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Introduction

This paper probes the interaction between human rights and economic development. More
specifically, it is focused on the influence of sovereign states’ respect for human rights as
independent variables (IVs) on the domestic economic development, as the dependent variable
(DVs). This paper regards economic development including economic growth! related indicators
to represent development as the outcome. It looks at not only GDP growth rate, but also
considers other economic indexes in order to have a comprehensive view of the economic
condition. Thus, this thesis will answer: ‘whether the respect for social and cultural rights by
countries contributes to domestic economic development?’ The reason for taking such an
emphasized angle on social and cultural rights and the one-way influence from rights to

economic development, instead of being vice versa, will be explained in the first chapter.

The research topic and research question in this paper are inspired by the argument, made by
Seymour & Pincus (2008), that there is a complementary relationship between human rights in
general and economics. Specifically, they contend that though human rights studies are more
normative and the economic studies are more positive in nature, the disparities between them fill
up each other’s disadvantages and could contribute to the reality. For example, economists,
especially welfare economists, are consequence-oriented and their arguments are criticized by
Seymour & Pincus (2008) as unrealistic and lacking moral basis. Thus, the original idea of the

research topic derives from their works.

The methodology of this paper is quantitative-based. The author uses panel regression analysis as
the main analysis tool in research. In order to secure the accuracy of the regression analysis, the
research targets all UN member states, and excludes observing states such as State of Palestine
and unrecognized political entities such as Taiwan. The time span of this research is from 1966,
the birth year of International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR), to

the current year, 2017.

The panel regression is run on two major parts, which are the de jure database and the de facto
database. Each database contains two major regressions on the two dependent variables, namely

! There are differences between economic growth and economic development. The latter covers more
than economic growth but also elements like life standards.



GDP per capita growth rate and Labor productivity. Following that, in each of these regression
on one specific dependent variable, three models are tested. Therefore, totally forty-eight rounds

of test, with twenty-four rounds of each database, are implemented in this research paper.

The regression results show that de jure respect and de facto respect for social and cultural rights
vastly differ from each other, with regard to the effects on the DVs. Specifically speaking, the de
jure respect for social and cultural rights is more closely correlated to the economic
development. First, among the twenty-four units of test for each database, ten of them show a
statistical significance of correlation between the Vs and the DVs in the de jure one while only
four of them show the significance in the de facto one. Second, as to the four categories of 1Vs
per se (Human Rights, Environment, Health, Education & Cultural matters ), the de jure respect
for human rights category demonstrates a correlation to the DVs in three regression tests while
there is no correlation between de facto respect for human rights and the DVs; the de jure respect
for environmental rights shows effects on the DVs with statistical significance in four tests while
the de facto respect for it only shows half amount of its counterpart; the de jure respect for
health rights does not show any correlation with the DVs whereas the de facto respect for it
displays one significant effect on the DV; three test results demonstrate a correlation between de
jure respect for education & cultural rights where just one such result is observed in the de facto

part.

In sum, regardless of the division of the two databases, respect for environmental rights affects
the changes in economic development most effectively; the respect for education & cultural
rights the second effective on the DV; and the respect for human rights ranks as the third
effective one. Respect for health rights casts the least and almost no influence on the economic

development.

The rest of this paper contains three chapters. The first chapter includes sections of literature
review and theoretical approach, concepts, and hypotheses. The first section explains the
academic works that triggered the interest of this paper. It also claims the academic and practical
importance of this paper. The second section deliberates on the theoretical base supporting the

foundation of this research and carefully explains the theory developed by the author based on



the previous academic works. It also explains the key concepts and the hypotheses of this paper

based on these theory.

The second chapter contains sections of method & data and results. The first section, namely
method and data, plays one of the most important role in this research paper, aiming to explain
the technical issues such as reasons of choosing analysis tools, specific indicators for Vs and
DVs, coding, models used in regression, etc. The second section, the result part, demonstrates the
regression results with description and explanation on statistical outcomes of all the regressions.

The third chapter obtains two section, discussion and conclusion. The first one provides three
parts- the first one with an interpretation of the results, inter alia, the exceptional ones and their
implications to the research question; the second one with reflections of the test results on the
theory mentioned in chapter one; the third one with discussion on limitations of this research.
The second section presents recapitulation on the proposed hypotheses, based on the test results,

and thoughts and suggestions to further studies in the same realm in the future.



Chapter one

Literature Review

In their article, Seymour & Pincus (2008) acknowledge that for those who study the relationship
between human rights and development, including economic development, the analysis of
human rights is usually focused on political and civil rights.? Such an argument is supported by
De Kadt’s (1979), claiming that the first generation of human rights, namely the political and
civil rights, has been more emphasized by scholars. He argues that the natural characteristic of
political and civil rights (mainly as negative rights) makes the fulfillment of treaties on such
rights easier to be achieved by states. In contrast, the second generation of human rights,
including social and cultural rights, are basically positive rights as an “aspiration of humanity”.
De Kadt (1979) implies that for the second generation of human rights there is great leeway for
states to achieve them according to their limited resources and capacities. Therefore, there have
been more studies on political and civil rights per se than on the second generation of human
rights, not to mention the particular realm between human rights and development. In addition,
O’Brien (1978) makes similar arguments — that not enough attention was given to the socio-

economic rights structure — based on his empirical observations.

Uvin (2002) argues that development practitioners usually ignore human rights. From his
justification it shows that he naturally takes it for granted that human rights are supposed to be
effected by development.* Besides Uvin (2002), Sykes (2003) also has the same logic issue. He,
when referring to the relationship between international trade and human rights, unconsciously
follows the idea that human rights is an output. As a result, his conclusion pointed out that
trading systems enhance the promotion of human rights. Yet, in his article, he neither considers
human rights as an explanatory variable, namely an input, nor makes any specification on the

rights he has analyzed.

2 See Seymour & Pincus (2008), pp. 393
3 See Kadt (1979), pp. 98
* See Uvin (2002), pp. 1



This paper is designed to argue that first the relationship of influence between human rights and
development can be inversed that human rights are able to affect economic development.
Second, making one step further, to explore that to what extent do these rights influence on
economic development. It also specifies economic development as its dependent variable of the
research question, instead of development in general; the reason for this is that development per
se is a broad and vague concept, which can be examined from different perspectives and
dimensions. Narrowing the scope of research to economic development sets a clearer object that
can be empirically measured from data that can be gathered relative easily. Although economic
development cannot represent the whole concept of development studies, this study considered

economic development as the pivotal component in this research realm.

Slim (2002) concludes that the main argument of Uvin (2002) was criticizing that talks on ‘right-
based development’ are nothing more than a repackaged rhetoric for power intention, which in
reality is absurd and pointless. He contests such a criticism by arguing that rights-talks could be
inspiring and genuine. To agree with Slim’s justification for rights-talks, this paper expects to see
that by testing the research question, it would show a positive effect from human rights,
specifically social and cultural rights, to economic development. If this expectation is proven
true, then rights-talks are not “fluff”, as Uvin claimed, since the talks would be justified by the
fact that ‘rights-based development’ is worth advocating, even though its intentions can be

manipulated by people.

To sum up, the author realizes there is a research vacuum regarding the relationship between
development and social and cultural rights. The research question considers only the analysis of
the second generation of social and cultural rights, doing so in order to fill some of the vacuum,

and thus, justifying the academic significance of this thesis.

Besides its importance, this paper also possesses significance to the real world. Welling (2008)
claims that objective international indicators would help sovereign states to improve their
implementation of the ICESCR. This research holds the same advantages, since its outcomes are
expected to verify the expected positive influence from the respect for social and cultural rights

to economic development, as well as to point out specific rights that have certain effects on



improving economic developments. The author expects the research results to provide a
legitimate basis and motivation for states to accomplish their commitment to the fulfillment of
social and cultural rights. In addition, by referring to this research in the future, states would
have a clearer direction towards achieving their goal of improving social and cultural rights, as

well as economic development.

Theoretical Approach, Concepts, and Hypotheses

Theoretical approach and concepts
As the two main subjects of this research are social and cultural rights (representing human

rights) and economic development, the most matching theoretical framework is thus the rights-
based approaches [to development studies], or say the rights-based development. Though titles of
such a framework vary sometimes, they mainly target the same goal of involving human rights
into the development studies. The rights-based approach or rights-based development is a type of
method to study development, with special focus on the relation between human rights and
development. As Ensor et al. (2015) states, the rights-based approaches incorporate and place the
concern of human rights at the center of the development.® Jones (2005) points out that rights-
based development approaches are beyond the mere reading of legal documents, but also require
the social action based on political interpretation.® The logic of thinking about rights-based
development approaches is not only normative prescription from relevant law, but also reflects
“power relations and rights claims” that certain law on the duty of states could be referred to.’
(Ensor et al. 2015; Piron 2005; Uvin; 2004) Based on the logic of Jones (2005), the rights-based
approaches are complementary with the legal basis for the concept of human rights in this paper,
which will be explained in the conceptualization section. While the legal basis, such as treaties
on human rights like ICESCR, secures the legitimacy and legality of exploring the respect for
human rights as an input on the effects of economic development in this paper, the rights-based
approaches help to clarify that governments are the main actor to fulfill rights since they bear the

duties according to the discussion above.

