of these 

rights as well as the motivation for doing so.  As has been referred to already, the 

particular rights that I assess here are those that are categorized as personal integrity 

rights.  A more thorough explanation of what these particular rights are and why they are 

my focus will be discussed within this section.   
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The Decision to Repress 

 To begin the exploration of the link between globalization and variations in the 

level of violations of human rights by governments, the process through which these 

types of actions come about must be specified.  The framework through which 

subsequent discussions of the causes of repression will be based asserts that such actions 

by the state are selected through a rational decision-making process9. This is in keeping 

with the vast majority of literature on the roots of political repression.  This general 

perspective on the sources of state decisions to violate human rights is explained in one 

of the more comprehensive examinations of the primarily domestic sources that influence 

repressive behavior of regimes.   

…we postulate, it is because their principal political leaders are willing  
to repress, and because they have the opportunity to act on their choice.  ‘ 
If we assume that most political leaders are rational actors, we conclude  
that they choose to commit abuses of personal integrity rights because  
they see these inhumane actions as the most effective means to achieve  
their ends (Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999:293).  

 
There are two basic assumptions made here.  First, state leaders consciously 

choose to use repressive tactics against their populations.  While it is conceivable that 

isolated violations of human rights at the hands of representatives of the state could 

happen without the approval of the government itself, such occurrences would not be 
 
9 It may be that the level of perception of threat on the part of the government may not be rational in the 
sense of reflecting reasonable judgment.  One concrete example of this is the Khmer Rouge’s effort to 
eliminate not only those individuals who had opposed them during the Cambodian civil war, but also 
“…ethnic Vietnamese, ethnic Chinese, Muslim Chams, and Buddhist monks…all those who had completed 
7th grade…[and] anybody suspected of even momentary disloyalty” (Power, 2002:119).  That Pol Pot’s 
regime considered all of these groups to be such a threat that it warranted the killing of 2 million 
Cambodians and the abuse, torture, and displacement of countless others does not reflect any sort of 
realistic assessment.  However, it is to this level of perceived threat that the government responded to 
within the confines of the rationality that is described as the basis for decision-making.  Given this level of 
perceived threat from virtually every group within the Cambodian society, the Khmer Rouge determined 
that the benefits of these choices outweighed any costs that might or would be incurred as a result. 
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expected to be systematic.  In order for the widespread use of state repression to occur, 

policy decisions must be made that reflect this preference.  The Nigerian president 

Babangida’s statement at the beginning of this chapter reflects such awareness on the part 

of the country’s leader with respect to human rights violations.  It is in fact the overall 

pattern of human rights behavior and not individual events (as will be discussed below) 

that this study explores.  Systematic violence by government forces directed against their 

own populations are in fact policy decisions, which they anticipate will be effective in 

achieving some desired ends.   

 This leads to my second assumption, which asserts that governments make this 

decision based upon the balancing of costs and benefits.  If we are to accept that leaders 

make conscious choices to repress, they presumably do so with some goal in mind.  Poe, 

Tate, and Keith (1999:293) go on to point out that repressive leaders do not generally use 

such tactics simply because they take sadistic pleasure in doing so.  Rather, they make 

such decisions to achieve goals.  The most immediate and related goal that government 

leaders have is to remain in power.  This is the basis for a broad range of rational choice 

literature, which often relies upon Downs’ (1957) contention that maintenance of one’s 

position in government is the driving motivation for decision-makers.  While his work 

focuses upon how democratic leaders seek to achieve this goal within the confines of 

their institutional constraints, this general incentive surely applies to undemocratic 

leaders as well.  The distinction between these types of systems is not a difference in 

preference toward maintenance of power, but in the constraints that leaders face from 

democratic and non-democratic systems in achieving that goal (Bueno de Mesquita, et. 
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al., 1999).  Again, we can see reference to this interest reflected in Babangida’s comment 

that “Human rights stopped where my rights started” (Maier, 2000). 

 Given that the primary motivation for leaders is to remain in power, any threat to 

the achievement of this goal may be met with government repression.  In fact, Davenport 

(2000:1) argues that like a few other widely supported findings in political science10, this 

connection has achieved the near-status of law.  More specifically, he states that “…when 

threats are confronted political authorities frequently use repression as a means to 

control/eliminate them and to establish/extend their tenure.”  He goes on to point out that 

this finding has been supported both through statistical as well as political-historical 

analyses.  That repression is the most effective means through which to deal with real or 

perceived domestic threats has not achieved such consensus support.  In fact, in a review 

of this area of literature, Davenport (2000:7) demonstrates that most analyses have found 

that state repression has resulted in increased incidents of political dissent rather than 

eliminating them.  But this contradiction does not erase the fact that states continue to 

respond to threats with an increased likelihood of using repression. 

 While the main incentive to use repressive tactics is the goal of maintaining one’s 

leadership position in government, there are also specific factors that a leader must 

consider that either constrain his actions or incite increased perceptions of threat to which 

he must respond.  These are the costs and benefits that were mentioned above as being 

crucial to the rational calculation.  Gartner and Regan (1996:273) argue, “…a 

government’s choice to repress opposing political groups is a function of domestic and 
 
10 In particular, he points to other law like propositions such as incumbents generally winning elections and 
democracies fighting with one another far less than other types of dyads. 
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international costs.”  Thus, there are some factors that may constrain a leader from using 

repressive measures.  On the other hand, some domestic and international influences may 

increase the incentive to violate human rights by increasing the level of opposition to the 

government.  It is developing a more thorough understanding of the pressures that 

emanate from within and (particularly) from outside the state that provides a major 

motivation for this project. 

 It is important to state up front that I view both material as well as normative 

preferences on the part of leaders as fitting into this decision-making matrix.  Material 

interests in security, economic growth, and maintenance of power are all powerful forces 

upon both the perception of threat to the government as well as its chosen method with 

which to deal with them.  However, this does not imply that there are no subjective 

considerations that provide similar contributions to the choices that leaders make.  Goertz 

(2003:84) argues that compliance with accepted norms should be viewed as a preference 

of decision makers.  He states,  

 This is not to say that all states do not value wealth, security, and power, but 
 rather that they value them differently and that they value other things as well.  

One can safely say that almost all individuals desire wealth and security, but this  
 does not get us very far in the analysis of domestic politics, and it does not 
 get us very far in international affairs as well. 
 
The theoretical connection between both domestic and international factors to the 

propensity of leaders to engage in violations of personal integrity rights includes both 

material as well as normative influence.  There may be personal costs that are incurred by 

leaders when they violate beliefs that they place a high value on – such as that killing or 

torture of individuals for their political beliefs is unacceptable. 
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Most of the quantitative analyses on the sources of state repression have placed 

their focus at the domestic level.  One primary constraint that has been repeatedly 

uncovered is an institutionally democratic system, which allows for the leader to be held 

accountable for such actions.  On the other hand, there also exist factors that have widely 

been found to increase the perceived domestic threat to a regime, and thus present 

perceived benefits to repressive behavior.  Domestic factors such as the level of economic 

development, the size of the population, the participation in conflict, and a history of 

government repression all present altered levels of domestic threat that a leader must 

react to.  Each of these factors may influence the level of dissatisfaction on the part of the 

population with the status quo. This is turn influences the level of threat that governments 

perceive that they are facing as well as the constraints that they face in terms of dealing 

with them; and as a result alters the likelihood that states will engage in violations of 

personal integrity rights.  Further, some of these characteristics may provide ideational 

incentives toward internalization of the norm of protecting human rights. 

That these domestic characteristics have been shown to influence the repressive 

behavior of states does not necessarily imply though, that the exploration of the 

considerations by leaders on this issue has been exhausted.  Gartner and Regan (1996) 

point out that there are also external forces that play a role in this process.  In fact, outside 

influences may provide both material as well as normative pressures against or toward 

the violation of personal integrity rights.  The process of globalization in particular, may 

be increasing the importance of these international constraints or incentives.  This is due 

to the fact that the tightening networks of interdependence throughout the world that 



50

characterize this phenomenon create increasing levels of dependence upon and influence 

by outside actors.  The manner in which this is occurring will be explored in general 

terms below, and further developed theoretically as well as analyzed in subsequent 

chapters. 

 

Domestic Sources of Human Rights Behavior 

 Having now laid out the process through which decisions are generally made with 

respect to the use of repressive tactics by the state, I am now able to begin exploring 

those specific factors that determine such behavior.  As has already been indicated, there 

is a fairly broad range of literature that explores this question, using statistical methods of 

analysis (for example, Apodaca, 2001; Blanton, 1999; Davenport, 1995; 1996a; 1996b; 

1999; 2004; Davenport and Armstrong, 2004; Francisco, 1996; Harrelson-Stephens and 

Calloway, 2003; Hathaway, 2002; Henderson, 1991; Keith, 1999; Lee, Maline, and 

Moore, 2000; Meyer, 1996; 1998; Milner, 2002; Poe and Tate, 1994; Poe, Tate, and 

Keith, 1999; Poe, Tate, Keith, and Lanier, 2000; Richards, Gelleny, and Sacko, 2001).  

Some of these studies focus almost exclusively upon domestic sources of human rights 

practices, while others incorporate some international factors as well. It is based upon 

these works’ cumulative findings on domestic influences that I now turn.   

 The importance of exploring those primarily domestic characteristics that alter the 

level of repression within a state is two-fold.  The first is that it is this literature (and its 

overwhelming focus on domestic attributes) that I am building upon with this project.  It 

is thus important to describe what we already know about this decision making process.  
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Second, by providing a description of the manner in which those factors that have been 

demonstrated to be influential in this process actually do so, I am able to further 

illuminate the decision making process itself.  That is, by understanding how several 

domestic characteristics influence choices on the use of repression, the theoretical basis 

for other types of influences (including those external to the state) is developed. 

 

Regime Type and Political Rights 

 One domestic characteristic that has been demonstrated to have a significant 

influence over the level of repression within a given country is the type of regime that 

exists within that country.  In fact, some would contend that political and civil rights are 

subsumed within the basic concept of democratic rule (Bollen and Paxton, 2000; Dahl, 

1989; 1999).  Others caution against such broad definitions of democracy.  To include too 

many attributes within the definition of a concept may infringe upon one’s ability to 

derive empirical measures for it, as well as to overburden it with too many attributes that 

eliminate many avenues of substantively interesting research that explore the concept’s 

causes and effects (Munck and Verkuilen, 2002:9).  It is even realistic to expect that the 

institutions of democracy may exist without necessarily being accompanied by the 

associated liberal protection of individual rights (Zakaria, 1997; 2003).  That being said, 

it is a widely supported fact that the more narrowly-defined, institutional democracies 

tend to use repression as a tactic for dealing with opposition far less than do non-

democracies (Apodaca, 2001; Calloway and Harrelson Stephens, 2001; Davenport, 1995; 

1996b; 1999; 2004; Davenport and Armstrong, 2004; Harrelson-Stephens and Calloway, 
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2003; Henderson, 1991; Hofferbert and Cingranelli, 1996; Meyer, 1996; 1998; Milner, 

2002; Poe and Tate, 1994; Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999; Zanger, 2000).  There are at least 

two reasons that this is the case. 

 First, democratic systems are designed with the specific purpose of creating 

accountability of the government to the people that it represents.  Pitkin (1967:57) 

explains this perspective on accountability by pointing out “…the representative must 

eventually be held to account so that he will be responsive to the needs and claims of his 

constituents, to the obligations implicit in his position.”  While Pitkin would argue that 

this basic description would not provide sufficient representation of one’s constituents, it 

certainly is a minimal characteristic of the democratic process.  Recall that Downs (1957) 

argues that the primary preference of decision-makers in democratic governments is to 

remain in power.  Due to the accountability that is built into democratic systems then, 

leaders would be highly unlikely to engage in widespread repression of their constituents 

if they anticipate punishment for doing so in subsequent elections.   

 Such retaliatory measures are a reasonable expectation.  Markus and Converse 

(1979) argue that a voter’s calculus begins with estimated personal loss if a particular 

candidate wins election.  Presumably, the more widespread repression that a regime 

engages in, the higher the costs are for a larger proportion of the electorate.  In fact, the 

notion that in democracies, there is a negative response by the population when 

government engages in coercion has found empirical support (Francisco, 1996).  While 

there are findings that indicate that other types of systems may effectively subdue protest 
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at the highest levels of repression11, as would be indicated by the inverted U-shaped 

relationship between coercion and protest (Tsebelis and Sprague, 1989), this does not 

appear to be the case in democracies.  Thus, as with other choices that governments make 

with respect to the use of violence, the government must determine how such decisions 

will affect the support of its winning coalition (Bueno de Mesquita et. al., 1999).  And the 

reasonable expectation is that engaging in repressive behavior will result in the loss of 

such support, and therefore the next election12.

It is important to note that varying levels of protection of specific rights under the 

Constitution may be important in magnifying the positive institutional effects of 

democracy on political rights (Davenport, 1996b).  Zakaria (2003) contends that without 

such constitutional protections of rights, there is reason to be skeptical about the 

liberalness as well as the duration of new democracies.  In fact, others have argued that 

democratization may well be tenuous (Lipset, 1994; Moravcsik, 2000), violent 

(Mansfield and Snyder, 1995), as well as repressive (Davenport, 2004).  But in general, 
 
11 Although as was pointed out above, even these findings are in the minority in terms of demonstrating any 
effectiveness of the use of repression (Davenport, 2000:7). 
12 The same logic is used in what has been referred to as the structural explanation for the findings that 
democracies do not tend to engage in violent conflict with one another (Maoz and Russett, 1993).  This 
rational choice explanation argues that the domestic costs involved in entering into or escalating conflict 
are significant determinants of democratic states’ behavior (Bueno de Mesquita, Siverson, and Woller, 
1992; Bueno de Mesquita and Siverson, 1995; Bueno de Mesquita, Morrow, Siverson, and Smith, 1999; 
Fearon, 1994; Morrow, 1987).  In its most advanced form (Bueno de Mesquita, et. al, 1999), the primary 
distinction between democracies and non-democracies is in satisfying the proportion of the selectorate (or 
the subgroup of one’s population that is entitled to participate in the decision of who will hold government 
office) that is necessary to attain or maintain office.  This smaller subset of the selectorate is called the 
winning coalition.  Because the size of the selectorate (and therefore of the winning coalition as well) is 
inherently larger in democracies than non-democracies, democratic winning coalitions are less likely to be 
satisfied by private goods.  Thus, it is more difficult in democratic systems to just pay-off the winning 
coalition.  Rather, it is the satisfactory provision of public goods that is important in democracies.  Much 
like entering into unpopular or unsuccessful international conflicts, displeasure is to be anticipated from the 
winning coalition as the scope of governmental repression increases.  And the response should be the same 
– the loss of office for the government that opted for widespread repression rather than providing sufficient 
public goods. 
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there is reason to expect that the accountability built into established democratic systems 

will restrict the level of repression that one witnesses. 

 The second reason that democratic states engage less frequently in the violation of 

the physical integrity of their populations also reflects an internal quality that is discussed 

within the democratic peace literature.  From a normative perspective, Dixon (1994; 

1998) argues that democracies are founded upon norms of bounded competition. While 

there do exist material as well as ideological conflicts of interest within all types of 

systems, these conflicts are resolved peacefully within democratic systems.  In non-

democratic systems, victory in this competition might require the total defeat of one’s 

adversary.  This would imply the real potential for the use of violence.  In democratic 

systems though, the competition is bounded within a set of rules and procedures that are 

agreed upon by all contestants.  Thus, it is through these rules and procedures that these 

conflicts are resolved peacefully. 

 While it is the externalization of these norms that is argued to be the source of the 

democratic peace on an international scale, this argument is premised upon prior 

internalization and behavioral regularity at the domestic level.  In fact, this behavioral 

regularity, the ideational basis of democracy upon this process of resolving conflict, and 

the system-wide acceptance by those within its confines would indicate that the peaceful 

resolution of conflict within democracies is a strong norm (Goertz and Diehl, 1992).  And 

clearly, it is directly applicable to the treatment of opposition to governmental leadership.  

It is within these peaceful confines that we would expect such opposition to be dealt, 

rather than to become the victims of violent repression.  For these two reasons, 
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democracy is considered to be a very strong determinant of the level of repression that is 

used within a given state.   

 

Economic Development and Political Rights 

 The second domestic characteristic that is clearly linked to the level of repression 

that states engage in is the level of economic development.  While the concept of 

economic development is distinct from that of political rights, there are some strong 

linkages between the two concepts.  In fact, empirical analyses of the causes of repression 

have repeatedly demonstrated that this connection does exist (Calloway and Harrelson-

Stephens, 2001; Davenport, 1995; 2004; Davenport and Armstrong, 2004; Harrelson-

Stephens and Calloway, 2003; Henderson, 1991; Meyer, 1996; Meyer, 1998; Milner, 

2002; Poe and Tate, 1994; Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999).   There are two basic reasons for 

this to be the case. 

 First, as the level of economic development increases, so should the level of 

satisfaction amongst the population with respect to the status quo.  This is due to the fact 

that as economic welfare of the state increases, the relative depravation of its population 

should decrease.  Gurr (1970:13) defines relative depravation as “…a perceived 

discrepancy between men’s value expectations and their value capabilities.”  In this 

definition, value expectations refer to level of personal welfare that individuals 

“…believe they are rightly entitled.”  On the other hand, value capabilities refer to the 

level of welfare that individuals believe they will actually achieve, given the environment 

within which they exist.  While inequality may still exist within states at higher levels of 
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economic development, clearly those states that are the poorest among the international 

community provide the least number of people with an opportunity to satisfy basic 

standards of living.  Henderson (1991:126) echoes this point, “Presumably even if the 

goods of society are not distributed equally and class lines remain distinct, a better-off 

society can afford to share some of the wealth with the masses, at least to a degree that 

will reduce conflict.” 

 Henderson alludes to an important aspect of the connection between economic 

development and repression.  It is not the widespread poverty that is associated with 

lower levels of economic development that increases violations of individuals’ physical 

integrity, per se.  Rather, it is the reaction to the misery caused by this depravation 

amongst the population that increases governmental repression.  Recall that it is in 

response to real or perceived domestic threat directed against the government’s tenure 

that we anticipate human rights violations to occur.  Gurr (1970) goes on to explain that 

the more widely and severely a population feels the frustration of relative depravation, 

the more likely it is that they will lash out against those focal points which may be 

blamed for their plight.  It is not a giant leap to assume that the primary focus of this 

anger will be the government that is unable to change the situation (Apodaca, 2001).  

Thus, as a country’s economy develops, the level and scope of relative depravation 

should diminish.  This in turn should lead to a decrease in domestic threat against the 

government and a diminished incentive to use repressive tactics. 

 A second reason exists as well, for economic development reducing the violations 

of political rights.  It is related to the prior discussion on the benefits of democracy.  
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Lipset (1959) argues that economic development is an important characteristic that 

supports the growth of democracy.  While there are disagreements on the precise nature 

of the relationship between development and democracy (particularly with respect to 

level of causality), there has been a substantial amount of empirical work that has 

demonstrated that higher levels of economic development are at least conducive to stable 

democratic systems (for example, Barro, 1999; Burkhart and Lewis-Beck, 1994; 

Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub, and Limongi, 1996; 2000; Rueschemeyer, 1991).  

Przeworski et. al. (2000:137) summarize this point  

 The most important lesson we have learned is that wealthy countries tend 
 to be democratic not because democracies emerge as a consequence of 
 economic development under dictatorships but because, however they 
 emerge, democracies are much more likely to survive in affluent societies. 
 
While it is unnecessary to revisit the rationale for why democracy is important in 

determining levels of state repression, the connection between economic development 

and the stability of democracy is a second important link. 

 

Population Size and Political Rights 

 A third domestic attribute that has been demonstrated to have a significant 

influence on the levels of repression that states engage in is that of population size.  

Again, this is associated with the perceived level of domestic threat against a 

governments’ tenure in office.  Larger populations increase the pressure that governments 

face in two ways.  And this has been demonstrated to result in increased violations of 

personal integrity rights in several studies (Davenport and Armstrong, 2004; Henderson, 

1993; Poe and Tate, 1994; Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999; Zanger, 2000). 
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 The first is that as the size of the population increases, the odds of the conditions 

that are conducive to decisions in favor of repression being present increase as well.  This 

is on one hand simply a function of the possibilities for perceived threats to the 

government.  As Poe and Tate (1994:857) argue, “…a large number of people increases 

the number of occasions on which such coercive acts can occur.”  From this perspective, 

it is simply a matter of probability associated with a larger population of potential targets.  

One could add to this basic premise though, the increased likelihood of diverse ethnic 

groups that could very well increase the level of domestic turmoil through ethnic 

conflicts or in response to the alienation of particular groups.  As with the argument 

based upon sheer numbers, this increased diversity associated with larger populations 

raises the probability that a government might perceive a threat from a particular group. 

 The second reason to anticipate that larger populations will increase the rate of 

government violence is that larger populations place a higher stress upon the limited 

resources that countries possess.  This is particularly true when focusing upon developing 

countries, which have fewer resources to distribute to begin with.  Henderson (1993:324) 

describes this difficulty. 

 Too many people in a country creates a sense of angst in society, as individuals 
 and groups compete for every conceivable good.  The extent of scarcity varies 
 from country to country, but in the more hard-pressed countries, burgeoning 

demands will keep governments off balance and incline them to resort to 
repression. 

 
Again, this is related to the issue of satisfaction amongst the population with the status 

quo.  As resources become scarcer, and individuals and groups are less likely to have 

access to sufficient goods to satisfy their value expectations, the threat to the government 
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increases.  This is because it is likely the government will be considered to be responsible 

for such shortfalls (Apodaca, 2001).  As with the other domestic characteristics then, the 

government is expected to respond to such perceived or real domestic threat by 

increasing its use of violent forms of repression. 

 

Conflict and Political Rights 

Participation in conflict, either of the interstate or intrastate classification, also has 

a significant influence over the use of repressive measures by governments.  The 

presence of conflict has a clear relationship to the level of perceived, and in fact real 

threats that face leaders of particular governments.  The relationship between 

participation in violent conflict and more frequent violations of human rights has been 

empirically demonstrated in several studies as well (Apodaca, 2001; Davenport, 2004; 

Davenport and Armstrong, 2004; Poe and Tate, 1994; Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999; 

Zanger, 2000). 

 With respect to international conflict, leaders are expected to respond to the 

fundamental threat to the security of the state by pulling back on individual freedom.  

While this type of conflict is by definition targeted at another state, the level of insecurity 

that it poses is such that domestic repression tends to be a common response.  Whether in 

response to perceived disloyal individuals or groups within the state or merely to 

eliminate additional domestic threats so as to focus primarily on the international 

engagement, repression is a common response by governments in this situation.  Gurr 

(1989:54) points out that “…states that have repeatedly faced and successfully responded 



60

to domestic and international conflicts are most likely to have developed the 

characteristics of garrison states [Italics his].”  He goes on to use Lasswell’s (1962) 

definition of a garrison state as “one dominated by specialists in the management of 

violence.”  While this description focuses on lasting institutions of coercion that result 

from prolonged engagement in conflicts, we can anticipate at least the temporary 

imposition of garrison state-like qualities when active involvement in violent conflict 

exists. 

 The same logic applies when we refer to civil conflicts as well.  In fact, the nature 

of the threat posed by this type of conflict clearly is based upon a domestic threat that is 

targeted at the regime in power.  This is perhaps the most clear-cut factor that 

corresponds to the use of government repression to deter perceived or real domestic 

threats to leadership.  In exploring a more detailed account of the nature of domestic 

opposition, Davenport (1995) finds that lower levels of scaled-back civil liberties are not 

significantly influenced by the presence of violence targeted at the government.  What is 

significant about this finding though, is that he speculates that this is because the 

government is likely to move directly toward more harsh forms of repression against 

personal integrity rights when violence is present.  The presence of both types of conflict 

then, should be expected to greatly increase the likelihood that governments will employ 

repressive measures against those threats that exist to their tenure in office. 
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Past Repressive Behavior and Political Rights 

The final domestic factor that must be discussed is that of past behavior.  There is 

a tendency for governments to normalize human rights behavior such that rates of 

repression do not tend to change dramatically from year to year (Apodaca, 2001; 

Davenport, 1996; 2004; Davenport and Armstrong, 2004; Poe and Tate, 1994; Poe, Tate, 

and Keith, 1999; Zanger, 2000).  The reason for this is reflected in the above argument by 

Gurr (1989) with respect to the garrison state.  That is that repressive states tend to 

institutionalize the mechanisms through which coercion becomes normal.  Whether or not 

the initial reasons for instituting repressive measures continue, their use may well.  Those 

individuals or groups that were employed as specialists in the imposition of such tactics 

will continue to do so for extended periods of time as the repressive nature of a regime 

takes on a sort of institutional inertia.  Likewise, those states that do not engage in this 

type of behavior tend to regularize protection of human rights.  Contrary to the idea of the 

garrison state, other states may well internalize the legitimacy of human rights protection 

such that compliance with the prescriptions of human rights norms becomes virtually 

‘common sense’.  Thus, behavioral regularity can be expected across the range of the 

Political Terror Scale. 

Davenport (1996) argues that states not only regularize this behavior but also 

reflect upon their memories of domestic threat.  A regime that has experienced high 

levels of domestic threat to its tenure in office may have reason to continue to utilize 

repressive measures for fear that such threats will reemerge.  Given the initial willingness 

to move toward such behavior, regimes may determine that its continuation is in their 
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long-term best interest.  Of course, the same could be said for rights protecting regimes.  

Memories (and even identities) that are supportive of the protection of the individual 

should have a staying power as well.  Therefore, with few exceptions, there do not tend to 

be wide fluctuations from year to year in the level of repression that states engage in.  

In summary, we know that leaders must contend with a number of restraints and 

incentives upon their decisions of whether or not to repress their populations.  At the 

domestic level, the institutional design of their government, the level of economic 

development of their country, the size of their population, their involvement in conflict, 

and their history of behavior all present such pressures.  Given this description, we are 

provided with a solid foundation upon which to further develop the factors that influence 

a state’s decisions.  It is to broadening the sources of these influences that I now turn.  

 

International Sources of Human Rights Behavior 

 There is good reason to expect that there are international forces that influence 

decisions on whether or not to employ repressive tactics as well.  Further, as multiple 

types of interdependence increase in scope as a result of the globalization process, the 

importance of these international considerations should increase significantly.  This 

influence involves both material as well as normative interests that leaders have, and that 

constrain the choices that they make in addition to those that are rooted in domestic 

characteristics and politics of the state. 

 Globalization is increasing the depth of dependence upon the international arena 

that states experience with respect to their own security and economic welfare.   Through 
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the tightening of the webs of interconnectedness brought on by this process, material 

interests are intricately linked to international considerations.  With respect to economic 

globalization, Apodaca (2001:589) states, “…the state’s financial strength and political 

legitimacy is dependent on the economy, which in the contemporary era is a product of 

foreign monetary flows”.  This is true in the realm of security as well.  As Allison (2000) 

argues, there are a number of processes that have occurred as a part of the globalization 

process that increase the interconnectedness of states’ security not only with one another, 

but also with increasingly powerful and globally networked non-state threats.  Due to the 

global nature of these problems, governments must rely upon international cooperation to 

combat them (Naim, 2003). 

Decision makers may no longer assume that traditionally domestic matters are 

completely distinct from international affairs because they are increasingly dependent 

upon the outside world for domestic economic welfare as well as their security; and 

therefore, for their own longevity in office.  If globalization offers the kinds of economic 

benefits that its proponents contend that it does, then states are presented with a 

significant incentive to integrate themselves into its processes to a greater extent.  But in 

doing so, they accept the responsibility to behave in accordance with international 

standards of behavior that situate them as legitimate members of the international 

community with whom other states (particularly those that are the most powerful) want to 

interact at high levels with. 
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One of the primary standards of behavior that has attained a high level of 

legitimacy and importance within this globalizing world is the protection of human 

rights.  McCorquodale and Fairbrother (1999:740) claim,  

International human rights are globalized.  They operate beyond all borders  
and all state mechanisms.  They have become part of the discourse of almost  
all societies, speaking to both the elites and the oppressed, to institutions and 
to communities.  Human rights are both a part of globalization and separate 
from globalization. 
 

Human rights are a part of globalization in that their acceptance as legitimate norms 

throughout the international system indicates a widening dispersion of shared ideas about 

accepted governmental practices.  However, we may also consider that other areas of the 

globalization process dramatically influence states’ conformity with these globalizing 

norms.  Milner (2002:78) explains, “As a result of new communications technologies and 

increasing interdependence, governments are finding it increasingly difficult to violate 

their citizens’ human rights without attracting the attention and ire of interested 

individuals, governments, and international organizations around the world”.  Whether 

this ire translates into informal alienation of the purported pariah state in terms of levels 

of interconnectedness or into formal sanctions, the material interests that are claimed to 

benefit from participation in globalization will be sacrificed.  Thus, there are material 

costs that leaders must increasingly consider when determining whether or not to repress 

their populations, which come from outside the state. 

In addition to the increasing level of importance that the international arena has 

with respect to these material interests though, the globalization of the human rights norm 

implies that there is a socialization process occurring as well.  That is, the widening 
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adherence to acceptable patterns of behavior in this area indicates an expansion in the 

acceptance of the legitimacy of the norm.  Finnemore and Sikkink (1998) outline the 

process through which norms spread throughout the system, eventually reaching a 

threshold at which there is a more rapid acceptance of the norms by additional system 

members.  This process is promoted by the increasing ability of actors to exchange large 

volumes of information quickly and cheaply (Nye, 2002).  This in turn allows interested 

actors (transnational advocacy networks) to publicize and persuade states throughout the 

international system that adherence to human rights norms is a good thing in and of itself 

(Clark, 2001; Finnemore, 1996; Finnemore and Sikkink, 1998; Keck and Sikkink, 1998, 

Risse and Sikkink, 1999). 

By claiming that more states have begun to comply with human rights standards, I 

am not implying that they are only doing so for reasons that are associated with the 

manner in which they identify themselves (e.g. as a state that allows debate over political 

issues without resorting to repression of its opponents).  However, the increasing rate of 

internalization of human rights norms provides another venue through which the state’s 

decision on the use of repressive tactics may be altered.  Hasenclever, Mayer, and 

Rittberger (1997:170) point out that norms may influence behavior as they attain a level 

of legitimacy such that actors feel “a sense of obligation” to follow them.   Referring 

particularly to Franck (1990), the idea is that norms can exert a force of their own upon 

the decision maker if he (and the society in which he resides) views the norm as 

legitimate.  Finnemore (1996:5) claims that  

The international system can change what states want. It is constitutive and 
generative, creating new interests and values for actors.  It changes state 
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action, not by constraining states with a given set of preferences from acting, 
but by changing their preferences. 

 
Thus, the increasing ability to share ideas and persuade actors throughout the 

international system of the validity of human rights protection may further alter the 

decision-making process of leaders by introducing an additional constraint on the use of 

repressive tactics – altering the preference toward doing so.  This description of the 

complexity of considerations given to decisions of whether or not to repress pulls us 

closer to the broader understanding of values to which Goertz’s (2003) quote above 

refers. 

 In addition to the domestic characteristics that provide both incentives toward and 

constraints against the violation of personal integrity rights, decision makers must 

consider pressures that emanate from outside their borders.  International pressures alter 

human rights related choices through an appeal to both material and normative interests.  

Because domestic wealth and security are no longer separable from that of other states, 

leaders must assess the costs incurred upon their own country and the longevity of their 

own term in office by acting outside of internationally accepted codes of conduct.  

Further, the preferences of both leaders and their subjects may be altered from outside 

through the increasing flow of information and ideas across borders.  This dissertation is 

premised upon the contention that the importance of these international influences is 

increasing dramatically as a result of the rising levels of interconnectedness across 

different areas that is known as globalization. 
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Measurement of Human Rights 

 Before I explore the conceptualization of the globalization phenomenon that I 

employ and its actual effects on human rights practices, I must describe the measure of 

the state’s respect for human rights that will be utilized as the dependent variable 

throughout this study – the Political Terror Scale.  As mentioned earlier, the United 

Nations Universal Declaration of Human Rights was passed in 1948.  The thirty 

principles that are outlined within this charter along with the International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights and the International Covenant on Economic, Social, and 

Cultural Rights have been referred to as the International Bill of Rights (Forsythe, 

2000:39).  The rights that each individual is afforded, as specified within these 

documents, are wide-ranging.  Further, different types of rights have attained wider 

consensus than others.  It is thus important to specify which rights will be the focus of 

this study. 

 Donnelly (2003:30) explains that there are two primary categories of rights within 

the overarching human rights regime.  They are typically categorized as positive and 

negative rights13. Positive rights are those rights that individuals are entitled to be 

provided.  Some specific rights that would exemplify this category would be the right to 

food, education, and healthcare.  Thus, if an individual does not enjoy these rights, their 
 
13 These classifications are also sometimes referred to as ‘first generation’ and ‘second generation’ rights, 
which equate to negative and positive rights, respectively.  This terminology indicates the temporal order in 
which the different types of rights became significant issues in international dialogue and were codified 
into international laws.  Further, Brysk (2003:22) points out that “…new challenges such as environmental 
devastation and new movements such as indigenous peoples’ campaigns raise questions of a ‘third 
generation’ of collective and cultural rights, which may be necessary to counter fundamental threats to 
survival and self-determination not captured by individual civil liberties”.  Donnelly (2003:25) points out 
though that these last set of rights must not be defined as human rights (even if they are to be protected by 
laws) because to do so would recast the entire concept of human rights, which focuses on the inherent 
worth and dignity of the individual.  
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government must intervene to provide them.  Negative rights refer to actions that 

individuals are entitled to be free from.  Freedom from torture, slavery, arbitrary arrest, 

detention, or exile would exemplify this category.  In this case, the government is 

forbidden from certain actions rather than being required to provide benefits.  Negative 

rights have achieved a higher level of consensus support among the most powerful states 

in the international system (the United States, in particular)14.

This study focuses on a particular subset of negative rights – personal integrity or 

physical integrity rights.  The specific group of human rights referred to as personal 

integrity rights entitle individuals to remain “…free from arbitrary physical harm and 

coercion by their government” (Cingranelli and Richards, 1999:107).  It is the use of 

measures by government forces to repress (or put down) dissident individuals that 

infringe upon the integrity of the person that provides the confines of the human rights 

measure employed in this project.  Four specific types of government action targeting 

opposition apply to this category of rights: extrajudicial killings, torture, forced 

disappearances, and political imprisonment. 

 The measure that will be utilized to indicate the extent of the protection or 

violation of personal integrity rights is the Political Terror Scale (PTS).  This measure is 

an annual standards-based, content analysis of the level of protection of the rights of the 

integrity of the person within individual countries.  It utilizes the annual country reports 
 
14 This is particularly important in exploring the expansion of compliance with international norms.  
Finnemore and Sikkink (1998:901) explain that in order for norms to achieve high levels of acceptance 
throughout the international system, ‘critical states’ must adopt the norm themselves.  Given the 
preponderant strength of the United States, its G7 allies (see Volgy and Bailin, 2003 for an empirical 
demonstration of this preponderance of power), and their perceived centrality to the particular liberal 
underpinnings of the idea of human rights, it is significant that these are the variety of human rights that 
have achieved this consensus from these states. 
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from Amnesty International and the US State Department to assess levels of repression in 

a given year.  While Mitchell and McCormick (1988) contend that even this subset of 

rights should not be considered together, others have found that the categories of rights 

contained within the PTS are unidimensional (Cingranelli and Richards, 1999a).  It is 

pointed out, for instance, that “…both torture/killing and imprisonment are rooted in a 

regime’s willingness to repress its citizens when they are considered a threat” (Poe and 

Tate, 1994:855).  It may be that imprisonment is a more moderate form of repression than 

execution.  However, as is demonstrated in Table 2-1, this gradation is reflected in the 

coding rules for the Political Terror Scale.  As one moves toward more repressive levels 

on the PTS, there is a higher frequency of torture and killings in particular.  In contrast, at 

the mid-levels, the more frequent technique of repression would be imprisonment. 

 This measure assesses patterns rather than specific events, which are far more 

difficult to document in a comprehensive and systematic way due to the fact that such 

incidents are generally concealed from the public (Stohl, Carleton, Lopez, and Samuels, 

1986).  The reports from Amnesty International and the US State Department are each 

ordinally rated on a scale of one through five, according to the frequency of violations of 

personal integrity rights within states.  The coding standards for each level of this scale, 

as laid out by Gibney and Dalton (1996) are specified in Table 2-1, indicating that a 

rating of five is the least repressive state, and one the most15.