% See Ensor et al. (2015), pp. 39
6 See Ensor et al. (2015), pp. 40
" 1bid.



Although such terms as rights-based approaches have only been existing for a few decades,
mainly after the breakdown of the Cold War, the development of such a theoretical approach in
academia has since been booming. Kindornay et al. (2012) illustrates a boom of academic works
on the study of rights-based approaches to development from 1999 to 2008 by calculating the
amount of work published in this field. In reality, multiple development actors have also
incorporated such a theoretical frame work into their agenda and works. (Kindornay et al. 2012;
Cornwall & Nyamu-Musembi 2004) These actors range from the most devout believers of
human rights-based approaches as a normative principles such as UNICEF® and UNDP,® to the
World Bank, some of which’s projects are more profit-oriented, based on the rights-based

approach.*?

By adopting the rights-based approaches to development, this paper sees the involvement of
human rights to measure development being justified due to both normative and pragmatic
reasons, which are shortly explained below.!! First, Hausermann (1998) acknowledges that the
unique feature of rights-based approaches can be found in its strong normative basis for rights
buttressed by international law in the pursuit for development. It is also the moral and legal basis
of the research question here to take the respect for human rights as an input. If such a normative
basis is not secured, the research question would not be legitimate, as the necessity for discussing
human rights in development would be weakened. Second, as Ferguson (1999) points out,
introducing human rights in the discourse on development is a tool to increase countries’
accountability to citizens. Following his logic, this paper considered that accountability
contributes to the protection and promotion of human rights, thus influencing the development of

countries.

8 The United Nations International Children’s Emergency Fund

% United Nations Development Program

10 For example, the water partnership programs to developing countries cooperated by the World Bank
and Netherlands. See Cornwall & Nyamu-Musembi (2004), pp. 1427

11 There are three categories of justification for talking about rights in development. They are normative,
pragmatic, and ethical. See Cornwall & Nyamu-Musembi (2004), pp. 1416
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Cornwall & Nyamu-Musembi (2004) discusses four dimensions of the role of human rights in
rights-based approaches.*? It seems that the social and cultural rights in the research question
here accord with two dimensions of the role among them. First, they provide “normative
principles” for countries in the realization of their development. For example, they indicate
realms such as education and public health that countries could plan and implement relevant
development projects. Second, these rights per se function as criteria for evaluating the
implementation of development. Here, these rights are not simply setting goals for development,

but rather working as measures for examining development.

Sen (1999) argues for the importance of not merely focusing on wealth and economic
performance indicators when looking at the concept of development, as well as emphasizing the
significant role of freedom, which includes various dimensional determinants. Among them,
determinants such as “conditions of basic education®3, health care, are within the coverage of
social and cultural rights in this thesis. The arguments of Sen (1999) indirectly justify the
importance and necessity of utilizing the rights-based approaches to development as the
theoretical framework.

Hypotheses

Knack & Keefer (1997) probes the effect from social capital to economic performance. They
borrow the definition of social capital from Coleman (1990) and Loury (1977), to qualify that
trust and norms of civic cooperation (NCC) are the manifestations of social capital. They
discovers that higher levels of both trust and norms of civic cooperation contribute to better
economic performance.* In other words, there is a positive influence from these two
manifestations of social capital upon economic performance. By examining the determinants of
trust and norms of civic cooperation, Knack & Keefer (1997) then declare that “low social
polarization and formal institutional rules® help build trust and norms of civic cooperation.
Following this logic, low social polarization and formal institutional rules partly contribute to

economic performance. Fukuyama (1995) makes similar arguments when asserting that high-

12 See Cornwall & Nyamu-Musembi (2004), pp. 1431.

13 See Sen, A. (1999), pp. 5

14 See Knack & Keefer (1997), pp. 1252-1254.

15 Only formal institutional rules that constrain authorities.
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level of trust links to economic efficiency, since the transaction costs, such as financial cost and
time cost, are vastly reduced.'® He also points out that institutions are necessary for the societal
prosperity of increased trust, as such trust denotes to the relations between public institutions and
civil societies. Sen (1999) states that transparency guarantees, as one type of “instrumental
freedom”, can help build up the degree of trust within the society and can also reinforce other

types of “instrumental freedom” including social opportunities.” This argument implied a

connection between trust and freedoms, namely that the latter might contribute to the former.

Summarizing the logic of the above argument, there is a potentially indirect impact from
freedom to economic development appearing. According to Sen (1999), freedom, especially
social opportunity, obtains social and cultural rights, such as education, health, living standard in
general'®. This paper thus proposes an indirect impact of social and cultural rights on the

economic development and prosperity.

Since the birth of ICESCR, several international human rights treaties have been designed to
protect and promote social and cultural rights of people and to advocate against social inequality
which leads to social polarization. For example, as the wording of ICESCR reads: “to ensure the

equal right of men and women to the enjoyment of all economic, social and cultural rights..."°,

“without discrimination of any kind as to race, color, sex..."?, the establishment of treaties

covering the protection and promotion of social and cultural rights and the enforcement of such
implementation also function to eliminate social polarization and set up formal institutional

rules.

The Productivity of Nations (1996) claims that elements such as schooling are important, as a
contribution to human capital, and higher contribution to human capital gave results of higher
output per worker. These social and cultural elements, which indirectly contribute to the output
per worker, are defined as rights and are promoted by ICESCR and other international human

rights treaties.

16 See Fukuyama (1995), pp. 151.
17 See Sen (1999), pp.39

18 1bid.

19 See Art. 3, ICESCR

2 See Art. 2, ICESCR
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Based on arguments in the literature review and the theoretical framework and concepts part of
this section, human rights, with rare focus on social and cultural rights, could cast influence on
the development and government is seen as the main player. The discussion above then indicates
an indirect influence, through several elements, from social and cultural rights upon the
economic development. Combining them all together, this paper develops a logic line of the

impact process and it is illustrated below:

Economic
Development

Country's Internationa
Respect/Action | Law

—

[ Prosperity

This graph implies that this paper reckons social and cultural rights of countries based on
international law can affect economic development some elements existing in societies and

institutions.

To clarify, the interest of this paper only rests on the impact of these two types of rights on the
economic development while the elements in between are beyond the scope of this paper and are

illustrated to clarify the logic reasoning of the hypotheses only.
Thus, based on the above discussion, this paper proposes the following hypotheses:

H1: The higher degree a country’s respect for social and cultural rights, the better its economic

development will be.
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Yet, Hardin (1992) points out that trust works only with “strong government to enforce
contracts”. That said, when countries sign treaties to protect and promote rights without ratifying

and/or implemented such treaties, the degree of trust would vary, resulting in differing levels of

economic performance.
Based on that:

H2: The de facto respect for social and cultural rights and the de jure respect for social and

cultural rights differently contribute to economic development.

In the next chapter, practical issues pertinent to the methods, data, and the operation on the test
will be discussed step by step. First, considerations on methods selection are presented. Second,
the process of conceptualization on key idea and variables of the research is provided before the
data processing stage. Following is the explanation on detailed data management and data
handling. Third, the result part will comprehensive description of the test result of each round of
regression, accompanied with graphic illustration of the outcomes.
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Chapter Two

Method and Data

Introduction

This paper approaches the research topic through quantitative methods with the use of Stata. The
use of quantitative approach instead of qualitative is based on two reasons. First, the number of
observed subjects; as the research question implies, the use of phrases country’s respect indicates
that countries in general is the population. And the amount of countries existing in the
international community is large enough to resort to quantitative approaches. Moreover, based on
the population and potential sample size, it would be difficult to exert qualitative measures, such
as case study, small N comparisons, etc. As qualitative methods require developing deep
understandings of the phenomenon studied, the enormous energy and time needed apparently are
beyond the author’s capability to apply to the large number of research subjects in this study. By
comparison, quantitative methods are good at processing large amount of data with the assistance
of statistical techniques. Second, the essence of the research question is more suitable to
quantitative method than qualitative method. The research question in this thesis enquires, in
essence, a confirmation or denial on the existence of relationships between IVs and DVs. The
results should, to some extent, be able to generalize to the majority, if not all, of the population.

Ben-Eliyahu (2014) states that observing the “overall pattern” is the advantage of quantitative

methods??, which matches the core interests of this research. Qualitative methods, on the other
hand, are better at providing more accurate analyses, especially on exceptions overlooked by
quantitative methods, of single and small sample size cases. Yet, due to the limited amount of
cases that could be analyzed by research, the generalization competence of them is weaker than
the quantitative ones. Thus, it does not fit the subject of this research, which denotes to countries

in a general sense, instead of within pooled categories.

Use of panel regression analysis
Panel regression is utilized to analyze the data among all quantitative research methods. This

technique, in essence, is a type of linear regression that is run on the cross-sectional time-series

variables.?? It is an ideal tool for researches that contain a fixed number of subjects, such as

21 See Rhodes, J. (2014)
22 See Williams, R. (2015).
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country, company, organization, etc. within a time period. It also has an advantage to analyze
variables that are hard to measure, like cultural factors.?® As explained earlier, the ICESCR
serves as the legal base for the hypotheses in this paper. Thus, there was a time period considered
in this research, starting from the birth of this treaty till now. In this case, panel regression is an

ideal model for the test. The formula of basic panel regression model is showed below:
Yit=Hi+BXit+Crtai+ei

Note : yit denotes economic development; xi: devotes to respect for social and cultural rights; ct

indicates time effects, ai means country fixed effects.

It can be seen from the formula that the concerns on both time dimension and cross-section

dimension are applied to explanatory element x and the output y.

Stata 13 is chosen as the tool to perform panel regression analysis. This is a professional
statistics package that can be used to run regular regression analysis and is commonly used by
social scientists. It is combined with the use of Excel. More specifically, Excel works as a data

management tool and Stata as the data analysis tool in this research.

Conceptualization on the variables

Different people will have different definitions of social and cultural rights. To clarify, this paper
relies on the ICESCR as its legal basis and provision for the coverage of social and cultural
rights. The logic to set up both legal basis and conceptual basis is that “[m]onitoring necessitates
a conceptual framework to define what to monitor before one can proceed to discuss how and
move to de design of indicators”. (Tomasevski 2001; Welling 2008) Utilizing the same logic for
this paper works for two reasons. First, since human rights, especially social and cultural rights,
are the core independent variables in this research, this paper needs a legal basis to solidify the
legitimacy of its arguments on human rights. The ICESCR satisfies both the legitimacy and
legality of these arguments. Second, it paves the way for the operationalization of the
quantitative analysis in this paper by indicating the specific rights or group of rights that this
research should consider. Therefore human rights in this thesis refers to the rights provided by

the ICESCR as a framework. This paper takes Sieghart (1983)’ opinion on rights covered by

23 See Torres-Reyna, O. (2007).
24 Ibid.
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ICESCR, which it deems all the rights in this treaty as positive rights, compared to political and
civil rights category that belongs to negative rights. In a nutshell, positive rights are rights that
are conditional on other persons or group actions, which in this research mainly refers to the
actions of the government. Definitions of human rights in this research also fits the legal branch
of human rights theory.? Based on this theoretical foundation, this paper believes rights covered
in it will only be understood when they are read in the context of law. Some rights do not fit into
this criterion, causing the number of rights covered by this research paper to decrease. However,
the paper would retain the legal basis to defend these rights and judge the performance of

governments.

Operationalization

One important part of the research question in this paper is the respect for human rights,
particularly social and cultural rights. As the range and base of human rights has been explained
in the last section, this section is dedicated to explain the way the concept ‘respect’ is

operationalized.

Saris & Gallhofer (2004), though mainly addressing the operationalization of concepts in surveys
and questionnaires, sheds light on the author’s thinking of operationalization in this paper. Saris
& Gallhofer (2004) proposes two different types of concepts: concepts by intuition and concepts
by postulation. The former includes concepts containing secular meaning that can be understood
easily, while the latter consists of concepts that are more difficult to comprehend due to the
complexity, such as multi-layered concepts from the first type.? In one example, they
categorized an “attitude towards Clinton? as a concept by postulation and then declared attitude
as a concept by postulation. This gives the inspiration of the way to operationalize respect. This
paper intends to objectify ‘respect for human rights’ as “attitude towards human rights”.
Combined with the early discussion on the base of human rights, the thoughts on
operationalization then are developed into “attitude towards legal basis of social and cultural
rights, namely the international treaties of such rights”. Thinking of international treaties on

rights as objects, it is easier to link countries’ signatures and ratifications as the measure of their

% There are two branches consisted by the human rights theory, which are ethical and philosophical
branch and the legal branch. See Seymour & Pincus (2008), pp. 389.

2 See Saris & Gallhofer (2004), pp. 236

2 See Saris & Gallhofer (2004), pp. 237
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willingness to accept and recognize these rights. As ‘willing to’ here is an obvious representation
of attitude, in the end of the operationalization process, the signatures and ratifications are

chosen and justified as the measurable form of ‘respect for human rights’.

Yet, this operationalization result only reflects the nominal side of the respect for human rights,
namely the de jure dimension. Armaline et al. (2016) asserts the necessity of considering both
the de jure and the de facto dimension when studying human rights. They argue that it is critical
to approach human rights from the de jure perspective since it provides guidance on the
definition, essence, etc. of rights. Nevertheless, commitment to de jure human rights does not
secure the practical implementation and effects of human rights. Thus, it is imperative to assess
the respect to human rights in the de facto dimension as well.

The operationalization of the de facto respect to human rights is more straightforward than that
of de jure. First, other than relying on written documents or oral commitments, the indicators
measured should be practical materials. Among them, statistic outcomes are the most common
and accessible choices. Second, to combine this with the research question, in which the respect
for human rights is treated as a predictable variable, the statistical outcomes reflect the input, not
output, of human rights. Therefore, statistical outcomes related to contributions for human rights
is the de facto way to examine the respect of human rights in this paper.

Population and Sampling Procedure

It is obvious to see from the research question that the sample of this paper includes all countries
in the international community. In the case of this paper, the UN member states, excluding
commonly unrecognized political entities and partially recognized states, are selected as the
sample. The logic of doing so derives from the constitutive theory of recognition, instead of the
declaratory theory. The constitutive theory, summarily, contends that the key qualification for
countries to have an international personality as sovereign states is to be recognized by other
states, while declaratory theory argues that it is up to the claiming states. Both theories hold pros
and cons in terms of explaining the real-world practice and implications for the future.?® There

are no agreements yet in either academia or professional sector in regard to the absolute

28 See Worster (2009),pp. 120 (international law)
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dominance of these two theories. The decision made in this paper to adopt the constitutive theory

of statehood is based on its theoretical advantages and practical convenience.

As to the theoretical advantage, the explanatory variables in this paper are partly based on
countiries’ signing and ratification of the international treaties. Such actions imply the use of
sovereign rights of states, and mostly these rights are exerted by generally recognized countries.
Compared to the declaratory theory, the constitutive theory has the upper hand when reflecting
the state practice of such rights granted through the recognition of the international community.?®
Worter (2009) argues that constitutive theory works substantially while the declaratory theory
works formally.® Thus, regarding the very essence of the present research question, the
constitutive theory of statehood serves better to this research than the other in terms of sampling.

As for the practical convenience, the main logic for sampling only UN member states is based on
the accessibility and comprehensiveness of valid data. There are a few reasons some non-
member states and/or unrecognized political entities, reliable data might not be collected. First,
as elaborated earlier, this thesis probes states’ de jure respect for human rights, where it refers to
international treaties. Yet, for political entities like Taiwan, which do not have the international
legal personality to sign a UN treaty, their respect for human rights will difficult to measure.
Second, for some non-member states, the UN might not be able to provide data for all indicators.
Third, both the capability of signing and ratifying international treaties and the economic
development in some commonly unrecognized states, like the State of Palestine, could be heavily
affected and manipulated other external factors that may or may not change with the passage of
time. Therefore, this paper considers these political entities lack not only legitimacy, but also the
full capacity to function as a sovereign government, and thus excludes them from the analysis,

even when relevant data could be accessed.

Data Collection
This section will explain the collection of data for both Vs and DVs. The first section will
explain the data collected for 1Vs, distinguishing between the de jure and the de facto parts. The

second section will discuss the collection of data for DVs. Most data comes from primary

29 See Woster (2009); Caplan (2005)
30 See Woster (2009), pp. 133
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sources, in order to maximally secure the reliability of the data per se and to qualify the

outcomes of the regressions as proper results.

De jure IVs

Data for the de jure IVs comes from UN Treaty Collection. Specifically speaking, the Status of
Treaties section under the UN Treaty Collection provides updated information on the condition
(signature, ratification, withdrawal, etc.) of all UN treaties. These treaties are organized into
different chapters based on their categories. The main contributors of data regarding de jure 1Vs
are the Chapter of Human Rights, Chapter of Health, Chapter of Educational & Cultural Matters,
and Chapter of Environment. The reasoning behind such selection process is that these four
categories cover the main areas of social and cultural rights under the framework of ICESCR.
Specifically speaking, this paper picks up eight treaties under the chapter of Human Rights
(representing both social and cultural rights), nine treaties from the chapter of Environment
(representing social rights), three treaties from the chapter of Health (representing social rights),
and six treaties from the chapter of Education & Cultural Matters(representing cultural rights).
Treaties in the Human Rights chapter are not mere social and cultural rights treaties, due to their
generality. For example, treaties such as ICESCR, CEDAW?3!, CRC®, etc. are either
comprehensive or social identity-oriented treaties. That said, they cover more than mere social

and cultural rights; they also cover economic, political, and civil rights. The following is the

illustration of all treaties used for the de jure variables.

Human Rights Environment Health Education & Cultural
Matters
International Covenant United Nations Agreement on the Convention for the
on Economic, Social ~ Framework Convention  establishment of the  Protection of Producers
and Cultural Rights on Climate Change International Vaccine  of Phonograms against
Institute Unauthorized
Duplication of their
Phonograms

31 The Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Discrimination Against Women.
32 The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child.