15 In the original data provided by Poe, 1 was actually the highest rating of respect for personal integrity 
rights, and 5 was lowest.  I inverted this scale by subtracting all scores from 6 in order to make the results 
fit more logically with the causal direction used in the wording of my theoretical discussion. 
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Table 2-1: Coding Scheme for the Political Terror Scale 
PTS Rating Coding Standards 
1 The violence of Level 2 has been extended to the whole population…The 

leaders of these societies place no limits on the means or thoroughness 
with which they pursue personal or ideological goals. 

2 The practices of Level 3 are expanded to larger numbers.  Murders, 
disappearances, and torture are a common part of life…In spite of its 
generality, this level violence affects primarily those who interest 
themselves in politics or ideas. 

3 There is extensive political imprisonment, or a recent history of such 
imprisonment.  Execution or other political murders and brutality may be 
common.  Unlimited detention, with or without trial, for political views is 
accepted… 

4 There is a limited amount of imprisonment for nonviolent political 
activity.  However, few are affected, torture and beatings are 
exceptional…Political murder is rare. 

5 Countries…under a secure rule of law, people are not imprisoned for 
their views, and torture is rare or exceptional…Political murders are 
extraordinarily rare. 

The data that is used in this study comes from Poe, Tate, and Keith (1999), which 

covers the period of 1976-1996, and is supplemented through 2000 by Gibney (2004).  In 

order to derive the PTS, each of the 5-point ordinal ratings are averaged to account for 

any bias that is contained within either of the annual reporting sources (Poe, Carey, and 

Vazquez, 2001)16. This method maintains the range of one through five, but also 

includes mid-points between each of the integers.   

The frequency of each of the PTS scores for developing countries between 1976 

and 2000 are shown in Figure 2-1.  The most common level of repressive behavior that 

the developing countries reflect falls within the middle range, with four and three being 

 
16 The exception to this is in cases in which one of the sources did not provide a report for a given country-
year.  In this case, the data cell is missing for that rating source.  When this occurs, the value from the 
source that did create a country report is utilized, rather than dropping the case altogether. 
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Figure 2.1: Frequency of PTS Values, 1976-2000 

 
the most frequent scores.  In fact, 53% of the country-years within this data fall within the 

range of these two scores.  The most repressive cases reflect the most infrequent 

situations over this period of time.  While less than 5% of the data falls into the lowest 

rating on the scale though, almost 25% of the country-years fall below a rating of three.  

Such a rating would indicate serious and systematic levels of repression, as is clearly 

reflected in Table 2-1. Finally, the most protective cases also are less frequent than those 

countries that are at least partially repressive.  Within the developing world, 22% attain 

PTS ratings that surpass a value of four.  The attainment of a rating of four in particular 
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Thus, there is a full range of behavior with respect to the protection or violation of 

personal integrity rights within this data.  While the values that are displayed in Figure 2-

1 represent the aggregate data over the entire period, the pattern is fairly consistent across 

time as well.  When individual years are graphed in the same manner, a similar dispersion 

of scores is found.  Nor does this change in any significant way after the end of the Cold 

War, which is consistent with previous findings using alternative measures of personal 

integrity rights (Cingranelli and Richards, 1999b).   

If we further look at the regional patterns of personal integrity rights over the 

period of 1976 through 2000, some distinct patterns do emerge.  Figure 2-2 shows the 

average PTS ratings along regional classifications across this time period.  As was 

indicated in my earlier discussion of the distinctions between the OECD countries and the 

LDCs, the regions of North America, Western Europe, and Oceania separated themselves 

from the other regions at the top of the scale.  There is a clear visible break between these 

three regions and those that encompass most of the developing world.  Latin America 

demonstrated the highest level of protection of personal integrity rights among the 

remaining regions, increasing in this protection toward the latter part of the 1980s.  The 

other region that stands out as having experienced a dramatic upward shift in terms of its 

protection of personal integrity rights was Asia.  It is interesting to note that the following 

chapters as well as most discussions on the penetration of the globalization process 

indicate that these two regions are the most highly involved among the developing world 

within the process.  This suggests that a potential positive relationship between 

globalization and human rights protection may exist.   
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Figure 2.2: Average PTS Ratings for Each Region 
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The former Soviet bloc countries demonstrate a slightly downward trend over this 

period, in terms of their respect for personal integrity rights.  However, this drop appears 

to have been temporary – occurring mainly as the communist regimes were replaced by 

new governmental structures.  Toward the end of the 1990s, the average PTS score of 

these states reached approximately 3.5.  This is the level of protection that these states 

exhibited in 1976, when the data begins.  Thus, the temporary increase in repression may 

have been a function of the instability of this period rather than any long-term pattern. 

Two regions though, showed a substantial downward trend in their protection of 

personal integrity rights during this period: the Middle East and North Africa, and Sub- 
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Saharan Africa.  It is worth mentioning that this seems to fit with the argument that 

certain cultures have a different perspective on the notion of human rights.  There 

certainly are different patterns among the regions, which could indicate support for this 

argument.  Moreover, these particular regions fit into this line of thinking.  However, it is 

also possible that other variable attributes and experiences of these regions than culture 

better explain the differences.  In fact, these two regions stand out as those that have been 

the most marginalized by the globalization process.  This suggests additional support for 

the contention that there may be a positive relationship between globalization and human 

rights. 

Moreover, taking this downward trend for Africa and the Middle East to be 

supportive of the culturally based arguments would ignore a particular culture that 

usually is at the forefront of discussions in terms of its incompatibility with ‘Western 

values’.  Specifically, one often hears of the distinctive nature of ‘Asian Values’ with 

respect to state repression.   If we were to accept such a claim, we would be forced to 

ignore the substantial increase in the protection of personal integrity rights in Asia over 

the same period.  While cultures may differ in terms of their traditional ideas about 

human rights and the prominence that individual rights hold within their societies, this 

does not in and of itself negate the possibility of compliance with international human 

rights norms.  Nor does it even deny the possibility of acceptance and internalization of 

these norms in addition to that compliance.  In fact, there is a large variation within 

regions as well, in terms of individual state behavior that Figure 2-2 does not show.  The 

significance of this observation is that no region is without states that are protective of 
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human rights.  This undermines any absolute defense of culturally homogenous views 

that are completely in contradiction to the norm of individual rights.   

 

Conclusion 

 To summarize, governments may face perceived or real domestic threats to their 

tenure in office.  When this occurs, there is a tendency to resort to tactics that violate the 

physical integrity of the individual.  The targets of these techniques will be those that are 

perceived to be a part of that threat.  The intention behind engaging in this type of 

behavior is to quell domestic threats in order to hold onto power.  The policy decision to 

regularize this conduct though is made within the context of the consideration of costs 

incurred for doing so. 

 Certain domestic characteristics have been shown to have a significant influence 

over both the calculation of threat to which governments must respond as well as on the 

costs they can expect to incur from repressing their populations.  In particular, 

democracies have procedures that resolve disputes peacefully as well as to hold leaders 

accountable for their actions.  Thus, they tend to be less repressive than do non-

democracies.  Higher levels of economic development diminish the likelihood that 

populations will be dissatisfied with the status quo, and therefore also decrease the 

tendency of governments to view their populations as threatening.  Because of this, the 

wealthier a country is, the less repressive it will be.  Larger populations present a strain 

upon a country’s resources as well as increased likelihood that there will exist some 

groups within the population that pose a threat to the government in office.  Because each 
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of these characteristics serves to increase perceived domestic threat, countries with larger 

populations tend to violate personal integrity rights more frequently.  Additionally, 

participation in conflicts (either of the interstate or intrastate classification) force the 

government to face a very real threat from without as well as within its borders.  Once 

again, the tendency is to respond by increasing levels of repression when a state engages 

in militarized conflict.  Finally, whether because of institutional inertia of the specialists 

who implement government repression, long memories of past threats, or the 

internalization of norms of human rights protection, states do not tend to alter their 

human rights practices dramatically from one year to the next.  Thus, a country’s past 

human rights behavior is a good indicator of its present behavior. 

 Fewer studies have explored the determinants of levels of state repression that 

come from outside the state.  I have begun the process of describing the manner in which 

international forces may both incite states toward the use of repressive tactics or impose 

costs upon them for doing so.  Further, I have argued that the importance of these factors 

are magnified by the increasing dependence that states have upon external actors due to 

the globalization phenomenon and the tightening network of transnational linkages that it 

creates.  In a positive sense, several aspects of globalization may socialize more states 

toward the internalization of the perceived legitimacy of human rights norms, impose 

material costs that are increasingly harmful upon those states that fall outside the confines 

of acceptable behavior within the international community, and alter domestic 

characteristics in a manner that is conducive to human rights protection.  Conversely, 

aspects of globalization may increase the disparities in wealth between as well as within 
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states.  The most adversely effected states will be in the developing world.  The result of 

this may be an increase in the relative depravation that is experienced among these 

populations and thus the perceived domestic threat to their governments.  Increasing 

levels of repression should be expected as a result of these negative consequences of 

globalization.  This dissertation seeks to uncover in a more substantial way the complex 

effects that different aspects of globalization are having upon human rights protection in 

developing countries. 

 This chapter has laid out the conceptualization, measurement, and key factors that 

have been demonstrated to influence personal integrity rights.  I have particularly focused 

upon the measurement of state repression that will provide the dependent variable 

throughout my analyses – the Political Terror Scale.  It is an annual standards-based, 

content analysis of the country reports of Amnesty International and the US State 

Department.  The PTS assesses systematic patterns of human rights behavior within 

states throughout the world, particularly focusing on the grossest violations of the 

physical integrity of the individual by the state.  The remainder of this dissertation will 

explore the influences of the systemic globalization process as well as individual states’ 

levels of integration into it upon the tendency toward or away from repression.  It is to the 

conceptualization, measurement, and an exploration of the dynamics of the globalization 

phenomenon over the past three decades that I turn to now. 
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3. THE TIES THAT BIND: UNCOVERING GLOBALIZATION’S 
MULTIPLE PROCESSES OF INTEGRATION 
 

It has been said that arguing against globalization is like arguing against 
the laws of gravity 
 

- Kofi Annan, (7th Secretary General of the United Nations) 

 

The globalization phenomenon has captured the attention of intellectuals, policy-

makers, activists, and commentators around the world.  The quote from Secretary Annan 

seems to reflect the tone of inevitability that marks many discussions on the topic of 

globalization.  For many (and certainly most who care to discuss the topic at any length), 

globalization is a force that is unfolding without any indication of stopping.  Actors in 

disparate locations are becoming linked in numerous ways such that there exists at very 

least an increasingly global market-place, and possibly even an emerging global society.   

There are those though who consider this perspective to at very least, overstate the 

process that is unfolding.  Typically adhering to a more realist orientation toward the 

international political economy, these skeptics question both the validity of the 

globalization concept as well as its purported transformative effects.  Gilpin (2001:3) 

sums this view up by arguing, “…globalization in fact is not nearly as extensive nor as 

sweeping in its consequences (negative or positive) as many contemporary observers 

believe”.  The latter part of this statement (the consequences) will be explored in more 

depth in subsequent chapters.  The contention though, that globalization is not extensive 

would indicate doubt as to the empirical reality of the phenomenon itself.  Nor is Gilpin 

alone in questioning the validity of globalization as a concept.  It is because of such 
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skepticism that it is necessary to specify exactly what globalization is, and to address the 

relevance of globalization as a legitimate phenomenon before I explore its effects.  I 

intend to provide such a conceptualization as well as an empirical demonstration of its 

reality. 

This chapter begins the empirical exploration of globalization and its influences 

upon state human rights behavior outlined in the introductory chapter by addressing two 

broad goals.  The first of these is the establishment of the conceptual foundation upon 

which analyses of globalization’s multiple influences will be based.  In order to do this, I 

provide a more in depth discussion of the rationale behind the definition of globalization 

as an umbrella concept.  Several important questions are addressed.  What do the four 

primary components of interdependence included in my definition of globalization 

specifically refer to?  Why are they considered to be distinct from one another such that 

they should be analyzed individually, but also linked enough to be considered part of the 

same overarching process of globalization?   Finally, why must the four basic aspects of 

globalization be disaggregated into different sub-facets as well as levels of analysis?  

How can this best be done in order to attain the most illuminating findings as to the 

differing effects of globalization, particularly with respect to their influences on human 

rights? 

 Second, I address another important issue that deals with the pertinence of this 

avenue of research.  I provide a discussion of the qualitatively unique process of 

integration that has unfolded over roughly the past three decades, particularly with 

respect to lesser developed countries.  Further, I demonstrate that each of the aspects of 
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globalization that are incorporated into this project is in fact increasing in magnitude over 

the period under analysis.  I do this in order to address the critique mentioned above, 

which is leveled against the study of globalization, notably by Hirst and Thompson 

(1999), that globalization is in fact a myth17. While I would grant that the current phase 

of globalization may not be the first, it is distinct from its predecessors.  By 

demonstrating this both theoretically and empirically, I highlight the value of 

understanding globalization’s multiple influences.   

Further, as part of the demonstration of the empirical validity of my 

operationalization of the different sub-facets of the globalization process, I am able to 

uncover the dynamics of growth exhibited by various processes of integration.  The 

importance of doing this is two-fold.  First, demonstrating the growth in terms of levels 

of integration in this manner provides an operational basis and empirical validation for 

analyzing its effects.  Second, uncovering the more detailed manner in which 

globalization is occurring throughout the world moves beyond a demonstration of its 

general validity as a concept worthy of exploration.  By demonstrating the varied 

experiences of lesser developed states, different regions, as well as the overall system, it 

becomes apparent that globalization does not provide a homogeneous experience to all 

 
17 Specifically, Hirst and Thompson (1999:4) argue against what they refer to as the ‘strong globalization’ 
argument.  That is that globalization as a phenomenon “…subsumes and subordinates national-level 
processes”.  They contend that increasing levels of interdependence do not imply this diminishment of state 
autonomy to the extent that those who speak of globalization would imply.  Further, they contend that 
internationalization of economics is not new, but existed a century ago as well.  While limited to the 
economic aspect of globalization and toward national economic policy ramifications, it is to this broad 
issue that I turn in this dissertation.  More specifically, I am empirically analyzing whether or not an 
admittedly broader set of interdependent relationships around the world do have a substantial influence 
over national-level processes that deal with a traditionally domestic matter – that of the use of state 
repression. 
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those it affects.  This differentiation may provide a view into the manner in which 

globalization is influencing actors from various locations around the world. 

 The remainder of this chapter will be organized as follows.  In the first section, I 

discuss the framework and definition that I use to analyze the influences of the 

globalization process.  I specify the particular sub-facets of the globalization process that 

are focused upon in this project – both at the system and state embeddedness levels.  

Further, I explore the dynamics of the multiple globalization phenomena.  I do this in 

order to demonstrate that these processes are in fact showing significant growth across 

the international system, although not in a homogeneous manner across all regions.  The 

empirical demonstration of growth over the past three decades of multiple facets of 

globalization serves as a counterargument to those who question the validity of the 

concept.  I also demonstrate that while expanding in scope over this period, each of the 

sub-facets that I explore have followed distinct patterns of growth from one another – 

thus lending empirical support to the necessity to explore each one’s effects individually.  

Finally, as part of the investigation into the dynamics of globalization, I explore how 

deeply different regions have become integrated into these processes.  The purpose of this 

is to assess the areas of the world that have been touched most profoundly or left out of 

the globalization process.  In fact, certain regional blocs may have more access to the 

process than others, which is important for understanding the ways in which those that 

exist within these different geographical areas experience its effects.  The previous 

chapter demonstrated distinct regional patterns of human rights protection, and suggested 

that these may have some correlation to regional patterns of globalization.  Correlation 
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between regional experiences with globalization and human rights behavior would 

suggest that there is reason to expect that the two are in fact related.   

 

Conceptualizing Globalization 

 Globalization seems to be many things to many people.  It is viewed generally in 

two ways: as a purely economic process or a more multifaceted one18. Even within these 

categories though, there is variation in focus.  It is my intention to provide a discussion of 

the definition of globalization.  I define globalization in general terms in a manner that 

allows for its use as a functional concept for general theoretical use.  This is an important 

step because I refer at times generally to globalization throughout this study.  When I do, 

I am referring to the overarching process of globalization and not its individual parts.  I 

argue that globalization is in fact a truly multidimensional phenomenon, and should be 

used as an umbrella concept that encompasses several separate and important processes.   

 As an overarching process that has been accelerating over the past three decades, I 

conceptualize globalization as being broader than an economic phenomenon.  While 

economic liberalization and integration form the basis for several sub-facets of the 

globalization process, they do not alone define it.  Rather, globalization encompasses four 

major components within its scope, each possessing a number of different types of 

 
18 As indicated before, examples of a purely economic focus on globalization can be found in  Apodaca, 
2001; Barbieri and Schneider, 1999; Barnet and Cavanaugh, 1996; Evans, 1997; Falk, 2002; Friedman, 
2003; Galbraith, 1998; Garrett, 1998; Gelleny and McCoy, 2001; Milner, 2002; Organization for Economic 
Co-Operation and Development, 1999; Sitglitz, 2002; Tooze, 1997; World Bank, 2002A.  On the other 
hand, more multifaceted approaches are reflected in Archibugi and Iammarino, 2002; Brysk, 2002; Cerny, 
1995; Clark, 1999; Comor, 2001; Drezner, 2001; George and Wilding, 2002; Keohane and Nye, 2000; 
McCorquodale with Fairbrother, 1999; Mittleman, 2000; Sassen, 1998; Scholte, 1997; Smith, Pagnucco, 
and Lopez, 1998; Youngs, 2003. 
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integration that are occurring simultaneously.  In broad terms, globalization is defined 

here as the trans-continental growth in the magnitude of economic, political, social, and 

security interdependence between multiple actors.  The primary focus for me is the 

manner in which these processes influence state behavior, and specifically the use of 

repressive tactics by the state.  Globalization is marked by the perceived diminishment of 

temporal and spatial divisions between states, relative to previous periods.  In other 

words, these traditional constraints upon the ability of states as well as non-state actors to 

interact across greater distances have been overcome to a large degree by technological 

innovations and supportive policy decisions.  This in turn has created many opportunities 

for tighter linkages in each of the four primary components of globalization.  There is 

consequently an increase in the levels of mutual dependence between actors at both the 

global and regional levels, albeit certainly not on symmetrical terms with respect to 

power relationships19.

Moreover, each of these aspects of interdependence has ramifications for 

traditional roles of the state as well as for each of the other components.  In this sense, the 

different facets of globalization assist in the perpetuation of one another – creating what 

might be referred to as a virtuous (or vicious) cycle.  At the same time, each of these 

processes has the potential to alter the behavior of states.  Specifically, decision-making 

on the part of state leaders must take into consideration potential costs associated with 
 
19 This asymmetrical quality of interdependent relationships between state dyads is important in its own 
right, though not the focus of this study.  Barbieri (2002) has shown for instance that the liberal argument 
about the pacifying effects of trade interdependence only is applicable to symmetrical relationships.  
Asymmetrical trade relationships may actually incite conflict more often.  While exploring the nature of 
specific interstate relationships is a fertile area for future research, my exploration focuses upon the 
integration of the system as a whole as well as that of individual states into the overall processes of 
globalization.    
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acting in a particular manner as these processes provide rule sets within which all 

members of the international system are influenced toward; and particularly those that are 

the most deeply embedded.  

In these broad terms, the globalization phenomenon is not entirely new or unique 

to the current time period20. One might even argue that the growth in levels of human 

interdependence across wider territorial space is a process that has been unfolding over 

the entire course of human history (Wilkinson, 2003).  What is particularly compelling 

about the past three decades though, is the actual magnitude of integration and the 

impressive degree to which distance-related barriers toward interdependence have 

become less important.  Much of this is due to the rapid technological innovations that 

have occurred during this period that have made trans-continental communication, 

transportation, travel, logistical planning, information processing, and memory storage 

virtually instantaneous on an unprecedented scale.  A prime example of this can be made 

in terms of economic globalization.  Here, goods and services can be produced and 

transported around the world much more efficiently than in previous eras, and massive 

capital transfers can be made literally at the touch of a computer key.  These advances 

have also made possible much of the exchange of information that is essential to the 

social aspect of globalization as well as the logistical effectiveness of global regimes.   

 
20 Multiple scholars have specified different periods in which globalization has occurred in one form or 
another during previous periods.  A common period that is discussed in terms of possessing a high level of 
interdependence is that existing during the late 19th and early 20th Century, spurred on by important 
innovations in communications and transportation technologies and halted by the advent of World War I.  
For more in depth discussion of different ideas about prior phases of globalization, see Oman, 1994; Hirst 
and Thompson, 1999; and World Bank, 2002a. 
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In addition to this expansion in the scope and ease of interdependence across 

distant locations and involving multiple substantive areas, the current phase of 

globalization is also clearly distinct from other periods of growth in international 

interdependence in that it is more inclusive than previous ones.  This does not mean that 

every state in the system is fully integrated.  Nor does it mean that territorial boundaries 

have completely disappeared, creating a free flow of capital, goods, services, information, 

and people without any sort of restrictions.  Rather, those restrictions are shrinking, and 

doing so for not only the Great Powers that Hirst and Thompson (1999) focus upon with 

reference to the late 19th and early 20th Centuries.  In this phase of globalization, those 

countries designated as developing are able at varying degrees to be a part of the 

integration process.  They do so now not as formal colonies used to provide the 

metropoles with cheap labor, resources, and a captive consumer base.  Instead, they 

participate as legally independent entities with their own political, economic, and social 

interests.  And they increasingly do so to varying degrees.  As Heptonstall (2001:44) 

argues, “Even though a ‘global economy’ does not exist, however, globalization as a 

process very definitely does”. 

Globalization should be viewed as an umbrella concept.  I take this term from 

McCormick and Mitchell (1997), who have utilized it with respect to the 

conceptualization of human rights.  As indicated in the previous chapter, the list of 

human rights that is asserted within the United Nations Declaration of Human Rights is 

fairly wide-ranging, and becoming even more so with the incorporation of ideas of group 

rights as well.  McCormick and Mitchell contend that human rights must be examined 
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then, as an umbrella concept, under which specific human rights fall.  I view 

globalization in a similar manner.  Thus, my definition of globalization breaks the 

concept into four primary categories, each of which can be further disaggregated into 

specific, empirically demonstrable processes of integration that are occurring.  It is only 

through the individual examination of each of these sub-facets of globalization that one 

can hope to uncover the varied dynamics and influences of the overarching process. 

By not disaggregating globalization in this manner, one is faced with two primary 

problems.  First, there is no good way to operationalize the general concept of 

globalization for empirical analysis because it encompasses so many different 

components.  Not only does this raise problems with achieving any level of parsimony in 

the concept that is being measured, it also combines variables with multiple methods of 

measurement and different levels of importance that may well not be possible to scale 

accurately.  Second, problems arise when discussing the effects of globalization purely as 

a singular process, even theoretically or through case descriptions.  By not specifying the 

effects of its individual parts, one is confounding different processes that may in many 

cases have different and even opposing influences on the dependent variable.  For both 

reasons, it is clear that exploring a disaggregated approach to globalization provides for a 

more specific and accurate understanding of the complexities of the globalization 

phenomenon and its influences. 

Further, in breaking globalization into its different facets, we can begin to try to 

formulate more general understandings as to the effects that the overarching phenomenon 

is having.  By this I mean that by exploring its parts, we can make conclusions through an 
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inductive process.  I do acknowledge that even this is somewhat tentative in that many 

different processes are accredited to globalization; possibly more than could be included 

in a single study, and certainly more than I include in this one.  However, it is only 

through this process of pulling together the specific findings of the impacts that the 

components of globalization are having that we can begin to better understand it. 

Before I provide the discussion and operationalization of the specific facets of the 

globalization process that make up the heart of this study, I return once more to the 

overarching definition of globalization.  As stated above, this phenomenon is defined as 

the trans-continental growth in the magnitude of economic, political, social, and security 

interdependence between multiple actors.  What exactly does this mean?   

First, it means that this is a process that is not bounded by regional classifications.  

It is certainly playing itself out within regional contexts, which may be supportive of or 

contradictory to globalization (Mittleman, 2000).  Different regions are experiencing 

globalization in distinctive ways from one another, as will be demonstrated below.  What 

distinguishes globalization from regionalization though, regardless of how much the two 

processes may reinforce one another, is that it supercedes regional divisions in terms of 

both the countries that are immersed within it and in terms of the mutual interdependence 

between states from different regions.  Globalization is affecting countries all around the 

world, and no one region is completely immune to its presence.  Further, the process is 

pulling together economies, people, and governments from various parts of the globe in 

ways and at a level that is unparalleled in history. 
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Second, globalization involves integration of economies throughout the world in 

new ways.  Whether through increased flows of goods and services around the world, 

alterations in the production format of those goods and services through higher levels of 

foreign direct investment, or electronic currency transfers of the trillions of the dollars 

traded daily (Barnet and Cavanaugh, 1996:362), economies are becoming more 

interdependent.  This high level of economic integration is a result of technological 

advances, the promotion of increased international liberalization by the post-WWII 

Bretton Woods system, and the recent dominance of the so-called ‘Washington 

Consensus’, which espouses the superiority of neoliberal economic policies for 

promoting growth.  More and more, governments have adopted policies of deregulation, 

privatization, and international liberalization to comply with this dominant prescription 

for economic growth (Hart, 2003).   

While some people reacting to this process call for an increase in protectionism in 

state economic policies, this has not been the trend over recent years.  Rather, there has 

been a rapid increase in the economic component of globalization, particularly since the 

1970s21. As will be the general contention with all of the different categories of 

globalization, these tighter linkages alter the decision-making matrix of governments in 

 
21 This is not to say that the process is irreversible or unintentional.  Certainly, the previous phase of 
globalization ended with the two World Wars, the 1929 stock market crash, and the ‘beggar they neighbor’ 
economic policies during the interwar years.  In fact, it was not until 1965 that the world regained its prior 
level of trade as a proportion of global output (Heptonstall, 2001:46).  State policies could slow or reverse 
the current phase of globalization as well, given a profound economic or other type of systemic shock that 
brought protectionist interests back to levels experienced in the 1930s.  However, this has not been the case 
since the end of the Second World War, and does not appear to be moving substantially in that direction 
now. 
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determining policy choices as well as render states more vulnerable to decisions and 

events that occur outside of their sovereign boundaries (Cerny, 1995). 

Third, political globalization refers to the growing web of international regimes 

that states have become a party to in recent years in order to foster cooperation between 

states in an anarchic system.  The use of IGOs for these purposes began during the 19th 

Century but dramatically increased in its prevalence after the Second World War.  

Political interdependence has increasingly been sought as a cure to points of conflict in 

interstate relations since that time.  Essentially, governments have ceded higher levels of 

policy-making autonomy in recent years in order to reap the anticipated benefits of 

becoming members of such agreements.   

International regimes, some of which possess the organizational structure to be 

designated IGOs, facilitate cooperation between actors with mutual interests, but with 

limitations on their ability to act cooperatively in practice (Keohane, 1984).  They do so 

by such services as the provision of information, the reduction of transaction costs, the 

increase in credibility of commitments, the provision of focal points for coordination, and 

the facilitation of reciprocity (Keohane and Martin, 1995).  Russett and Oneal (2001:162) 

point out that in addition to their resolution of collective action problems and quasi-

supranational governmental services, IGOs can also play the role of teachers of norms.  It 

is the motivation to provide these functions that has driven the increase in density of 

these supranational political linkages.  And as this density of political integration has 

grown throughout the world, actors outside of the state increasingly influence traditional 

domestic decision-making processes. 
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Fourth, social globalization refers to the integration of groups of people from 

various parts of the world in terms of modes of behavior, perceptions, ideas, and norms.  

Keohane and Nye (2000:5) explain, “…social and cultural22 globalism involves 

movements of ideas, information, and images, and of people – who of course carry ideas 

and information with them”.  As this description points out, much of the sharing of ideas 

and norms is brought about by the increased flow of people across borders for work, 

education, or travel.  There has been a rise in the flow of workers from the global South 

to the global North in recent years, altering the pattern of human migration from earlier 

periods (Mittleman, 2000).  Not only are these diaspora sharing large amounts of money 

with their relatives in their home countries (Kapur and McHale, 2003), but presumably 

they are sharing ideas and experiences as well. 

The advances in communications technology associated with the ‘information 

revolution’ also facilitate the growth of social globalization, whether in the form of 

telephony, radio, cable or satellite television, or the Internet.  Each of these modes of 

communication allows for the sharing of ideas at a speed and involving proportions of 

populations that previously was impossible.  This interaction between people has a 

transformative effect on the ways that people think about and perceive the world in which 

they live (Comor, 2001).  Nye (2002:49) supports this view in arguing that 

“…governments have lost some of their traditional control over information about their 

own societies”.  While there are certainly counter-movements against this process, it is 

 
22 For simplicity sake, I name this aspect of globalization “social” rather than “social and cultural”.  
However, the cultural aspects that are indicated by the addition of the term “cultural” are certainly 
subsumed within my social globalization. 
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clear that there is a growing consolidation of certain ideas and behavioral norms.  

Whether it be the aversion to the use of particular types of weapons, the promotion of 

democratic governance, or even the protection of civil and political rights, social 

globalization involves increasingly shared perceptions of legitimate behavior.  This 

transnational growth of a more cohesive ideational framework can also make 

governments subject to additional cost considerations emanating from above as well as 

below their level in the decision-making process. 

Fifth, globalization of security interdependence is perhaps the least distinctive 

aspect in general with respect to this particular period.  In fact, the global scope of the 

two World Wars during the first half of the Twentieth Century points to prior high levels 

of interdependence on a transcontinental scope within this area of IPE.  However, there 

are some characteristics of this facet of globalization that attest to higher levels of 

integration by more types of actors, and within areas of security that broaden its 

pertinence further than traditional interstate relations and the realist focus on Great Power 

interactions in particular. 

There has been a shift during this period toward the increased importance of non-

traditional actors in the area of international security.  These include transnational 

terrorist groups that have the capacity to impose substantial costs upon even the most 

powerful of state actors, as was witnessed by the Al Qaeda attacks upon the United States 

on September 11, 2001.  Further, the rise of privatized military firms, that “…specialize 

in the provision of military skills – including tactical combat operations, strategic 

planning, intelligence gathering and analysis, operational support, troop training, and 
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military technical assistance” (Singer, 2001/02:186) have altered the traditional Weberian 

contention that states possess a monopoly on the legitimate use of force.   

Additionally, issues that have not traditionally been the focus of security studies 

are gaining more attention as the process of globalization proceeds.  These include, as 

Keohane and Nye (2000:3) point out, environmental and biological issues that attest to 

the diminished importance of borders in protecting populations from the costs of 

environmental degradation or the spread of disease in a world characterized by the rapid 

and massive flow of goods and people.  Further, even issues that have been important 

with respect to state actors (such as the acquisition and use of weapons of mass 

destruction) may be seen in a different light, given the growth in importance of non-state 

actors.  Finally, conflicts, violence, and the general lack of governmental capacity to 

control substantial areas of territory within developing states assists in providing safe 

havens for transnational terrorist groups as well as for traders in illicit goods and services 

(Fleming, Roman, and Farrell, 2000).  When considered in conjunction with the other 

issues just mentioned, this again links security interests between many types of actors on 

a global scale in ways that transcend earlier periods.   

Further, each of these components of globalization is in some ways related to the 

others.  On the one hand, each is separate from one another in the sense that each 

component is increasing in magnitude at its own rate (as will be demonstrated empirically 

below) and has its own influences on state and human welfare, distinct from the others.  

On the other hand, each of these components is related to the others not only in the fact 
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that they are all part of the overarching process of globalization, but also in that they tend 

to reinforce one another in intentional and unintentional ways.   

Before I move on to the specific exploration of the distinct facets of globalization 

though, there is one further theoretical clarification that must be made with respect to an 

aspect of the framework that I approach the study of globalization from.  This refers to 

the issue of levels of analysis.  Singer (1961) wrote about this problem, with respect to 

the more general study of international relations.  He contended that too many theoretical 

arguments and empirical analyses suffer from a lack of focus upon either the state or 

international system levels, causing them to be less parsimonious and perhaps even 

distorted.   

One can see this tendency clearly in discussions of the globalization phenomenon.  

On the one hand, globalization as a process implies a system level character.  If one is to 

accept that there is an increasing network of interconnections between state and non-state 

actors at a trans-continental scope as my definition implies, then there is clearly a process 

that is unfolding above the state level.  This could refer to many aspects of the four basic 

components of globalization that were described above.  Increases in interdependence in 

the form of trade, financial exchange, and capital flows all are occurring at the system 

level.  There is also an increase in the web of commitments to international regimes 

occurring at the global level.  International norms of democratic governance, legitimate 

methods of conflict resolution, the rights of individuals, and more are said to be gaining 

more influence over state decisions.  The process that is unfolding that demonstrates the 

success (or lack thereof) of certain norms in becoming global in their influence is 
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occurring at the system level as well.  Finally, concerns and methods for dealing with so-

called global security problems as varied as environmental degradation, transnational 

epidemic diseases, and international terrorism can be explored not only within the context 

of individual state actions, but also system level behavior.  In this respect, globalization 

as an overarching process may be creating a sort of ordering principle in that its 

promotion reflects a coherent adherence to a liberally oriented international system 

structure.  The ideological coherence of these processes of integration thus may be 

viewed as a rule set within which state and non-state actors exist.  Exactly how these 

systemic properties influence the behavior of states with respect to human rights behavior 

will be the focus of chapter 5.  

On the other hand, one might be able to better understand the influences of 

globalization upon particular states by focusing upon those states’ individual depths of 

integration (or levels of embeddedness) into the different processes.  While these 

processes are occurring on an aggregate level, there is no singular experience that all 

states are having with respect to globalization.  Some states are becoming much more 

thoroughly embedded into the multiple types of interdependence that make up the 

globalization phenomenon.  Conversely, some might be argued to be disintegrating 

themselves from this process, which would imply a very different experience (Friedman, 

2003).  Within this context, the influence of globalization upon internal behavior of states 

may be more determined in response to how dependent they are individually to its 

multiple processes.  Rather than referring to a systemic ordering principle then, the 

exploration of individual levels of embeddedness would imply more unique and nuanced 
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influences that globalization has upon human rights behavior.  In this respect, it is 

essential to understand the effects of not only the forces that are being exerted from 

above the state level, but also those caused by the individual depths of integration and the 

shifts in states’ particular placement within these unfolding processes.  This perspective 

on the influence of globalization upon human rights is the focus of chapter 4. 

Thus, there are two levels of analysis that this study will explore with respect to 

the influences of globalization upon the protection of human rights in LDCs.  Each of 

these levels possesses the potential to have a transformative effect in positive or negative 

ways.  As Clark points out, “globalization shapes the state and is, at the same time, what 

the state makes of it” (1999:55).  Through not only the disaggregation of its component 

parts, but also its levels of analysis, I am able in this study to explore both sides of this 

statement empirically, as well as to determine how these two levels might interact with 

one another to alter or entrench human rights behavior of states.   

 

Operationalization and Exploration of Globalization 

 I have made the theoretical case above that it is necessary to break globalization 

into its primary component parts in order to better understand their multiple and 

distinctive dynamics as well as their influences at both levels of analysis.  In assessing the 

multiple influences of globalization, I focus on individual sub-facets that fall underneath 

the broader headings of three of the primary components of globalization: the economic, 

the political, and the social.  In terms of economic globalization, I focus specifically upon 

trade and foreign direct investment at both levels of analysis.  In the political category of 
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globalization, I explore the systemic commitment to IGOs and individual states’ 

commitments to human rights regimes.  Finally, in the social aspect of globalization, I 

analyze the effects of system-wide as well as state usage of international communications 

technology, and the systemic internalization of the norm of democratic governance.  A 

summary of the operationalization of these sub-facets and their associated globalization 

categories is provided in Table 3-1.  While one could certainly explore other areas of 

globalization with respect to its dynamics and influences, I focus upon these particular 

aspects because of their theoretical linkage to the issue of human rights.  The specific 

theoretical connections between levels of global as well as state integration into these 

processes and personal integrity rights will be explored in detail in subsequent chapters.   

For now, I limit the discussion of these processes to their operationalization and the 

manner in which they have increased in scope over the past three decades.  I will first 

specify where the data that I use was attained, and how it is operationalized.  Next I will 

demonstrate that on average, each of these aspects of globalization has grown over the 

period under analysis for the LDCs in particular23. The purpose of this is two fold: (1) to 

establish the validity of discussing these types of integration as parts of an important and 

growing process of trans-continental interdependence to counter the claim that  

 

23 I have provided the operationalization for measurements of globalization at the system level as well as 
individual depths of state embeddedness in Table 3-1.  However, I provide descriptive statistics in the 
remainder of this chapter for the mean annual values for the LDCs in particular.  In the interest of avoiding 
redundancy, I do not include the system level values here.  Note though, that all of the aggregated measures 
for the entire system demonstrated similar growth.  The patterns for the measures of trade, foreign direct 
investment, and international communications usage follow roughly similar patterns of growth with their 
respective LDC measures.  The measure for general IGO embeddedness and democratic norm measure also 
demonstrate consistent growth over this thirty year period. 
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Table 3-1: Sub-facets of State Embeddedness in Globalization Used in this Project 

Sub-Facet of 
Globalization 

Primary 
Component of 
Globalization 

Level of Analysis Operationalization 

Trade 
 

Economic 
 

System 
 

Exports
GDP 

 

Trade 
 

Economic 
 

State Embeddedness Imports + Exports
GDP 

 

Foreign Direct 
Investment 

 

Economic 
 

System 
 

Net Inflow of FDI
GDP 

 
Foreign Direct 

Investment 
 

Economic 
 

State Embeddedness Net Inflow of FDI
GDP 

 
Density of IGO 
Commitments 

 

Political 
 

System 
 

IGO Membership
IGOs 

 
Density of Treaty 

Commitments 
 

Political 
 

State Embeddedness HR Treaties Signed
HR Treaties 

 
Use of International 

Communications 
 

Social 
 

System 
 

Min. of Int’l Calls
Subscriber 

 
Use of International 

Communications 
 

Social 
 

State Embeddedness Min. of Int’l Calls
Subscriber 

 
Acceptance of 

Democratic Norms 
 

Social 
 

System 
 

# of Democracies
# of States 
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globalization is in fact a myth, and (2) to demonstrate that each is following a distinct 

pattern of growth, which necessitates exploration of the individual parts of globalization 

rather than the general concept.  

To begin, the data that is utilized for this dissertation includes information on 156 

developing countries24 between the years 1970 and 200025. I designate all countries that 

are non-members of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development as 

being LDCs.  The reason for this is that those states that are members of the OECD share 

two pertinent characteristics to this study.  First, they have by and large been integrated 

into the multiple networks of interdependence that characterize globalization for the 

period under analysis.  The primary alteration in the character of OECD states’ 

interdependence between 1970 and the 1990s has been the involvement of LDCs (Hirst 

and Thompson, 1999:98).  Thus, the major shift over this period was the increased 

integration of developing countries into the process of globalization.  Second, the 

developed countries in general have already accepted and complied behaviorally with the 

normative framework of the protection of human rights that is laid out in the UN 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the UN’s principle human rights treaties over 

the period under analysis26.

24 This is an unbalanced cross-sectional time-series data set, as states are only included within the data 
within years that they existed as independent states.  New states do enter the system at different points 
during the time-period.  When they do, I include them within the analyses.  For a complete list of the 
countries as well as the corresponding regions and years of existence used in this project, see Appendix A. 
25 Most analyses will be focused upon the period 1976-2000 because of limitations in the data on personal 
integrity rights.  This is indicated within the title of the dissertation.  However, some of the data within this 
chapter will utilize information that dates back to 1970. 
26 The average score of OECD member states between 1976 and 2000 on the 5-point Political Terror Scale 
is 4.6 (5 being the highest rating possible in terms of protecting personal integrity rights), compared to a 
mid-level average rating of non-OECD countries of 3.4.  In fact, 79% of all country-year ratings for OECD 
member states are rated at 4 or higher.  By contrast, 57% of non-OECD member states’ country-year 
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 For these two reasons, I contend that it makes sense to approach the analysis of 

the effects of globalization upon states within the confines of specifically the lesser 

developed countries.  They have shown more dynamic movement both in terms of their 

embeddedness in the globalization process and in their use of repression as an instrument 

of state control.  Further, I would argue that the experience of globalization for LDCs is 

at very least sufficiently different from developed countries to warrant separate analyses.  

In fact, because of the relative weakness of their economies and the tenuousness of their 

political leadership, the developing world should be expected to be more vulnerable than 

the developed to outside influences over policy decisions and behavior.  This certainly is 

not to imply that globalization has no significant influence over the more industrially 

developed countries that are members of the OECD.  It is simply to argue that for the 

reasons I have just stated, the experience of the developing world should be distinct from 

that of the developed.  Therefore, separate exploration of globalization in LDCs is 

warranted. 

 

Economic Globalization 

The first primary category of globalization refers to the growth in economic 

interdependence.  The technological advances over recent decades and political 

leadership of powerful actors in the international political economy have served to 

promote a growing integration of economies throughout the world.  On a practical level, 

the speed and ease with which goods, services, capital, and information can be transferred 
 
ratings are below a rating of 4.  The regional patterns of human rights behavior that were shown in Figure 
2-2 further demonstrate the separation between these two groups. 
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across the globe has facilitated an alteration in which the production, exchange, and 

provision of these items are implemented.  Further, the ability of the state to intervene 

into this increasingly free flow of goods, services, capital, and information has been 

progressively diminished over this period as the adherence to a more strictly laissez-faire 

approach to economies has taken hold.  Beginning with the somewhat compromised 

promotion of economic openness that defined the post-WWII Bretton Woods system 

(Ikenberry, 2001:185), the international economy moved toward a progressively detached 

role of the state between the 1970s and the present (Helleiner, 1994).   

I assess the influences of two types of integration within this dissertation that are 

subsumed within the area of economic globalization upon human rights: trade and foreign 

direct investment.  Further, both of these sub-facets of economic globalization are 

explored at both the system level as well as the level of individual states’ integration.  

This provides the ability to see the influences that global trends toward overall 

interdependence are having upon individual states.  Moreover, by exploring the effects of 

state embeddedness, one can determine how the state’s placement within this globalizing 

system in terms of the magnitude of its own interdependence may affect its protection of 

human rights.  Below, I describe the measurements of each of these sub-facets and 

explore the dynamics of their growth since the early 1970s. 

 

International Trade 

 The first sub-facet of globalization that I explore is that of trade openness.  While 

each of the aspects of globalization that form the basis of this project is important to the 
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unfolding process of globalization, trade is arguably the centerpiece.  This is because the 

promotion of free trade through the institutionally driven erosion of tariff and non-tariff 

barriers is such a fundamental goal of the dominant neo-liberal approach to an efficient 

international economy.   

Central to this theoretical perspective is the idea that when decisions are made as 

to what types of goods and services that a particular economy produces, there is a trade-

off.  Some products are selected over others, incurring a cost in terms of what could have 

been produced but was not.  This means that necessary goods and services that were not 

selected must be derived from somewhere else.  The costs in terms of “…the other goods 

and services that could have been produced instead”, are called opportunity costs 

(Balaam and Veseth, 2001:112).  From the liberal perspective, opportunity costs are 

minimized by specialization in areas of the economy in which states possess a 

comparative advantage.  It is in the areas in which a country is particularly proficient in 

terms of production, relative to other countries, at producing particular goods and 

services that they should focus their energies.  By producing and exporting these products 

and importing others, an efficient process is established – both at the state and system 

level.  This creates a positive-sum game in which states maximize their own potential 

economic growth as well as increasing the aggregate wealth across the system (albeit not 

at an equal rate across actors). 

In order to assess the level at which individual states are integrated into the 

international trading structure, I use the standard measure of trade openness that assesses 

the percentage of a country’s gross domestic product that is accounted for by imports and  
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Figure 3.1: Average LDC Level of Embeddedness into International Trade 
Trade Openness
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exports of goods and services.  This data, as well as that for the system level measure 

comes from the World Development Indicators (World Bank, 2002b).  By including the 

size of each economy as the denominator, this measure provides a comparable figure 

across cases.   

Figure 3-1 demonstrates the average level of trade openness for the lesser 

developed countries between 1970 and 2000.  It is clear from this graphic that there has 

been a substantial increase in the focus of developing economies upon international trade 

over this period.  In 1970, international trade accounted for 56.5% of the average LDC 

economy.  By 2000, this figure had increased to 90.1%.  This is a 59% increase over this 

period27. The rate of this increase has not been constant over this period though.   

 
27 Bivariate regressions on this as well as the other indicators for levels of state embeddedness in 
globalization by the variable indicating year also demonstrate statistical significance in a positive direction.  
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Table 3-2: Regional Change in Trade Embeddedness 

Region Trade Openness, 1976 Trade Openness, 2000 
Latin America 61.54 82.23 
Western Europe 135.63 194.69 
Soviet Bloc/E. Europe - 103.32 
Sub-Saharan Africa 68.66 79.41 
North Africa & Middle East 80.74 76.72 
Asia 57.36 111.97 
Oceania 81.35 105.02 

Beginning in 1982, there was a drop-off that lasted through 1986, when trade began to 

increase again.  It is likely that this drop was due to the debt crisis of the early 1980s 

within many LDCs.  The substantial growth over this period in trade integration on the  

part of LDCs in general indicates that at least this facet of globalization is an empirical 

reality, and that it is not limited to the industrially developed countries alone. 

Nor has the increase in dependence upon international trade been consistent 

across all of the actors that are classified as lesser developed countries.  As Table 3-2 

demonstrates, some regions have seen a more marked increase in their focus on trade 

than others, which may have a significant bearing on the nature of their experiences with 

and their behavioral responses to globalization.  The most striking example is Asia.  Led 

by big globalizing economies such as China and India and the other countries within 

Southeast Asia, this region demonstrated an increase in trade openness of almost 100% 

between 1976 and 2000.  These are also the countries that have often served as the 

models for the benefits in economic growth emanating from globalization for the neo-

 
This further substantiates the contention that there is a significant process unfolding that has changed in 
scope over the past three decades. 
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liberal promoters of economic interdependence.  Similarly, as the Soviet Union broke 

apart and relinquished its control over Central and Eastern Europe, countries that were 

part of the USSR or were located in its sphere of influence emerged and opened to 

international trade such that they moved from no available data on trade at the beginning 

to a volume of trade that equaled over 100% of their GDPs.  Those countries in Western 

Europe not members of the OECD, also increased their reliance upon international trade 

by around 45%.  Latin America and Oceania increased their trade openness by over a 

third.  It is interesting to note that the major growth within Latin America during this 

period occurred in Central American countries.  This is because South America, driven in 

many cases by import substitution policies as well as a high level of illicit trade during 

some of this period, increased in its reliance upon trade by a negligible 2%.  Thus, there 

was a substantial growth in international trade in most regions. 

In contrast to this trend though, two regions showed lesser or even no growth in 

this area.  Sub-Saharan Africa, for instance, increased in its openness to international 

trade by only 14%.  North Africa and the Middle East demonstrated a decrease of 5% in 

their openness to international trade, as some countries actually turned away from the 

global process of integration.  It is clear from these data that there is a range of 

experiences that different regions have had with respect to growth in international trade.  

This is an important observation because it provides distinct patterns of growth that can 

be discussed in terms of location-specific experiences with globalization.  Rather than 

concluding that outcomes are the result of culture then, there is empirical evidence to 
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suggest that regional placement may provide states with different effects from 

globalization. 

 

Foreign Direct Investment 

The second sub-facet of economic globalization that I explore is foreign direct 

investment.  Like trade, the promotion of investment by Multinational Corporations into 

LDCs is viewed from a liberal perspective as an engine for development (Meyer, 1996; 

1998).  Over the past three decades, there has been a transition in the production process 

of goods and services by large corporations.  While earlier epochs reflected production 

formats that adhered to a more state-based model in which goods and services were 

produced in one location, there has been a transition into a model based upon flexibility 

and production of different components or types of goods and services in various 

locations around the globe. 

Spurred by the shrinking time and distance costs involved with more of a global 

production format, MNCs have found that the ‘outsourcing’ of production to LDCs has 

benefits in terms of efficiency and profit maximization.  So too have countries been 

encouraged to promote the inflow of investment by MNCs. This has been based again 

upon the dominant neo-liberal perspective that has driven the process of globalization.  

By this view, FDI promotes the growth of the economy at the aggregate level as well as 

the growth of a more highly skilled and employable middle class through the introduction 

of such much needed benefits as capital, technology, skills, better business practices, and 

local supplier contracts (Moran, 2002).  Each of these benefits is believed to be essential 



106

to the economic development of LDCs.  While this process is highly controversial with 

respect to its effects, it is this liberal viewpoint that has been a major force through which 

the growth of FDI over this period has been promoted. 

Like international trade, the inclusion of foreign direct investment as a component 

of the globalization process is considered at both the system and state levels28. The 

measure for both of these levels assesses the net inflow of FDI as a proportion of GDP.  

In order to capture the presence of MNC investment in LDCs over this period, I use a 

measure of the net inflow of foreign direct investment each year as a proportion of a 

country’s gross domestic product.  Again, the consideration of FDI as a proportion of 

GDP assists in making the values of this indicator comparable across states in terms of 

how reliant they are upon investment.   

FDI refers to the acquisition of at least 10% of the voting stock in an enterprise 

operating outside of a corporation’s home country.  This distinguishes FDI from more 

fluid investments that would be classified as portfolio investment and do not reflect a 

long-term interest in locating within a given country.  While certainly worthy of analysis, 

this ‘hot money’ does not carry with it the type of structural advantages (or 

disadvantages) to an economy on a lasting basis that FDI does.  For the purposes of this 

study then, it is the long-term and substantial investment characterized by direct 

investment that is theoretically applicable to alterations in human rights behavior.  The  

 

28 Though as with trade, only the aggregate net inflow of FDI into LDCs, as a proportion of their GDP, is 
demonstrated here.  Similar patterns emerge, if we are to view the entire international system’s increase in 
levels of FDI. 
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Figure 3-2: Average LDC Level of Embeddedness in Foreign Direct 
Investment 
FDI Flows
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LDC Openness
data for both levels of analysis are again taken from the World Development Indicators 

(World Bank, 2002b).   

As Figure 3-2 shows, the global flow of foreign direct investment grew 

substantially between 1970 and 2000.  It is interesting to note though, that the major 

growth did not occur steadily over the entire period, as was the case with international 

trade.  FDI shows a pattern of growth that clearly distinguishes it from trade as its own 

sub-facet of globalization.  Over the first two decades displayed, there was a relatively 

flat growth pattern.  Beginning in 1987 though, there was a significant and steady 

increase in the flow of foreign direct investment into LDCs. 

Before this period, the rate of increase was relatively stagnant in the developing 

world.  During the 1990s though, the average percentage of LDC economies accounted 

for by the inflow of FDI increased from around 1.3 to about 4%.  This is on average over 
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a 300% increase in the reliance of these states upon investment from MNCs.  It is true 

that the vast majority of foreign direct investment still moves between the Triad regions 

of North America, Western Europe, and Japan.  So this increase of FDI into LDCs may 

be minimal in its impact on the developed countries.  It would be difficult to argue 

though, that such an increase in the average inflow of investment would not have a 

substantial effect upon the LDCs themselves.  Two other important characteristics should 

be highlighted.  First, FDI shows a sufficient rate of growth to qualify as a trend worthy 

of study in terms of its ramifications for those actors that are affected by it.  Second,  

while FDI and trade are both subsumed within the broad heading of economic 

globalization, they are distinctive from one another in terms of their growth patterns. 

Once again, there is a clear divergence among regions with respect to the growth 

in reliance upon foreign direct investment though.  While there was a pattern of growth 

overall for the developing world over the course of the 1990s in particular, Table 3-3 

demonstrates that some regions accounted for a larger proportion of this inflow than 

others.  One important distinction between this area of globalization and trade is that all 

regions showed a high level of growth in their reliance upon FDI between 1976 and 2000.  

Asia for example, had the smallest increase in their average inflow of foreign direct 

investment – 72%.  North Africa and the Middle East had the lowest net inflow of FDI as 

a percentage of GDP in 2000 of all the regions, accounting for about 1.5 % of their 

economies.  However, this was a 138% increase for the countries within this region over 

their 1976 value.  Sub-Saharan Africa demonstrated a similar proportional increase in the 

level of direct investment inflow over this period.  Two regions demonstrated around a  
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Table 3-3: Regional Change in FDI Openness 

Region FDI Openness, 1976 FDI Openness, 2000 
Latin America 0.42 5.61 
Western Europe 3.46 9.15 
Soviet Bloc/E. Europe - 3.65 
Sub-Saharan Africa 1.26 3.23 
North Africa & Middle East 0.68 1.62 
Asia 0.94 2.08 
Oceania 0.69 3.29 

3.5 % dependence upon FDI in 2000: the former Soviet Union and Oceania.  This was an 

increase from no reported FDI in the former Soviet states, and a 348% increase in 

Oceania.     

 The two regions that accounted for the largest inflow of FDI by the end of this 

period though, were Western Europe and Latin America.  Non-OECD members of 

Western Europe had a net inflow of FDI of 9% of their GDP.  This was a 164% increase 

over that figure in 1976.  Because of their proximity to the EU, they clearly enjoyed a 

locational advantage in receiving FDI.  Similarly, proximity to the United States appears 

to have had an influence upon the countries of the Western Hemisphere in receiving FDI.  

Central America showed a 431% increase over this period in MNC investment.  South 

America increased their reliance upon FDI from a negative net inflow in 1976 (reflective 

of the import-substitution approach that some economies practiced at that time) to an 

inflow of 4.5 % of their GDP.  Overall then, Latin American countries demonstrated a 

huge increase in their reliance upon FDI over this time period.  While the diverse 

increases in FDI growth do point to a seeming locational advantage for some regions over 

others, there was a substantial increase in all regions – reflecting the emergence of a truly 

global production format.   
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Political Globalization 

 The second primary component of globalization that provides a basis for the 

analyses within this dissertation is that of political globalization.  Political integration on 

a global level has been driven since the end of the Second World War by both a growing 

acceptance of the liberal idea that regimes are at least partially effective in promoting 

cooperation and minimizing conflict as well as through the leadership and what Ikenberry 

(2001) refers to as ‘strategic restraint’29 of the leading state within the international 

system – the United States.  Over this period, the world has seen a dramatic growth in the 

number of IGOs and the breadth of issues that international regimes are used to address.  

Along with the increasing acceptance of this mode of international cooperation through 

the entry into numerous regimes, states have necessarily ceded some level of the 

autonomy that they traditionally have enjoyed over their own decisions and actions. 

 This growing level of political interdependence can be seen at both the system 

and state levels.  While other measures in this study have focused upon very similar 

manners in which the system and states are interconnected, my indicators of political 

globalization are slightly different at the two levels of analysis.  At the system level, I 

look at the aggregate level of political integration into IGOs across their entire range of 

substantive areas of focus by states.  This provides a general measure of the overarching 

concept of political globalization in order to assess the prevalence of the use of and 

accession to international regimes that bind states together to resolve collective action 

 
29 This refers to the tendency of leading states in 1815, 1919, and 1945 to resort “…to institutional 
strategies as mechanisms to establish restraints on indiscriminate and arbitrary state power and “lock in” a 
favorable and durable postwar order” (Ikenberry, 2001:4). 
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problems and promote international standards of behavior30. At the level of individual 

states’ integration though, I focus more particularly upon the specific substantive focus of 

this dissertation – human rights.  Thus, I measure the level of integration that states have 

attained into the specific body of regimes that are designed to promote compliance with 

global human rights standards.  Here, I am not only able to assess the level of 

embeddedness of each state, but also their legal acceptance of international standards 

dealing with the protection of the integrity of their populations. 

 

Treaty Density 

One of the specific issue areas that has seen a regime-based effort to facilitate 

cooperation and the expansion of norms of acceptable behavior since WWII is that of 

human rights.  As discussed in the previous chapter, the Universal Declaration of Human 

has defined the overall set of entitlements that are afforded to individuals, as defined in 

general by the international community since 1948 (Donnelly, 2003:22).  Beginning in  

 
30 The measure for political integration at the system level differs from that at the state level.  At the system 
level, I use the average proportion of IGOs within the international system in a given year that states are 
members of.  The data used for this measure is derived from the International Governmental Organizations 
Data Set, Version 2.0 that is a part of the Correlates of War 2 Project (Pevehouse and Nordstrom, 2003).  
Pevehouse, Nordstrom, and Warnke (2004) provide a thorough description of this new dataset.  The 
measure that I use is not included in the original dataset.  In order to attain this measure, I simply counted 
the number of IGOs within the dataset for each year as well as the number of IGOs that each state was a 
full member of.  Next I divided each state’s value by that of the system and then derived the mean score for 
each year.  This provides an average level of integration into international regimes for all members of the 
international system during the period of this analysis.   

The reason for employing this particular measure at the system level is that I wish to capture the 
general level of acceptance that states across the world are exhibiting toward supranational commitments. 
An assessment of all IGOs does not focus solely upon the issue-area of this study, and certainly includes 
regimes of unequal weight in terms of importance and institutional capacity.  However, it effectively 
demonstrates the growth in the use of the international regime as a means of facilitating cooperation, 
providing binding standards of behavior, and even in terms of some issues serving the function of global 
governance. 
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1966 though, with the creation of the International Covenant on Civil and Political 

Rights, its First Optional Protocol, and the International Covenant on Economic and 

Social Rights, human rights standards began to be codified in order to allow some level 

of monitoring and enforcement of the compliance with specific types of human rights that 

were laid out in the Universal Declaration.  Since that time, nine more covenants have 

been written and signed by states that expand the level of commitment to and the breadth 

of areas of human rights that form international law.  Together, these twelve agreements  

are referred to by the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights 

(2002) as the principle UN human rights treaties31.

Because the focus of this study is on the effects of globalization targeted at human 

rights, my focus at the level of state integration is specifically upon the density of 

commitments to the principle United Nations Human Rights Treaties.  The 

operationalization for this measure is fairly straightforward.  I divide the number of the 

principle human rights treaties that each country has signed in a given year by the number 

of agreements that existed during that year.  While it would be possible to just consider 

the number of agreements signed, this proportional value indicates the level of  
 
31 The agreements that make up the “principle international human rights treaties” are: the International 
Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights (1966), the International Covenant on Civil and 
Political Rights (1966), the Optional Protocol to the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 
(1966), the Second Optional Protocol to the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, Aiming at 
the Abolition of the Death Penalty (1989), the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of 
Racial Discrimination (1965), the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against 
Women (1979), the Optional Protocol to the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination 
Against Women (1999), the Convention Against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading 
Treatment or Punishment (1984), the Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989), the Optional Protocol 
to the Convention on the Rights of the Child on the Involvement of Children in Armed Conflict (2000), the 
Optional Protocol to the Convention on the Rights of the Child on the Sale of Children, Child Prostitution 
and Child Pornography (2000), and the International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All 
Migrant Workers and Members of their Families (1990). 
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Figure 3-3: Average LDC Density of Commitments to Human Rights Agreements 
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commitment that each state has made, considering the possible commitments available to 

it.  The value of this measure over a simple count variable then is to better reflect how 

deeply integrated countries are into the body of human rights codifications. 

 Figure 3-3 demonstrates the growth of this measure from 1970 to 2000 within the 

developing world.  The pattern is one of consistent growth over the entire period.  While 

it appears that there are intermittent dips in this progression over this period, this is more 

of a reflection of the operationalization of the measure itself.  More specifically, the dips 

in 1979, 1984, 1989, and 1999 are brought about by the introduction of new agreements.  

Because this increases the denominator, the proportional value drops until signatures 

compensate for the change.  It is interesting to note though that in terms of measuring just 

the average number of agreements signed, there is an increase every year over this period.  

Further, there is only a very short lag period before we see the pattern of growth in the 

density of commitments exceed its previous levels.  Thus, at the aggregate level of the  
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Table 3-4: Regional Change in Density of Human Rights Commitments 

Region Treaty Density, 1976 Treaty Density, 2000 
Latin America 36.11 60.68 
Western Europe 41.67 80.56 
Soviet Bloc/E. Europe 37.50 63.41 
Sub-Saharan Africa 23.86 57.09 
North Africa & Middle East 38.16 42.98 
Asia 12.50 44.44 
Oceania 12.50 16.67 

developing world, there is a significant increase in the political commitments to the 

adherence to international norms of human rights behavior.    

Generally, there has been a growth in the proportion of human rights agreements 

signed over the course of this period along with the increase in the number of overall 

agreements among the various regions.  Individual regional trends are shown in Table 3-

4.  Latin America increased from an average density of about 36% to 61%.  This was a 

69% increase in these countries’ overall commitments to international human rights  

regimes.  Despite this significant increase in the level of Latin American commitments 

over this time, other regions increased their signings in a more substantial way.  Western 

Europe, Sub-Saharan Africa, and Asia more than doubled in their level of commitment to 

the liberally based human rights regimes.  Those countries that were formerly under the 

influence of the Soviet Union increased in their depth of commitment by 34% over this 

period.  It is interesting to note though, that the countries that actually made up the former 

Soviet Union demonstrated a drop (albeit small) in the proportion of human rights treaties 

signed.  This should be interpreted cautiously though, as the 2000 value may just 

represent a lag in the time it is taking the newly created states to agree to a similar 

proportion of agreements.  It is also important to note however, that some of these states 
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do exhibit behavior with respect to human rights abuse that would reflect a lack of 

acceptance of these international norms32.

The remaining two regions did not show as dramatic of an increase in their 

signatures of human rights treaties.  The countries of North Africa and the Middle East as 

well as those of Oceania fall toward the bottom of the regional list in terms of their 

proportion of signatures to human rights agreements.  Each did not increase their 

proportion of signatures over this period to a large extent.  Further, the actual depth of 

each region’s integration into these human rights regimes is relatively low.  This could 

possibly reflect the notion sometimes presented by governments that traditional values 

associated with particular cultures (specifically Islamic societies in the case of the 

former) do not correspond well with the Western oriented model of universal human 

rights.  However, Sen (2003) disputes the merit of this argument, and his suspicion is 

somewhat supported by the limited growth in the density of commitments in both that did 

occur during this period. 

 

Social Globalization 

 The final primary component of globalization that I explore in terms of its impact 

on human rights is that of social globalization.  As was explained above, social 

globalization refers to the spreading of ideas, information, images, and people around the 

world (Keohane and Nye, 2000) such that there is occurring an alteration in the 

 
32 For example, Russia’s scores drop from their pre-1994 range of between 3 and 4 to range between 1 and 
2.5 after 1994.  Most of the other former Soviet States fall around a value of 3.  The three exceptions to this 
pattern are the Baltic States of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, who each consistently rate at the highest 
levels of protection of personal integrity rights after they achieve independence. 
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perceptions and expectations of individuals and groups.  The means through which this 

exchange of ideas and information is facilitated are varied.  Many of the mechanisms that 

transmit the ideas and information are made possible by the information revolution that 

has unfolded in recent decades.  Because of the low cost and high speed with which these 

transmissions can be completed, such platforms as international telephone calls, cable 

and satellite television, and the Internet provide forums for transcontinental 

communication.  As the sharing of ideas has been facilitated, certain normative ideas 

have taken hold at the global level.  The world has seen some standards of behavior 

become internalized to such an extent that falling outside of their accepted confines 

designates a country or other actor as a pariah. 

 Both the means through which these communication technologies are employed 

and the normative ideas that take substantial root around the globe fall within the realm 

of social globalization.  Thus, this dissertation investigates social globalization from both 

of these vantage points.  First, at the system as well as the state embeddedness levels, I 

utilize an indicator of the depth of integration into the actual use of international 

communications technology.  At both levels, this measure indicates the increasing 

prevalence of communications technology and its use for international interactions.  As 

has been stated, this expansion of international communications facilitates the sharing of 

vaster amounts of information and ideas.  Second, I assess the influence of the systemic 

acceptance of a dominant norm of governmental behavior that is anticipated to have 

relevance to individual states’ respect for human rights: the spread of democracy as the 

legitimate institutional form of government.  While not a measure of human rights 
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specifically, the widening acceptance of this liberally based institutional structure for 

governing may indicate an expansion in the acceptance of the value of protecting the 

interests and integrity of individuals in other ways as well33.

International Communications 

 As the information revolution expanded over the past three decades, access to the 

use of international communications technology reached areas of the world in which it 

had been minimal in previous periods of history.  While the capability to communicate at 

transnational distances certainly existed before this era, the cost of doing so dramatically 

decreased (Nye, 2002)34. This increase in the ability to transmit information 

instantaneously and cheaply across large geographical distances not only enabled the 

economic integration that has been discussed above, it also made the flow of a large 

 
33 The final area of social globalization that is explored in chapter 5, but not displayed here, focuses upon 
the systemic acceptance of democracy as the legitimate institutional form of government around the world.  
Over the past several decades, there has been enough of an increase in the number of democratic states 
around the world to inspire Huntington’s (1991) book, The Third Wave. The significance of this is that 
there appears to be a socialization process occurring on an international level (Finnemore and Sikkink, 
1998), in which more and more states are accepting the legitimacy of this institutional design of 
government, which suggests the possibility that the normative acceptance of protecting individual rights 
may also be spreading as a result. 
 McLaughlin Mitchell (2002:753) contends that by operationalizing the proportion of state 
members that have accepted and conformed to the norm of democracy, we can explore the effects of its 
system-wide internalization.  My measure of this systemic acceptance of democracy is similar to 
McLaughlin Mitchell’s.  I use the Polity measure that incorporates both the democracy and autocracy 
scores from the Polity IV data set (Marshall and Jaggers, 2003).  For the purposes of this proportional 
measure though, I dichotomize the –10 to 10 scale such that any states falling below 7 are considered 
undemocratic and states rating a 7 or higher are designated democracies.  In doing so, I follow Jaggers and 
Gurr’s (1995) suggested designation of a coherent democracy by cutting the value at this point.  This break 
point also reflects empirical evidence of the point at which there exists a substantial shift toward more 
protection of personal integrity rights (Davenport and Armstrong, 2004).  For each year, I divide the 
number of democracies in this system by the number of states in the system that year. 
34 For instance, Nye (2002:42-43) cites the fact that in 1990 dollars, the cost of a three minute call across 
the Atlantic dropped from $250 in 1930 to less than a dollar at the turn of the century.  He goes on to cite 
other decreases in the cost of computers, memory storage, as well as the nearly free transfer of information 
across the Internet on a global scale at the end of the 20th Century. 
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volume of other information accessible.  Through cheaper telephone calls, satellite 

transmission of information by the global news media, and more recently Internet 

communications to many parts of the globe, exchange of ideas has become much more 

common. 

 It is important to note that the availability of these communications technologies 

to the developing world (and particularly to those least advantaged segments of 

developing societies) is in its early stages.  This delay is often referred to as the digital 

divide.  However, the growth that has occurred carries with it opportunities for the 

exchange of knowledge and values that may well have a transformative effect every bit as 

dramatic as economic and political linkages.  Not only may access to international 

communications bring important information that increases the developmental 

capabilities of developing states through the dissemination of purely educational 

information, but also through an alteration of the world view of individuals who have 

hitherto been closed off.  Further, as will be discussed in later chapters, access within the 

developing world to communications tools facilitates dissemination of information from 

societies that were at least partially closed in prior times as well. 

In an effort to create a proxy measure for the volume of international 

communications that developing states have been engaged in over this period, I use the 

number of outgoing minutes of international telephone calls per subscriber.  I use this 

measure for both the system level and the degree to which individual states are embedded 

in the use of international communications.  This admittedly is not the optimal measure 

of communications usage.  However, it is the best one available for this time-frame.   
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Figure 3-4: Average Level of Embeddedness in International 

Communications 
International Communications 
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While the Internet holds the potential to be a revolutionary force, it is too new to 

be analyzed back to the 1970s or even the 1980s35. Telephone communications do carry 

with them the opportunity for exchange of many types of information as well.  My 

contention is that while not the only venue for international communications, we should  

expect that increasing international telephone communications will be indicative of 

increased communications of other types. 

 
35 Richards (2002) has done an analysis on the influences of connectivity with alternate components of the 
‘global Information Infrastructure’, than the Internet, such as Bitnet, Fidonet, and UUCP.  While this is 
worthy of analysis as well, the data that he employs only dates back to 1991.   
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Figure 3-4 shows the growth in the usage of international communications 

technology within the developing world, as indicated by international telephone calls36.

A major increase in the use of international communications during this period occurred 

between 1975 and 1991 for the developing world37. When the rate reached 242 minutes 

per subscriber in 1991, there had been an increase of approximately seven times over the 

1976 value of 31 minutes per subscriber.  This is a major increase, even if these parts of 

the world lag behind the developed countries in terms of wide-spread access to 

communications technology.  After 1991, the trend appears to flatten a bit, ranging from 

a post-1991 low of 229 minutes per subscriber to a high of 245.  While early in terms of 

the potential socializing effects that this level of communication may eventually have, 

there has clearly been a change that is sufficient to warrant investigation in terms of its 

influences. 

Once again, there is variation in the increased usage of international 

communications technology across regional classifications, as shown in Table 3-5.  By 

the end of this period, several regions had shown dramatic increases in their levels of 

international engagement in this area.  As a region, both Latin America and Asia  

 
36 The data for the LDCs begins in 1975, as data before this time is either not available for the states being 
analyzed or for a sufficient proportion of the international system.  While this is inconsistent with the other 
graphs in this chapter, it does not affect the major analyses within this dissertation.  This is because the 
period under analysis on the effects of globalization on political rights deals with the period of 1976-2000.  
This accounts for truncation with respect to the developing world.    
37 It is interesting to note that the values for the LDCs are higher than the system as a whole, which at first 
seems counter-intuitive.  This is probably a reflection of the measure itself though, rather than a higher 
usage of international communications within these countries relative to the developed ones.  Remember 
that this is a proportion of minutes per telephone subscriber.  Because there is clearly a much larger 
proportion of developed country populations who are telephone subscribers, the average international calls 
will most likely be lower.  For LDCs, where it is a smaller group who have access to such technology, there 
may be a higher likelihood that they use international calls more frequently than the average subscriber in 
the developed world. 
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Table 3-5: Regional Change in International Communications Embeddedness 
Region Communications 

Openness, 1976 
Communications 
Openness, 2000 

Latin America 38.81 262.08 
Western Europe 114.00 317.74 
Soviet Bloc/E. Europe 38.90 93.12 
Sub-Saharan Africa 218.69 277.82 
North Africa & Middle East 87.67 369.31 
Asia 31.14 125.87 
Oceania - 351.42 

demonstrated an increase of almost 600% over their 1976 figures.  Oceania and North 

Africa and the Middle East demonstrated high level of growth in this area as well, with 

over a 300% increase.  Western Europe increased by 179%, a substantial increase on top  

of a high value to begin with.  The former communist states of Central and Eastern 

Europe as well as the former Soviet Union increased their connectivity by around 140%.  

Sub-Saharan Africa increased by only 27% over this period. 

 While there is variation in the rates of increase across regions, no region was 

completely omitted from this process of integration.  It may well be though that the  

connectivity in some of these countries is only enjoyed by a small proportion of their 

populations that would classify as subscribers.  This does not in principle eliminate the 

possibility of significant effects on the theoretical rationale for its inclusion in a study of 

globalization and human rights.  Rather, it creates a conservative test of the influences of 

information flows to developing societies.  It does however; mean that when comparing 

regions, we should be cautious about our conclusions.  For instance, I would be skeptical 

that North Africa and the Middle East are the most highly connected in terms of their 

overall populations among the world and that Sub-Saharan Africa’s populations generally 

have more access to international communications than several of the other regions that 
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this table shows.  What these figures do show that is of value to this project is that at the 

aggregate level of the developing world as well as within each region, there is a 

substantial growth in the use of international communications technology that warrants 

investigation in terms of its influence. 

 

Conclusion 

This chapter has laid out a detailed conceptualization of globalization as an 

umbrella concept.  By breaking the concept down initially into its four primary 

components (economic, political, social, and security) I have provided a description of 

how the level of interdependence among multiple actors within the international system 

has expanded in new ways over the past three decades.  While some might still argue that 

globalization is either not occurring at all or not unique to this time period, I have 

demonstrated both theoretically and empirically that there are significant reasons to 

believe otherwise.  A few points merit a brief summary. 