Kyoto Protocol to the
United Nations
Framework Convention
on Climate Change

Optional Protocol to
the International
Covenant on
Economic, Social and
Cultural Rights

Amendment to Annex
B of the Kyoto

Convention on the
Elimination of All

Forms of Protocol to the United
Discrimination against Nations Framework
Women Convention on Climate
Change
Optional Protocol to Doha Amendment to

the Convention on the the Kyoto Protocol
Elimination of All
Forms of
Discrimination against
Women
Convention on the

Rights of the Child

Paris Agreement

Convention on
Biological Diversity

Optional Protocol to
the Convention on the
Rights of the Child on

the involvement of
children in armed
conflict
Convention on the
Rights of Persons with
Disabilities

Cartagena Protocol on
Biosafety to the
Convention on

Biological Diversity
Nagoya - Kuala
Lumpur Supplementary
Protocol on Liability
and Redress to the

Cartagena Protocol on

Biosafety
Nagoya - Kuala
Lumpur Supplementary
Protocol on Liability
and Redress to the

Cartagena Protocol on

Biosafety

International
Convention against
Apartheid in Sports

WHO Framework
Convention on
Tobacco Control

Protocol to Eliminate
Illicit Trade in Tobacco
Products
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Protocol to the
Agreement on the
Importation of
Educational, Scientific
and Cultural Materials
of 22 November 1950
International
Agreement for the
Establishment of the
University for Peace

Statutes of the
International Centre for
Genetic Engineering
and Biotechnology

Protocol of the
Reconvened
Plenipotentiary
Meeting on the
Establishment of the
International Centre for
Genetic Engineering
and Biotechnology
Amendments to
Acrticles 6 (6) and 7 (1)
of the Statutes of the
International Centre for
Genetic Engineering
and Biotechnology
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Each treaty is chosen because it reflects one area/topic under the relevant treaty category that is
emphasized by the ICESCR. For instance, one reason that education & cultural matters treaty
group represents cultural rights based on ICESCR is because it is relevant to the area of
advocating for “minimum education standards” claimed by Art. 13 ICESCR. And the selection
of Protocol to the Agreement on the Importation of Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Materials of 22 November 1950 as one of the indicators under this treaty category reflects such a

particular emphasis.

There are two types of potential issues from the selected treaties in the Human Rights chapter
that might cause imprecise estimate on the test results. First, the wider range of ICESCR
containing elements adulterating respect for economic rights with respect for social and cultural
rights into the test. This might be problematic because there could be endogenous processes
occurring between the 1Vs with elements of economic rights and DVs, namely economic
development. The logic is simple to be understood. Taking the promotion of right to form and
join trade union as an example®: more respect for such a right might leads to a faster economic
development, such as GDP growth caused by higher volume of trade. As a result, the enlarged
economy might in return request greater respect for such an economic right. This paper
acknowledges the possibility of the endogenous process between part of the de jure IVs and the
DVs and the impossibility of deleting the ICESCR from the analysis because of its role as the

theoretical base.

Second, the inclusion of elements of respect for political and civil rights in all treaties under the
Human Rights chapter. There are treaties protecting and promoting the rights of women,
children, and the disabled, included in the regression test in this paper. These treaties, except
social and cultural rights, advocate also economic, political, and civil rights. Thus, elements of
such rights could also be mixed into the analysis and could make the result deviated. However,
they are still selected based on the understanding of the ICESCR. The ICESCR emphasizes the
protection of rights for women, mothers, and children in several articles.® By particularly
looking at the entitlement of rights to these groups, the treaty implies that they are vulnerable

groups in society that need special attention. The same situation also applies to disabled and

3 This right is claimed by Art. 8 ICESCR
3 Art. 3,7, 10(2) ICESCR mentioned the rights of women and mothers; Art. 10 (1)(3), 13(3) discussed the
rights entitled to children.
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racial-minority groups, but in a more implicit way. The use of words everyone in Art. 6-13
ICESCR implies the entitlement of equal rights for the disabled, implicitly. In practice, the
emergence of various treaties for these vulnerable social groups reflect such implications from
ICESCR. Thus, it is necessary to include these treaties, since they together reflect the enormous

deliberation on social and cultural rights, in spite of attentions to other rights at the same time.

The problems mentioned above are not unconquerable, at least to some extent. They can be
improved by the creation and annexation of treaties from the other three chapters of the UN
Treaty Collection as part of the de jure 1Vs, since they do not contain elements of economic
rights and can be tested as independent categories respectively. Moreover, the regression tests
between the de facto 1VVs and DVs also ameliorate issues here by producing results with no other

elements, like respect for political and civil rights, involved.

In general, the argument in favor of choosing potentially problematic treatises is that they more
or less contain various rights, together accounting to a large representation of social and cultural
rights. Therefore, it is still fair to test states’ de jure respect for social and cultural rights, because
when they sign and/or ratify them, these two rights are in their consideration. This paper also
looks at the signature and/or ratification of the optional protocols of certain treaties because the
optional protocols usually receive much less signature and ratification. Thus, states’
commitment to specific human rights will be better represented in their acceptance of such

protocols.

The top criteria of selecting specific treaties under each chapter is to which extent does a treaty
represent the chapter it belongs to in relatively more comprehensive way and represent the rights
claimed by the ICESCR in relatively more complete way? For instance, there are seventeen
different treaties in the Environment chapter; most of them have at least one protocol, some have
up to twelve protocols. To include all of them is not only unnecessary and time-consuming, but
also contains high risk of adding elements beyond the research scope into the analysis. For
instance, the Agreement on the Conservation of Small Cetaceans of the Baltics, North East
Atlantic, Irish and North Seas is relevant to environmental rights, it limits the scope of its state
parties geographically. Therefore, it cannot be used by this study. The exclusive nature of this
treaty would lead to a more deviated result if being taken into consideration. In addition, the

focus of this treaty is too narrow to represent the rights emphasized by the ICESCR. Ignorance
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on such treaties is made up by selecting more general treaties that obtain a wider radiation on
both regions and types of rights . For instance, by selecting the Convention on Biological
Diversity as one of the representatives of the environment chapter, the agreement to protect

cetaceans is automatically included.

Another important criterion for choosing the proper treaties for this study is the year of a treaty’s
birth. Since the major source of legal base for this research is the ICESCR, all observations,
whether de jure or de facto, need to come after the birth year of the ICESCR, namely 1966. Thus,
for the selection of treaties, those born before 1966 are not considered. Otherwise, the results,
even if they could test the hypotheses proposed here, would not be supported by the theoretical
framework. The Constitution of the World Health Organization, for example, although listed
within the Health chapter and highly relevant to social and cultural rights, is not selected because

it was born in 1946 and so falls beyond this paper’s research scope.

De facto 1Vs

To facilitate the regressions and the comparability of the results, the de facto IVs are selected
according to the form of de jure IVs, so that data only relevant to the four categories of rights is
considered®. The data selection of de facto 1Vs comes from two sources: the World Bank data
catalog and the Cingranelli-Richards (CIRI) Human Rights Data Project. Specifically speaking,
data for the human rights category is collected from CIRI data project, while data for the other
three groups is from the World Bank data catalog. Since the raw data is richer and the fluctuation
of the indicators is more obvious in the de facto part, only a few indicators are picked in each
category, with two for Human Rights, one for Environment, one for Health, and two for
Education & Cultural Matters.*® Indicators of the latter three categories are drawn intentionally
from the correspondently classified categories in the World Bank data catalog, for the purpose of
securing substantial relevance to social and cultural rights based on ICESCR and circumventing
endogenous effects between Vs and DVs. For example, CO2 emission metric per capita is
chosen to represent the environment category because it is highly connected to the claim for such
rights by the ICESCR in terms of the wording “the right of everyone to an adequate standard of

% To clarify, these four categories are Human Rights, Environment, Health, and Education & Cultural
Matters.
% The indicators to the de facto IVs are the same as the treaties to the de jure IVs.
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living ...improvement of living conditions”*” and to the environmental treaties, which represent
social rights since they also aim to improve the living standard of people, are picked for de jure
IVs. Governmental expenditure on education of GDP, as an indicator of the Education &
Cultural Matters category, which seemingly might have endogenous correlation with the
economic performance, does not arouse reverse effects necessarily. The argument here is that
better economic development does not assume more investment in the education sector; needless
to say, education and human rights generally belong to so-called low politics, which implies that
they possess the lower priority than high politics, such as the security affairs. The key motivation
for countries to invest in their education might relies on the potential economic benefits, but not
as a necessary result of a current prosperous economy. In other words, the respect for social and

cultural rights predominate the decisions of budget distribution.

Due to the scarcity of data from the World Bank data catalog on human rights indicators, CIRI
data project is considered. However, the credibility of this source has been checked before the
extraction of data. In essence, this data project is a database that provides ratings of countries,
within a certain time period, based on their practical performance on respecting human rights.
The database relies mainly on the US State Department Country Reports as its primary source,
supplemented by secondary sources like Amnesty International.*® Yet, since the picked
indicators are not based on this secondary source, it’s credibility is beyond the scope of
discussion in this paper. Two indicators, Worker Rights and Women’s Social Rights, are selected
from this database to measure the practical respect of countries for social and cultural rights.
Both indicators are chosen based on their strong relevance to the essence of the social and
cultural rights emphasized by the ICESCR, although there is no information provided to explain
their theoretical base. Another reason is that both indicators consist of assessment on several
particular rights embedded in the ICESCR. The former one, Worker Rights, includes appraisal on
the rights claimed by Art. 6, 7, 8, 10(3) ICESCR as well as CRC, whereas the latter one,
Women'’s Social Rights, incorporates evaluation on the rights covered by not only the ICESCR,
but also CEDAW. The biggest advantage of these two indicators is that they exclusively cover

social and cultural rights.