 First, what does distinguish this phase of globalization from earlier ones is that it 

is not exclusive to the Great Powers.  Rather, the developing world is participating in the 

current integration process, albeit not equally.  While there have existed periods of high 

levels of interdependence before, they have not been as inclusive as the current one.  It 

may be then, that globalization is not an entirely new phenomenon.  But the current phase 

(particularly with respect to LDCs) is distinct from prior ones, and therefore merits 

particular examination. 
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 Second, by breaking the primary components of globalization into specific 

operationalized sub-facets, I have achieved two purposes.  On the one hand, I have 

established a framework within which to empirically examine globalization and its 

effects.  While some of the sub-facets that I utilize in this project would generally be used 

in any analysis of globalization, others are operationalized with the issue of human rights 

specifically in mind.  Nor have all possible sub-facets of globalization been exhausted 

here.  However, the framework established in this chapter at very least provides a model 

for subsequent analyses targeted at different areas of globalization’s influence.   

On the other hand, I have demonstrated that each of the sub-facets that form the 

basis for the remainder of this project has increased in scope.  They not only exhibit 

consistent and significant growth over the period being examined, but they each do so in 

a manner that distinguishes one from another.  Thus, I have demonstrated that each area 

of globalization may be legitimately argued to be occurring and that each is empirically 

distinctive from the others.  This reinforces my contention that globalization must be 

disaggregated into its distinct parts to determine whether each of these unique processes 

of growing interdependence is having a significant influence on human security and

whether these influences are different from one another. 

Third, we gain a better understanding of the manner in which globalization is 

spreading through the regional breakdowns of the growth patterns of different aspects of 

globalization.  It is clear that while occurring across the globe, globalization is 

progressing at different paces in different parts of the world.  The fact that some states 

and regions are integrating at much higher rates than others indicates that its influences 
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may not be homogeneous.  Analyses must therefore pay attention to the different levels 

and locations at which particular actors are integrating.  We have already seen, for 

instance, that there may be a connection between the growth rate of particular regions in 

terms of depths of integration and patterns of human rights behavior.  It is to more fully 

developing the theoretical connection between globalization and personal integrity rights, 

as well as the actual analysis that I turn now. 
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4. EXPERIENCING GLOBALIZATION: LDC EMBEDDEDNESS 
AND THE EXTERNAL PRESSURES ON HUMAN RIGHTS 
PROTECTION 

The compatibility of human rights and globalization is an article of faith 
for most government and corporate leaders in the West.  A globalized 
economy, enabled by technological innovation, is seen as not only 
congruent with, but also a necessary condition for, the spread of human 
rights… 
 
…This attractive picture of the fruits of globalization has not convinced 
everyone, however, even when garnished with caveats on the need for 
‘supportive and stabilizing policies’ to address globalization’s more 
disruptive consequences.  From Seattle in 1999 to Davos in 2001, many 
critics have derided the ‘globalization of rights’ as a cheap fiction 
constructed to license the worldwide spread of Western capitalism. 
 

- Matthew J. Gibney38 

The relationship between globalization and human rights is a complex one.  As 

McCorquodale and Fairbrother (1999:740) point out, “Human rights are both a part of 

globalization and separate from globalization”.  They are a part of globalization in the 

sense that the dispersion of the normative acceptance of their importance throughout the 

world may be considered to be an aspect of social globalization.  However, they are 

separate in the sense that one can argue that their protection is influenced to a growing 

degree by those other processes that make up the globalization phenomenon.  Brysk 

(2002) points out the complicated nature of this relationship though, when she contends 

that globalization may at the same time be positive and negative in its influence on 

human rights protection.  Other interested individuals tend to speak as if globalization is 

either good or bad for human security.  Gibney’s description of the countervailing views 

 
38 Taken from Gibney (2003:5-7).  He cites Mandel and Ferleger (2000) as the source of the ‘supportive 
and stabilizing policies’ reference. 
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on globalization’s influence on human rights reflects these two fundamentally 

oppositional views on the relationship between globalization and rights.   

This chapter will empirically test the impact of several aspects of the globalization 

process upon freedom from state terror, or personal integrity rights39 in the developing 

world.  Freedom from political repression is the most widely accepted human rights 

norm, and represents one of the benefits included in the rhetoric given to promote global 

integration40. This study contributes to the substantial body of literature that has been 

done on which, primarily domestic factors influence states’ protection of human rights by 

providing a deeper understanding of how integration into the global political economy 

affects levels of state repression.  

It is clear that there is no consensus on the effects of globalization broadly.  By 

disaggregating the concept of globalization down into distinguishable aspects of state 

embeddedness into the globalization process, I attempt to demonstrate a more useful 

analytical approach through which to understand its complex effects.  Perhaps an overall 

pattern of positive or negative influence may be determined in the end, but it is essential 

to first break the concept apart in order to ensure that its separate facets are not having 

different, or even contradictory influences from one another. 

 
39 Other studies have focused on the impact of globalization upon subsistence rights as well (Calloway and 
Harrelson-Stephens, 2001).  While this classification of human rights is a goal of the United Nations as 
well as other international organizations and some states, it does not have the kind of consensus behind it 
that personal integrity rights do. 
40 For instance, during the April 16, 2001 White House press conference, Press Secretary Ari Fleischer 
used this rationale in the context of future trade relations with China after the EP-3 surveillance plane 
incident when he stated, “The president will, of course, take into account any recent developments that 
need to be factored into any decision he makes, but his approach to this decision is one based on his belief 
that trade helps create freedom, that trade helps create opportunity, and that trade helps liberalize the 
society and leads to more democracy and openness (CNN Inside Politics, 2001). 
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The primary motivation of this chapter is to assess whether or not the influence of 

globalization is specifically altering the behavior of governments in the area of the 

protection of political rights.  While arguments are far-reaching in their assertions of the 

domestic ramifications of globalization, it is not entirely clear that an explanation of 

states’ internal human rights behavior, which focuses on this international process, is 

warranted.  By utilizing the analytical framework that I described above for examining 

the effects of globalization more broadly, I begin to systematically uncover the effects in 

one of the areas that the globalization debate is concerned – that of human security41.

While this is not the only area in which the process of globalization is said to have an 

effect, it is clearly one of great importance.  Not only is the protection of personal 

integrity rights important in its own right, but it also may well have a significant bearing 

on other areas of human welfare as well as broader conceptions of security at the state 

and interstate levels. 

 This chapter then, begins the process of uncovering the complex influences that 

the globalization phenomenon is having upon the protection of personal integrity rights in 

developing countries.  In the first section, I revisit the broad conceptualization of 

globalization as well as a brief overview of the four specific facets that I focus upon in 

this study.  In the second section, I develop the theoretical linkages of each of these 

aspects of globalization to the promotion of personal integrity rights.  I do so both in 

terms of the beneficial effects that liberals argue in favor of as well as their anticipated 

 
41 As King and Murray (2001-02) argue, ‘human security’ is a broad concept in and of itself.  They include 
attainment of some base threshold in income, health, education, political freedom, and democracy as 
necessary for attainment of overall human security.  My focus is clearly on the political freedom aspect of 
this conceptualization. 
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negative influences by the structuralists.  In the third section, I describe the 

operationalization and sources of my variables, as well as the methods I use to address 

missing data and to analyze it.  Finally, I provide the results of these tests and formulate 

conclusions about the impact that these different aspects of globalization are having upon 

personal integrity rights in developing states. 

 

Disaggregating State Integration 

 My conceptualization of globalization views the process as a broad set of 

increasing types of interdependence throughout the international system.  I view 

globalization as an umbrella concept.  It is a phenomenon that encompasses several 

distinct processes of integration that each has shown a significant increase since the early 

1970s.  While economic liberalization and integration are important aspects of this 

globalization process, they do not exhaust the list of areas of integration to which 

globalization more broadly refers.  In fact, I contend that globalization refers broadly to 

four major categories of interdependence, each encompassing several distinct sub-facets.  

Each of the four sub-facets that I focus upon in this chapter exhibits patterns of growth 

over the period under analyses that is distinct from the others and may be expected to 

have a significant effect upon levels of state repression. 

 I focus in this analysis upon four specific types of integration that are subsumed 

within the economic, political, and social dimensions of globalization.   These sub-facets 

of globalization are trade, foreign direct investment, political commitments, and 

international communications.  Each of these areas of globalization is considered in terms 



129

of the level of state embeddedness (or the level dependence that a given state has upon 

them) within a given year.  Each has not only demonstrated significant increases in scope 

across the period under analysis at the aggregate, or system level, but also has the 

theoretically justified potential of either increasing or decreasing rates of government 

repression as states become more or less integrated within them.  While some of the 

means through which they exert influence are similar, they are distinct processes that 

should be analyzed separately with respect to their impact on political rights. 

International trade increasingly has become a central focus for many of the 

world’s economies.  The increase in reliance upon external trade as a source of wealth 

and development clearly alters the manner in which states interact with the rest of the 

world.  Multinational corporations (MNCs) have spread the process of production and 

distribution across the globe into a global assembly-line structure, rather than the local 

production line format that marked most of the 20th Century.  This creates a different type 

of interaction with other states as well as MNCs than existed in the past.  The increased 

density of commitments by states requiring adherance to international regimes designed 

to promote protection of human rights has expanded over this period as well.  More and 

more states have traded absolute autonomy over internal practices of this nature by 

committing to conform to international standards of acceptable governmental behavior, 

or norms.  Finally, technological progress has made communication across state lines 

easy and more widespread through increased access to telephone, satellite, and Internet 

communications.  The availability of these innovations has contributed to a seemingly 

smaller world in which ideas and a greater awareness of the outside world are exchanged 
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at levels that have not existed in the past, potentially including more people around the 

world in this sharing process than ever before.     

 Proponents of globalization, mainly led by liberal academics and public 

commentators like Thomas Friedman in addition to corporate and government leaders, 

believe that this interdependence has enormous benefits for both developed and 

developing countries.  From increased wealth and freedom to world peace, the extent of 

the improvement in quality of life that is attributed to globalization is staggering in its 

scope.  Firmly entrenched on the other side of the debate are critical and structuralist 

scholars and an increasingly vocal group representing a portion of the general public that 

has been visible through its protests.  These groups believe that globalization is providing 

profit to wealthy individuals and corporations in the developed world at the expense of 

the people living in developing states.  To this group, globalization is really a neo-

colonialist strategy that allows for the necessary expansion of the Capitalist system.  By 

creating a dependent segment of the world upon the West, globalization guarantees that 

the advanced industrialized economies as well as the MNCs that emanate from them are 

able to exploit cheap production costs, goods and services, and a lack of state regulation.  

As a result, poorer nations are becoming separated further from the levels of wealth in the 

West. 

 Supporters of globalization argue that as states become increasingly 

interdependent economically, and the peoples of these states communicate at higher rates, 

ideas and expectations are also shared at a higher frequency.  Globalization promotes 

developing, active economies that lead to the betterment of peoples’ lives.  Norms of 
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acceptable behavior receive increased weight in order for states to maintain legitimacy as 

trading partners and acceptable recipients of foreign investment.  Pressure is exerted by 

states that place importance on these norms upon states that do not, as do consumers on 

MNCs.  Agreeing to adhere to the primary UN human rights agreements provides an 

opportunity for issue linkage between satisfaction of the state’s commitments and its 

standing in the international community as well as a socializing effect that is associated 

with the acceptance of human rights norms involved in the process of signing.  Further, 

the sharing of ideas through mass communication allows people from different walks of 

life than merely state leadership to be exposed to new normative ideas.  The pressure 

from within and without forces states to respect norms that they otherwise might not 

(Finnemore and Sikkink, 1998).   

 Opponents of globalization do not believe this to be the case.  Rather, 

globalization is argued to be the newest form of colonialism in which the Western powers 

are creating higher levels of dependence of poorer states upon them.  The concerns for 

international norms of behavior on the part of the stronger states are subordinate to the 

drive for profit.  Through investment in states that provide the least regulations upon 

outsiders, the well-being of many people as well as the environment are paying a drastic 

price.  Leaders of these states are not swayed by the popular introduction of new 

normative ideas (if they allow this type of mass communication at all).  Instead, they are 

enticed by the prospect of an inflow of money from MNCs and development agencies 

that perpetuates the lack of regulations and does not seem to flow down to the general 
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public.  Moreover, values and the associated international regimes are based upon 

Western culture, and have the potential to undermine traditional ways of life. 

 

Globalization and Altered Human Rights Practices 

This section breaks the arguments about the effects of globalization into the four 

specific sub-facets that were discussed above.  The impacts of the globalization of trade, 

the increased foreign direct investment by MNCs, the breadth of commitments to 

international human rights standards, and the higher volume of usage of international 

communications will be discussed individually.  Additionally, each of their purported 

effects on the protection of personal integrity rights specifically will be discussed.  This 

will be done for each from the perspective of those supportive of as well as opposed to 

the process of globalization: classified as falling broadly within the theoretical 

frameworks of liberalism and structuralism, respectively.   

My theoretical linkage between the processes of globalization and levels of 

human rights abuse is rooted in the assumption that governments rationally determine 

whether the benefits of using repressive tactics outweigh the costs.  These are conscious 

choices that leaders make in order to achieve some desired goal, the primary one being to 

remain in power (Downs, 1957:11).  Poe, Tate, and Keith (1999:203) assert this view of 

governmental decision-makers when they “…conclude that they [leaders] choose to 

commit abuses of personal integrity rights because they see these inhumane actions as the 

most effective means to achieve their ends”.  They go on to support Gurr’s (1986) 

contention that the main factor leading to this conclusion is a real or perceived threat to 
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the leader’s goals.  Davenport (2000:1) argues that this is a mainstay of governmental 

behavior.  He claims, “…when threats are confronted political authorities frequently use 

repression as a means to control/eliminate them and to establish/extend their tenure”.   

This coercive style of governance may become ingrained over time (Gurr, 1989) 

or the roots of the threat perception may have lasting effects (Davenport, 1996).  But at 

some point in time, a decision is made to begin repressing a population.  We know from 

the body of literature dealing with the sources of political terror that there are a number of 

mainly domestic attributes that contribute to the motivation to repress.  But as Gartner 

and Regan (1996:273) argue, “…a government’s choice to repress opposing political 

groups is a function of domestic and [italics my own] international costs”.  In this study, I 

contend that varying levels of embeddedness into globalization processes should be 

expected to alter those international costs that leaders must consider.  However, while the 

integration into globalization’s different facets emanates from the international realm, 

these altered costs may come from outside (above) the state or from inside (below) by 

altering the life conditions and demands of a government’s own population.  It is the 

means through which this is expected to occur that I turn to now. 

 

Globalization of Trade 

Proponents of the globalization process believe that the increased interdependence 

and dynamic flow of goods, services, and capital create a more developed, wealthy, 

peaceful world in which more and more states share common interests and norms.  Free 

trade is the benchmark of traditional liberal economic theory for this reason.  Trade 



134

liberalization has been given credit by supporters for many benefits in the tradition of 

Adam Smith and Immanuel Kant.  Robert Gilpin outlines the specific benefits of the 

globalization of trade, 

 In the first place, trade liberalization increases competition in domestic  
 markets, and thereby undermines anticompetitive practices, lowers prices, 
 increases consumer choice, and increases national efficiency.  In addition, 
 free trade increases both national and global wealth by enabling countries 
 to specialize and to export those goods and services in which they have a  
 comparative advantage while importing those goods and services in which 
 they lack comparative advantage.  Free trade also encourages the international 
 spread of technology and know-how around the globe and thus provides  
 developing economies with the opportunity to catch up in income and  
 productivity with more advanced economies.  Last, but not least, free trade  
 and the international cooperation that it entails increase the prospects of 
 world peace (Gilpin, 2001). 

Through the stimulation of domestic economies, global trade creates higher levels 

of local and global prosperity.  This increased prosperity allows states the freedom to 

look out more for the well-being of their citizens.  The past several decades have seen a 

growth in the openness to international trade on the part of developing states.  Increasing 

membership in the World Trade Organization and the expansion of Regional Trade 

Agreements (RTAs) meant to promote this process continue to bolster this trend 

(Mansfield, 1998). 

 The sharing of ideas and established international norms through this increasing 

level of connectivity is critical to the impact of globalization of trade upon human rights.  

Interdependence by necessity involves higher levels of interaction.  As states become 

more dependent upon one another, the importance of satisfying international norms like 

personal integrity rights increases.  Expectations are placed upon states to remain 

legitimate trading partners.  Despite the fact that opponents of globalization argue that 
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this pressure is not exerted, there is precedent.  Once Apartheid became publicized 

enough in the developed world to create popular outrage, actions were taken to 

economically alienate South Africa.  The economy could not sustain its growth given the 

subsequent sanctions, and the government was forced to alter its human rights practices 

(Klotz, 1995). 

 The most direct influence of trade globalization upon personal integrity rights 

protection is based upon the necessity of maintaining good standing in the international 

community in order to reap the benefits associated with the trade regime.  Interactions 

allow for an exchange of ideas.  But particularly as a state’s economic welfare is 

increasingly dependent upon exchange with outside actors, the costs associated with any 

cutting off of trade are high.  This presents leaders with a material incentive not to act 

outside of the bounds of acceptable behavior (according to international standards).  In 

addition to this direct influence though, there are several indirect mechanisms through 

which trade globalization may influence human rights in a positive manner.  

The promotion of the trade liberalization process, as alluded to by Gilpin (2001), 

is based at the macroeconomic level upon the idea of comparative advantage.  Focusing 

upon producing and exporting goods and services that a country is particularly proficient 

at, and importing others makes the economy more efficient.  This efficiency is the result 

of maximizing the skills and resources that a country possesses, thus decreasing 

opportunity costs.  Specialization is beneficial when countries are linked to the global 

economy in such a way that demands for other goods and services can be provided by 

those states that specialize in them.  As the quote above indicates, the purported benefits 
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of utilizing one’s comparative advantage effectively include not only economic growth, 

but also technological advancement, and a diminishing of the frequency of conflict. 

 Particularly with respect to freedom from repression, the promotion of economic 

growth that is associated with free trade has three clear benefits.  First, several studies 

show that increased wealth has a significantly positive effect on human rights in its own 

right (Calloway and Harrelson-Stephens, 2001; Davenport, 1995; Harrelson-Stephens and 

Calloway, 2003; Henderson, 1991; Meyer, 1996; 1998; Milner, 2002; Poe and Tate, 

1994; Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999).   Economic development creates higher levels of 

domestic stability.  Domestic stability reduces the tendency for state governments to 

practice repressive tactics upon their people.  When economic conditions are better across 

any given population, the likelihood that they will exhibit the sort of displeasure that 

presents itself to their government as a domestic threat in need of repressing is 

diminished.  In addition to the type of exchange in goods and services to which the 

globalization of trade refers, this growth may self-perpetuate to some extent by 

promoting more significant external investment as doing so in growing economies should 

provide higher likelihood of profit.  This investment is argued to increase levels of wealth 

and opportunity for individuals within these states as well.   

 Second, in addition to the general stability that development creates, there is 

evidence that development creates an environment that is conducive to stable democratic 

rule (Lipset, 1959; Prezeworski and Limongi, 1997; Rueschemeyer, 1991).  Democratic 

systems are inherently based upon protection of human rights by making the government 

accountable to the public.  While there may be direct pressure from the United States and 
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its allies upon the rest of the world to promote democratic rule, the spread of free trade 

exerts indirect pressure through the promotion of economic development.  This is 

important because empirical analyses of the impacts of democracy upon political rights 

have shown a consistent positive impact (Calloway and Harrelson Stephens, 2001; 

Davenport, 1995; 1999; Harrelson-Stephens and Calloway, 2003; Henderson, 1991; 

Meyer, 1996; 1998; Milner, 2002; Poe and Tate, 1994; Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999). 

 Third, as Gilpin pointed out above, the stability created through global trade has a 

further benefit of promoting international peace.  Empirical evidence does show that 

there is credibility to this proposition (Barbieri, 2002; Russett and Oneal, 2001; Weede, 

2003).  The stability created through peace also has the potential to decrease levels of 

state repression by decreasing the perceived threat to the government.  Because there is 

evidence that indicates that participation in war increases the levels of state repression 

(Poe and Tate, 1994; Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999), this could well be another avenue 

through which globalization promotes personal integrity rights. 

 Opponents of the expansion of the globalization of trade view its effects as 

anything but benign.  From this structuralist perspective, the expansion of free trade is 

merely a means for the developed world to accelerate its own growth through the 

exploitation of those countries that do not have a choice but to accept the terms that are 

set out for them.  While a relative few in the developing world are seeing a significant 

increase in their own wealth, this is not the case for those who are in most need of 

substantial economic growth.  Instead, what is occurring is that trade and investment is 
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being expanded globally at a cost to much of the world’s population and the 

environment’s welfare, as well as to the state’s traditional capacity to serve as regulator. 

 While the arguments in favor of free trade focus upon its growth promoting 

influences at the global as well as national level, criticisms focus on the inequalities 

within and between states that are systemically built into the international trade regime.  

The argument is made that while free trade may well create a net gain for the global 

system, it also creates winners and losers in the process.  Those that lose out include 

states as well as subgroups within states.  Each of these two aspects of the growth of 

inequality will be dealt with individually. 

 Kapstein (1999: 533) argues that a just trading system is one in which “…all 

participants, and especially those who are the least advantaged, enjoy the opportunity to 

compete and profit on equal terms with those who are greatly advantaged”.  Critics of the 

process of trade liberalization contend that this is not in fact the case.  Rather, certain 

states that are located predominantly in the global South are at a structural disadvantage, 

and will continually lose out to the large growth of the developed North.  Kapstein points 

out that a World Bank study has provided support for this argument, claiming that the 

gains from the increased liberalization of trade created through the recent Uruguay Round 

will be disproportionately enjoyed by the Triad Regions of North America, European 

Union, and Japan.  In fact, the study claims that of the anticipated US$96 billion annual 

gain globally, US$69 billion will be occupied by these tree actors (Harrison, Rutherford, 

and Tarr, 1996: 217).  Particularly because LDCs tend to specialize in the export of raw 

materials, agricultural products, and other low-skilled labor activities, there is less 
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potential for the dynamic growth that is achieved by those more highly developed 

economies that focus on innovative, high-skill intensive exports.  Further, as was recently 

apparent in the contentious trade negotiations in Cancun, there is growing resentment 

among the world’s developing economies toward the non-tariff based protectionist 

measures (such as agricultural subsides) used to perpetuate trade disadvantages in the 

sectors upon which they rely for economic development. 

 This certainly provides cause for concern in terms of the benefits that were 

discussed above, particularly for the LDCs that this study focuses upon.  If there is truly a 

structural discrepancy in the benefits that are enjoyed by LDCs compared to the more 

wealthy states in the world, the globalization of trade may not result in the economic 

growth, democratic stabilization, decrease in conflict propensity, and of particular interest 

here – a reduction in state terror.  In fact, it is even possible that the incentives for states 

to increase the use of repressive tactics could result from a downward trend toward 

underdevelopment and its associated domestic instability. 

 Even if there is no downward trend in terms of economic development, but there 

is stagnation or growth that is enjoyed by only a few within developing states, there is 

reason to anticipate that the incentives to violate personal integrity rights might increase.  

This type of growth in the level of inequality resulting from the liberalization of trade is 

different from that between the North and South.  It refers to the tendency for some 

groups within states to be left out of globalization’s benefits.  Instead of an equitable 

wealth distribution, a few people at the top socio-economic levels enjoy most of the 
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gains.  Falk (2002: 64) explains that one of the problems with the arguments made by the 

greatest proponents of free-market capitalism is 

 …a refusal to admit the extent to which profit-making modes of enterprise 
override more compassionate approaches to economic activity.  A related set of 
distortions arises when aggregate growth figures are relied upon to establish 
benevolent impacts of human well-being without examining the distortion of 
income, the persistence of poverty, and the unequal effects of economic growth. 

 
There is reason to take such criticisms seriously.  For instance, Galbraith (1998) has 

found that there is a growth in economic inequality that has resulted from the economic 

globalization process.   

The perpetuation or even the exacerbation of the suffering of particular groups 

within these states has the potential to promote higher levels of state repression.  The lack 

of an expansion of prosperity will not bring about the increased satisfaction with the 

status quo that would diminish perceived domestic threats toward the government.  

Rather, there is the potential for an increase in the level of intrastate hostility as a result of 

relative depravation that is brought on by higher levels of integration.  As Mittleman 

(1994: 432) argues, “Just as globalization gives impetus to cultural homogenization (e.g. 

the diffusion of standard consumer goods throughout the world), so too does a global 

thrust undermine state power and unleash subterranean cultural pluralism”.  In essence, 

the state is being transformed from above through globalization, but also from below by 

the consolidation of sub-group nationalism that is exacerbated by their 

disenfranchisement.  This creates an environment that is conducive to violent conflict 

within states. 
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Friedman (2003) argues that this is in fact what is occurring in LDCs.  He 

contends that since the 1970s, the identification of peoples around the world has moved 

to the sub-state level in terms of indigenous populations, ethnic identities, and even 

transnationally in the form of cohesive diasporas.  Through this ‘cultural fragmentation’, 

the basis for identity has moved away from the nation-state.  Further, this shift in 

allegiance combines with the need to compensate for the downward economic mobility of 

many of these groups to provide incentives to become “…integrated into larger networks 

of trade in drugs, arms, and people”.  The fragmentation of identities as well as the 

creation of material, and even criminal, interests that diverge from that of the state creates 

an amenable climate for intrastate violence.  It is to this creation of the conditions for 

antipathy toward the status quo that governments may be induced to respond through the 

use of repressive measures. 

 

Globalization of Foreign Direct Investment 

Foreign direct investment has increased dramatically in recent decades.  While the 

clear majority of FDI still flows between industrialized developed countries, the 

proportion of inflows accounted for by LDCs has increased substantially as well.  This 

situation provides the potential for improvements in the human rights performance of 

those countries on the receiving end.  Conversely, there exists the possibility that in 

addition to the kinds of labor rights violations that MNCs are often accused of, their 

investment in developing countries provides fertile ground for increased state repression. 
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There are several benefits that are attributed to FDI by liberal theory.  First, the 

movement of production to the developing world through increased MNC investment 

provides increased opportunities for individual employment as well as the introduction of 

new capital into economies as a whole.  These new jobs bring money into lower levels of 

developing economies, providing the impetus for a growth of a strong middle class.  

Meyer (1998) calls this perspective The Engines of Development Theory. A strong 

middle class places more pressure and expectations upon governments to protect the 

peoples’ interests by increasing stability and political tolerance.  This is because 

individuals belonging to the middle class are relieved of the burden of insuring more 

basic human needs such as food and shelter.  The relief from concern over attaining these 

most basic of needs allows them in turn to demand higher standards of personal freedom.  

Further, the higher level of economic development that this promotes has the same 

benefits that were discussed above in terms of trade in goods and services: increasing 

levels of general economic welfare, domestic stability, stabilization of democracy, and 

minimization of the likelihood of armed conflict.   

Second, the introduction of capital and low-skilled labor opportunities into LDCs 

understates the value of foreign direct investment for development.  Economic theories 

that deal with the relationship of FDI to economic development attribute other benefits as 

well.  Moran (2002:108) explains that modern growth theory extends this list of payoffs 

to further include what he calls intangible assets.  “What foreign investors have to offer 

are integrated packages that include hard-to-replicate technologies, business techniques, 

management skills, human-relations policies, and marketing capabilities”.  These 



143

intangible assets create a venue through which LDCs are located at the cutting edge of 

production capabilities – thus promoting further investment.  Finally, he goes on to say 

that foreign firms also may introduce ‘backward linkages’ and spillover effects through 

the development of local supplier networks.  In other words, the presence of production 

facilities creates more opportunity for local firms to sell goods and services to MNCs that 

are essential for their operations.  Each of these additional benefits of FDI provides the 

groundwork for sustained growth in economic development. 

 Third, in addition to the pressure that is placed upon states to maintain 

international legitimacy, there is increasing pressure placed upon MNCs to behave in 

acceptable ways.  In the same way that pressure is directly exerted on repressive 

governments to alter their behavior, pressure may be exerted indirectly through the 

demands placed upon MNCs by consumers not to deal with states that are considered 

illegitimate.  One can see the potential for improvements through this type of pressure by 

the alteration in the approach of Shell Oil toward pushing states to protect human rights 

after the public-relations debacle in 1995 surrounding the state execution of nine Ogoni 

people, ostensibly for protesting Shell’s operations in their region of Nigeria (Bennett, 

2002: 402).  While at the time, Shell felt that they could not intervene in domestic affairs 

of a sovereign state, by 1999 Shell had decided that it was in their interest to take action 

to prevent such state behavior in the future.  

Finally, William F. Shultz (2001), Executive Director of Amnesty International 

USA argues that business ventures are more stable in states that do not create the façade 

of stability through repression.  These states actually tend to be less stable than they 
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appear; and the collapse of a government in a state where MNCs have significant 

investments is bad for business.  Because attracting the investment from and the 

establishment of domestic production by these MNCs in developing states is so critical to 

the growth of their economies, there is a real incentive to maintain acceptable human 

rights practices.   

 Again, those opposed to the globalization process view FDI as a tool that 

maintains the skewed structure of economic welfare in the international system.  In 

essence, the major power states in the West, led by the United States are seeking to 

expand their grip on a neo-economic empire while using language that legitimizes the 

process and creates the illusion that the exploited are better off for being a part of it.  Not 

only are the majority of people of many poorer countries unable to take part in the 

purchase of the goods that they are used to produce at cheap labor costs, they are unable 

to protect themselves from the negative aspects of MNC production in their country.   

 William Meyer (1998) explains this, citing Stephen Hymer’s work on the effects 

of MNCs on development (1979).  There is a ‘dual development’ occurring through the 

process of globalization.  The necessity for corporate production to increase in size has 

created the need to expand into different areas of the world.  Inevitably, there is uneven 

development through this process of expansion.  While the central, corporate offices 

(located in the developed West) benefit, the local management and production workers 

do not due to organizational structures that send the wealth up the corporate ladder.  This 

process extracts the largest costs from and reaps the least benefits for the latter two 

groups; creating an unhappy mass of people in the developing world that provides state 
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governments with at least the perception of being threatened.  The link to human rights in 

particular is again based upon the need for governments to control these masses.  Often, 

repressive tactics are used to keep the people under control.  While it is the under-

developed states that are actually perpetrating these acts of repression, it is the process of 

globalization, and those that are working to drive the process forward that establish the 

environment that is conducive to them. 

In the post-Fordist system of production, the old assembly-line system that was 

housed in one location has been replaced by a global assembly-line.  In this system, 

individual parts of any given product are made in different locations around the world, 

and are assembled and distributed in still other locations.  The selection of locations by 

the MNCs that utilize this production format are made by determining which is the most 

cost-effective.  The result is a system of competitive deregulation, or a Race to the 

Bottom, in which states vie for investment by MNCs through lowering labor, 

environmental, and other ‘undesired’ standards to be the most appealing site (Helleiner, 

1994).  Corporations then establish production in the mainly underdeveloped states that 

are desperate enough for investment that they lower regulations the most.  Opponents of 

globalization argue that what is actually happening is that these countries provide cheap 

production labor for goods and services that will be traded and provided elsewhere.  

While it is true that there are actors within these states that benefit financially, anti-

globalists believe that the benefits do not necessarily reach the general population or even 

a wide number of states in general. 
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The process is rapidly accelerating as a result of technological advancement and 

promotion by neo-liberal economic and political elites.  The result, as Robert Cox states 

is that 

Global production is able to make use of the territorial divisions of the  
international economy, playing off one territorial jurisdiction against another  
so as to maximize reductions in costs, savings in taxes, avoidance of  
anti-pollution regulation, control over labor, and guarantees of political stability  
and favour.  Global finance has achieved a virtually unregulated and 
electronically connected twenty-four-hour-a-day network (Cox, 1994, p. 48). 
 

The result is a drastic alteration in the process of production by MNCs, a tremendous 

shift in the way that people earn a living, as well as a change in the way that financial 

institutions set the prices and value of both of these through complex, unregulated 

processes (Cerny, 1994).  In addition, states seem to be losing the control that they once 

enjoyed through the legitimation of power that sovereignty afforded them. 

 This applies to both expansion of trade in goods and services as well as foreign 

direct investment.  Both of these create dependency upon developed states through the 

tying of significant amounts of developing economies to them as well as through the shift 

in production format that places additional stress on governments of developing states 

through the erosion of their ability to exert control over their own territory.  This sacrifice 

of autonomy to outside actors to determine internal policies provides the second 

potentially negative link between FDI and political rights. 

 

Globalization of Supranational Commitments 

Globalization also refers to the increasing levels of political integration that states 

are party to through their entry into international agreements dealing with a variety of 
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cooperative arrangements and behavioral standards.  In this chapter, I deal particularly 

with the level of state embeddedness into those conventions that are classified as the 

United Nations primary human rights agreements.  The base assumption of including this 

facet of globalization is that governments make a statement of their commitment to 

adhere to those standards of human rights practices that the international community has 

determined to be legitimate through their signatures.  While some would argue that the 

voluntary agreements to these standards will propel states toward improved human rights 

behavior, others contend that the lack of monitoring and enforcement mechanisms that 

make up these regimes provides a venue for ‘cheap talk’ that is not generally matched 

with real action. 

 The notion that international agreements lead to better human rights practices is 

essentially founded upon two premises.  First, from an institutionalist perspective, these 

agreements have the capacity to shape state behavior by providing incentives for 

compliance.  In their discussion of globalization and human rights, McCorquodale and 

Fairbrother (1999: 739) illustrate this argument.  They state, “…human rights are an 

established part of international law with an institutional structure – including substantive 

definitions of human rights and mechanisms to enforce these rights”.  Keohane and 

Martin (1995:42) argue that international agreements, can facilitate cooperation between 

self-interested states in areas in which they share common interests because they 

“…provide information, reduce transaction costs, make commitments more credible, 

establish focal points for coordination, and in general facilitate the operation of 

reciprocity”.  The assumption here is that by entry into such agreements a state signals 
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either its own interest in compliance with the human rights standards, or at least has its 

interests directed toward compliance once it has determined that it has linked material 

interests to become party to such agreements other than a belief in the legitimacy of the 

specific norms that it prescribes. 

 The reasons for becoming a party to such agreements are the result of a rational 

decision-making process that determines that the state either views its already satisfactory 

behavior or needed alterations as providing little cost to becoming a member, relative to 

the benefits of the legitimacy and reputational gains through becoming a signatory.  

Further, as Hathaway (2002: 1951) explains, states are expected to comply with the terms 

of the agreements because of the potential sanctions which will be imposed or the 

reputational costs incurred by violation.  Thus, the more deeply embedded within the 

international human rights legal framework that a state is, the further the rational 

decision-making process is tilted toward compliance. 

 The second line of argument is more normative in nature.  From this perspective, 

the decision to sign and then to comply is less dependent upon the institutional penalties 

for not doing so than it is on the acceptance of the legitimacy of the norms that are 

encompassed within the agreements.  Hathaway (2002: 1956) explains, “…treaties 

generate legal norms, which necessarily carry a widely accepted obligation of 

obedience”.  Thus, the very act of signing human rights agreements introduces normative 

beliefs about legitimate behavior at the state level.  Further, even if the government in 

question does not intend to comply with the standards to which they are agreeing, they 
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may well unintentionally set in motion the process that will necessitate their doing so in 

time. 

 Risse and Sikkink (1999) propose a 5-stage ‘spiral model’ through which states 

are forced to change their repressive behavior and then internalize human rights norms.  

In the first stage, the repression is actively occurring within a given state.  Next, the 

violations of the state are placed on the international agenda, but the state denies such 

infractions.  Following this, sufficient pressure is placed upon the state that it is forced to 

make tactical, cosmetic concessions – such as releasing some prisoners – in order to ease 

some of the international pressure.  Once these cosmetic changes have been made, the 

state begins to commonly use language of human rights norms to indicate that it has 

accepted their legitimacy.  Finally, through its own legitimization of human rights norms, 

a socialization process evolves through which acceptable behavior becomes more the rule 

than the exception.  Signing on to the core international human rights agreements, it 

would seem, places states in the fourth stage because it requires that they begin to at least 

rhetorically accept the legitimacy of the specified norms. 

On the other hand, there are important reasons to doubt the concrete 

improvements that these beliefs in regime integration will have.  It may be that we should 

expect to see either no alteration in human rights performance, or possibly even a decline 

as a given state’s density of commitments to the primary human rights regimes increases. 

The reason for this expectation is that signatures to these agreements may be at 

best ‘cheap talk’.  At worst, this could be a tactic to attain the reputational benefits of 

signing in an effort to provide coverage for an increase in levels of state repression.  That 
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is, states may enter these agreements for the added legitimacy that they receive by 

becoming party.  They are actually doing so because of the type of issue linkage between 

being considered a legitimate member of the international community and the associated 

trade, investment, and other benefits that are expected to come with such a reputation.  

But they may do this with no intention of actually complying with the terms of the 

agreement.  It is conceivable that they feel free to do this because of the knowledge that 

they will not actually be compelled through these regimes to comply with their standards. 

The reason for this is the institutional weakness of the treaties.  In her study of the 

effects of the International Covenant on Political and Civil Rights (ICCPR) and its 

Optional Protocol, Keith (1999) found no support for improved human rights practices by 

member states.  Hathaway (2002: 1940) too finds a high level of non-compliance with 

human rights regimes.  Moreover, once she controls for other sources of human rights 

violations, she finds that “…ratification is not infrequently associated with worse human 

rights ratings than otherwise expected”. 

 Mitchell (1994) argues that the design of regimes, and particularly their capacity 

to monitor and enforce their terms, are intricately linked to the propensity of states and 

other actors to comply.  It is through this development of concrete costs involved with 

breaking rules, and not through the introduction of mere obligations upon states, that we 

should anticipate effective regimes.  Forsythe (2000: 71), for instance argues that 

“…states are prepared to continue with rights violations, even if this brings various forms 

of criticism and condemnation” from the UN Human Rights Commission.  The UN 

Human Rights Committee, which was created under the ICCPR, has no more power than 
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to publicly criticize the performance of states in complying with their treaty obligations.  

This is particularly important because these bodies have the most prominent voice of any 

of the institutional mechanisms designed under the core UN human rights treaties.  

Clearly, any necessary standard of effective monitoring and enforcement is not met in a 

body of human rights agreements that relies primarily on self-reporting of those actors 

being evaluated and no authority to sanction rules violators.  This raises serious doubts of 

their ability in and of themselves, to promote higher levels of protection of political rights 

short of the self-imposed commitment described above. 

 

Globalization of International Communications 

The final area of the globalization process that I explore in terms of its benefits in 

the area of political rights is the spread of communications technology.  Perhaps even 

more momentous than the opening up of more areas of free trade at the end of the 20th 

Century has been the technological revolution that has occurred.  Not only has this 

technological advancement been essential to the spread of economic and political 

globalization, but it has also been central in decreasing the spatial divides between states 

in other ways.  Through increased access to telecommunications, people are becoming 

more able to communicate across borders.  Compounding the effects of this direct 

communication is the amount of information that people, particularly in the developed 

world receive from 24-hour news networks and the Internet.  This provides important 

possibilities for the improvement of human rights practices. 



152

 First, the information that flows to the people within developed states provides a 

more widespread opportunity to rally the public against the behavior of a particular state.  

In order for such pressures as were discussed with respect to South Africa to occur, 

people must be exposed to human rights atrocities.  Cable news networks are better able 

to do this now.  Additionally, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) are more able to 

organize themselves in a global way through quick, easy access to communications 

technology.  They can serve as informers to the public and policy-makers as well (Keck 

and Sikkink, 1998).  The growth in the flow of information could have a dramatic 

influence on individuals, non-state actors, and states in compelling them to provide the 

pressure from above the repressive state that alters its cost-benefit analysis in favor of 

less repression. 

 Second, communication through increased telephone, satellite, and Internet access 

provides people inside developing countries with information from outside that they 

otherwise might not have.  It is through this process that it is possible for NGOs as well 

as states and individuals to spread ideas about acceptable governmental behavior.  While 

information about other parts of the world has the ability to change lifestyles through 

exposure to less critical cultural concepts like fashion and food, it also inevitably alters 

normative beliefs.  In his article on the impact of global communications on the idea of a 

global civil society, Edward Comor (2001) stated,  

Transnational communications and a number of other developments associated 
with globalization are having an impact on how we live our lives from day to day.  
An awareness of how others live undoubtedly opens conceptual doors and these 
have facilitated (but have not in themselves determined) the formulation of 
innumerable cultural hybrids. 



153

These ‘conceptual doors’ include human rights.  While the Internet is the venue for 

international communication that is most often discussed, there is occurring an increase 

in the use of international telephone calls as well.  Nye (2002:43) explains that this is the 

result of dropping costs in cross-border telephone calls, citing the fact that the cost of a 

three-minute transatlantic call dropped from $250 in 1930 to its current cost of 

substantially under $1.  Even countries that lack the infrastructure of developed states are 

making use of mobile phones, and have seen a dramatic increase in the use of such 

technology among their populations (Mayer-Schonberger and Hurley, 2000:141).  As 

populations are exposed to outside information, it becomes more difficult for state 

governments to use repressive tactics.  Kalathil (2003:43) argues that this connectivity 

“…could expose large swaths of a population to forbidden information and images or 

galvanize grass-roots opposition, as has already happened in many countries where 

Internet users are growing in number and challenging oppressive governments”.  Just as 

the communications revolution may promote pressure from above, in this way it provides 

an alternative perspective to repressed peoples that may incite pressure from below the 

state as well. 

There are reasons to be skeptical about overstating the effects of this 

technological boom though.  For one, the volume of information regarding human rights 

abuses flowing throughout the world may be too much for interested actors outside of 

repressive regimes to filter through.  As Nye (2002:67) explains, there exists a ‘paradox 

of plenty’, in which the more information that is available for consumption, the more 

difficult it is to know which information to focus on.  This would be true even if we were 
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to assume that all of the information that is made available is reliable.  Such is not the 

case.  Sottas and Schoveld (2000) explain that it is becoming more difficult for NGOs 

dedicated to promoting human rights to discern between what is pertinent information 

and what is not.  Further, their control over the information that may be associated with 

their organization’s name (and thus its long-term legitimacy as a reliable source of 

information) because of the actions of individuals with links to the group are diminished.  

These issues present a challenge to the potential for mobilization of popular will outside 

of repressive countries when situations truly need attention, and thus may diminish the 

information revolution’s potential for spurring pressure from above. 

Clearly the impact of new technological resources is in the early stages of having 

a serious effect on human rights throughout the developing world as well.  The Internet 

has only existed for a few years, and is still not accessible to many people in poorer areas.  

Further, a substantial majority of the world still does not possess phones, computers, or 

electricity (Nye, 2002:47).  This is often referred to as the ‘digital divide’.  Particularly 

with respect to the promotion of the pressure from below, this could have a diminishing 

or delaying effect.  If the repressed population does not have access to this advanced 

technology, then clearly we should be cautious about overstating its effects.  Further, 

even some countries that are experiencing growth in access to international 

communications have the content of the flow censored by the central government.  While 

this may well be a losing strategy in the long-term (Kalathil, 2003), at very least it may 

delay the impact that we otherwise might expect. 
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Data and Methods 

In order to determine the effects that each of these sub-facets of globalization is 

having on levels of state repression, I analyze data on 156 developing nations across the 

time period of 1976 through 2000.  The categorization of lesser developed countries is 

determined by non-membership in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 

Development.  The list of these countries is provided in Appendix A.  This selection 

eliminates those countries that generally are already tightly integrated into the 

overarching system of globalization and that also tend to have developed practices of 

human rights protection that conform to the normative framework outlined within the 

pertinent UN human rights agreements.  My contention is that LDCs have further to 

move in general, in becoming more globally integrated and compliant with human rights 

norms, and are more vulnerable to outside pressures upon their internal behavior.  Thus, 

the unit of analysis for the following analyses is the country-year.  In this section, I 

provide a description of the data that I use, as well as the methods that I implement to 

rectify problems with missing data as well as to analyze that data. 

 

Political Rights Measure 

While there are different conceptions of human rights that address both economic 

and political security of people around the world, there is the greatest consensus on the 

primacy of those human rights that are often referred to as negative, or first-generation 

rights.  These refer generally to the practice of state repression, or to the protection of 

“…the individual’s life, liberty, and bodily integrity from persecution and discrimination” 
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(Brysk, 2003:22).  As was described in chapter 2, these are the rights that are the focus of 

the measurements derived from the reports by Amnesty International and the US State 

Department.  Political repression has been defined as “…the use or threat of coercion in 

varying degrees applied by government against opponents or potential opponents to 

weaken their resistance to the will of authorities” (Henderson, 1991; Stohl Carleton, and 

Johnson, 1984).  The specific elements of state terror that are of concern in this study 

focus on four different infringements upon a person’s integrity as a result of her political 

or religious beliefs: extrajudicial execution, torture, forced disappearance, and 

imprisonment.   

 The measurement of the level of state repression of personal integrity rights is 

called the Political Terror Scale (Apodaca, 2001; Gibney and Dalton, 1996; Poe and Tate, 

1994; Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999), updated through 2000 by Gibney (2004).  The 

Political Terror Scale is a rating system that is derived by averaging the five-point ordinal 

ratings of personal integrity rights protection that are coded using standards-based, 

content analysis of the annual country reports of the United States Department of State 

and Amnesty International42 (Poe and Tate, 1994; Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999).  The 

coding is done based upon the frequency of these four types of violations of personal 

integrity rights within each state during a given year.  Scores of 5 indicate the highest 

level of respect for personal integrity rights, while scores of 1 indicate the lowest level.  

As can be seen from Table 4-1, the average PTS score for LDCs is right around the 

 
42 In cases of missing data, the score is that of the rating that does exist.  An advantage of using the Political 
Terror Scale rather than each of the ratings individually is that it accounts for some of the biases that have 
been shown to exist (Poe, 2001). 
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middle of this range – 3.67.  Included in the data are states that represent the full range of 

scores, from 1 to 5. 

 

Globalization Measures 

 In assessing the impact of levels of globalization upon human rights practices in 

developing states, I have attempted to use the most accurate measurements of the 

different facets of globalization that have been discussed throughout this chapter.  The 

data for the measures of globalization were obtained primarily from the World 

Development Indicators (World Bank, 2002b).  In the case of the variable indicating 

levels of embeddedness in global trade, proportion of gross domestic product accounted 

for by imports and exports of goods and services was used.  This provides a figure that is 

comparable across nations as it shows the portion of the economy that is dedicated to 

international trade.  The average level of embeddedness for LDCs in global trade 

accounts for 74% of their GDP.  A large standard deviation though, indicates that there is 

a wide variance between countries on this measure.   

Investment by multinational corporations is indicated by the net inflows of 

foreign direct investment as a proportion of gross domestic product, targeted by the MNC 

to “acquire a lasting management interest (10 percent or more of voting stock) in an 

enterprise operating in an economy other than that of the investor” (World Bank, 2002b).  

This is distinct from the shorter-term portfolio investment, which I do not anticipate 

would have the kind of significant and lasting influence on states’ overall political rights  
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Table 4-1: Summary Statistics of Key Variables in Analysis 

Variable Mean Standard 
Deviation 

Minimum Maximum 

PTS 
 

3.67 1.15 1 5 

Trade 
 

.74 .45 0 4.39 

FDI 
 

.02 .04 -.26 1.45 

International 
Communications 

1.76 1.86 0 16.90 

Treaty  
Density 

.41 .31 0 1 

Democracy 
 

.06 7.60 -10 10 

GDP per  
Capita 

7.58 1.54 3.1 10.94 

Population  
Size 

1.95 1.72 1,900 18.02 

Interstate  
Conflict 

.08 .46 0 3 

Intrastate  
Conflict 

.28 .77 0 3 

practices that FDI may because of its temporary and fluid nature.  As is shown in Table 

4-1, the level of dependence on FDI by LDCs in general is much lower than trade, as a 

proportion of GDP.  Here, the mean value is 2%.  As can be seen though, there is a wide 

range of values.  It may still be that those that do attract high levels of foreign direct 

investment see substantial alterations in their levels of state repression. 

The integration into the body of treaties committing a state to a basic standard of 

human rights conduct is the proportion of the principle United Nations human rights 

agreements that each state has signed.  The list of signatures was obtained from the 

Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights (2002).  The treaties  
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Table 4-2: Principle UN Human Rights Treaties 
Treaty Year of Creation 
The International Covenant on Economic, 
Social, and Cultural Rights 

1966 

The International Covenant on Civil and 
Political Rights 

1966 

The Optional Protocol to the International 
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

1966 

The International Convention on the 
Elimination of All Forms of Racial 
Discrimination 

1965 

The Convention on the Elimination of All 
Forms of Discrimination Against Women 

1979 

The Convention Against Torture and Other 
Cruel, Inhuman, or Degrading Treatment or 
Punishment 

1984 

The Second Optional Protocol to the 
International Covenant on Civil and 
Political Rights, Aiming at the Abolition of 
the Death Penalty 

1989 

The Convention on the Rights of the Child 1989 
The International Convention on the 
Protection of the Rights of All Migrant 
Workers and Members of their Families 

1990 

The Optional Protocol to the Convention 
on the Rights of the Child on the 
Involvement of Children in Armed Conflict 

2000 

The Optional Protocol to the Convention 
on the Rights of the Child on the Sale of 
Children, Child Prostitution, and Child 
Pornography 

2000 

and their years of creation are shown in Table 4-2.  The average level of commitment to 

the body of treaties within a given year is 41%.  Particularly some of the newer treaties 

may take a longer period of time before they achieve high rates of signatures, which 

would increase this value. 

Finally, the level of use of international communications technology is indicated 

by the number of minutes of outgoing international telephone traffic per subscriber from 
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within the state (measured in hundreds of minutes).  While it would be interesting to 

determine the effects that the Internet has had upon the level of human rights through the 

same logic of sharing information and ideas, it’s creation is unfortunately too recent to 

make the technology available during the years that are the focus of this analysis.   

Therefore, the use of international telephone calls is the most appropriate way to address 

the magnitude of international communications here.  The mean usage of international 

telephone calls per subscriber in these states is around 176.  Again, the standard deviation 

is very high, indicating that there is a wide range in access to this technology.   

Control Variables 

In addition to the globalization variables, several control variables that reflect 

domestic characteristics of the state are included that are generally regarded as having an 

impact on human rights practices within that state.  Because several of the control 

variables (regime type, country wealth, and participation in international or civil conflict) 

may be conduits through which globalization affects personal integrity rights, they will 

be excluded and then included from the models I employ in order to better assess the 

manner in which globalization is affecting personal integrity rights practices within 

developing states.   

First, democratic governments demonstrate lower levels of repression than non-

democratic states (Apodaca, 2001; Davenport, 1995; 1999; Harrelson-Stephens and 

Calloway, 2003; Henderson, 1991; Milner, 2002; Poe and Tate, 1994; Poe, Tate, and 

Keith, 1999).  Second, economic development has been shown to have a positive impact 
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on human rights practices (Davenport, 1995; Henderson, 1991; Meyer, 1996; 1998; 

Milner, 2002; Poe and Tate, 1994; Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999).  Third, large population 

size places stress upon countries, causing lower levels of protection of personal integrity 

rights (Poe and Tate, 1994; Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999).  Fourth, participation in conflict, 

both internally and externally has been shown to have a significantly negative impact on 

the protection of personal integrity rights (Poe and Tate, 1994; Poe, Tate, and Keith, 

1999).  Finally, it has been demonstrated in other studies (Apodaca, 2001; Poe and Tate, 

1994; Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999) that the previous year’s human rights rating provides a 

significant impact on a state’s human rights rating.   

 The measure of regime type uses the Polity IV data (Marshall and Jaggers, 2003).  

The Polity data is created using a system of measurements that determine the institutional 

aspects of states and provides rankings of the level of autocracy and democracy each on a 

ten-point scale.  I use the combined polity score.  This score results from subtracting the 

autocracy from the democracy score, providing a range of –10 (strongly autocratic) to 10 

(strongly democratic).   

 Economic development is measured by GDP per capita in order to provide a 

comparable measure of development across states relative to the size their populations 

(World Bank, 2002b).  I employ the natural log value following the practices of 

Kurzman, Werum, and Burkhart (2002: 15) for this measure “…in keeping with standard 

econometric practice and to correct for skewed distribution”.  Population size is also 

taken from the World Development Indicators data.   



162

 Both of the conflict measures are derived from the monadic version of the Armed 

Conflict Dataset from the International Peace Research Institute, Oslo (Gleditsch, et. al., 

2002; Strand, et. al., 2003).  There are separate measures for interstate and intrastate 

conflicts.  Each of these measures varies from 0 to 3, indicating levels of intensity.  No 

conflict is indicated by a value of 0, minor conflicts (more than 25 battle-related deaths 

per conflict year) are scored as a 1, intermediate conflicts (more than 25 battle-related 

deaths per conflict year and a total conflict history of more than 1,000 battle-related 

deaths) are scored as a 2, and wars (more than 1,000 battle-related deaths per conflict 

year) are scored 3.  The benefit of coding conflict in this manner is that it provides a more 

detailed account of not only the presence of conflict, but also the level of violence that is 

involved. 

Finally, a lagged personal integrity rights value is used as a control variable in the 

final model.  This is the same method that has been used in several previous studies 

(Apodaca, 2001; Poe and Tate, 1994; Poe, Tate, and Keith, 1999).  Poe and Tate 

demonstrated that autocorrelation exists if lagged dependent variables are not controlled 

for due to the fact that human rights performances of individual states do not tend to 

change dramatically from year to year.  They are not, therefore, entirely independent 

from one another.   

 

Multiple Imputation 

Researchers in the social sciences often deal with problems of missing data.  This 

problem is particularly poignant in the analysis of political, social, and economic data for 
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lesser developed countries where information often is underreported (Gleditsch, 

2002:712).  According to King and his associates, the most common way in which these 

missing data are dealt with is through the process of listwise deletion.  This means that all 

cases in which there is a missing data point are discarded from the analysis.  In their 

survey of recent literature, the authors find that listwise deletion was the chosen method 

in 94% of the articles, resulting in an average loss of one-third of the cases (King, et al., 

2001:49).  The proportion of cases increases as well when studies attempt to deal with 

potential conflicting explanations through the use of multiple control variables, each with 

potentially missing data points. 

 The problem with this method is that it can substantially bias results.  This is 

particularly true when there is a systematic reason for which data is missing (i.e. 

particular countries underreport the data being used).  Fortunately, there is a method that 

can be used to generate values for these missing data points - multiple imputation.  Rubin 

(1996:473), states “… multiple imputation is the method of choice for addressing 

problems due to missing data”.  King, et al. (2001:53) explain that multiple imputation 

generates m values for missing data points and creates m datasets.  Each of these datasets 

contains the original values in which there was no missing data, but different values are 

imputed into the missing cells that reflect uncertainty levels in terms of variance that arise 

from the knowledge contained in the existing data. 

 This procedure has in the past been underutilized by the social science community 

because, as King, et al. (2001:50) explain, “…it requires computational algorithms that  
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Table 4-3: Non-Imputed Number of LDC Observations for Analyzed Variables 

Variable Name Observations (Non-Imputed) 
Political Terror Scale 3,268 
Trade 3,448 
FDI 3,230 
Treaty Density 4,263 
International Communications Usage 2,422 
Democracy 3,628 
GDP per Capita 3,490 
Population Size 4,201 
Interstate Conflict 4,325 
Intrastate Conflict 4,325 

can take many hours or days to run and cannot be fully automated”43. I have used this 

procedure in addressing my own problems with missing data values in this study, rather 

than opting for listwise deletion.  I generated five datasets with imputed values for all 

missing data in country-years for which each country existed.  This created a complete 

dataset with 4,186 observations of LDC data for each variable.  I then generated 

combined results from regressions on all five sources of data.  These results essentially  

reflect the average coefficient score and the average variance within and across the 

datasets44.

I provide an account of the specific areas in which missing data existed by 

showing the number of observations for each variable in Table 4-3.  Some of the 

variables were clearly more problematic than others.  For instance, about 25% of the 

 
43 Fortunately, the authors have made the process of multiple imputation more feasible through the creation 
of Amelia: A Program for Missing Data (Honaker, et al., 2001).  Further, the additional program Clarify 
(Tomz, et al., 2003) makes combining the multiple coefficients and standard errors resulting from the 
multiple datasets into consolidated results. 
44 See King, et al. (2001:53) for a discussion of the computational procedure that is necessary for 
combining coefficients and standard errors from the multiple datasets created using the multiple imputation 
procedure. 
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values for the PTS had to be imputed, and the same was true for the data on foreign direct 

investment.  Clearly the most problematic data was that dealing with the use of 

international telephone calls.  In this case, 44% of the data was required to be imputed.  

The remaining variables ranged from needing 0-20% of their data points imputed. 

 

The Models 

In an effort to uncover the effects of each of the facets of globalization discussed 

above on the level of state repression in LDCs, I have employed several models.  All of 

the models include a one-year lag for each of the independent as well as control variables.  

The reason for this is that in situating the causal variables earlier in time to the outcome 

variable, I provide additional justification for concluding causal effects rather than simple 

correlation.  Further, I do so with the awareness that one could provide arguments for 

reverse causality among many of these variables.  For instance, less repression could 

indicate stability to MNCs, who in turn would be more likely to invest in such a country.  

While the anticipation of this effect may induce governments to move away from 

repressive behavior, I want to take every available step to insure that my causes precede 

their effects.   Due to the use of this lagged variables, the range of years is altered in all of 

the models to be 1977-2000.   

In the first model, I include only the four measures of globalization in OLS 

regression analysis45. I do this in order to first assess the direct effects of each.  Because 

 
45 While this is a linear regression, I have also used squared and cubed measures of the independent 
variables in an effort to determine that the relationship between them and repression was not curvilinear.  
None of these curvilinear relationships resulted in statistical significance. 
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the theoretical connections between the globalization variables and personal integrity 

rights protection asserted both direct as well as indirect influences through the control 

variables, the addition of those controls in Model 2 provides a more detailed account of 

the actual nature of these influences. Should any significant influence of the globalization 

variables disappear once these controls are added, a purely indirect influence would be 

supported.  Conversely, should the inclusion of the controls be accompanied by continued 

significance in the influence of globalization, support may be inferred for the more 

complex description above that includes both direct and indirect effects.  In Model 3, I 

include the lagged dependent variable in my analyses in keeping with standard practices 

within the personal integrity rights literature.  I include a model with and without this 

control variable because it has been argued that including such lags, particularly when 

there is a high degree of trending over time in all of the time-series variables, actually 

suppresses the influences of independent variables in an unnecessary manner (Achen, 

2000).  Finally, I use robust standard errors, clustering around each country to account for 

any non-independence associated with individual countries over time for all of the 

analyses.   

 I also employ three additional models that lag each globalization variable by 

three, five, and ten years, respectively.  I do this in order to determine whether or not 

there is a longer time lapse between the point at which a country achieves a given level of 

global integration and when it’s associated higher or lower levels of repression occur.  

The notion that globalization could take time to elicit behavioral modifications on the 

part of governments is conceivable because it may be that maintaining such levels of 
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economic and political integration requires subsequent alterations in the utilization of 

repressive tactics.  Integration through international communications may in particular 

take time to elicit pressure from above as well as to alter the demand from below for 

changes in behavior.  By lagging these measures at varying lengths of time, I am able to 

uncover this sort of delayed effect. 

 

Results 

To gain an initial indication of the relationship between the level of repression 

within states and their associated levels of embeddedness in each of the globalization 

processes, I begin with some descriptive statistics.  I have generated the mean scores for 

states’ integration into trade, foreign direct investment, commitments to international 

human rights standards, and international communications usage for each of the levels of 

the Political Terror Scale.  These values are shown in Table 4-4.  To reiterate, the higher 

values on the PTS indicate more respect for personal integrity rights and the lower ones 

indicate more use of repressive tactics.  It is clear that at least before the inclusion of 

control variables the indicators for trade and international communications show a clear 

pattern of increasing levels of integration as the PTS scores increase.  This suggests that 

there may be a beneficial influence that each of these types of integration is having on 

personal integrity rights practices in LDCs.  Trade increases from a value of 46% of the 

GDP at the lowest end of the scale to 91% at the top, while international telephone calls 

reflect 113 minutes per subscriber at the low and 203 at the high end.  The patterns for  
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Table 4-4: Average Levels of Globalization by PTS Ratings 

PTS Trade FDI International 
Communications

Treaty  
Density 

1.0 .46 .012 1.13 .42 
1.5 .47 .010 1.23 .45 
2.0 .52 .008 1.29 .35 
2.5 .52 .012 1.43 .47 
3.0 .65 .014 1.51 .37 
3.5 .77 .018 1.75 .45 
4.0 .78 .018 1.95 .37 
4.5 .85 .020 2.14 .47 
5.0 .91 .025 2.03 .43 

foreign direct investment and international human rights commitments are less clear.  In 

both cases, there emerges no clear pattern as we move along the PTS ratings.  

Specifically, FDI seems to remain rather constant in its associated level until it shows a  

moderate increase at the very highest levels of political rights protection.  Treaty density 

demonstrates an erratic pattern across the PTS, providing little indication of a substantial 

relationship in any particular causal direction.  

The indication from Table 4-4 as well as the regional breakdowns in chapters 2 

and 3, that there does appear to be a pattern consistent with some sort of relationship 

between at least two of the globalization measures and human rights behavior warrants a 

more systematic analysis.  This is the objective of the analyses, whose results are 

illustrated in Table 4-546. The three models that were described above provide a fairly  

46 While the Clarify program does not provide a ‘goodness of fit’ measure for the combined results, the 
respective R-squared values for each of the models when regressed on an individual data set are .20, .44, 
and .72.  Further, in order to check for the robustness of these results with consideration given to potential 
criticisms of multiple imputation in general, or in terms of imputed dependent variable values in particular, 
I ran regressions on the non-imputed data as well as with imputed causal variables but not outcome 
variables.  With the non-imputed dataset, FDI achieved statistical significance in terms of its negative 
effects, but the most highly missing data (international communication usage) dropped from significance.  



169

Table 4-5: OLS Regression Results for PTS Ratings, 1976-2000 
Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Trade .966*** 

(.241) 
.500*** 

(.186) 
.173*** 

(.063) 
FDI -1.022 

(.705) 
-.810 

(.530) 
-.161 

(.299) 
Treaty Density -.017 

(.160) 
-.326*** 

(.123) 
-.087*

(.048) 
International 
Telecommunications

.063** 

(.029) 
.039*

(.021) 
.012 

(.008) 
Democracy  .029*** 

(.006) 
.008*** 

(.002) 
GDP per Capita  .075** 

(.035) 
.023*

(.013) 
Population  -.000*** 

(.000) 
-.000** 

(.000) 
Interstate Conflict  -.134** 

(.056) 
-.024 

(.028) 
Intrastate Conflict  -.566*** 

(.043) 
-.180*** 

(.020) 
PTS Lag   .680*** 

(.025) 
Constant 2.592*** 

(.162) 
2.904*** 

(.248) 
.909*** 

(.128) 
* p≤.1 ** p≤.05 *** p≤.01 (Robust Standard Errors) 

 
consistent pattern with respect to this relationship.  In fact, three of the facets of 

globalization that are included within this analysis are significantly related to the level of 

repression that a state engages in.  However, it is clear that they do not each have the 

same sort of influence.  While two of the globalization variables provide a positive 

influence over the protection of personal integrity rights, the other two affect it in a 

negative direction.  Thus, one of the overarching contentions of this dissertation is borne 

out – that globalization must be explored in a disaggregated fashion if one is to uncover 

its complex effects on those states that are immersed within it.   
 
When the imputed causal variables were used with the non-imputed outcome variable, the results were 
virtually identical to those displayed in Table 4-5.  
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Trade in particular has a significant and positive relationship with the protection 

of human rights.  In the first model, which explores the effects of only the globalization 

measures on rights protection, this positive effect is the most pronounced.  However, 

once the necessary control variables are included in the analysis, higher levels of reliance 

upon international trade continue to show significant positive effects on the protection of 

personal integrity rights.  While I include the model that incorporates a lagged dependent 

variable in keeping with the majority of studies on the determinants of personal integrity 

rights performance, I will focus most of my discussion here on Model 2.  This is because 

while including those primarily domestic characteristics that we know to be influential in 

determining how extensively personal integrity rights are protected within states; it does 

not suppress the influence of those variables that we are most interested in uncovering 

(Achen, 2000).   

In this model, we see that for every increase of one point on the trade score, there 

is an expected increase in the PTS rating of a half a point.  While this would admittedly 

reflect a profound increase in trade, such an increase is not impossible, given that the 

range of trade integration achieves values as high as 4.39.  Nevertheless, trade clearly has 

a positive impact on human rights performance.  The effect is robust across models, 

demonstrating a significantly positive influence in each.  The coefficient does shrink in 

each successive model, which would indicate that there are both direct as well as indirect 

effects that increasing embeddedness in international trade has upon the decision of 

whether or not to repress a population.  Specifically, the desire to maintain international 

legitimacy does appear to remain profound when the control variables are included due to 
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the continued significance of trade’s effect.  However, the fact that the magnitude of this 

effect diminishes indicates that international trade also influences rights protection 

through the domestic level improvements that liberals attribute to participation in free 

trade.  

This is a significant finding, because it lends credibility to the complex manner in 

which globalization of trade is related to human rights practices.  On one hand, we can 

see indirect influences from the diminished effect that trade has once control variables are 

added.  This indicates that trade works through the promotion of such domestic 

characteristics as increasing levels of wealth, democratic governance, and reduction in 

the propensity to be involved in conflicts, toward a promotion of human rights protection.  

However, the significance of trade does not disappear once these variables are added.  

This means that there is a more direct influence occurring, which implies that the 

perceived costs in terms of losing trade partners as a result of falling outside the bounds 

of acceptable behavior within the international community, holds states to a higher 

standard of human rights protection. 

 A higher level of reliance upon the inflow of foreign direct investment is a 

different case.  Two points merit attention.  The first is that of all of the globalization 

measures, the influence of foreign direct investment upon repressive behavior is the most 

tenuous.  It does have a consistent directional relationship with rights performance across 

models, but narrowly fails to achieve statistical significance at the .1 confidence level.  

Second, the weak effect of foreign direct investment that is demonstrated from these 

analyses upon personal integrity rights is in the negative direction.  Not only does this 
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highlight the overarching point that was made above – that globalization’s different 

effects are complex and possibly even contradictory of one another; but it makes clear 

that this may even be so within individual sub-categories of globalization.  Here, we find 

that two sub-facets of economic globalization have contradictory influences upon one 

single area of human security.  

The negative and insignificant relationship between the inflow of FDI and the 

protection of human rights is important because it contradicts the studies by Meyer 

(1998) and Apodaca (2001), who find a positive and significant influence of FDI upon 

human rights performance.  Finally, the suggested negative correlation between FDI is an 

interesting finding outside of its disagreement with other studies.  It could be that 

investment may have a positive influence in some cases, but that the high levels of FDI in 

particular states that possess repressive regimes suppress this finding.  One can find 

notable examples of this, primarily in states that focus their attraction of investment on 

natural resources (i.e. Nigeria, Equatorial Guinea, Angola).  In these types of markets, 

there is less flexibility to relocate as with more manufacturing intensive or service-

oriented industries. 

The most counterintuitive finding of these analyses comes from the exploration of 

the category of political globalization.  The density of integration into the primary human 

rights agreements in the UN system shows a significant and negative effect on the 

protection of political rights in LDCs.  At first glance, this may be surprising.  But this 

supports Hathaway’s (2002) findings that there is a decline in human rights performance 

associated with becoming party to these agreements and Keith’s (1999) that there is no 
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positive effect.  As stated earlier, it is conceivable that many countries seek to gain the 

reputational benefits in terms of international legitimacy by signing these agreements, 

knowing that the monitoring and enforcement provisions of the agreements are so lacking 

that they will not have to actually alter their behavior.   

This in fact appears to be the case.  It is interesting to note though that the effect 

of the density of treaty commitments only appears once the control variables are 

included.  In fact, it is the inclusion of the level of democratic regime type that makes the 

clear difference in this respect.  After controlling for democracy, treaty density shows a 

significant and negative effect on the protection of personal integrity rights such that a 

one point increase (the entire range of this variable) is associated with about a third of a 

point drop in the PTS rating.  This relationship with the democracy variable seems to 

indicate that the respect for institutionalized rules in democracies makes their signatures 

of agreements less ‘cheap talk’ than those of regimes that are used to acting outside of the 

rule of law.  For more autocratic states, there is a clear negative relationship between 

treaty signatures and human rights behavior.  For all states, there is no significant effect.  

Either way, this does not speak well for the institutional effectiveness of the UN’s human 

rights system, as it was intended. 

 Finally, the use of international communications technology has a positive 

influence on the protection of political rights.  It does so fairly consistently across all 

three models.  Notably, the coefficients are small, but some clarification of this is in 

order.  The coefficient in the second model indicates that for every increase of one point 

on this measure, we should see a .039 increase along the political right ratings.  
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Admittedly, this is not a large movement.  But considering that a one point increase on 

the communications score represents just over an hour and a half of telephone calls, this 

is not an unimaginable possibility.  Certainly this is the case with the widening 

availability of telephone access in LDCs.  And coupled with other means of international 

communications such as the Internet and satellite television, the positive influence of 

international communications may well be magnified.  The results indicate that there is a 

benefit to more openness in terms of communication.  As I have argued, this is due to the 

increased ability of transnational advocacy networks and media outlets to make those 

outside of repressive states aware of what is going on within them as well as the 

increased awareness of those within repressive states about what life is like outside.  Each 

of these effects of higher levels of communication is expected to increase the pressure 

upon states to conform to international norms of acceptable human rights behavior 

through both material costs and socializing effects.  The results here indicate that this is 

in fact what is occurring.  Moreover, the increasing level of access to this technology that 

is still reaching many parts of the world expands its future potential.  This is because 

these results indicate a significant and positive relationship at the early stages of what 

will surely by an evolving process in the coming years. 

 All of the control variables are significant and in their anticipated causal direction.  

Higher levels of democracy and economic development show significant positive 

influence on the protection of political rights.  On the other hand, population size as well 

as both interstate and intrastate conflicts have an increasingly negative effect on political 

rights.  As would be expected, the lagged human rights rating has a positive and 
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significant effect, demonstrating that state behavior with respect to the use of repression 

does not change dramatically from year to year.  These results are important for two 

reasons.  First, their consistency with previous studies underscores the accuracy of my 

own analysis.  As I have argued, the contention of this dissertation is not that 

globalization is affecting human rights practices in lieu of domestic characteristics of the 

state.  Rather, it is doing so in addition to them.  Second, it is partly through 

globalization’s influence upon these domestic sources of differing levels of perceived 

domestic threat that the phenomenon is related to the altered behavior of states. 

I will now turn to the models that account for potentially longer lags in time 

between when a state achieves certain levels of integration and attains its associated 

personal integrity rights changes.  These results are illustrated in Table 4-6.  As I stated 

above, it is possible that that it takes time to see the effects that some argue arise from 

different facets of globalization.  It seems plausible that this is particularly the case with 

integration through international communications.  It could take time to elicit a response 

from outside the state, and certainly for alterations in perceptions of what is acceptable 

government practice within them.  In addition to the length of time that it takes for these 

socializing influences to take place, the indirect influences of economic globalization 

upon increasing or decreasing levels of development may well be more apparent when 

viewed across longer time periods. 