37 See art. 11(1) ICESCR
3 See Cingranelli et al. (2014), pp. 3.
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DVs

Data for DVs are extracted from two different sources, with the GDP per capita from the World
Bank data catalog and the Labor productivity per person (LP) from the Total Economic Database
(TED) provided by The Conference Board®. Since the TED is a secondary database, the primary

source contributing to the LP will be explained in detail.
The expression of Labor productivity is listed below:

y=GDP/L*
Note: y represents the LP as output from the division of Labor employed (L) by total
GDP.

As different indicators are based on numerous primary sources in TED, only sources of GDP and
Labor are considered as sources for the LP, in line with the expression above. According to the
TED: Source and Method, the composition of primary sources for GDP and Employment is
extraordinarily complicated, since the available sources vary in each region, or even in each
country and in each year. For instance, the source of the Real GDP of Algeria before 1990 is
from the Maddison Project, while that after 1990 comes from International Data Base (IDB) of
the US Census Bureau. As to the employed population of this country, the main sources before
1988 is the International Labor Organization (ILO) Official Estimates, while after 1988 they are
retrieved from Have Analytics, until 2014, when the source again changes back to ILO Key
Indicators of Labor Market.*! Despite the complexity of the raw sources used by TED, due to the
lack of systematically available data, TED is the only choice, needless to say the primary sources
it relied are reputable organizations, which to some extent the credibility of the data was secured.

Data Preparation

Data is prepared for official regression tests in two phases, with the first being building a
database in Excel and the second containing variable adjustments in Stata. In the first phase, two
separate databases are built up. The first one (de jure database) includes data of the de jure IVs

and DVs and the second one (de facto database) contains the de facto 1Vs and DVs. The use of

% The Conference Board is an organization of business membership and research in public interest. It is
based in New York City and has offices spread in Canada, Europe, and Asia. Foe detail, see
https://www.conference-board.org/about/index.cfm?id=1980

%0 See De Vries, K. & Erumban, A. A. (2016), pp. 14 for the sake of consistency.

1 For more detail, see The Conference Board. (2017) Output, Labor, and Labor Productivity 1950-2017.
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panel regression implies that the formation of the database should be in an order that displays
both the cross-section (country) dimension and the time-series (year) dimension. Thus, when
building up both databases in Excel, the name of the countries and years are listed in the first two
columns in order, and the name of IVs and DVs are placed in the top rows.

In the first phase, namely database building, raw data redrived for de jure IVs needs to be coded
and is impossible to be directly placed into the de jure database. Data of countries’ signature and
ratification conditions of treaties is coded into ordinal variables in the form of 0, 0.5, and 1. The
numbers are given in order from the lowest level of respecting for social and cultural rights to the
highest level. Specifically speaking, value 0 is given to countries that have not signed a specific
treaty; value 0.5 is given to those which have signed but not ratified; value 1 is given to those
which have signed and ratified. This procedure applies to data of all four treaty categories in the
de jure part. All other data, de facto IVs and the DVs, after being retrieved from sources, are
placed in the regular order mentioned above for panel regression and do not need to be coded at

this stage.

The data collection section above mentions that treaties in the Human Rights category include
respect for rights other than social and cultural rights, and that this situation would result more
deviated outcomes; it also provides logical arguments why these treaties are still selected. In this
section, it is argued that from the technical perspective it is also not possible to peel political,
civil, and economic rights elements out of the social and cultural rights ones, since there is no

clear separation of articles regarding different categories of rights.

In the second phase, namely variable adjusting in Stata, some changes are made on a few
variables. First, for both de jure and de facto databases, the coded indicators under each treaty
category are grouped together as a unified new variable to represent each category and the new
category contains averaged value from all original indicators. For instance, indicators reflecting
respects for the eight treaties under the Human Rights category are grouped and averaged as one
IV named Human Rights, via the command -generate new Var = (sum of old Vars)/ #of old Vars.
There are four final 1Vs run by the regression, with the names Human Rights, Environment,

Health, and Education & Cultural Matters. Reasons to do so slightly differed for each database.

As for the de facto part, the reason to grouping indicators under one category is for the sake of

generality of the results. Since this paper tests the influence of social and cultural rights in
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general on economic development, these two categories of rights are expected to have a certain
degree of coverage capability. Thus, it is better to group indicators with disparate focuses under
the same category in the regression. Otherwise, even a single IV would be statistically significant
on its impact to the DVs; and such a result could not be interpreted to represent a whole

category, nor, needless to say, social or cultural rights as general concepts.

As for the de jure part, besides the point argued above, here is one more reason concerned: The
fluctuation of de jure variables is comparatively subtle, and therefore, the effect of significance
of variables representing each single treaty is limited. Once a country signs a treaty, through the
whole testing period, there would be only two values, namely 0 and 0.5. Even when the most
fluctuating condition happened, the total frequency of change would be merely twice.*? By
grouping these single indicators together in the order of each treaty category, the fluctuation of

IV's was expected to be more obvious and the contribution to the DVs would be easier to detect.

The variable GDP per capita is altered to GDP per capita growth rate as one of the final versions
of DVs. Simply speaking, the GDP per capita reflects the living standard of people in a country,
while the GDP per capita growth rate tells how fast and broadly to which direction the national

economy is heading. Below are the basic calculation formulas of both economic indexes.
R/ C = real GDP per capita*®
(GDP per capitat+1-GDP per capita;)/GDP per capitai= GDP per capita growth rate
Notes: R denotes to the annual GDP** and C denotes to the population of a country.

There are two reasons to choose GDP per capita growth rate instead of GDP per capita as a DV.
First, the GDP per capita growth rate tells the trend of economic performance as well as the
living standard, while the GDP per capita does not reflect the later characteristic and the
tendency of the big picture. Second, as the formula shows, GDP per capita heavily relies on the
population. Here, the word population denotes the population size, consisting of citizens, of

42 From value 0 to 0.5 and from value 0.5 to 1.

3 See Amadeo (2017)

* The discussion of using real GDP or nominal GDP is irrelevant of the research topic of this paper
although they give rise to different statistics result due to technical issues. The argument to defend their
irrelevance with this paper is that GDP growth rate focuses on the tendency of change. Therefore, no
matter whether inflation is included or not, the tendency keeps the same.
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countries, instead of the technical concept used in statistics. Population could be problematic,
since it is not closely relevant to either the respect for social and cultural rights or the mere
economic performance. Population change is expected to usually be small in magnitude over
time, and this stability therefore is one of the reasons that population is a criteria for statehood
recognition under international law*. That’s been said, the characteristics of being stable and
being social & cultural rights-insensitive makes population a dubious element in the calculation
for the test on social and cultural rights” impact on economy. The constant status of population is
not an effective reflection of the respect of social and cultural rights. Yet, such a concern can be
ameliorated by using the GDP per capita growth rate, since the problematic effects of population
will be diminished due to the calculation. Although there are inconveniences and the side effects,
the GDP per capita growth rate works better than GDP growth rate as a DV for this research
because the economic development in this case reaches beyond just economic performance.

Data Analysis Strategy
Use of Fixed Effect Model

In order to run the regression tests on the panel data through Stata, it is necessary to decide
whether the Fixed Effect model or the Random Effect Model should be used*®. Torres-Reyna
(2007) indicated that the Fixed Effect Model is used to better probe the exclusive influence from
IVs to DVs, in which variables fluctuate in response to the change of time. The rationale behind
this statement is that the Fixed Effect model acknowledges the impact of time-invariant
elements, such as gender, blood type, race, etc., to the DVs and even IVs. Yet, this model
controls and removes effects from these time-invariant elements on the DVs, in the pursuance of
showing the mere impact from time-variant IVs to DVs. In contrast, the Random Effect model
intentionally allows the inclusion of effects from time-invariant elements in the belief that they

would affect the presence of DVs.*’

> The declaratory theory of statehood recognition argued that entities could claim themselves as
sovereign states once they meet the criteria including permanent population. For detail see Worster (2009)
pp. 153.

% According to Park (2010), it is impossible to exert both Fixed Effect model and Random Effect model
on the same analyzed entities because these two models are opposite to each other on the theoretical level.
However, practically speaking, it is possible to combine these two models. See Park (2010), footnote 1.

4" See Torres-Reyna (2007), pp. 25.
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Applying the concept of these two models to the research question of this thesis, where the main
focus is to see the influence of the respect for social and cultural rights on domestic economic
developments, the Fixed Effect model is chosen and is more suitable than the Random Effect
model. This logic of thinking also supported by Yi (2008), in which she argued that if the
conclusion of the impact of variables only applies to the entities within the sample and will not
be generalized to the population or the other samples, the Fixed Effect model is ideal. Otherwise,
the Random Effect model should be chosen. It should be acknowledged that this paper does
generalize the hypotheses and conclusion from the sample to the population, and the sample and
population are not absolutely identical. Yet, the sample does account for almost the entire
population and the uncovered ones under the international law do not meet the criteria as a
proper entity, namely country, in this paper. For instance, the Turkish Republic of Northern
Cyprus as a political entity is essentially functioning as a county, but has still not been officially
recognized as a country under the international law. Therefore, due to such characteristic of
uncovered political entities, the range of the sample equals the population to some extent, and the

use of Fixed Effect model is justified according to Yi (2008).

Hausman & Taylor (1981) asserts the importance and necessity of operating the Huasman test to
practically decide the use of these two models. For the purpose of the validity of the conclusion
of this paper and the sound justification of the use of Fixed Effect model, the Hausman test is run

via Stata and, as the diagrams below shows, both de jure and de facto groups pass the test.

Figure 1.1 De jure group: GDP growth rate as the DV

Coefficients

(b) (B) (b-B) sqrt (diag (V_b-V_B))
FE RE Difference S.E.
human_rights -.0600838 -.0437897 -.016294 .0111557
environmen~1 -.0127137 -.0358938 .0231802 .0126557
health .061937 .0635692 -.0016322 .0081925
cultural -.0174459 .0126071 -.0300529 .0143676

b = consistent under Ho and Ha; obtained from xtreg
B = inconsistent under Ha, efficient under Ho; obtained from xtreg

Test: Ho: difference in coefficients not systematic

chi2 (4) (b-B) ' [(V_b-V_B) "~ (-1) 1 (b-B)
15.10

0.0045

Prob>chi2



Figure 1.2 De jure group: Labor productivity as the DV

Coefficients
(b) (B) (b-B) sqgrt (diag (V_b-V_B))
FE RE Difference S.E.
human_rights -15233.22 -16242.4 1009.184 335.3942
environmen~1 23558.58 24200.82 -642.244 244.8236
health 9302.858 9497.15 -194.2923 148.3439
cultural 10430.87 10952.35 -521.4809 554.5371
b = consistent under Ho and Ha; obtained from xtreg

B = inconsistent under Ha, efficient under Ho; obtained from xtreg

Test: Ho: difference in coefficients not systematic

chi2 (4) = (b-B)'[(V_b-V_B)”"(-1)] (b-B)
= 9.66
Prob>chi2 = 0.0465

(V_b-V_B is not positive definite)

Figure 2.1 De facto group: GDP growth rate as the DV

Coefficients
(b) (B) (b-B) sqgrt (diag (V_b-V_B)
FE RE Difference S.E.
Humanrights -.0772689 -.0451927 -.0320761 .0134559
Environment .0151809 .0045578 .0106231 .0098728
Health .0139061 .0110916 .0028145 .0115528
Culturel -.0089365 -.0013496 -.0075869 .0087814
Culture2 4.45e-12 -2.25e-12 6.7le-12 2.57e-12
b = consistent under Ho and Ha; obtained from xtreg
B = inconsistent under Ha, efficient under Ho; obtained from xtreg

Test: Ho: difference in coefficients not systematic

chi2 (4) = (b-B)'[(V_b-V_B)"(-1)] (b-B)
= 8.25
Prob>chi2 = 0.0828

(V_b-V_B is not positive definite)

Figure 2.2 De facto group: Labor productivity as the DV

Coefficients
(b) (B) (b-B) sqrt (diag (V_b-V_B)
FE RE Difference S.E.
Humanrights -850.4522 977.3277 -1827.78
Environment -173.4298 2283.773 -2457.203 220.8227
Health 1243.772 2327.614 -1083.842
Culturel -903.9065 -831.1871 -72.71948
Culture2 7.49e-07 8.23e-07 -7.35e-08

b = consistent under Ho and Ha; obtained from xtreg

B = inconsistent under Ha, efficient under Ho; obtained from xtreg
Test: Ho: difference in coefficients not systematic
chi2(4) = (b-B)'[(V_b-V_B)"(-1)] (b-B)
= 62.84
Prob>chi2 = 0.0000

(V_b-V_B is not positive definite)
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The four diagrams above illustrate the result of the Hausman test. In theory, there are different
interpretations of the null hypothesis of the Hausman test. On one side, it is hypothesized that the
Random Effect model is more ideal than the Fixed Effect model. (Torres-Reyna 2007; Greene
2008) Such a belief is also reflected in the Stata manual for guiding the Hausman tests. In the
first example in this manual, it stated the original hypothesis as “...effects are adequately
modeled by a random-effects model”.*® The wording of such a sentence implies that the Random

Effect model is supposed to be the “default” choice. On the other side, Park (2010) specifically
asserts that it is wrong to assume the Random Effect model as a “better” or more “consistent”

model than the Fixed Effect model.*® Nevertheless, no matter how opposing interpretations of
the null hypothesis of a Hausman test are, the agreement of the no correlation between effects or
errors and the regressors are met. On the practical level, the way to determine which model to
use based on the result on Hausman test is also unaffected. In the case of this paper, all four text
results show that the P-values (0.0045, 0.0465, 0.0828, 0.0000) are smaller than the threshold of
0.1. This means that the probability of committing Type I error by rejecting the null hypothesis is
less than 10%. Thus, it is fair to reject the null hypothesis of the Hausman test and to choose the
Fixed Effect model. However, this paper acknowledges that choosing 0.1 as the threshold for
statistical significance is not the optimal measure. However, the author still decides to use the
Fixed Effect model by setting 0.1 as the verge in this paper simply due to the consideration on

convenience that the tests can still continue, but within a legitimate range.

Control on Time & Year Effects

As the regressions base on panel data, year is a vital dimension in all regression analyses in this
paper, and every regression test has controlled the year effect by the i.year command on Stata. It
is critical to control the time effect, namely year effect, in this paper, because without it the

regression result would be full of serious errors.

Lewis, from Dartmouth College’s Economic Department claims that the year effect should
always be controlled as long as time-series variables are run in regression.*® His main arguments,

accompanied with illustration of empirical exams, are that “aggregate trends” and a lack of

“8 See Stata Manuals 13: Hausman specification test, pp. 5
49 See Park (2010), pp. 2
%0 See Lewis (2005).
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mechanism controlling year effect from panel regression gives rise to inaccurate correlations.
Thus, he comes up with the conclusion that a control on year effect should be mandatory. Di
Giovanni & Shambaugh (2008) indirectly support such an idea by controlling time effect so that
they could examine the net impact of their IV on the DV. Moreover, they see such a control as an

asset in their article, compared to preceding studies, which could not manage it.

This thesis also tries to propose a new logic, in the spirit of defending its use of year effect
control in the context of the Fixed Effect model. As mentioned above, this paper uses Fixed
Effect model to run panel regressions. That said, all the time-invariant elements are given a value
of 0 and are removed from the regression, since it is not this model’s interest to include their
effects in. As a result, all variables in this model are time-sensitive to some extent. Under such
circumstances, incidents like “aggregate trends”, sudden and exceptional crisis, etc. would easily
affect the regression result and examiners would not be able to infer the net connection between
the IVs and DVs. In this case, to refine Lewis’s argument, operating panel regression via the

Fixed Effect model should especially control year effect.

The other ‘time’ control in this paper on the operationalization level was the use of lagged effects
through the command of |. # of years. Specifically speaking, the de jure group of IVs is
composed of data of the signature and/or ratification on international treaties. Thus, it is
legitimate to expect lagged effects from the signing and ratifying stage to economic performance
as a result for several reasons. To list a few, first, the insincere motivation or the intention to sign
and/or ratify a treaty by countries may result in lagged effects. Some countries, especially
developing countries, in order to build up better international reputation, will sign and even ratify
treaties without actually thinking of implementing them. This logic of thinking makes sense
given that developing countries have been commonly criticized by others for their problems of
pernicious contribution to the environment, violations of human rights, tarnished social welfare
system, etc. Compared to their counterparts, namely developed countries, which enjoy relatively
higher international reputation, developing countries have greater motivation to improve their
standing in the world community. Signing and ratifying some international treaties would be a
cost-effective way to do so and the reasoning for this will be provided in the second point. Also,
some countries might not voluntarily join a treaty family but were ‘forced’ to by others or were

because of a package deal with other countries. Thailand, for example, was pushed to develop its
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protection of intellectual property due to the ‘peer pressure’ from its western counterparts, since

it had a serious violation in that area of the international standard.®!

A second reason to expect that effects on economic development will delay after the signing and
ratifying of treaties is the slow fulfillment of some international treaties due to the tolerant
clauses in the treaties. This answers the argument of a ‘cost-effective’ choice for some
developing countries to promote their reputation. One obvious example is the ICESCR. This
treaty gives a large space to state parties by allowing them taking their own pace in the process
of fulfilling the treaty duties. The wording in Part IV ICESCR allows state parties to take
progressive steps towards realizing the treaty. Despite the responsibility to file reports
periodically, state parties are still given much leeway in conforming to its obligations, such as

justifying “factors and difficulties affecting the degree of fulfillment...”5?

Third, for technical reasons, it naturally takes time for most international treaties to actually
come into force after signature and ratification. The time horizons in between vary according to
specific conditions, ranging from a few years to more than a decade.* The de facto 1Vs, although
consisting of statistics happened in reality, also might have a lagged effect. For example, the
governmental expenditure on public health would not be reflected in economic development

instantly because it requires time to prepare, implement, etc.