Interestingly, the results do not demonstrate this type of lagged effect for most of 

the globalization variables.  Foreign direct investment again falls short of statistical 

significance, but shows a negative relationship to personal integrity rights.  The further  
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Table 4-6: OLS Regression Results for PTS Ratings  
with Extended Globalization Lags, 1977-2000 

Variable 3 Year Lag 5 Year Lag 10 Year Lag 
 

Trade .484*** 

(.186) 
.510*** 

(.185) 
.557*** 

(.204) 
FDI -.714 

(.563) 
-.342 

(1.004) 
-.098 

(1.598) 
Treaty Density -.330*** 

(.128) 
-.265** 

(.137) 
-.232 

(.171) 
International 
Telecommunications 

.040** 

(.021) 
.041** 

(.021) 
.050** 

(.024) 
Democracy .028*** 

(.006) 
.027*** 

(.006) 
.027*** 

(.007) 
GDP per Capita .096*** 

(.037) 
.100*** 

(.039) 
.095** 

(.046) 
Population -.000*** 

(.000) 
-.000*** 

(.000) 
-.000** 

(.000) 
Interstate Conflict -.129** 

(.055) 
-.127** 

(.055) 
-.100 

(.066) 
Intrastate Conflict -.565*** 

(.043) 
-.568*** 

(.043) 
-.592*** 

(.046) 
Constant 2.755*** 

(.259) 
2.642*** 

(.271) 
2.569*** 

(.307) 
* p≤.05  ** p≤.01 *** p≤.001 (Robust Standard Errors) 
 

one lags FDI, the less significant this relationship becomes.  The effect of treaty density 

remains fairly consistent over time.  We do see a diminishing coefficient as well as 

significance level as we move further back in time.  However, there is no indication that 

with time, signing on to human rights agreement alters the level of internalization of the 

human rights norm in a positive direction.  At best, the human rights treaties have no 

effect as more time passes.  International communications usage also shows a consistent 

influence across the different lags.  The effect of this aspect of globalization is generally 

positive and significant.  There is very little growth in its influence across the different 

lagged periods.     
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The one exception to these findings is found with the globalization of trade.  In 

the case of this facet of globalization, there does emerge a pattern of increasing influence 

on the protection of personal integrity rights.  At each successive lag, there is an increase 

in the magnitude of the influence of trade.  Again, this could be the result of two things.  

First, the longer that economies are dependent upon international trade for their economic 

health, the more hardship would be incurred by seeing it diminished.  Thus, maintenance 

of legitimacy as a trading partner in the international community becomes more 

important as time passes.  Second, the benefits of trade upon economic development, 

democratic governance, and lower conflict propensity should take time to take their full 

effect.  If trade is working through these other influences to diminish the perceived 

domestic threat that governments face, then it is logical that the influence of trade upon 

better human rights performance will increase over time as well. 

 

Conclusion 

Several conclusions arise from this study.  First, it is crucial to disaggregate 

globalization into its different parts to determine what effects it is having on the 

protection of political rights in developing countries.  This is a central point of this 

dissertation.  Clearly, the four facets of globalization that were analyzed in this study 

show different and even contradictory influences on the propensity of governments to 

engage in repressive behavior.  It is simply inaccurate then, to make broad claims about 

the effects of globalization on political rights.  One can interpret from this that this 

complexity of influence is applicable to other areas of human and state security as well.  
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Globalization is a multifaceted phenomenon that is best analyzed in terms of its parts if 

we are to uncover the ways in which it is shaping the international system and the actions 

of the states that fall within its scope.  Were I to assess the influence of globalization 

merely in terms of one of its facets or as a singular process, I would miss out on this 

complexity. 

 Second, an approach to uncovering the determinants of state repression that 

involves international influences is warranted.  The domestic characteristics that have 

been demonstrated to influence this propensity provide a solid foundation on which to 

build in terms of understanding violations of personal integrity rights.  But Gartner and 

Regan (1996) are correct in asserting that the decision making process is influenced by 

the consideration of both domestic and international costs.  More specifically, the 

increasing scope of the globalization phenomenon provides some clear areas in which 

these considerations are increasingly important.  

Specifically, some aspects of globalization do appear to have a beneficial 

influence on the promotion of personal integrity rights.  In particular, states that are more 

open to international trade as well as those that are open to international communications 

demonstrate higher levels of protection of political rights.  It seems that through the 

sharing of ideas of legitimate governmental behavior as well as through the altered costs 

involved in being considered to be acting outside of such legitimate practices, states are 

motivated to become less repressive.  Access to international communications may be 

affecting the demand for less government repression from above and below the state level 

through increased information to outsiders about human rights violations and to insiders 
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about the standards of the good life that others enjoy in different parts of the world.  

Trade on the other hand, alters the decision-making process through the increasing need 

to maintain legitimacy in order to reap the economic benefits that are associated with 

openness in this area.  Additionally, it does so through the indirect promotion of general 

economic welfare, domestic stability, democratic governance, and reduced conflict 

propensity brought on by the economic growth that the efficiency of free trade promotes.  

This shows the complex manner in which trade is influencing states to adhere more 

strictly to international standards of human rights behavior. 

 Finally, there are also negative influences on personal integrity rights protection 

that emanate from the globalization process.  Reliance upon foreign direct investment 

may create a conducive environment for repressive behavior by the state due to the lack 

of real economic benefits that filter to the countries that are the actual recipients.  It 

seems that the arguments against the benefits of FDI, with respect to the LDCs are 

merited.  Most benefits, it would seem (at least with respect to this area of human 

security), move back to the home countries.  Further, there may be indicated a resulting 

increase in the threat perception of governments.  Further, increasing levels of 

commitments to international agreements dealing with human rights are not associated 

with improved state behavior.  Rather, we find that there appears to be a widespread 

practice of ‘cheap talk’, in which states sign agreements in an effort to increase their 

standing in the international community.  But they do so with no intention of altering 

their use of repressive tactics.  This is particularly true for non-democratic states.  It 

seems that for this to be different, the agreements that these states sign would have to be 
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enforced in a more profound manner.  Short of that, such empty commitments will surely 

continue into the future. 

 The findings in this study are revealing in terms of the influences that several 

aspects of globalization are having upon personal integrity rights in lesser developed 

countries.  They indicate that in addition to the domestic factors that have been 

demonstrated to be influential in the past, integration into the globalization process has a 

real effect on these particular domestic practices.  Several questions arise though that 

merit further attention.  Future research should look more deeply into the means through 

which each of these types of globalization alters behavior.  In particular, in what manner 

does trade work through economic growth to decrease the level of domestic threat upon 

regimes?  Are some sorts of sanctions, whether official or unofficial necessary to 

substantially alter the behavior of states, or do states make the necessary changes in 

anticipation of such losses?  Do specific types of investment generate changes in the use 

of repression, or is there truly no relationship between FDI and political rights?  How do 

newer types of communications technology influence human rights behavior in LDCs?  

And are there other meaningful types of political integration that do in fact promote 

changes in states’ repressive behavior? 
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5. EXPLORING SYSTEMIC GLOBALIZATION: GLOBAL 
INTEGRATION AND THE DISPERSION OF HUMAN RIGHTS 
NORMS 
 

To globalize your economy and your society, you must accept that the 
world will shape your future…Most important, while your influence 
regarding global rule sets will be small, globalization’s influence 
regarding your internal rule sets will be enormous.  In fact, your 
importation and adoption of these global rule sets will be the main price 
you pay for leaving your disconnectedness behind. 

 
- Thomas P. M. Barnett47 

Globalization is a process that is unfolding across the international system.  It is 

not sufficient to approach the exploration of globalization with an eye toward only 

individual actors’ levels of embeddedness into its processes.  The term globalization 

implies that there is evolving an overarching process through which actors across the 

world are achieving higher levels of interdependence with one another.  More 

specifically, when Keohane and Nye (2000:2) refer to globalization as a series of 

networks of interdependence that “…can be linked through flows and influences of 

capital and goods, information and ideas, people and force, as well as environmentally 

and biologically relevant substances”, this implies a process of integration that while of 

course involving individual experiences by state as well as other actors, is also occurring 

above the level of the state. 

 It is important to determine how states’ individual experiences influence their 

behavior, with respect to the protection or violation of personal integrity rights.  This was 

the task of the previous chapter.  I demonstrated that individual experiences with the 

multiple globalization processes have significant influences on states’ human rights 
 
47 Taken from his 2004 book, The Pentagon’s New Map: War and Peace in the Twenty-First Century.
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practices.  Because globalization is a process that is playing itself out above the state 

level though, it is essential to further determine whether or not the changing nature of the 

international system as it trends toward higher levels of interdependence is altering the 

human rights behavior of states as well.   

This chapter contends that globalization at the system level may in fact be viewed 

as providing an ordering principle for the entire international system.  By ordering 

principle, I am referring to those structural elements of the international system that 

create a set of rules within which its members normally act.  It is this ordering aspect of 

globalization that the author of the quotation at the top of this chapter refers to as ‘global 

rule sets’ (Barnett, 2004).  More specifically, the trend toward global interdependence 

reflects a particular vision of international systemic organization that is consistent with a 

liberal perspective.  Encompassed within this orientation is a preference toward free 

markets in which state economies are tightly linked with one another, a system of 

political regimes that promote order and facilitate cooperation and security throughout 

the world, as well as a normative orientation toward the protection of individual liberty.   

The increasing levels of integration across a set of indicators that reflect these 

diverse aspects of globalization have been demonstrated empirically already, as have the 

influences of levels of state embeddedness upon one area of domestic behavior of states.  

However, the determination of whether or not the upward trends in these liberally 

oriented factors across the international system are serving to also promote adherence to 

the underlying preference toward the protection of individual liberty has not.  It is to this 

purpose that I now turn.     
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Have the systemic processes of globalization also been effective in reducing the 

tendency of states to engage in the most extreme forms of repression against individuals – 

those targeted at personal integrity rights?  Because this set of rights reflects not only a 

narrow view of human rights generally, but also the most widely accepted type, it is 

reasonable to expect that they would be the first to demonstrate such movement toward 

correspondence with the broader liberal agenda.  Personal integrity rights represent the 

most fundamental of protections against the repression of the individual by the state.  If 

globalization does in fact provide structural constraints that are embedded within a 

normative framework that reifies the promotion of individual liberty from the heavy hand 

of government, the protection of these rights fit within its fundamental ideological 

orientation. 

There are both rational as well as normatively based reasons to anticipate that 

leaders would move toward the more protective approach to personal integrity rights as 

globalization unfolds.  From a systemic perspective, as the normative legitimacy of the 

liberal system order increases, a pattern of norm expansion (in terms of human rights 

compliance) may be visible.  On a more social basis then, the human rights norm cascade 

(Finnemore and Sikkink, 1998) may be accelerated by the overarching structure of the 

system which is created around the norm favoring individual rights.  On the other hand, 

states may individually feel more material pressure to conform to global rule sets as they 

become more firmly entrenched into the fabric of the international system in order to 

maintain or achieve status as a legitimate member of the international community.  The 

benefits of possessing that status would be the economic growth and poverty reduction 
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(along with many associated societal benefits) that liberals argue result from participation 

in the globalization process. 

Conversely, there is the possibility that as the pressure from globalization at the 

system level expands, there could be a backlash against this individualist orientation that 

takes the form of increasing levels of repressive behavior on the part of states.  If one 

views globalization from a more structuralist orientation, a very different picture 

emerges.  The distinction is not that globalization fails to provide an ordering structure 

for the international system, nor that it is emanating from somewhere else than those 

advanced industrial economies that profess the benefits of a liberal order.  Rather, it is 

that the system is ordered in such a manner to institutionalize and extend the beneficial 

economic and political positions of these countries at the expense of those in the 

developing world.  The result is increasing levels of hardship, less capacity to assert 

control over this trend, and an increase in several types of internal instability.  The result 

is not an expansion of human rights norms across the system or an alteration in decision-

making processes of leaders to comply with a global rule set.  It is that the conditions 

within the developing world are made ripe for higher levels of repression. 

The remainder of this chapter will be structured as follows.  First, I provide an 

overview of three broad headings of theories in international relations, and their 

perspectives on ordering principles at the international system level: liberalism, 

structuralism, and realism.  The liberal and structuralist sections view globalization as a 

structural force, and reflect the two perspectives outlined above.  The discussion on the 

realist orientation moves away from a focus on globalization as an ordering principle 
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because this theory does not view it as such.  Second, I provide an explanation of how 

this ordering influence of globalization may be expected to alter the practice of state 

repression in particular.  Third, I revisit the operationalization of the key variables that 

this analysis will use and describe the methods utilized to explore the ordering effects of 

globalization.  Finally, the results of my analyses for this chapter are reported and 

discussed in terms of the broad implications of globalization upon personal integrity 

rights across the international system as well as at the state level. 

 

International Relations Theory and Ordering Principles 

This section explores the perspectives of three broad theoretical classifications on 

systemic ordering principles.  Again, ordering principles, refer to those structural 

elements of the international system that create a set of rules within which its members 

normally act.  That there exists some level of ordering at the international system level is 

an assumption upon which any structural theoretical approach must be based.  It is the 

type as well as the extensiveness of this ordering that will be the focus of differentiation 

between theories in the following section.   

My focus in this project deals primarily with the role of globalization as a possible 

ordering principle.  As a grouping of processes that are promoted based upon a relatively 

coherent set of principles and that are increasingly encompassing the entire international 

system, globalization may be viewed as a set of organizing patterns that create a 

particular type of international order.  This is an order that promotes liberal preferences 

toward democratic governance, free market economies, economic and political 
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interdependence, and institutionally based resolutions to impediments to cooperation as 

well as international standards of behavior.  Further, because the different facets of 

globalization are enmeshed within an overarching normative basis on individual liberty, it 

is not illogical to anticipate that increasing protection of human rights is part of this 

ordering principle. 

Liberalism serves as the motivation for the globalization process, and is 

theoretically consistent with the expectation that human rights promotion will benefit 

from a system that is defined by higher levels of interdependence.  Others do not 

necessarily concur.  For structuralists, globalization may well be conceived of as an 

ordering principle.  However, the effects of this ordering principle upon those states that 

are the focus of this study (LDCs) are not so benign.  Rather, the structural design of the 

international system has been created by those powerful actors within the system (the 

advanced industrial countries) in order to perpetuate and expand upon their privileged 

position at the expense of those countries that are left behind.  In this case, the upward 

trend across the system to comply with any normative underpinnings of individual liberty 

would be unexpected.  For realists (specifically structural realists), the “…essential 

structural quality of the system is anarchy – the absence of a central monopoly of 

legitimate force” (Waltz, 1988:618).  Ordering is determined by the distribution of 

capabilities between great powers.  From this perspective, globalization is not at all an 

ordering principle in that it does not provide the meaningful context that drives the 

behavior of system members.   

 



187

Liberalism and Systemic Ordering 

 For liberal scholars, there exist means through which order and predictability can 

be facilitated throughout the international system aside from the distribution of 

capabilities amongst the great powers.  From this perspective, the dispersion of 

democratic institutions at the domestic level creates a system made up of states that are 

functionally dissimilar.  Further, the interdependence that is created through politically 

based regimes and the integration of economies alters the decision-making processes that 

states engage in with respect to one another such that stability is facilitated throughout the 

international system.  Finally, the sharing of information through the increasing web of 

social connections also may facilitate a sort of order at the system level.  Such webs of 

connections form what has been discussed in terms of complex interdependence 

(Keohane and Nye, 1977) as well as the Kantian Triangle (Russett and Oneal, 2001), but 

may also be considered in terms of the globalization phenomenon. 

 The case that I will make within this section is that the promotion of globalization 

as a beneficial process is not only driven by those who adhere to a liberal perspective, but 

it’s different parts also adhere to a relatively coherent set of normative principles that are 

consistent with the liberal philosophy.  These principles are premised at their base level 

upon the moral rectitude and practical benefits of elevating the liberty of the individual.  

Doyle (1997:207) points to four essential institutions that different variants of liberalism 

share a commitment to.  First, individuals possess equality before the law and are 

endowed with other “…fundamental civic rights, such as freedom of religion and the 

press”.  Second, effective governments are created such that sovereigns of the state 
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“…derive their authority from the consent of the electorate”, and are free then to make 

policies as long as they do not infringe upon the individual’s basic civic rights.  Third, the 

economy is based upon the protection of the right to private property, “…including the 

ownership of means of production”.  Fourth, economic decisions are based upon market 

forces, and are to be minimally interfered with by governments and their agencies. 

 The reification of the freedom of the individual forms what Puchala and Hopkins 

(1983:64) refer to as a normative superstructure, within which the different aspects of 

globalization are embedded48. Nor are the benefits of this focus upon the individual 

limited to him or her self.  The pursuit of individual interest, when freed from the 

restraints of the heavy hand of government, can come to reflect the public good.  Within 

democratic systems, this means that majority representation facilitates the rights of 

individuals to voice their preferences for their desired representatives.  And in the 

individual freedom to do so on equal terms, the aggregate will of the majority (with 

protection of minority rights built into the system) is promoted and in fact serves as  “…a 

necessary means of distributive justice” (Dahl, 1989:312).  In economic terms, the 

purported societal benefits of individual liberty are rooted in Adam Smith’s idea of the 

‘invisible hand’.  Indeed in the endeavor of the individual to attain greater economic 

wealth for himself, he unintentionally elicits an increase in societal welfare too.  In his 

classic work, The Wealth of Nations, Smith (1930:419) explains: 
 
48 Puchala and Hopkins (1983:64) are referring to the study of regimes in particular when they assess the 
role of normative superstructures.  Specifically, they argue that “more specific regimes often tend to be 
embedded in broader, more diffuse ones – the principles and norms of the more diffuse regimes are taken 
as givens in the more specific regimes…We may speak of normative superstructures, which are reflected in 
functionally or geographically specific normative substructures or regimes”.  Within this context, we can 
think of the different facets of globalization as substructures or regimes within the broader heading of 
globalization. 
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 Every individual is continually exerting himself to find out the most 
 advantageous employment for whatever capital he can command.  It is 
 his own advantage, indeed, and not that of the society, which he has 
 in view.  But the study of his own advantage naturally, or rather  
 necessarily leads him to prefer that employment which is most  
 advantageous to the society.  
 
It is through the aggregated endeavors of individuals seeking their own individual 

interests that efficiency is facilitated for local and national economies.  The freeing of the 

individual to pursue his own interest then, creates an economy made up of many 

individuals with their own incentives to increase its dynamism and competitiveness.  

Thus, the end result is an increase in prosperity and opportunity that surpasses any one 

individual.   

 This philosophical perspective assumes at its base that individuals pursue their 

own interests, and that these interests are always in harmony with one another.  Keohane 

(1984:51) explains that harmony exists when “…actors’ policies (pursued in their own 

self-interest without regard for others) automatically facilitate the attainment of others’ 

goals”.  Keohane goes on to point out that this harmony of interests does not always exist 

among individual actors.  Rather, fundamentally divergent interests as well as barriers 

that exist for achieving mutual benefits such as uncertainty, cost sharing, and 

competitions for relative gains in wealth and its associated power benefits often can 

create discord between individual actors.  When this situation arises, the creation of 

regimes to facilitate cooperation is essential. 

When these difficulties in achieving public goods are present, or when there is 

systematic disenfranchisement of a particular group, there exist remedies.  Within 

democratic systems for instance, the systematic exclusion of particular minority interests 
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creates a ‘tyranny of the majority’.  This discrimination must be minimized through 

constitutional protections for those groups.  So must rules and procedures be put in place 

to facilitate the adherence to democratic decisions that derive from the competition 

amongst individuals with divergent material and ideological interests.  This aspect of 

democratic systems has been referred to as ‘bounded competition’ (Dixon, 1994).  While 

fundamentally empowering the individual to pursue his own interests through 

competition with others who do the same, democracies bound the process with rules in 

order to promote peaceful resolution of conflicts of interest and facilitate representative 

decision-making.  

Within international politics, there also can exist difficulties in achieving 

overarching interests that are in harmony with on another.   This occurs when an 

individual’s strategic choice (in terms of the state) is at variance with those of others.  

Stein (1990:32) explains “The dilemma of common interests arises when independent 

decision making leads to equilibrium outcomes that are Pareto-deficient – outcomes in 

which all actors prefer another given outcome to the equilibrium outcome”.  The most 

common illustration of this cooperation problem is the prisoner’s dilemma.  The 

uncertainty created by the lack of information and transparency that is available to one 

actor about what the other actor will do creates the assumption that other actors will 

cheat.  In these cases, international regimes assist in diminishing the uncertainty that 

states face.  Keohane and Martin (1995:45) explain that regimes can resolve other 

barriers to cooperation as well.  They contend, “Just as institutions can mitigate fears of 

cheating and so allow cooperation to emerge, so can they alleviate fears of unequal gains 
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from cooperation”.  In fact, Stein (1990:34) goes on to point out that individuals remedy 

collective action problems in this manner, suggesting that states can as well.  “Individuals 

have a common interest in constraining the free reign on their individuality and 

independent rationality, and they form domestic political regimes to deal with the 

problem”. 

 While the resolution of collective action problems is a common rationale for the 

creation of international regimes and intergovernmental organizations, Russett and Oneal 

(2001:163-167) point out other functions as well.  These include coercing norm-breakers, 

mediating among conflicting parties, reducing uncertainty and conveying information, 

problem-solving (including expanding states’ conceptions of their self-interest to be more 

inclusive and longer term), socializing and shaping norms, and generating mutual 

identification.  While the incorporation of supranational organizations into the fabric of 

the aforementioned base principle of individual liberty may seem contradictory, it is not 

necessarily.  In fact, the normative functions of IGOs may well reflect in a significant 

way the protection of individual liberties (as was the case in the principle human rights 

treaties within the UN system that were explored in the previous chapter).  Much like the 

facilitation of individual liberties across society in democratic systems through the 

bounding of domestic systems within rules, the normative function of IGOs creates a 

similar baseline standard of behavior that states are responsible to adhere to.  With 

respect to the human rights standards as well as regimes meant to facilitate the ownership 

of property and economic interactions in particular, IGOs embed states within the 

normative superstructure of individual liberty protection.  Further, they facilitate the 
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international interdependence that also is purported to promote positive-sum games and 

peaceful relationships at the international level. 

 In several ways, the globalization process corresponds to the coherent ordering 

principle (or normative superstructure) that reifies individual liberty.  Politically, the 

expansion of the use of intergovernmental organizations as both facilitators of 

cooperation and teachers of norms (Russett and Oneal, 2001) ties states interests together 

and embeds them within a normative framework that fundamentally are based upon 

principles of basic individual rights. Further, the expansion of democratic systems 

throughout the world over this period (Huntington, 1991) creates institutional protections 

of individual rights within the increasing number of countries that have democratized.  

Further, it pushes the acceptance of the legitimacy of these types of governmental 

systems and their associated rights protections further along the continuum of norm 

acceptance and internalization by other states (Finnemore and Sikkink, 1998).     

Socially, the expansion in the volume of ideas and information that can be shared 

as the information revolution has progressed also serves as a facilitator of this ordering 

principle.  Through the increasing ability of both the aforementioned IGOs as well as 

interested non-state actors to promote norms of human rights and to provide previously 

hidden information about human rights behavior, the expansion of rights is facilitated.  

So is the ability to engage in cooperative relations, politically as well as economically.  In 

this respect, social globalization at the system level is less bound within the normative 

superstructure than it is beneficial in expanding it. 



193

 Economically, globalization is also conducive to the expansion of individual 

rights around the world.  At its base, the liberal preference for free trade and investment 

on the international level is meant to promote the ability of individual actors to compete 

on a broader level.  As was seen in the quote by Smith (1930) above, this free exchange 

has benefits at the aggregate level.  The resulting positive-sum game that derives from the 

freedom to invest or exchange goods and services across the world is believed to have 

benefits that spread throughout the system.  But underlying this process is the 

requirement that individuals have the freedom to participate without being burdened by 

the heavy hand of government.  Of course, essential to this exchange is the right to hold 

private property, including “…the ownership of the means of production” (Doyle, 

1997:207).  But this economic aspect of liberalism should not be completely separated 

from the coherent normative preference for individual rights beyond just those of private 

property.  At very least, the ability to achieve the widest possible dispersion of the global 

economic system and its purported benefits rests upon the notion that individuals must be 

unencumbered from the repressive state’s control over their personal autonomy.  In this 

way, economic globalization also at its base promotes an adherence to a wider spectrum 

of ideals that fit within the liberal ordering principle that has been discussed throughout 

this section. 

 To summarize, liberalism rests upon a coherent set of principles that promote the 

ability of individual actors to pursue their own interests within the bounds of sets of rules 

that facilitate cooperative and peaceful interactions.  Economically, politically, and 

socially, globalization corresponds to the promotion of higher densities of these types of 
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interactions and the pursuit of individual welfare within a broader arena for competition.  

Underlying these separate processes of globalization though, is a coherent normative 

superstructure that reifies the inherent dignity of the individual and his right to be free 

from governmental repression.  It is in this respect that globalization may be viewed as 

creating an ordering principle within which members of the international system act.  As 

each of these processes unfold then, they do so within the context of this normative 

superstructure.  If indeed globalization is serving as a new ordering principle then, the 

expansion of this underlying principle of individual liberty should be expected as well.   

 

Structuralism and Systemic Ordering 

The second broad theoretical approach that provides a systemic perspective on the 

ordering effects of the globalization phenomenon is structuralism.  Rooted in Marxist-

Leninist thought, the different variations of structuralism contend that globalization is in 

fact a coherent set of processes that are intended to serve as an overarching ordering 

principle for the international political economy.  Further, those industrially developed 

countries that promote the progression of higher levels of interdependence do so through 

the rhetoric of liberal philosophy, and its anticipated upward pull toward development 

and modernization throughout the world.  However, structuralism views the real 

motivation of these developed countries as being the expansion of their economically and 

politically dominant positions in the international system at the expense of the very 

countries that are the focus of this study (the LDCs).  Instead of providing the opportunity 

for an expanding positive-sum game, globalization exacerbates the underdevelopment of 
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many LDCs.  The result is increasing disparities in global wealth and welfare, higher 

levels of poverty, misery, and instability, and greater strain upon governments of LDCs to 

cope with these adverse effects. 

 While varied in terms of their theoretical evolution, the different forms of 

structuralism are based upon Marxism-Leninism.  As Gilpin (1987:36-41) explains, 

Marxism is premised upon three laws.  The fist is the law of disproportionality, which 

contends that capitalism is prone to instability and overproduction.  The imbalance 

between supply and demand creates booms and busts over time, and increases social 

instability.  The second is the law of concentration of capital, which argues that resulting 

from capitalists’ need to increase efficiency and capital investment, wealth tends to 

concentrate in a small population, while the remaining majority sinks into lower levels of 

economic welfare.  The third is the law of the falling rate of profit, which contends that as 

efficiency of production grows and capital becomes more concentrated, the rate of return 

on investment declines.  All of this was expected by Marx to lead to a revolution by the 

proletariat due to their declining welfare and increasing solidarity.  When this did not 

occur as quickly as was anticipated, Lenin added a fourth law, which connects the more 

domestic focus of Marx to the international political economy – the law of capitalist 

imperialism.  This law explains that the capitalist countries had escaped the internal 

contradictions and impending crisis by attaining colonies in which they could sell off 

surplus production, attain cheap raw materials, and invest excess capital. 

While these ideas have lost some level of credibility with the decolonization 

movement and the collapse of those states that attempted to expedite the proletariat’s 
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revolution, the idea that there does exist a fundamental need for capitalists to expand their 

markets to dump surplus production and to exploit inexpensive labor and commodities 

still has resonance within the modern political economy.  Contemporary structuralists 

have turned their focus to relationships between the developed and developing countries 

(Balaam and Veseth, 2001:68).  In one of structuralism’s prominent forms, Wallerstein 

(1974) argues that the structure of the international political economy is divided into 

three classifications: the core, the semi-periphery, and the periphery.  Gilpin (1987:69) 

explains that this Modern World Systems theory considers these segments of the IPE 

“…as an integrated whole so that the same mechanisms that produce capital 

accumulation and development in the core produce economic and political 

underdevelopment in the periphery”.   

More concerned with the fate of individual states within the developing world that 

become largely dependent upon another state’s economy for their own welfare, is 

Dependency Theory (Gilpin, 1987:282).  Boswell and Dixon (1990:541) explain that 

according to this perspective, three characteristics of the developing world emanate from 

their history of colonialism and their continuing disadvantaged position in terms of 

exchanges with the developed world.  These are a focus upon labor-intensive production 

of raw materials, minimal product diversity, and substantial export orientation.  This 

leaves developing countries dependent upon wealthy states for imports in technology and 

investment, as well as consumption of their exports.  Consequently, LDCs have little 

control over their own development. 
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 Each of the more recent examples of structuralist theory reflect a view that the 

level of underdevelopment and powerlessness to alter that situation is institutionalized 

within the fabric of the international system.  In this manner, globalization can be viewed 

as an ordering strategy whose intention is to institutionalize this dependency of the 

periphery upon the core.  It is but an updated variation of Lenin’s contention that the 

capitalist states need to expand their markets to avoid internal crises and tend toward 

exploitation of those states that are in a less advantageous position within the IPE.  In 

order to understand the way in which globalization is creating a system structure that is 

intended to benefit the wealthy countries of the world at the expense of those that are 

underdeveloped, several key points must be made.   

First, the source of the globalization process is the advanced industrial countries.  

Following the Second World War, the United States and its allies attempted to create a 

system of institutions that would both promote higher levels of interdependence 

(economically, politically, and militarily), but also minimize the resurfacing of the types 

of economic and political instability that marked the interwar years.  Bretton Woods 

“…attempted to strike a balance between a liberal world market and the domestic 

responsibilities of states” (Cox, 1994:15).  Beginning in the late 1950s though, the 

economic restrictions that were built into this system began to break down as the 

advanced industrial states moved toward less state-interventionist liberalization strategies 

(Helleiner, 1994:8).  The 1970s were a major turning point in the progression of 

globalization, as the Bretton Woods system was traded for an even less burdensome 

economic order.   



198

 One outcome that derived from this move was the allowance of the restored 

economies of the developed world to become more competitive with one another.  This 

competitive environment was assisted by the reduced frequency of interventions by the 

state into the free flow of the market (Mittleman, 2000:16-17).  Along with this 

movement toward less state interventionism, lesser developed countries were increasingly 

integrated into the global political economy through a move toward flexibility of 

production structures by MNCs, conditions on loans from IGOs to alleviate the emerging 

debt crisis that many were experiencing, evolving liberally oriented terms of the General 

Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (most recently the Uruguay Round) and other regimes 

limiting protectionist policies, and the necessity of failing economies to move away from 

import-substitution policies targeted at reducing dependency. 

 Second, while the rhetoric of liberally oriented policy makers promises that 

development will occur as a result of globalization, there are legitimate questions that 

may be raised as to the veracity of such claims.  Kapstein (1999) contends that recent 

institutional developments in the international trade regime still leave developing 

economies dependent upon the developed world, but that their particular exports are 

either systemically unprofitable or otherwise face high tariff and non-tariff barriers to 

advanced industrial countries.  Further FDI from multinational corporations may well not 

offer the kinds of economic benefits that liberal proponents argue for.  Instead, it may 

well be viewed as an exploitative tool of wealthy corporations to utilize cheap labor and 

resources in countries that have little choice but to accept the investment.  This is true 

even though the majority of the profit from these investments flows up the corporate 
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ladder back to the advanced industrial economies (Meyer, 1998:91-92).  Supporting this 

view are findings that indicate that the income gap between developed and developing 

countries has remained the same or grown over this period49, and that future gains from 

increasing trade liberalization will flow disproportionately to the advanced industrial 

countries50. Thus, the majority of the benefits that are gained by globalization really do 

not accrue to LDCs. 

 Third, those international institutions that are designed to increase levels of 

political interdependence as well as to facilitate the move toward further liberalization 

may be criticized on the grounds that they disproportionately represent those interests of 

the advanced industrial economies.  The World Trade Organization’s dispute resolution 

mechanism, for instance, may be criticized on two grounds.  First, Davey (2002:500) 

finds that 61% of the individuals who have served on dispute resolution panels within the 

WTO have come from advanced developed economies.  Second, due to exorbitant legal 

expenses involved in following through the dispute settlement procedure and the state-

based (rather than WTO-based) penalties when a decision is handed down, LDCs have 

very little ability to effectively challenge unfair trading practices.  Similarly, both the 

 
49 George and Wilding (2002:89) find that the income per capita in advanced industrial countries was 21 
times greater that lesser developed countries in general in 1997.  This figure was exactly the same in 1975.  
However, when one looks at only the least developed of these LDCs and compares their income per capita 
to the advanced industrial countries, there has been a widening in the gap from being 44 times smaller in 
1975 to 79 times smaller in 1997.  Brecher, Costello, and Smith (2000:6) also cite the United Nations 
Human Development Report of 1999, which finds that 80 countries actually had seen a reduction in per 
capita income over the previous decade.  They go on to quote World Bank president James Wolfensohn, 
who contends that “global poverty is getting worse.  Some 1.2 billion people now live in extreme poverty.” 
50 As pointed out in the previous chapter, the anticipated worldwide gains from the rules laid out in the 
Uruguay Round of the GATT negotiations are $96 billion.  Out of that figure, Harrison, Rutherford, and 
Tarr (1996:217) expect that the countries of North America, the European Union, and Japan will enjoy $69 
billion.  This does not bode well for a closing of the income gap around the world as a result of increasing 
levels of liberalization. 
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World Bank and the International Monetary Fund weight voting toward the developed 

countries and assign their presidencies to individuals from the United States and Europe, 

respectively (Papp, 2002:328).  These examples reflect the broader point that the 

international regimes that make up the political facet of globalization are really meant to 

institutionalize the interests of those states that are already in a powerful position and not 

to pull LDCs toward higher levels of development. 

 Finally, the contradictory nature of globalization is that while it does in fact offer 

a host of benefits for many countries (and particularly those in the developed world), it 

may well have seriously harmful effects on those countries that are the least powerful and 

the poorest (Mittleman, 2000:5).  In addition to the economic hardships that were 

discussed above, there is a reduction in the capacity of the state to provide its law 

enforcement and public goods provision functions (Strange, 1996), there is an increase in 

the level of sub-national nationalism (Friedman, 2003), and there is an increase in the 

movement toward participation in the ‘shadow economy’ (a substantial proportion of 

which is involved in global criminal activities) as the real economy fails to provide 

satisfactory results within these countries (Fleming, Roman, and Farrell, 2000; Naim, 

2003; Peterson, 2003).  Thus there is an increase in domestic instability that is created 

within the lesser developed countries as a result of what structuralists view as a 

systematic strategy of the wealthy countries to seek higher levels of profit.  Whether or 

not the advanced industrial economies truly believe in the normative superstructure of 

individual liberty ideologically then, is irrelevant.  The result of their profit drive is the 
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establishment or exacerbation of many of the conditions that have already been discussed 

as leading toward higher levels of government repression. 

 To summarize, structuralism is rooted in Marxist/Leninist philosophy, and views 

the process of globalization as a newer variation on the old form of imperialism that is 

inherently necessary for capitalists to expand their profit making.  The real result of this 

process for those that are in the least advantaged position in the IPE is a continuation and 

even worsening of their level of dependence upon the advanced industrial countries, little 

control over their own methods of economic development as well as other traditional 

governmental functions, and an increase in poverty, suffering, and domestic instability.  

This process and the subsequent ramifications are part of an organizing principle that is 

an attempt by advanced industrial countries to institutionalize the means of increasing 

their own wealth.  The connection to state repressive practices is that the worsening 

conditions in the LDCs particularly that arise from this extractive aspect of globalization 

as a structural foundation of the international political economy set the conditions that 

lead to higher levels of domestic threat perception and human rights violations.  It is not 

important, therefore, that the motivation of some in the developed world may well be 

premised on a normative belief in human rights protection in addition to the 

maximization of profit.  The effects of globalization as a system structure are conducive 

to repression in LDCs, which transcends any altruistic motives of some Westerners. 
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Realism and Systemic Ordering 

 Some scholars of international relations do not view globalization as a process 

with such profound influences over the international system or its members.  While there 

is a sort of predictability built into the international system structure, it is not caused by 

high levels of interdependence among states and other actors.  Nor is there a profound 

connection between this international ordering and domestic behavior.  Rather, it is the 

distribution of power (military in particular) amongst the strongest states within the 

system that provides order between states at the international level.  These views are 

reflective of structural realism, which focuses primarily on the number of great power 

states – those states that “…have sufficient military assets to put up a serious fight in an 

all-out conventional war against the most powerful state in the world” (Mearshimer, 

2001:5).  Doyle (1997:129) explains that “International stability, or order, for the 

contemporary Structuralist then depends on the structure of the international system, 

whether it is unipolar, bipolar, tripolar, or multipolar”.  Based upon this structure, states 

will behave in predictable ways, given every state’s self-interest in survival. 