Based on various reasons, such as those mentioned above, as well as running basic panel
regressions, this paper lags the effects from IVs in the de jure group for five periods, namely five
years, while lags the effects from Vs in the de facto group for three periods. The logic to choose
five-years is that a five-years plan is usually a mid-term plan for goals on national economy.>*
Borrowing this economic idea, this paper uses a five-year-lagged effect for de jure 1Vs. Since the
effect of de facto I1Vs is expected be faster, the period of leg effect for them is reduced to three
years. By doing the lag effect, this paper aims to achieve two goals: First, to provide a relatively

more accurate estimation on the net impact of the IVs on the DVs, second, to present a dynamic

%1 See Kuanpoth (2010), pp.84.

%2 See Art. 17(2) ICESCR.

%3 For example, the time span between signature/ratification and entry into force of Convention on the
Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women was three years while that of ICESCR was
ten years. For detail see https://treaties.un.org/pages/Treaties.aspx?id=4&subid=A&clang=_en

° See Five-Year Plans (n.d.) by Encyclopadia Britannica.
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observation of the relation between 1Vs and DVs. First, as justified above, the effects of signing
and ratifying treaties cannot be observed immediately sometimes on economic performance
because both are impacted by subjective reasons, such as a country’s motivation, and objective
reasons, such as the bureaucracy happened during treaty implementation. Without control on
lagged effects, results would be imprecise and dubious. Second, by adding the control on lagged
effects, such outcomes from the regression will be compared with those from basic regressions

and the disparity representing the effects of lagged effects of IVs will easily be noticed.

Use of Cluster Effect

This paper clusters countries when running regressions in order to produce an unbiased Standard
Error (SE); it is also necessary to have such a use of cluster effect. The main practical reason of
exerting such an effect is to prevent the situation of autocorrelation and heteroscedasticity from
happening. The occurrence of them would apparently underestimate the SE of the regression.
Peterson (2009) already challenges that many academic papers approach the SE in the wrong
way. As a consequence, he points out that other scholars have been misled by those papers and
have taken such erroneous ways of pairing models with particular situations for granted.> Gow
et al. (2010) similarly claim that measures coping with SE, such as Fama-MacBeth, have
problems producing accurate SE for panel data variables. This paper tries not to make the same
mistakes as others and takes the guidance of Peterson about panel data regressions. The sample
in this thesis meets the rule that there are more countries than years. Thus, time-series variable

here are controlled as dummies and country variables are clustered, a “common rule” to deal with

such a situation. (Anderson & Reeb 2004, Faulkender & Petherson 2006, Gross & Souleles 2004,
Lamont & Polk 2001, Peterson 2009, Sapienza 2004) Peterson (2009) proves that industry-

clustered SE (country-clustered in this paper) are more unbiased than other measures.

Moreover, Peterson (2009) states that the Fixed Effect model provides unbiased SE when firm
effect® is permanent, while country-clustered SE is unbiased whether permanent or not.
Therefore, country-cluster SE is still chosen in this paper, and the results of regression with such

an effect will be compared with basic regressions results.

% See Peterson (2009), pp. 451.
% (Fixed ) Firm effect indicates that there are unique traits in each firm or industry that can impact the
explained variables and there is no cross-section influence on these unique traits.
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This section presents the outcomes of the panel regression analysis by Stata. It is divided into

two main parts as the first one being the de jure database and the second one being the de facto

database. As there are two DVs, namely GDP per capita growth rate and Labor productivity,

each part contains two result tables on these DVs.

De jure database

Table 1.

GDP per capita growth rate as the DV
1) (2) 3)
Basic Cluster effect Cluster & Lag effect
Human Rights 0.0806*** 0.0806**
(0.022) (0.030)
Environment -0.0355 -0.0355
(0.034) (0.037)
Health -0.0323 -0.0323
(0.023) (0.028)
Education & Cultural matters 0.0404* 0.0404*
(0.017) (0.020)
L5. Human Rights 0.0514
(0.031)
L5. Environment -0.115**
(0.041)
L5. Health 0.0210
(0.034)
L5. Education & Cultural matters 0.0311
(0.019)
_cons 0.0571*** 0.0571*** 0.0863***
(0.014) (0.010) (0.008)
N 7652 7652 7222
R2 0.218 0.218 0.221
SE in parentheses
="* p<0.05 ** p<0.01  *** p<0.001"
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Before looking at the results table, first it should be made sure that this panel regression model is
statistically significant in terms of explaining the research. Prob> F of all three models
summarized in Table 1 is infinitely close to 0.0000.%” That means the probability that null
hypothesis is true is almost 0, by which the null hypothesis is rejected. In other words, the panel
regression model per se fits to the research. Moving to Table 1, the variables were run in three
models, with the first one a basic model; the second one a country-clustered effect; the third one
a lag effect based on the second model. In total, 7652 objects are observed in the first two
models, while only 7222 are observed in the third, due to the lagged effects. As L5. in the first
column indicates a five-period lagged effect, no effect of the IVs on the DV in the first five
years can be showed. The R? for all three models is also provided. It should be noted that the R?
in the above table denotes within-group R2.%® This is because the Fixed-effects model estimates
the effects of 1Vs on DVs within each section (country, in this case). Therefore, only the R?is
needed for interpretation. R?, simply speaking, implies the coverage of the statistic model over
the change of the DV that can be explained by the 1Vs. Applied to Table 1, it indicates that the
panel regression can explain 21.8% of the changes between Vs and the DV in the first two
models, while 22.1% of changes can be explained in the third model by the panel regression.
Though the difference is slight, this panel regression fits the third model better since it explains
the variety within it. The R? here also tells that a large percent of the changes of variables cannot
be explained by this regression, implying that there are many potential explanatory variables that
are not considered and/or included in this regression. Based on the fact that the difference in R?
occurs only between model 3 and model 1&2, the lagged effect is seen to positively contribute to
the fitness between the regression and the variables. This fact also justifies the previous

argument for choosing lagged effects.

Looking at the main part of the Table 1, Model 1 and 2 illustrate a consistent outcome, namely
that respect for human rights and respect for education & cultural matters are strongly correlated
to economic development, despite a slight difference in the degree of significance to the respect

for human rights. Model 2 indicates that with signature/ratification of all treaties under the

> See the Appendix I.
%8 For all information on the R?, see Appendix I on original regression results.
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human rights category by a country, its GDP per capita growth rate will rise by 8.06% points,
whereas for signature/ratification of all treaties under the education & cultural matters category,
the GDP per capita growth rate will increase by 4.04% points. On the other hand, neither the
environment and health categories are statistically significant. In the context of this research, the
results show that there is no proven correlation between the impact of respect for environment
and health treaties on economic development. Moving to model 3, the outcomes differ
considerably from the previous two. After adding the lag effects, the statistical significance of
human rights and education and cultural matters category disappears. That said, after five years
of signature/ratification of these two treaties, the GDP per capita growth rate is no longer related
to the respect of them. In contrast, environment category comes to show a moderate significance
on the regression. However, such a correlation exists negatively between respect for environment
rights and the GDP per capita growth. This outcome suggests that with signature/ratification on
all treaties by a country under the environment treaty category, its GDP per capita growth rate
will decrease by 11.5% points. The standard errors of each IV are displayed as the parentheses in
this table. All coefficients have smaller standard errors compared with their statistical
significance. This means that the estimates of these coefficients are greatly accurate.

Result on Labor productivity
Table 2.
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(1) (2 3
Basic Cluster effect Cluster & Lag effect
Human Rights 29435 5*** 294355
(6660.095) (28991.26)
Environment 89660.0*** 89660.0*
(10719.01) (38175.37)
Health 7857.0 7857.0
(6667.629) (8818.879)
Education & Cultural matters 15592.3*** 15592.3
(4700.402) (16901.6)
L5. Human Rights 34907.1
(24092.77)
L5. Environment 93518.0*
(36913.21)
L5. Health 7700.4
(7999.325)
L5. Education & Cultural matters 11995.6
(15038.76)
_cons 40629.5*** 40629.5*** 47325.0%**
(3842.757) (6744.454) (8557.168)
N 5909 5909 5408
R2 0.039 0.039 0.046
SE in parentheses
="* p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** pn<0.001"

In this regression, the Prob>F for all three models is infinitely approaching 0.0000,%° showing

that this regression model is fitting the research. There are 5909 objects in the first two models

and 5408 in the third, due to the lag effects. The within-group R? of this table shows that, as to

% See Appendix II.
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the first two models, only a 3.9% change in Labor productivity could be explained, while 4.6%
of the changes to the DV can be covered by the third model. This implies that, compared to the
regression model on the last DV, there are more potential explanatory variables that have been
left out of this regression model. That said, this panel regression model works better when

explaining the GDP per capita growth rate than the Labor productivity.

As to the main part, model 1 shows that a majority of 1Vs significantly correlate to Labor
productivity; the number largely decreases in the next two models, with only one statistically
significant correlation in each. Specifically speaking, as in model 1, signature/ratification on all
human rights category treaties of a country brings an increase of 29435.5 dollars in its labor
productivity per person annually; signature/ratification on all environmental treaties raises 89660
dollars in the country’s labor productivity; signature/ratification on all treaties under the

education and cultural matters category by a country increases such a DV by 15592.3 dollars.