 The realist perspective results from a core description of the international system 

as one of anarchy and three primary assumptions that follow from this description.  To 

begin, structural realists strike a stark difference between domestic political structures 

and that of the international system.  Within the state, there are clearly defined domestic 

institutions and a hierarchical ordering of domestic actors with legitimate authority to 
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make and enforce laws.  The international system, on the other hand, lacks this sort of 

structure.  Waltz (1979:88) explains, 

 Domestic systems are centralized and hierarchic.  The parts of international- 
 political systems stand in relations of coordination.  Formally, each is the  
 equal of all the others.  None is entitled to command; none is required to obey. 
 International systems are decentralized and anarchic.  The ordering principles 
 of the two structures are distinctly different, indeed, contrary to one another.  
 Domestic political structures have governmental institutions and offices as  
 their concrete counterparts.  International politics, in contrast, has been called 
 “politics in the absence of government” (Fox, 1959:35). 

It is this absence of any government to create and enforce laws that defines the 

international system as anarchic.  The lack of any international government with the 

legitimate use of force to provide these functions creates the equivalent of a Hobbesian 

‘state of nature’.  This environment is easily translated into a ‘state of war’.  Doyle 

(1997:114) explains “Hobbes sees the state of nature as a state of war because all men are 

equal in body, ambitions, and reason and there is no common power to restrain them”.   

 From this basic description of the international system, realists posit three core 

assumptions that drive their pessimistic view of international politics (Mearshimer, 

2001:17-18).  First, states are the primary actors in international relations.  While others 

may talk about the rise in influence of different types of non-states actors, it is still the 

state that drives international politics.  This is primarily rooted in the fact that the 

overriding principle upon which international politics is based (at least since 1648, and 

the Treaty of Westphalia) is that of sovereignty.  Krasner (1983:18) points out 

“sovereignty designates states as the only actors with unlimited rights to act in the 

international system.  Assertions by other agencies are subject to challenge”.  Thus it is 
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the state, and particularly those states that qualify as great powers that “dominate and 

shape international politics and…cause the deadliest wars” (Mearshimer, 2001:17). 

 The second assumption posits that the behavior of these great powers within 

international relations is driven by their external environment and not internal 

characteristics.  Here, it is the structure of the system (defined by the number of great 

powers that exist at a given point in time) that drives behavior.  All states are functionally 

similar at the international system level.  While it may be true that states behave in 

different ways according to their distinctive characteristics at the domestic level, this does 

not translate into distinctive behavior with respect to one another.  Once again, this 

illustrates the clear demarcation between the domestic and the international arenas that 

Clark (1999) refers to as the ‘Great Divide’. 

 The reason for this functional similarity among state units at the international 

level is closely tied to Mearshimer’s (2001:18) third assumption.  That is that 

“…calculations about power dominate states’ thinking, and…states compete for power 

among themselves”.  Without the protection within the international system that is 

provided by governments at the domestic level, the primary goal of states is that of 

survival (Waltz, 1979:88).  No other interest can be obtained without the satisfaction of 

this goal.  Because there exist predatory states that might threaten that survival, states are 

forced into constant preparation and expectation that conflict could arise for which they 

must be prepared.   

 Within this context, the polarity of the system (as defined by the number of great 

powers that it encompasses) is the structure.  In the sense of an ordering principle, this 
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drives the propensity for the occurrence of great power wars51. Shifts in the number of 

great powers within the system will thus alter the likelihood that such wars will occur.  

The time period that this dissertation encompasses did experience such a shift in system 

structure – the end of the Cold War.  This created a shift from bipolarity to unipolarity.  

Thus, there may exist an alteration in the ordering principle that has guided international 

relations over the course of my study.  For the purposes of the behavioral focus of this 

project though, this alteration in the system structure is of little significance to the 

structural realist. 

 The reason for this lack of importance is based upon the demarcation between 

domestic and international politics that was described above.  Structural realists are 

concerned primarily with the relations between states, and particularly with their 

propensity to enter into conflict with one another.  There is little room for interest in the 

domestic practices of other states when one’s primary interest is in survival.  Such 

interest in any state’s domestic behavioral attributes (such as human rights performance) 

by any other state would primarily be rhetorical, rather than reflecting a real strategic 

concern.  While criticism or other types of pressure against particular states’ domestic 

behavior may occur within this context, it would be more of a reflection of overriding 

strategic concerns within this polarity-based context52.

Further, the value of interdependence (as characterized by the globalization 

phenomenon) hardly attains a high level of importance for structural realists.  In terms of 
 
51 For example, see Deutsch and Singer (1964) and Rosecrance (1966) for contrasting views on the stability 
of multipolar versus bipolar systems. 
52 See Blanton and Kegley, 1997; Blanton and Blanton, 2001; Carleton and Stohl, 1985; Stohl, Carleton, 
and Johnson, 1984 for instance, for discussions of the rhetoric versus actual behavior of American 
presidents in promoting democracy and human rights. 
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economic interdependence for instance, any pacifying effects are more determined by 

power differentials between actors than trade interdependence itself.  Specifically, 

Barbieri and Schneider (1999:390) argue “symmetrical ties may promote peace, but 

asymmetrical dependence creates tensions that may manifest themselves in conflict”.  

These findings are supported in Barbieri’s (2002) later work on the effects of trade 

interdependence on conflict as well.   

Further, Pollins (1989:477) finds that trade actually is more a result of cordial 

relations between states than the cause of them.  Gowa (1989:1246) supports the wisdom 

of such trade patterns due to the fact that “…the source of gains from trade is the 

increased efficiency with which domestic resources can be employed, and this increase in 

efficiency itself frees economic resources for military uses”.  Trading with a security 

threat then, could mean that a state is assisting that other state in increasing its military 

strength through trade’s security externalities. 

Political interdependence does not hold the promise of major influence over even 

the interstate relations that realists are concerned with either.  For realists, 

intergovernmental organizations do not play a highly significant role in international 

relations.  According to Hasenclever, Mayer, and Rittberger (1997:3) even realists who 

do “…take international institutions seriously argue that power is no less central in 

cooperation than in conflict between nations.  The distribution of power among actors 

strongly affects both the prospects for effective regimes to emerge and persist”.  More 

specifically, if regimes do matter, they do so as tools of powerful actors to achieve certain 

goals.  At best, regimes are “…conceived of as intervening variables standing between 
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basic causal variables (most prominently, power and interests) and outcomes and 

behavior” (Krasner, 1983:5).  The notion then, that becoming members of the same 

regimes would somehow alter the security considerations of states (or their domestic 

practices, for that matter) conflicts with even those realists who see some role for 

intergovernmental organizations.  In terms of social interdependence, one would be hard-

pressed to find much realist discussion. 

To summarize, structural realists do see the potential for ordering principles at the 

international system level.  However, this ordering is based upon the number of great 

powers within the system at a given point in time and its influence upon their propensity 

to enter into military conflicts with one another.  States’ primary concerns are with 

survival and the attainment of greater levels of military power, relative to other system 

actors, to assure it.  There is a clear demarcation between relations between states and 

domestic practices.  Thus, there is little interest within the realist focus on the relationship 

between interstate relations and domestic behavior.  Nor is there much promise from this 

perspective in increasing levels of interdependence.  Such interdependence is reflective of 

power differentials and security-based relationships, and has little bearing on the manner 

in which functionally similar units behave toward one another.  In terms of the overriding 

question posed within this study, globalization should have no significant relation to the 

human rights behavior of states that fall within the international system over the period 

analyzed here. 
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Globalization as an Ordering Principle and State Repression 

The preceding sections have approached the set of processes that are unfolding as 

part of the globalization phenomenon as a potential ordering principle that has been 

established by the advanced industrial countries.  Depending upon which perspective one 

approaches the exploration of international relations from, globalization viewed in this 

manner may have a positive, negative, or no influence upon human rights protection.  

Viewing globalization in this manner is distinct from that of the previous chapter, which 

approached the influence of globalization upon state repression from the vantage point of 

the state’s individual embeddedness in each of its processes.  Before moving on to the 

analysis of the actual effects of systemic globalization upon repression though, it is 

necessary to briefly discuss the manner in which these ordering principles may connect to 

the behavior of human rights violations. 

 There are two ways in which globalization at the system level may be argued to 

influence the human rights behavior of states.  First, one may approach the ordering 

effects of globalization upon systemic patterns of human rights abuse.  At this level, the 

influence of systemic globalization is based upon its conduciveness to the expansion of 

the overriding liberal norm of individual liberty protection or the conditions under which 

it is less likely.  These effects may be seen across the system as human rights norms 

progress toward or away from higher stages of the normative life-cycle (Finnemore and 

Sikkink, 1998), achieving wider acceptance and internalization.  Second, the 

effectiveness of these rule sets may be assessed in terms of how individual states respond 

through compliance or disobedience.  At this level, individual state decisions on whether 
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or not to employ repressive tactics to deal with perceived domestic threat is constrained 

or motivated by overriding patterns of globalization – and not merely their own depth of 

integration into them. 

Ikenberry (2001:16) explains that one may view the ordering principles designed 

in the liberal institutions created by powerful actors in the post-war period as “…both 

constructs and constraints.  Institutions are the formal and informal organizations, rules, 

routines, and practices that are embedded in the wider political order and define the 

‘landscape’ in which actors operate”.  This ‘landscape’ is intended to facilitate not only 

the expansion of the specific types of integration that define each facet of globalization, 

but also to expand upon the overarching principles upon which they are premised.  The 

increased adherence to these principles may be due to the widening of acceptance of the 

legitimacy of these norms as well as their individual effectiveness in binding members of 

the international system to their sets of rules. 

Across the international system, globalization may be expected to broaden the 

acceptance of the legitimacy of human rights standards by increasing the recognition of 

the benefits of a liberal order.  Finnemore and Sikkink (1998:902) explain that a norm 

will reach a ‘tipping point’ when a substantial proportion of the international system 

(including particular states that are critical to promoting the norm at a system-level) adopt 

them.  They go on to explain that once this occurs, there is a cascade of further norm 

acceptance that is caused by the widening legitimacy of a norm. 

Up to the tipping point, little normative change occurs without significant 
domestic movements supporting such change.  After the tipping point has 
been reached, however, a different dynamic begins.  More countries begin 
to adopt new norms more rapidly even without domestic pressure for 
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 such change.  Empirical studies suggest that, at this point, often an 
 international or regional demonstration effect or ‘contagion’ occurs in 
 which international and transnational norm influences become more 
 important than domestic politics for effecting norm change53.

In fact, there is support for the expansion of democratic institutions through systemic and 

regional diffusion (Starr, 1991) and socialization of elites by their regional counterparts 

(Pevehouse, 2002a; 2002b).  In this manner, each of the types of globalization may 

provide the interactions as well as the socializing rationale for pressing the acceptance of 

the norm of human rights forward through each one’s philosophical consistency with 

such a norm as well as an increasing frequency of opportunities to reinforce its legitimacy 

from outside. 

 Further, as globalization expands the benefits that it promises to those who 

participate, there is a further demonstration effect that may assist in the expansion of 

human rights compliance.  The World Bank’s (2002a) study on the influences of 

globalization upon economic growth and poverty in LDCs finds that those states that 

have integrated the most over the past three decades have correspondingly increased their 

rate of economic growth and reduced their level of poverty.  They note however, that 

those states that have not integrated themselves into the processes of globalization have 

witnessed further marginalization from the expanding welfare that is seen across the 

world.  The importance of this aspect of globalization for the protection of human rights 

is premised upon the philosophical coherence within the liberal ordering function of 

globalization.  The betterment of those states that adhere to the core principles of this new 

 
53 They cite in particular Ramirez, Soysal, and Shanahan (1997) and Whitehead (1996) as examples of the 
importance of such demonstration effects. 
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rule set compared to those that do not should send a message (aside from the types of 

pressure-based incentives discussed in the previous chapter) to closed and repressive 

regimes.  That message is that the liberal order that defines globalization is effective, and 

that the more a state adheres to it the more they will promote economic growth, poverty 

reduction, and thus increase domestic stability. 

 Finally, as an ordering structure for the international system, increasing levels of 

globalization also further develop the institutional constraints to which Ikenberry’s 

(2001) quote above refers.  In this respect, each of the different elements of globalization 

is intended to bind those states that intend to be participants in the core (Barnett, 2004) of 

the international system to its rule sets.  Membership within the increasing web of 

economic, political, and social connectivity throughout the international system carries 

with it the responsibility to conform to acceptable standards of behavior.  As this 

membership expands, the incentives to demonstrate such compliance increase as well, 

aside from the level of integration that an individual state has already attained.  Given the 

promise of benefits that are attained by such membership within the core of the 

international system, states should anticipate the necessity for maintaining legitimacy as 

members of the international community in order to achieve further integration as well as 

economic and political betterment.  

 Conversely, the set of processes that are associated with globalization may not 

serve to promote the expansion of human rights norms across the system in this manner.  

Rather, the economic interests of the advanced industrial countries may be the incentive 

of any institutionalizing process that is associated with the phenomenon.  This 
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perspective adheres to the broad theoretical approach that has been referred to as 

structuralism.  While this view on the inequity of the structure of the international 

political economy was laid out above, it is the increasing levels of economic hardship, 

lack of political influence over rectifying it, and the resulting instability throughout the 

developing world that arises from this system that connects system level globalization 

with human rights behavior. 

 In terms of economic globalization, systemic expansion of interdependence 

creates a widening of the inequality gap across the globe as well as within individual 

states.  The trade regime is considered to be institutionally built to favor those that 

already possess economic advantage over the lesser developed countries – reducing 

barriers on most products exported by the advanced industrial economies and allowing 

them for those commodities that are relied upon and that present the most promise for 

LDCs (Kapstein, 1999).  Direct investment by MNCs as well may allow for the 

expansion of MNCs in terms of access to markets as well as cheap labor and resources.  

But the result of this maximization of profits by MNCs is disproportionately shared by 

those states from which these corporations originate – the industrially developed 

economies (Meyer, 1998).  Further, social globalization and the technological advances 

that characterize its expansion serves to facilitate the expansion of this economic activity 

rather than having any dramatic influence over altering the normative outlook of 

developing countries’ leaders. 

 The institutions that increasingly bind states together as part of the political facet 

of globalization are further representative of the interests of the developed countries.  
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This is particularly the case with respect to those that serve to promote increasing levels 

of economic interdependence.  The importance of this element of the structural 

ramifications of globalization is that not only are the economic interests of LDCs 

marginalized by the economic component of globalization, they possess very little 

authority or venues through which to alleviate these institutional problems.  There is a 

systematic discrimination against any sort of leveling of the playing field such that most 

LDCs might be capable of competing in the globalization process.   

 With respect to the specific countries that are the focus of this dissertation then, 

globalization may be seen as having a disordering influence.  By this I mean that if 

globalization creates greater economic disparities throughout the world, and leaves those 

that are on its losing end with fewer means to deal with these effects, then there is reason 

to believe that the level of antipathy for the system and those who are associated with its 

promotion will grow as well.  As the effects of globalization decrease the ability of the 

state to provide its function as the guarantor of public goods, society breaks apart into 

sub-national bases for identity, and instability associated with the move toward illicit 

activity increases.  The result is a set of conditions within the developing world that are 

increasingly conducive to higher levels of state repression. 

 

Data and Methods 

The data for this chapter employs the same process of multiple imputation to 

address problems with missing data points that was described in more depth in the 

previous chapter.  There are some important differences though, in the ways in which the 
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different aspects of globalization have been measured as well as those assessing human 

rights behavior.  Further, the methods of analysis used in this chapter are distinct from 

those in Chapter 4, due to both the alterations in measurement of the dependent variable 

and in the system level focus here.  This section will describe the measurements and 

methods used to assess the existence (or lack of) an ordering principle that is built into 

the globalization process. 

 

Political Rights Measures 

 In order to assess the effects of systemic globalization upon the expansion of the 

protection of human rights, I employ two different variations on the measure of personal 

integrity rights protection that has been utilized throughout this dissertation – the Political 

Terror Scale.  Because the focus of this chapter is on the acceptance of and compliance 

with the international norm of human rights that serves as the normative superstructure of 

globalization as a liberal ordering principle, I alter the way in which the PTS is used.   

Rather than using the continuous measure of the specific level of protection of 

personal integrity rights, I create a dichotomous measure that indicates whether a state is 

firmly in compliance with such human rights norms (1), or is not (0).  I designate the cut-

point that indicates human rights norm compliance as being rated at a four or above on 

the PTS.  As indicated in Table 2-154 of this dissertation, a rating of four describes a state 

in which “there is a limited amount of imprisonment for nonviolent political activity.   

 

54 The coding classifications are taken from Gibney and Dalton (1996). 
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Table 5-1: Summary Statistics for the Dependent Variables 
Level of 
Analysis 

Description Minimum Maximum Mean 

System Level 
 

Proportion of states 
in the international 
system with a PTS 
rating of four or 
above. 

 

45.98 

 

63.22 

 

51.12 

State Level Dichotomous 
measure indicating 
if a state is rated at 
four or above (1) or 
below a rating of 
four (0). 

 

0 1 .52

However, few are affected, torture and beatings are exceptional…Political murder is 

rare”.  A rating of three, on the other hand, describes a state in which “there is extensive 

political imprisonment, or a recent history of such imprisonment.  Execution or other 

political murders and brutality may be common.  Unlimited detention, with or without 

trial, for political views is accepted”.  This particular cut-point marks a clear distinction 

in how wide-spread government repression is within a given state. 

Using this dichotomous measure, I create two measures that will be utilized in the 

two sets of analyses that are described below.  These two measures are illustrated in 

Table 5-1.  The first indicates how widely accepted compliance with the human rights 

norm is across the international system within a given year.  In order to create this 

variable, I have measured the proportion of the system membership that is rated at four or 

above.  The second measure is simply the dichotomous measure of human rights 

compliance for each state within a given year.  Here, the intention is to assess whether or 

not the system level measures of globalization have an influence over individual states’ 



216

behavior as they are motivated to comply with or respond to the adverse effects of the 

liberal ordering principle. 

 

Globalization Measures 

This chapter has discussed the possibility of globalization being viewed as a set of 

processes that potentially exerts a structural ordering and the imposition of rule sets 

across the globe.  In order to ascertain whether or not this is the case, different measures 

of globalization must be employed than those in the previous chapter.  The system level 

measures of globalization were described in chapter 3, as part of the overall 

conceptualization of globalization at both levels of analysis.  These measures can be 

divided into three of the broader components of the globalization phenomenon: 

economic, political, and social.  The systemic measures of globalization are summarized 

again in Table 5-2, and are briefly described below55.

Within the heading of economic globalization, I assess the influences of trade 

integration and the expansion of foreign direct investment as multinational corporations 

progressively have expanded their operations toward a more global orientation.  The 

measure of trade globalization is indicated by the percentage of the aggregated global 

gross domestic product that is accounted for by exports of goods and services.  This is 

distinct from the state level measure that includes both imports and exports.  This is due 

to the fact that theoretically the use of imports and exports across the globe is redundant,  
 
55 I also performed analyses using alternate measurements of systemic integration that were based upon the 
mean levels of integration by all members of the international system.  This was done in order to insure that 
those states with the largest economies, and largest share of these aggregate figures were not distorting the 
system-wide measures.  These analyses did not alter the results that were derived in any of the analyses that 
are reported in the results section of this chapter. 
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Table 5-2: Summary Statistics for the Independent Variables 
Sub-Facet of 
Globalization 

Method of 
Measurement 

Minimum Maximum Mean 

Trade 
 

Exports
GDP 

 

17.77 
 

25.02 
 

20.42 

Foreign Direct 
Investment 

 
Net Inflow of FDI

GDP 
 

.36 
 

3.81 
 

1.04 

 
IGO Density 

 
IGO Membership

IGOs 
 

39.99 
 

62.26 
 

51.22 

 
Democratic 

Density 

 
# of Democracies

# of States 
 

26.24 
 

45.81 
 

34.79 

 
Communications 

Usage 

 
Min. of Int’l Calls

Subscriber 
 

45.69 
 

144.24 
 

91.94 

as the exporting of goods and services that are accounted for in this measure should equal 

their importation into other countries.  The data for this as well as the measure of foreign 

direct investment are derived from the World Development Indicators (World Bank, 

2002b). 

 The measure of systemic foreign direct investment is similar to that of trade.  It 

indicates the proportion of the aggregated gross domestic product that is accounted for by 

the net inflow of foreign direct investment into all states in the international system 

within a given year.  Again, FDI indicates at the acquisition of at least 10% of the voting 

stock in an enterprise operating outside of a corporation’s country of origin.  This 
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distinguishes FDI from more fluid, short-term types of investment that may be classified 

as portfolio investment or even development assistance. 

 The measure of political globalization indicates the depth of integration by all 

members of the international system into the body of intergovernmental organizations 

that have evolved over the past six decades.  The operational measure that I employ for 

the analyses in this chapter indicates the average proportion of IGOs within the 

international system in a given year that states are members of.  This data is derived from 

the International Governmental Organizations Data Set, Version 2.0 that is a part of the 

Correlates of War 2 Project, (Pevehouse, Nordstrom, and Warnke, 2004).  While distinct 

from the specific human rights focus of political globalization in the last chapter, this 

measure assesses the overall political integration across the system that accounts for the 

many issue areas that are the focus of the international system’s regimes. 

 There are two measures of social globalization at the system level.  The first is 

different from the one that was utilized in the previous chapter.  It assesses the proportion 

of states within the international system that possess a democratic institutional structure 

as their form of government.  The data for this measure is derived from the Polity IV data 

set (Marshall and Jaggers, 2003), and employs a similar measure to that used by 

McLaughlin Mitchell (2002).  The only distinction between my measure of the 

proportion of states within the system that are rated at a 7 or above on their polity score 

and hers is that I use the overall polity rating rather than only the democracy score within 

the Polity data set. 
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 Finally, the usage of international communications technology as a tool for the 

sharing of ideas and information employs a similar measure at the system level to that at 

the state level.  This variable indicates the number of minutes of international telephone 

calls per subscriber (in hundreds of minutes), and is derived from the World 

Development Indicators (World Bank, 2002b).  It is a proxy measure for the overall 

increase in the ability of people throughout the world to communicate internationally 

through the use of different types of technology, but utilizes telephone traffic because that 

is the technology that has been most widely available over the period that is analyzed in 

this project. 

 

The Models 

This study assesses the systemic influences of the set of globalization processes 

on the protection of personal integrity rights in two ways.  The first is intended to 

ascertain whether or not there is indeed an ordering effect of globalization across the 

entire international system.  At this level, it is possible that the influences of the different 

globalization processes on human rights protection can be seen primarily through an 

upward or downward trend in the aggregate behavior of states across the international 

system as the norm of human rights expands as part of the globalization process, or is 

counteracted through diminishing conditions in many countries.  Of course, it is also 

conceivable that the null hypothesis is also true – that globalization is not related in any 

significant manner to the overall protection of human rights throughout the system.  

While a positive effect of each of the globalization measures would be consistent with 
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liberal expectations, and a negative effect would be consistent with those of structuralists, 

this null hypothesis would be anticipated by a realist orientation. 

 In order to assess these systemic influences of globalization, I use the first 

measure of the dependent variable that was described in the section above.  That is, I use 

the proportion of states in the international system that has attained a consistent level of 

respect for personal integrity rights (rated at a four or above on the PTS).  Using the five 

data sets that were created through the multiple imputation process, I perform standard 

OLS regression on this dependent variable.  I do this, employing three separate models.   

In the first model, I assess the influences of the five globalization variables alone 

on the systemic respect for human rights.  This provides the primary assessment of their 

influence.  I do not lag the independent variables for this set of analyses because I am 

considering the expansion of human rights norms as a part of this ongoing process, which 

should be expanding or contracting in scope as the other elements of the globalization 

phenomenon do.  In the second model, I add to this analysis two types of systemic 

disturbances that could alter the decision-making processes of leaders throughout the 

international system – the number of interstate and intrastate conflicts within the system 

in a given year56. This model is intended to control for other systemic forces that may 

alter the pattern of human rights protection throughout the system, and to determine 

whether the ordering effects of globalization still hold once these factors are 

incorporated.  Finally, I employ a third model that includes the globalization measures as 

 
56 For a more thorough discussion of how these system disturbances may affect policy orientations of states 
(even those outside of the states actively engaged in conflict), see Volgy, Kanthak, Stewart-Ingersoll, and 
Frazier (2004). 
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well as the systemic disturbance variables, along with a lagged measure of the dependent 

variable.  Should the measures of globalization attain a level of significance when all of 

these controls are included, it would indicate that the ordering relationship of 

globalization to human rights protection holds even when confronted with challenges to 

their effectiveness and given any sort of behavioral inertia from year to year. 

The second type of analysis I employ pulls the effectiveness of any ordering 

influences of systemic globalization down to the state level.  Here, the intention is to 

determine whether or not the normative superstructure that motivates the liberal 

structuring of the international system affects state decisions on how to deal with 

perceived domestic threats in a meaningful way.  Conversely, it determines whether or 

not the influences of systemic globalization may alter their decision-making in a negative 

manner through the increasing levels of hardship that are anticipated by the structuralist 

orientation.  Finally, it is again possible that the realist delineation between international 

and domestic politics holds true in this case, and that globalization at the system level has 

no effect on domestic behavior of states in terms of dealing with perceived domestic 

threats. 

The dependent variable that is utilized in this set of analyses is the dichotomous 

measure that indicates whether or not each state has attained a consistent protection of 

personal integrity rights within a given year.  Again, the results indicate the combined 

coefficients and standard errors from the five data sets that were created through the 

multiple imputation procedure.  As was the case in the previous chapter, I use measures 

of all variables that are lagged by one year to insure that the causal variables precede the 
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outcome variables.  Clustering around each country to account for any non-independence 

associated with individual countries from year to year derives robust standard errors.  

Given the dichotomous nature of the dependent variable, logistic regression is employed 

instead of OLS regression.  Again, several models are utilized that build upon a base 

understanding of how the system level globalization variables influence human rights in 

individual countries. 

In the first model, I again use only the five system level globalization measures.  

This provides an initial understanding of any significant influences that they might have 

upon the decision-making processes of governments with respect to the use of repressive 

tactics.  Second, I add to this base model the measures of individual levels of state 

embeddedness into the processes of globalization that were the focus of the previous 

chapter.  Additionally, I include the individual state’s polity rating so that all of the state 

level counterparts for the systemic measures of globalization are included.  The intention 

of this model is to assess whether or not the ordering effects of globalization overall or 

the individual experiences of states in these processes have a greater or equal influence 

over individual states’ behavior. 

The third model creates interaction effects that assess whether or not the level of 

integration of individual states into these processes of globalization affects the manner in 

which they respond to the ordering principles of globalization at the system level.  It may 

be for instance that the more integrated a state is into a given aspect of globalization, the 

more that the rule set associated with that aspect of globalization will mean to them.  This 

would be indicated by a significant and positive coefficient.  However, it is also possible 
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that the pull of the rule sets associated with any structural ordering effects of systemic 

globalization would be stronger on those states that are not highly integrated.  This may 

be the case because they wish to adhere to the behavioral standards associated with 

globalization in order to enter into the process in a more substantial way.  In this case, the 

significant coefficient would demonstrate a negative effect. 

In the final model, I include any of the interaction effects that do in fact 

demonstrate a significant influence on state behavior along with the same domestically 

oriented control variables that were used in chapter 4.  This is in addition to the system 

and state level variables that are present in the second model.  The intention behind this 

final analysis is to determine whether or not any significant influences of globalization at 

either level of analysis holds once the strictest of conditions are placed upon the model.  

If this is the case, then there should be substantial evidence of the highly influential 

nature of globalization in multiple ways on the human rights behavior of individual 

states. 

 

Results 

The first set of analyses on the system level effects of globalization deal with the 

overall pattern of human rights protection throughout the international system.  As is 

indicated in Table 5-1, the dependent variable that measures the percentage of the 

international system that demonstrates a rating on the political terror scale of four or 

higher ranges from 45.98 to 63.22.  This means that the ideal of protecting the category  
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of human rights that is defined as personal integrity rights can reasonably be determined 

to be in the norm cascade phase of Finnemore and Sikkink’s (1998) norm life-cycle57.

Thus, there is reason to believe that there is a pressure that is being exerted by the 

normative framework that promotes the protection of individual liberty on its own.  

However, it is worth noting that there are real fluctuations across the entire system as 

well as within only the LDCs across this period in the percentage of states that do attain 

this level of human rights protection.  The high point is in 1996.  Therefore, it is 

important to determine whether or not other systemic forces are serving as promoters or 

deterrents toward higher levels of human rights protection. 

The results for the system level analysis of human rights patterns are shown in 

Table 5-358. Model 1 presents the base findings on the influences of the five measures of 

globalization, without any controls.  From these results, it again becomes clear that one 

must distinguish between different aspects of the globalization phenomenon if an 

accurate account of the overarching process’s effects is to be determined.  As was the 

case with the state level variables, some of the facets of globalization have a significant 

and positive influence on the protection of personal integrity rights across the 

international system while others have a significant and negative influence.  In particular, 

international trade, membership in intergovernmental organizations, and democratic 

density of the international system have a positive influence over personal integrity rights  
 
57 While they do not provide a firm operationalization of this concept, they do indicate that a good bench 
mark is when one-third of the members of the international system have accepted the normative framework 
– and particularly if ‘critical states’ (in this case, those advanced industrial states that are the source of the 
organizing principles that are the focus of this chapter) have as well.  Because this range substantially 
exceeds this marker, it is reasonable to place the personal integrity rights norm at this phase. 
58 Because the Clarify program does not provide a ‘goodness of fit’ measure, I provide the corresponding 
R-squared values for these models, run on only one dataset.  They are .295, .338, and .373, respectively. 
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Table 5-3: OLS Regression Results for Human Rights Norm 
Acceptance Across the International System, 1976-2000 

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Trade .548*** 

(.076) 
.643*** 

(.076) 
.711*** 

(.076) 
FDI -3.857*** 

(.124) 
-4.504*** 

(.150) 
-5.198*** 

(.161) 
IGO Density .069*** 

(.028) 
.113*** 

(.028) 
.102*** 

(.031) 
Democracy .534*** 

(.049) 
.343*** 

(.055) 
.461*** 

(.055) 
Communications -.059*** 

(.008) 
-.014 

(.010) 
-.021** 

(.010) 
Interstate Conflicts 
 

-.029*** 

(.009) 
-.033*** 

(.010) 
Intrastate Conflicts 
 

-.109*** 

(.016) 
-.165*** 

(.017) 
Lagged PTS Score   -.183*** 

(.017) 
Constant 27.292*** 

(1.114) 
29.174*** 

(1.127) 
36.510*** 

(1.287) 
* p≤.1 ** p≤.05 *** p≤.01 (Robust Standard Errors) 

 

protection, while foreign direct investment and international communications have a 

negative influence in this first model. 

 Trade interdependence is the first of the positive systemic influences on the 

protection of human rights.  The coefficient of .548, which is significant at the .01 

confidence level indicates that for every one-point increase in the percentage of global 

gross domestic product that is accounted for by exports of goods and services, there is a 

corresponding increase of over a half a percentage point of the proportion of the 

international system that adheres to a high level of respect for human rights.  This lends 

support for the liberal orientation toward structuring the international system in a manner 

that promotes not only economic interdependence, but also the normative superstructure 
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of individual liberty promotion.  Further, it is consistent with the positive findings in the 

previous chapter on the effects of trade integration for individual states. 

 As the systemic integration into the widening body of intergovernmental 

organizations increases as well, there is a positive influence on the protection of personal 

integrity rights.  The coefficient of .069 does not indicate as dramatic of an increase on 

the proportion of states that adhere to human rights standards resulting from increasing 

membership in IGOs as the trade variable did.  However, the influence is significant at 

the .01 confidence level, and it is in a positive direction.  This adds weight to the ordering 

influence of the overall liberal orientation of globalization toward wider protection of 

individual rights as well. 

 The expansion of democracy across the international system as the legitimate 

institutional form of government has a significant positive effect on the protection of 

personal integrity rights as well.  Here the coefficient of .534, which is significant at the 

.01 confidence level, indicates a similar level of effect as trade.  For every one percent 

increase in the proportion of the international system that possesses a democratic 

government, there is a corresponding half-point increase in the percentage of the system 

that adheres to high levels of protection of rights.  The three of these systemic aspects of 

globalization then, lead one to believe that there is an effective element to the liberal 

structural ordering of the international system toward the promotion of individual liberty 

through the processes of globalization. 

 This optimism is counteracted though, by the substantial negative effects that 

result from the expansion of foreign direct investment as a source of capital inflow for 
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many states throughout the system.  More profound than the results for individual levels 

of state integration into the process of globalization, systemic FDI has a negative and

significant influence on the system level patterns of human rights adherence.  The 

coefficient for this variable is –3.857, and is significant at the .01 level.  This indicates 

that for every one percent increase in the proportion of the global GDP that is accounted 

for by the net inflow of FDI, there is an almost four percent drop in the proportion of the 

international system membership that adheres to the norm of protecting personal integrity 

rights in a consistent manner.  This finding would lend support to the structuralist side of 

the globalization debate, in that there is reason to believe that the increasing reliance 

upon MNC investment is creating greater levels of hardship and thus more incentives for 

governments to crack down on perceived domestic threats through repressive tactics. 

 Finally, the use of international communications technology breaks with its causal 

direction in terms of its influence on human rights at the level of state embeddedness.  

Here, the coefficient of -.059 is significant at the .01 confidence level as well.  Much like 

the variable indicating IGO density, the magnitude of the influence is quite small.  

Nevertheless, it is negative and significant.  Structuralists might argue that this is due to 

the fact that the information age is serving as a facilitator for the rest of the negative 

aspects of globalization that they believe are occurring.  This is somewhat difficult to 

interpret though, considering all but one of the other globalization variables are having a 

positive influence.   

 The next two models that are displayed in Table 5-3 demonstrate relatively 

consistent findings with this base model.  As would be expected, both types of systemic 
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disturbance have significant and negative effects on the protection of human rights 

throughout the world.  As the frequency of interstate as well as intrastate conflicts 

increases, there is a downward trend in the protection of personal integrity rights.  

Further, model 3 shows that the lagged dependent variable is negative and significant.  

This would indicate a downward trend in the protection of human rights over this period.  

As I said above, there is quite a bit of fluctuation in this measure from year to year.  

There are some years in which there are drops in the measure.  But the high point in 

terms of the systemic acceptance of human rights protection was 1996 – toward the end 

of the period under analysis.  So I am hesitant to conclude from this that there is any 

overwhelming trend downward in the level of protection of personal integrity rights. 

 With respect to the globalization variables though, all remain consistent with the 

base model in terms of their causal direction.  Further, each of their magnitudes of effect 

increase once the models are more encompassing of important determinants.  It seems 

then, that there is support at the system level for the contention that globalization as an 

overarching process is having a significant influence over the expansion of the human 

rights norm.  While this rules out support from these analyses for the realist expectations 

on this issue though, it does not provide outright support for either of the other 

perspectives.  Much like the state level analyses in chapter 4, one must take a more 

focused look at the type of globalization that is affecting human rights to determine 

whether or not it is doing so in a positive manner. 

Turning to the effects of system level globalization upon the behavior of 

individual states, I wish to determine whether or not these aggregate patterns are also 
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shown at the individual state level.  It has been demonstrated that the individual depths of 

integration into the globalization processes do have an influence over the decision 

making process of states with respect to the use of repressive tactics.  The intention of 

these analyses is to determine whether or not the ordering effects of globalization as a 

structural force create rule sets or conditions across the international system such that 

individual LDCs are influenced toward or away from more protection of human rights. 

The results for the logistic regression analyses on the effects of systemic 

globalization upon the propensity of states to adhere to a consistent and substantial 

protection of personal integrity rights is illustrated in Table 5-459. These results 

demonstrate a different pattern than those that assessed systemic compliance with human 

rights norms.  In fact, the only system level globalization measure that has a significant 

influence over human rights behavior at the state level is the one indicating the expansion 

of foreign direct investment.  Again, the influence of FDI is negative and significant.  As 

the reliance upon investment from MNCs increases across the system then, there appears 

to be a strain placed upon individual states such that they in fact become more repressive.  

This may indicate the downward trend in control over a government’s own territory that 

is suggested by the Race to the Bottom argument.  Such pressure may induce higher 

levels of perceived threat to the government in power, resulting in more repressive 

behavior.  None of the other variables demonstrate a significant influence upon this 

behavior.  Thus, the model that includes only the system level globalization variables  

 
59 Again, the Clarify program does not provide a ‘goodness of fit’ value, but the pseudo R-squared value for 
each of the analyses run on only one data set are .001, .175, .177, and .437 for models 1-4, respectively. 
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Table 5-4: Logit Results for Human Rights Compliance at State Level, 1976-2000 
Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Sys. Trade 
 

.008 
(.043) 

-.056 
(.056) 

-.050 
(.151) 

.054 
(.080) 

Sys. FDI 
 

-.202** 

(.090) 
-.218*

(.114) 
-.208 
(.138) 

-.206 
(.161) 

Sys. IGO Density .008 
(.021) 

.036 
(.029) 

.076 

(.049) 
.039 

(.033) 
Sys. Democracy  -.021 

(.027) 
-.056 
(.037) 

-.053 
(.038) 

-.095 
(.056) 

Sys. Comm. .005 
(.004) 

-.001 
(.006) 

.002 
(.007) 

.010 
(.009) 

State Trade 
 

- 1.770*** 
(.422) 

1.796 
(4.255) 

.483*

(.256) 
State FDI 
 

- -2.017 

(1.593) 
-2.881 
(2.799) 

-.688 
(1.578) 

State IGO Density 
 

- -5.277** 

(2.352) 
11.454 

(13.335) 
-4.178** 

(1.794) 
State Democracy 
 

- .080*** 

(.016) 
.065 

(.066) 
.057*** 

(.012) 
State Comm. - .208*** 

(.068) 
.387*** 

(.157) 
.094** 

(.041) 
Trade Interaction 
 

- - -.002 
(.198) 

-

FDI Interaction 
 

- - .658
(2.023) 

-

IGO Interaction 
 

- - -.337 

(.259) 
-

Democracy 
Interaction 

- - .000
(.002) 

-

Comm. Interaction - - -.002 

(.001) 
-

Econ. Devel. - - - .139** 

(.067) 
Population Size 
 

- - - -.000** 

(.000) 
Interstate Conflict 
 

- - - -.237 

(.203) 
Intrastate Conflict 
 

- - - -1.133*** 

(.212) 
Lagged PTS Score - - - 2.532*** 

(.172) 
Constant -.376 

(.673) 
-.416 

(.933) 
-2.098 
(4.031) 

-.254 

(1.339) 
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indicates that there is minimal effect from the ordering aspect of globalization upon 

individual state decisions on how best to deal with perceived domestic threats. 

 Once the variables indicating individual states’ levels of embeddedness into the 

processes and domestic controls are included though, even the significant effect of FDI 

disappears.  It seems that system level globalization is less important in determining 

states’ human rights performance than their own specific experiences with globalization.  

An interesting point to note about these results is that they provide further evidence of the 

robustness of the results in the previous chapter.  Not only do all of these individual 

integration measures show significant influences over the continuous measure of personal 

integrity rights protection, but they also do when the measure is dichotomized to indicate 

adherence to substantial human rights protection.  Further, they do so in the same manner 

that they did in chapter 4.  Trade and communications usage, along with a democratic 

regime, provide a positive and significant force toward higher levels of protection of 

personal integrity rights.  Integration into the body of intergovernmental organizations 

and reliance upon FDI have a negative influence, although the influence of FDI falls 

short of statistical significance. 

 Nor do the systemic influences of globalization become clear when they are 

approached as interacting with the specific levels of integration of individual states.  

Model 3 employs interaction effects between each of the system level globalization 

variables and their corresponding state level variables. None of these interaction effects 

demonstrates any statistical significance.  The systemic rule sets that are included within 
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the process of globalization do not seem to affect individual state decisions in terms of 

this domestic behavior.  These findings are given additional support in the final model 

that includes important domestic level characteristics that have significant influence upon 

states’ repressive behavior.  From these analyses, it seems clear that these types of 

decisions on the part of governments are influenced primarily by these domestic 

characteristics as well as their own individual experiences with the globalization process. 

 

Conclusion 

This chapter has built upon the external forces that were demonstrated in the 

previous chapter to have a significant influence over the human rights behavior of LDCs.  

The level of embeddedness in the different process of globalization clearly influences the 

level of repression that one finds within these states.  This chapter argued though, that 

globalization may be viewed in an additional way.  That is, it may be seen as providing 

an ordering influence throughout the world as levels of interdependence increase 

throughout the international system. 

 This idea is premised upon the consistency of the liberal orientation that provides 

the impetus for promoting globalization and its adherence to a normative superstructure 

that values the protection of the rights of individuals.  As such, systemic globalization (it 

was argued) may create a rule set that encourages the expansion of human rights norms 

regardless of individual depths of integration into its various processes.  Conversely, it 

was argued that systemic globalization may be creating conditions in which the motives 
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for increasing repression are expanding as those states whose interests are not motivating 

the globalization process are infringed upon. 

 When these effects of globalization are approached at purely the system level, this 

argument is supported.  In fact, several aspects of globalization show a positive influence 

over the entire system toward a higher level of acceptance of norms of human rights, 

which is consistent with the liberal view that has been described within this chapter.  

Specifically, the more that trade interdependence, political interdependence through 

intergovernmental organizations, and the adherence to the norm of democratic 

institutions expands, so does the consistent protection of personal integrity rights.  

However, as reliance upon foreign direct investment and the use of international 

communications technology expands across the system, there is a downward trend in the 

protection of human rights at the aggregate level, as structuralists would expect.  The 

importance of these results are two-fold.  First, increasing levels of integration throughout 

the system do appear to be having an ordering effect over what is traditionally considered 

a domestic issue.  Globalization then, may be considered as a force that is imposing a sort 

of structure over those actors that fall under its scope.  Second, the results again reinforce 

the broader contention of this dissertation that one must explore globalization in terms of 

its individual parts.  Because these contradictory influences are demonstrated, it would be 

a mistake to view globalization at the system level as a monolithic process with 

consistent influences.  Rather, the complexity of its effects require that one takes a more 

nuanced view through disaggregating globalization into its distinct facets.  From a 
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theoretical perspective, there are real influences of globalization as a structural force that 

lend credibility to both the liberal and structuralist orientations. 

 These ordering effects that are demonstrated at the system level do not find 

support once the individual behavior of states is examined though.  While there may be 

an influence of system level globalization upon overarching trends, it does not appear to 

have the same level of force over individual state decisions as of yet.  This is consistent 

with the realist distinction between international and domestic politics, as well as their 

contention that globalization does not create a real ordering principle for the international 

system.  It is clear that individual levels of integration into the processes of globalization 

do provide external pressures to alter repressive behavior though.  This dampens the 

merit of separating the international force of globalization from domestic behavior, and 

stands in contrast to the realist viewpoint.  Clearly though, the rule sets that may be built 

into the globalization process are not powerful enough to alter these sorts of conduct on 

their own.   

It may well be that the means through which these rule sets are enforced or 

promoted by particular states as well as other actors determine whether or not they are 

adhered to by individual states.  Such an exploration of how specific types of incentives 

and pressures from outside actors deters or encourages repressive behavior of individual 

states would be a fertile ground for research, particularly in light of recent rhetoric by the 

leading state in the international system during the post-9-11 period.  Further, uncovering 

a more detailed description of how and with whom states are integrating themselves into 

the globalization process could uncover some ways in which structural forces may have 
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an influence over particular actors in this area.  It may well be that the influences of the 

globalization process play themselves out differently within different sub-systems or 

regions, as well as depending upon the specific nature and/or participants that 

characterize the different types of interdependence.  From these analyses though, it 

appears that globalization as an ordering principle may be a set of forces that do have a 

bearing on the expansion of human rights norms throughout the international system, but 

that these rule sets are not powerful enough on their own to alter the behavior of 

individual states at the domestic level.  
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6. CONCLUSION 
Overview 

This project began with a reference to the contentious debate over the broad range 

of influences that globalization is having upon human as well as state security.  I pointed 

out that proponents of the globalization process, adhering to a liberal philosophy of the 

ideal organization of international as well as domestic politics, contend that it promotes 

remedies to a range of political and social problems – including economic development, 

poverty, violent conflict, and state repression.  Globalization’s critics though, subscribing 

to a structuralist orientation, argue that it is the source of just as many problems 

(particularly in developing countries) – including global as well as state economic 

inequality, an exacerbation of poverty at the lowest socio-economic levels, declining state 

capacity to provide traditional welfare roles, political instability, and state repression.  

My intention was to uncover its actual effects on one area of human security that is 

referenced by both sides of this argument – the frequency of state repression upon 

citizens within developing countries. 

 Two primary questions motivated this endeavor.  First, does globalization 

influence the protection of personal integrity rights in a significant way?  Most of the 

literature that explores the determinants of the protection or violation of these types of 

rights has focused on domestic characteristics of the state.  This is not surprising, 

considering that this type of behavior occurs within the state.  Domestic attributes of 

states do have a substantial bearing on the use of repression by governments.  There has 

been a more recent attempt within this literature though, to assess the effects of 



237

international forces upon this type of behavior though.  My primary contribution to the 

human rights literature then, is to assess the effects of a broader set of international 

influences that are becoming more important for states within the context of the 

globalization phenomenon.  In fact, I do find that several components of globalization 

have a significant effect on the likelihood that individuals within developing countries 

will fall victim to gross violations of their human rights. 

 Second, how can the globalization phenomenon best be systematically examined 

in order to gain a better, generalizable understanding of its complex dynamics and effects 

on state as well as human security?  Far too often, discussions about the globalization 

process fall victim to the tendency by both proponents and critics to oversimplify.  One 

gets the sense that it is either a solely positive force for changing the conditions of 

everyone or the root of suffering and marginalization of the weakest actors throughout 

the world.  Unfortunately, this does not get us very far in understanding this expansive 

and complex set of process that are linking interests of various actors at a level that is 

unparalleled in history.  It is in this way that the contribution of this dissertation extends 

beyond the demonstration of the significant effects that globalization is having upon state 

repression.  I provide a model from which to explore its various other effects as well.  I 

demonstrate that globalization should be separated in two ways.  First, it must be 

disaggregated into its distinct types of integration in order to uncover its complex and 

often contradictory influences.  Second, it must be viewed as a set of processes that are 

unfolding at the system level as well as within the confines of individual states’ 

integration into them. 
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 In an effort to demonstrate empirically derived, generalizable influences of 

globalization upon repression within the developing countries, I used data on 156 

countries over the period of 1976 through 2000.   I define the set of countries that are 

classified as LDCs by their non-membership in the OECD.  I contend that it is important 

to explore globalization’s effects on these countries separately from the industrialized 

developed countries.  This is because they have had much further to move over this 

period in terms of their depths of integration into the different types of interdependence 

that make up the globalization phenomenon as well as with respect to their adherence to 

internationally recognized standards of human rights protection.  Further, LDCs are more 

vulnerable to the outside sources of influence that I am exploring because of their lack of 

relative power (economically, politically, and militarily) within the international system. 

 To begin the process of determining globalization’s influences upon human 

rights, chapter two explored the reasons that leaders are expected to select repression of 

personal integrity rights to begin with.  I contend that they engage in this type of behavior 

by a conscious policy decision, and that they make these decisions based upon a 

consideration of the costs and benefits of doing so.  The primary reason that leaders are 

expected to opt for systematic repression of their populations is that they perceive a threat 

to their continuation in office.  This threat is commonly responded to with violent forms 

of coercion.  However, there exist factors at the domestic as well as international levels 

that either incite leaders toward heightened threat perception or present them with 

anticipated costs for employing repressive tactics to deal with such threats.  These costs 

may be assessed through both material and normative considerations. 
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 Domestically, low levels of economic wealth, large populations, and involvement 

in civil as well as interstate conflicts exacerbate levels of threat perception.  Each of these 

attributes affects the satisfaction with the status quo among the population by limiting 

wide-spread access to scarce resources that are essential for their well being.  As 

economic hardship increases, so does the resentment toward the government in power, 

which is unable to provide a current or even anticipated satisfactory standard of living.  

This lack of access to scarce resources is even more prevalent in larger populations, 

where distribution becomes more challenging and particular sub-groups may be 

systematically discriminated against.  Conflict as well as general political instability 

caused by relative depravation presents governments with the perception that their tenure 

in office may be in jeopardy.  Conversely, democratic institutions provide restraints upon 

governments because of the accountability that is built into these systems as well as their 

internal norms of peaceful resolution of conflicts.  The presence of democratic 

institutions and the reduction of these other domestic stresses dissuade governments from 

using violent tactics against their opposition. 

 Similarly, international forces alter the material as well as normative 

considerations within this decision-making process.  These effects are magnified by the 

growing dependence upon outsiders for economic growth and security guarantees in 

addition to the alteration of normative interests, which derive from the globalization 

process.  As states become more integrated into the network of interdependence that 

characterizes globalization, their need to maintain legitimacy within the eyes of the 

international community increases.  The ramifications for being labeled a pariah state 
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become more pronounced when that state is dependent upon the international community 

for its material welfare.  At the same time, globalization works through several of the 

aforementioned domestic attributes (economic development, democracy, and conflict 

propensity) to alter both the perceived threat as well as the constraints upon the set of 

remedies that the government may choose from.  Finally, the increasing exchange of 

ideas and information that is involved with the globalization phenomenon alters the 

preferences of governments as well as their populations through the growing importance 

that is attributed to expanding international norms of behavior.  Each of these 

mechanisms shapes the decision-making process of states in addition to the domestic 

characteristics that have been demonstrated before. 

 Finally, I presented a description of the data that is used as the dependent variable 

throughout this study – the Political Terror Scale.  It is a standards-based, content 

analysis of the annual country reports that are generated by Amnesty International and 

the US State Department.  The PTS assesses the frequency with which states engage in 

four types of repression of personal integrity rights - extrajudicial killings, torture, forced 

disappearances, and political imprisonment.  By using Gibney’s (2004) update of Poe, 

Tate, and Keith’s (1999) coding of the PTS, I am able to assess the influence of 

globalization as well as those domestic characteristics described above through 2000, 

which moves beyond the international influences upon this decision-making process as 

well as the scope of years that has been explored within the human rights literature. 

 Chapter three began the conceptual as well as empirical investigation of the 

globalization phenomenon.  I provide a definition of globalization as the trans-continental 
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growth in the magnitude of economic, political, social, and security interdependence 

between multiple actors.  Due to the technological advances and policy orientations of the 

most powerful actors within the international system, the constraints upon state and non-

state actors to interact across large territorial space within a shorter time frame have 

become much less.  The binding of these diverse types of actors together across these 

categories of interdependence alters the distinction that has traditionally been made 

within international relations between the international and the domestic.  It is no longer 

possible for states to completely hide behind the cloak of sovereignty because the 

decisions that they make have a much greater effect on actors outside of their sovereign 

borders.  The reverse is true as well.  The decisions that actors from distant locations 

make have an increased level of importance for the domestic conditions and choices that 

leaders face.  The material welfare and normative considerations of diverse actors 

throughout the world are intertwined at an unprecedented scale, and are continuing in this 

increasing trend.  

By providing four primary categories within which networks of interdependence 

are increasing in scope, I emphasize that globalization is a multifaceted concept.  As 

such, it must be assessed in terms of its individual aspects in order to understand its 

various effects.  Each of these primary components of globalization may further be 

broken down into specific sub-facets that reflect different ways in which states and other 

actors are becoming more tightly linked with one another.  Further, I explain that the 

different aspects of globalization are at once occurring above the state level as well as 

distinctly, within individual states.  As a process that is occurring at the system level, it is 
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a set of interdependences that are linking many actors together, and possibly providing a 

coherent ordering principle that exerts a rule set within which the international system’s 

members normally act.  But as an individual experience, the actual levels of 

embeddedness that individual states achieve may present them with distinct levels of 

influence from outside over their internal behavior. 

I assess the growth of four aspects of the globalization process as a part of this 

chapter, demonstrating that each of them shows a dramatic increase over the period of 

1970 through 2000.  This is important because it refutes the claims by some (Hirst and 

Thompson, 1999, in particular) that globalization is a myth.  On the contrary, the 

empirical growth of trade, foreign direct investment, commitments to international human 

rights regimes, and international telecommunications usage, show that developing 

countries are becoming integrated into the global political economy to an extent that they 

have not ever been.  While earlier periods may have demonstrated these high levels of 

interdependence among Great Powers, they certainly did not include those states that 

form the subject of my study (at least as independent actors).  Moreover, the contrasting 

patterns of growth that are demonstrated within this chapter provide support for my claim 

that one must disaggregate the globalization phenomenon in order to assess its influences.  

While the specific sub-facets of globalization that are selected for this study are 

included for their theoretical connection to the type of behavior of states with which I am 

currently concerned, this empirical demonstration is valuable beyond this dissertation.  

As I indicated earlier, I view this demonstration as supporting a model through which to 

examine the more broad effects of globalization upon other areas of individual and state 
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security.  I have not exhausted the list of types of interdependence that make up the 

globalization phenomenon.  But I have provided evidence that different types of 

globalization are distinct from one another in terms of their patterns of growth.  Thus, 

future studies should consider pertinent sub-facets of globalization separately in order to 

uncover these additional effects. 

In chapter four, I began the empirical investigation of the influences of 

globalization upon state repression.  Specifically, I assessed the impact that the depth of 

integration that individual LDCs attain has upon the tendency to engage in violations of 

personal integrity rights.  The most important contribution that this chapter makes to the 

field of IPE is to demonstrate that globalization does have a significant effect on this type 

of domestic behavior.  Thus, it is important to consider both domestic and international 

influences in determining the roots of state repression.  Further, my contention that 

individual sub-facets of globalization must be explored separately from one another is 

borne out.  In fact, of the four aspects of globalization that I analyze, two have a 

significantly positive influence on the protection of human rights, while two have a 

negative influence. 

Higher levels of embeddedness into international trade significantly alter human 

rights practices for the better.  Several reasons account for this finding.  First, as a state’s 

economy is more dependent upon international trade for its stability and growth, the 

importance of its good standing within the international community increases as well.  

Should a state be labeled as an illegitimate trading partner because of outrage over its 

internal practices, trade could be reduced through formal sanctions or an informal move 
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away from dealings with it.  The adverse economic impact of this cut in trade would be 

particularly harmful to those states that are highly embedded.  Further, liberals see trade 

as promoting economic growth, democratic stability, and a reduction in conflict 

propensity.  Each of these domestic influences provides an indirect mechanism through 

which international trade does benefit human rights protection in LDCs.  Important about 

the results that I present is the fact that both the direct as well as the indirect influences 

demonstrate significance within my models in its influence. 

Similarly, increasing levels of integration into the social aspect of globalization 

through the use of communications technology have a positive influence on the 

protection of personal integrity rights in the developing world.  The sharing of ideas and 

information through this increasing cross-border communication benefits rights 

promotion in two ways.  First, it increases the ability of actors outside of repressive states 

to witness the behavior that is occurring.  This is an essential step in mobilizing the 

pressure on outside governments to cut trade with repressive states as well as to increase 

the ability of interested IGOs and NGOs to effectively exert pressure from the outside.  

Second, information flows into these formerly closed-off societies that demonstrates the 

conditions that others exist in throughout the world.  This alters their own conceptions of 

what is acceptable behavior on the part of their government.  In this way, international 

communications usage facilitates pressure from above and below the level of the 

repressive government. 

On the other hand, higher reliance upon foreign direct investment does not appear 

to have the kind of positive influence that trade integration does.  While narrowly falling 
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short of statistical significance, the influence of FDI on developing states is negative.  It 

appears that those who argue that the real economic benefits of MNC investment into 

these countries flows up the corporate ladder to the developed countries from which they 

originate may be correct.  Further, MNCs are less concerned about doing business with 

repressive regimes, as long as there is a profit motive for doing so.  This leaves a 

dissatisfied public who may be faced with a repressive regime that has financial support 

to continue its hold on power through corporate investment.  One additional point merits 

reiteration here.  One not only needs to assess individual components of globalization 

individually, but even when they belong to the same primary category (in the case of 

trade and FDI, economic globalization). 

Finally, higher depths of integration into the principle human rights treaties of the 

United Nations system have a significantly negative effect on the protection of personal 

integrity rights.  The institutional weakness of these regimes allows for states to engage 

in ‘cheap talk’.  While states must agree to adhere to certain standards of behavior when 

they sign on to these agreements, there does not seem to be a real enforcement of 

compliance.  Rather, states have incentive to attain higher levels of legitimacy throughout 

the international community by the reputational benefits of signing, knowing the lack of 

monitoring and enforcement mechanisms built into the treaties.  That the effect of this 

variable becomes significant once I control for democracy further indicates that 

democratic states take the rules contained within these treaties seriously, while non-

democracies do not. 
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In chapter five, I argued that globalization may be viewed as an ordering principle 

at the international system level.  By this I mean that globalization, as a set of processes 

that adhere to a coherent philosophical framework, may be seen to create a set of rules 

which structure the ways in which system members normally act.  From a liberal 

perspective, this rule set is rooted in a normative superstructure that reifies the 

importance of individual liberty.  This normative preference is promoted through 

economic liberalization and interdependence, a system of regimes that promotes 

cooperation and establishes norms that are conducive to individual rights, and the spread 

of ideas and norms such as human rights protection and democracy as the legitimate 

institutional form of government.  Conversely, structuralism views the ordering effects of 

globalization as promoting economic and political benefits to those already in powerful 

positions within the international political economy.  It does so through increasing levels 

of LDC dependence upon developed states and their corporations, and a system of 

regimes that consolidates the North’s preferred rules and representation in setting new 

rules.  

The results in this chapter indicate that there is an ordering effect at the system 

level upon the expansion of human rights as part of this framework.  Further, both of the 

two theoretical frameworks receive some support.  Specifically, increasing levels of trade 

interdependence, the deepening density of commitments to the growing body of IGOs 

that provide a regime-based framework through which this structure is promoted, and the 

dispersion of democratic governments throughout the world are associated with an 

upward pattern of protection of human rights.  From these results, it seems that there is a 
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connection between the globalization of several liberally based prescriptions and the 

globalization of human rights norms.  Conversely, the spread of foreign direct investment 

throughout the world and the expansion of communications technology usage 

demonstrate a negative influence on human rights behavior.  While the results for FDI fit 

with the earlier results that indicate that MNCs are not concerned with pressuring change 

in repressive regimes, the communications findings are a bit more difficult to interpret.  

Nevertheless, globalization at the system level clearly has an influence on the dispersion 

of human rights norms.  And again, the actual type of influence depends upon the type of 

globalization one is talking about. 

Finally, systemic patterns of globalization do not demonstrate a significant 

influence over individual state decision-making processes, when it comes to repressive 

behavior.  It is the depth of integration into the different facets of globalization that 

individual states experience that alters the choices that they make.  While it may be that 

there is an ordering effect at the aggregate level, these types of decisions are made by 

leaders within the context of individual costs and benefits (both material and normative) 

that they anticipate facing as a result of altering their human rights practices. 

 

Implications 

Globalization has been given credit for many influences upon the welfare of 

individuals and states alike.  One of the areas in which this is argued to be the case is that 

of political rights.  Such claims are warranted, given the findings of this dissertation.  

More specifically, the likelihood that individuals who stand in opposition to the 
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leadership in their country will be imprisoned, tortured, abducted, and even executed for 

their political opinions is significantly influenced by the globalization process.  This is 

the simple answer to the first question that motivated this study.  Not only is an 

exploration the human rights implications of international forces in addition to domestic 

characteristics merited then, but also these international forces may be explored within 

the context of globalization. 

 This simple answer clouds the complexity of this relationship though.  Certain 

aspects of globalization significantly benefit the protection of personal integrity rights 

while others make states more repressive.  It appears as if the tendency of aspects of 

globalization to be positive in this influence is dependent upon how likely it is that they 

will either exert material costs against repressive regimes or that they will alter important 

normative considerations within their respective societies.  Because MNCs do not seem 

to apply such costs against repressive governments, FDI does not promote more rights 

protection.  In fact, it may be that FDI in particular countries consolidates the power of 

repressive rulers.  Moreover, the inability of human rights treaties to exert real costs for 

noncompliance allows leaders to reap the benefits of becoming party to the agreements 

without actually complying. 

 It is the direct and indirect influences of trade on economic growth, democratic 

governance, and political stability, and their potential loss for falling outside of accepted 

standards of behavior, that exert the kinds of beneficial effects that proponents of 

globalization argue for.  Moreover, it is the increasing level of awareness of what 

repressive regimes are doing that facilitates this outside pressure through increasing 
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volumes of information and ideas that are exchanged on a transnational basis.  These 

ideas also shape the normative framework through which domestic populations exert 

demands upon their own governments.  Finally, it is the expanding web of regimes and 

democratic institutions at the system level that links issues and spreads normative ideas 

such that an expansion of human rights protection is promoted. 

 The importance of this is that if globalization is to be even more beneficial for 

human rights protection throughout the world, those interested actors must do a better job 

of targeting the sources of negative effects (while of course, continuing to pressure states 

not to trade with repressive regimes).  More specifically, public awareness of 

relationships between corporations and grossly repressive regimes should be a focus of 

transnational advocacy networks.  Naming and shaming of companies and the persuasion 

of consumers not to do business with them could do more to force MNCs to use what 

leverage they have on states that they do business with.  As the example of Shell in 

chapter four indicates, this may be something that is beginning to happen more regularly.   

 With respect to the human rights regime within the United Nations system, there 

is a need for reform.  Beyond the membership criteria for its committees that have been 

discussed lately, these bodies need teeth.  Perhaps this is better done through a re-

orienting of the Security Council, and what it deems threats to peace.  It is no coincidence 

that those states that fall at the most repressive ends of the PTS are also the states that are 

generally considered to be international threats themselves, or are the staging grounds for 

non-state actors who are.  The willingness to engage in gross levels of violence within 

one’s borders cannot be logically separated from the potential to use it elsewhere.  
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Further, the suffering that is created within these states provides fertile ground for 

disillusioned individuals, who strike back at not only their own leadership, but also 

beyond.  Therefore, it may be in the security as well as moral interest of those major 

power states that sit on the UN Security Council to give the UN system a more effective 

enforcement presence in the area of human rights. 

 At the outset of this project, I stated that it might be possible to generate some 

general conclusions about the influences of globalization upon state repression once the 

disaggregated approach was first employed.  While I was correct that the effects of 

globalization are in fact complex and even contradictory, I am led to conclude that those 

aspects of globalization that promote higher levels of repression have the potential to do 

otherwise.  It may seem unlikely that MNCs will begin to pressure states to alter their 

behavior on a regular basis instead of paying attention primarily to profit maximization.  

It may seem even more unlikely that the UN (and the Security Council, in particular) will 

get serious about penalizing those states that engage in this type of behavior on a regular 

basis.  However, neither is impossible.  Consumers do have the leverage that is necessary 

to push MNCs toward such practices.  Further, those states that have the power to force 

change in the UNSC may be increasingly persuaded that doing so is essential in the 21st 

Century, as security threats become more broadly defined and move away from 

traditional near-peer competition. 
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Future Research 

This dissertation has shown that there is a significant relationship between the 

processes that define the globalization phenomenon and the tendency of governments to 

engage in repression of their own populations.  Nevertheless, several avenues of future 

research would be beneficial in understanding this dynamic in a more thorough fashion.  

First, these analyses have utilized a monadic format.  This provides an indication of how 

integrated individual states are into the globalization process.  It does not, however, 

assess with whom they are interdependent.  It could be that this is of great importance in 

determining the effects of globalization.  If their respective partners are repressive or 

protective of human rights themselves, territorially proximate, or powerful and tend 

toward interventionist or pressuring behavior upon pariah states, then this could be a 

significant determinant of how influential globalization is for them. 

 Second, uncovering a more detailed account of the manner in which states are 

integrated (especially in terms of economic globalization) may be fruitful.  Particularly in 

the case of FDI, it may be that countries that focus their economies on natural resource 

extraction react differently than those that do not.  This is due to the locational flexibility 

that is available to MNCs in other types of products than natural resources.  Further, the 

types as well as the concentration of goods and services that a state trades may have a 

bearing on the indirect influences that globalization has on human rights, particularly 

through economic growth. 

 Third, uncovering the necessary conditions for changes in repressive behavior 

would be an important step for both the domestic and international levels.  More 
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specifically, what events (i.e. regime change, economic crisis, international sanctions, 

military interventions, etc.) precede jumps in the level of human rights violations that are 

present within particular countries?  This type of knowledge would help those both 

within and outside of repressive states to understand the best means through which to 

promote change. 

 Fourth, how does the pattern of regional integration fit into this process?  As I 

indicated earlier, the process of regionalization is occurring simultaneously with that of 

globalization.  Does regional integration have similar effects as globalization?  Does it 

depend upon the region one focuses on? Do non-trade components of regional trade 

agreements that deal explicitly with human rights concerns influence the pattern of 

behavior of member states?  Is there a diffusion process with human rights practices that 

is similar to that of conflict and democratization?  Finally, do regional conflict patterns 

alter the threat perception of non-participant states, with respect to the manner in which 

they deal with their own populations?  Each of these possibilities is connected to the 

globalization process, but acknowledges the possibility that states may also exist within 

regional systems as well as the global one. 

 Finally, how is globalization influencing other areas of human and state security?  

As I have indicated, the range of globalization’s purported impacts is vast.  I have 

provided a framework through which to explore other areas of security, broadly defined.  

Some of the influences that merit exploration are economic development, poverty, 

economic and gender inequality, democratization, education and human capital 
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development, illicit and terrorist activity, and the propensity to be involved in intrastate 

as well as interstate conflicts. 

 While informative on its own, this research has provided a start-point from which 

others and I can pursue a greater knowledge of the relationship between interdependence 

and human security.  My hope is that this will result in a clearer understanding of these 

complex connections as well as the achievable ways in which the benefits of 

globalization may be maximized and its harmful aspects alleviated.  Moreover, 

understanding the interplay of international and domestic factors with human security 

allows for its more effective promotion.  This goal may sound overly idealistic or naive.  

But to not move toward taking concrete steps that utilize the knowledge we gain through 

such academic endeavors is to deny the agency that states and individuals have in this 

process.  One thing that is clear from this study is that the influences that I have 

demonstrated are not merely natural or inevitable.  They are shaped by the incentives and 

punishments that globalization provides the international community for holding 

repressive leaders accountable.  These are malleable forces.  By demonstrating that this is 

so, we are at least presented with that recognition, whether we choose to utilize this 

power or not. 
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APPENDIX A 
 
Country Name Years Included Region 
Bahamas 1976-2000 Latin America 
Cuba 1976-2000 Latin America 
Haiti 1976-2000 Latin America 
Dominican Republic 1976-2000 Latin America 
Jamaica 1976-2000 Latin America 
Trinidad and Tobago 1976-2000 Latin America 
Barbados 1976-2000 Latin America 
Dominica 1978-2000 Latin America 
Grenada 1976-2000 Latin America 
St. Lucia 1979-2000 Latin America 
St. Vincent & Grenadines 1979-2000 Latin America 
Antigua & Barbuda 1981-2000 Latin America 
St. Kitts Nevis 1983-2000 Latin America 
Belize 1976-2000 Latin America 
Guatemala 1976-2000 Latin America 
Honduras 1976-2000 Latin America 
El Salvador 1976-2000 Latin America 
Nicaragua 1976-2000 Latin America 
Costa Rica 1976-2000 Latin America 
Panama 1976-2000 Latin America 
Colombia 1976-2000 Latin America 
Venezuela 1976-2000 Latin America 
Guyana 1976-2000 Latin America 
Suriname 1976-2000 Latin America 
Ecuador 1976-2000 Latin America 
Peru 1976-2000 Latin America 
Brazil 1976-2000 Latin America 
Bolivia 1976-2000 Latin America 
Paraguay 1976-2000 Latin America 
Chile 1976-2000 Latin America 
Argentina 1976-2000 Latin America 
Uruguay 1976-2000 Latin America 
Belgium 1976-2000 Western Europe 
East Germany 1976-1990 Soviet Bloc 
Czechoslovakia 1976-1992 Soviet Bloc 
Malta 1976-2000 Soviet Bloc 
Albania 1976-2000 Soviet Bloc 
Macedonia 1991-2000 Soviet Bloc 
Croatia 1991-2000 Soviet Bloc 
Yugoslavia 1976-2000 Soviet Bloc 
Bosnia Herzegovina 1992-2000 Soviet Bloc 
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Country Name Years Included Region 
Slovenia 1991-2000 Soviet Bloc 
Cyprus 1976-2000 Soviet Bloc 
Bulgaria 1976-2000 Soviet Bloc 
Moldova 1991-2000 Soviet Bloc 
Romania 1976-2000 Soviet Bloc 
Soviet Union/Russia 1976-2000 Soviet Bloc 
Estonia 1991-2000 Soviet Bloc 
Latvia 1991-2000 Soviet Bloc 
Lithuania 1991-2000 Soviet Bloc 
Ukraine 1991-2000 Soviet Bloc 
Belarus 1991-2000 Soviet Bloc 
Armenia 1991-2000 Soviet Bloc 
Georgia 1991-2000 Soviet Bloc 
Azerbaijan 1991-2000 Soviet Bloc 
Cape Verde 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Sao Tome and Principe 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Guinea Bissau 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Equatorial Guinea 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Gambia 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Mali 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Senegal 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Benin 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Mauritania 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Niger 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Cote D’Ivoire 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Guinea 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Burkina Faso 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Liberia 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Sierra Leone 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Ghana 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Togo 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Cameroon 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Nigeria 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Gabon 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Central African Republic 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Chad 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Republic of Congo 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Dem. Republic of Congo 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Uganda 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Kenya 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Tanzania 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Burundi 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Rwanda 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
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Country Name Years Included Region 
Somalia 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Djibouti 1977-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Ethiopia 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Eritrea 1993-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Angola 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Mozambique 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Zambia 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Zimbabwe 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Malawi 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
South Africa 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Namibia 1990-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Lesotho 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Botswana 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Swaziland 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Madagascar 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Comoros Islands 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Mauritius 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Seychelles 1976-2000 Sub-Saharan Africa 
Morocco 1976-2000 Middle East 
Algeria 1976-2000 Middle East 
Tunisia 1976-2000 Middle East 
Libya 1976-2000 Middle East 
Sudan 1976-2000 Middle East 
Iran 1976-2000 Middle East 
Iraq 1976-2000 Middle East 
Egypt 1976-2000 Middle East 
Syria 1976-2000 Middle East 
Lebanon 1976-2000 Middle East 
Jordan 1976-2000 Middle East 
Israel 1976-2000 Middle East 
Saudi Arabia 1976-2000 Middle East 
Yemen 1976-2000 Middle East 
Yemen People’s Republic 1976-1989 Middle East 
Kuwait 1976-2000 Middle East 
Bahrain 1976-2000 Middle East 
Qatar 1976-2000 Middle East 
United Arab Emirates 1976-2000 Middle East 
Oman 1976-2000 Middle East 
Afghanistan 1976-2000 Asia 
Turkmenistan 1991-2000 Soviet Bloc 
Tajikistan 1991-2000 Soviet Bloc 
Kyrgyzstan 1991-2000 Soviet Bloc 
Uzbekistan 1991-2000 Soviet Bloc 
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Country Name Years Included Region 
Kazakhstan 1991-2000 Soviet Bloc 
China 1976-2000 Asia 
Mongolia 1976-2000 Asia 
North Korea 1976-2000 Asia 
India 1976-2000 Asia 
Bhutan 1976-2000 Asia 
Pakistan 1976-2000 Asia 
Bangladesh 1976-2000 Asia 
Myanmar/Burma 1976-2000 Asia 
Sri Lanka 1976-2000 Asia 
Maldives Islands 1976-2000 Asia 
Nepal 1976-2000 Asia 
Thailand 1976-2000 Asia 
Cambodia 1976-2000 Asia 
Laos 1976-2000 Asia 
Vietnam 1976-2000 Asia 
Malaysia 1976-2000 Asia 
Singapore 1976-2000 Asia 
Brunei 1984-2000 Asia 
Philippines 1976-2000 Asia 
Indonesia 1976-2000 Asia 
Papua New Guinea 1976-2000 Oceania 
Vanuatu 1981-2000 Oceania 
Solomon Islands 1978-2000 Oceania 
Fiji 1976-2000 Oceania 
Marshall Islands 1986-2000 Oceania 
Palau 1994-2000 Oceania 
Micronesia 1986-2000 Oceania 
Samoa 1976-2000 Oceania 
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