In the second model, after clustering countries, only the environment treaty group remains a
correlation with the growth in labor productivity at a significant level. Obviously, the cluster
effect causes the disappearance of the significance of human rights and education & cultural
matters categories. The result in the third model is the same as the second. After being lagged for
five years, the environment category still affects labor productivity, with even greater magnitude.
With signature/ratification of all the environmental treaties by a country, labor productivity per
person each year increases by 93518 dollars. The increase in R? from model 1 and 2 to 3 again
suggests a positive impact from the use of lagged effect to the degree of fitness of the regression
model. The lagged effects of IVs in this regression have no major influence on the result, since
the significance stays the same (recall that in the last table it changed drastically). This means not
that there is no lagged effect because the coefficients of all treaty categories have changed, but
that the changes are not great enough to be reflected at the significant level in general. It should
be noted that the environment treaty category significantly contributes positively to labor
productivity in all models in this regression model. Therefore, it is safe to say that respect
specifically for environment treaties or environmental rights contributes to the economic
performance in the form of labor productivity. Again, all standard errors under the coefficients
with significance are smaller than the coefficients, indicating the precise prediction of this

regression model.



De facto database

Result on GDP per capita growth rate
Table 3.
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GDP per capita growth rate as the DV

(€D 3] 3
Cluster
Cluster & Lag
Basic effect effect

Human Rights

Environment

Health

Education & Cultural matters

-0.0103  -0.0103
(0.016)  (0.016)

0.00777  0.00777
(0.008)  (0.006)

-0.0122  -0.0122
(0.010)  (0.016)

-3.14e- -3.14e-
12 12

(5.58e) (3.45e)

L3. Human Rights 0.00995
(0.015)
L3. Environment -0.0169*
(0.008)
L3. Health 0.0322**
(0.012)
-4.35e-
L3. Education & Cultural matters 12
(3.19¢)
_cons 0.173*** 0.173** 0.171**
(0.050) (0.051) (0.059)
N 634 634 636
R2 0.362 0.362 0.259
SE in parentheses
**x **kk

="* p<0.05

p<0.01  p<0.001"

The result of Prob >F in this section is abnormal. It can be seen from the Appendix I11 that model

1’s result is close to 0.000 as usual, while the other two models’ Prob >F is missing. The most
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possible explanation of this is that there are too many clustered groups, considering the total
number of cases observed. As the Appendix Il shows, there are 120 country clusters, while the
number of observed cases is 634 for model 2 and 636 for model 3. The author does not see this
as a crucial problem because model 1 proves that this regression model still fit the research
design. The disappearance of the Prob >F and F values accord with the disproportionate cluster-
total observed cases ratio, which to some extent testifies to the reliability of this regression

model.

Moving to the R? statistics, the coverage of this regression model over the changes of GDP per
capita growth rate is better than the de jure part. Model 1 and 2 present an explanatory radiation
of 36.2%, while the third model shows 25.9%, which is still much higher than the corresponding
model in the de jure GDP per capita growth rate. This phenomenon testifies that the explanatory
capability of Vs in the de facto database is better in this model than that of IVs in the de jure
database. Yet, it still present the existence of a large percent of hidden explanatory variables that

are capable of affecting the DVs.

The results of the main part of Table 3 provide totally different outcomes to those of the de jure
part. First, as to model 1 and 2, for both DVs in the de jure part, there is at least one IV that is
significantly correlated to the DV on a significant level. Yet, Table 3 shows that all IVs in model
1 and 2 have no statistical significance, implying that there is no correlation between the IVs and
the GDP per capita growth rate. It is notable that this result confirms that, even considering the
country cluster effect, non-significance still occurred in this table. This implies that potential
issues, such as heteroscedasticity and autocorrelations, did not impact the regression result; no
matter whether they were controlled, the results on significance remain the same somewhat
solidifying the thought that there is no correlation between 1Vs and the DV. Second, all IVs that
are significantly affecting the performance of DVs in the de jure part demonstrate a positive
relationship. Nevertheless, the only two correlations in this table, which both appear in model 3
with a three-period lagged effect, display negative relationships. Specifically speaking, with
every unit increase in respect for the environmental rights (in the form of reducing the CO2
emissions per metrics) the GDP per capita growth rate is expected to decrease by 1.69% points
after three years. Also, every one more point in the form of governmental expenditure on public
health to GDP ratio in a country, its GDP per capita growth will decline by 3.22% points three
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years later. In sum, statistics results in Table 3 reveal that respect for social and cultural rights do

not contribute to the growth in GDP per capita immediately while respect for environmental and

health rights will hamper the economic development after a couple of years. The standard errors

under the statistically significant variables imply that the estimates could be precise when

generating to the population.

Result on Labor productivity
Table 4.

Labor productivity as the DV

@® 2 3)
Cluster Cluster &
Basic effect Lag effect
Human Rights 785.1 785.1
(525.782) (563.777)
Environment -836.3** -836.3
(271.010) (1428.797)
Health -608.7 -608.7
(331.077) (640.689)
Education & Cultural matters 0.000000639*** 0.000000639
(1.78e) (4.36e€)
L3. Human Rights 761.7
(-608.777)
L3. Environment -1278.0
(1395.975)
L3. Health -547.1
(582.924)
L3. Education & Cultural matters 0.000000410
(3.79e)
_cons 38933.3*** 38933.3*** 44230.4%***
(1770.996) (6566.666) (6619.949)
N 532 532 532
R2 0.549 0.549 0.518
SE in parentheses
E o =
="* p<0.05 ** p<0.01 p<0.001"

Table 4 shows the regression results of the influence of de facto respect for social and cultural

rights on labor productivity as a representation for economic development. Statistics on Prob > F
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in all three models are infinitely approaching but never reaching 0.000.° This indicates a good
match between this panel regression model and the research design. Overall, 532 cases are
observed from each model. It is outstanding, compared to all three tables above, that all models
in this regression have an R? above 0.5. This means they are all be able to explain more than
50% in the fluctuations in the labor productivity of each model. According to the performance of
other regression models analyzed above, this is the strongest figure in terms of R?. The basic
model presents two significant IVs: respect for environmental rights and respect for education
and cultural rights. The former shows the negative correlation between this IV and labor
productivity on a moderate significant level (0.01). It indicates that every metric of increase in
CO2 emission gives rise to an 836.3 dollar decline in labor productivity per person per year, and
the probability of this to not happen could be less than 1%. The latter, respect for education and
cultural rights, meanwhile, reveals a positive correlation with labor productivity, with limited
effects on the DV. For every point increase of governmental expenditure on education-GDP ratio
and one more dollar spent on the use of Intellectual Property (IP), labor productivity will raise
merely 0.0000639 dollars per person annually. Moving to the results from model 2 and 3, besides
the consistence of the insignificant 1VVs in model 1, also to be noted is that these two originally
significant Vs also lose their insignificance. In sum, this implies that for respect for
environmental and education & cultural rights, first, heteroscedasticity and/or autocorrelation are
potential issues, which after being fixed by country cluster, lead to the insignificance, and ;
second, that respect for these two categories of rights might only affect labor productivity
immediately and have no lagged effects. Last, standard errors under the significant variables is

smaller than them, indicating a nice potential of generality.

Summary

To summarize, the regression results indicate that both de jure and de facto respects for
environmental rights basically negatively impact, with hysteresis, on the GDP per capita growth
rate as a representation of the economic development. Besides the influence of the above rights,
respect for human rights in general, education & cultural rights, and health rights also contribute
to the fluctuation of this type of economic development. On one side, the de jure respect for the

human rights category and education & cultural rights specifically positively impact this kind of

60 See Appendix IV.
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economic development, without lagged effects. On the other side, de facto respect for health
rights, though displaying no instant impact, belatedly and negatively influences economic

development.

As to the effects on labor productivity per person as the representation of economic
development, the de jure and de facto respects for environmental rights give wholly opposite
results. The de jure respect for this type of right positively contributes to economic development,
with both instant and lagged effects. In contrast, de facto respect for environmental rights shows
a negative impact on economic development, yet only in the basic model. This implies that its
influence might suffer heteroscedasticity or autocorrelation issues and has no hysteresis. Besides
that, respect for education & cultural rights might have positive affect on the economic
development since both de jure and de facto respects for such rights are significant in model 1.
However, neither of them passed the country cluster test, which implies a strong potential
heteroscedasticity or autocorrelation problem. In addition, de jure respect for human rights in
general also positively contributes to this type of economic development, yet with a failure in the
country cluster effects test.

The table below provides a brief illustration on the impact of both de jure and de facto respects

for all categories of rights on the economic development

De facto database
GDP per capita  Labor productivity

De jure database
GDP per capita  Labor productivity

growth rate growth rate

Respect for Positive effects Positive effects No effect No effect
human rights

Respect for Negative effects Positive effects Negative effects Negative effects
environmental

rights

Respect for No effect No effect Negative effects No effect

health rights

Respect for Positive effects Positive effects No effect Positive effects

education &

cultural rights

The author recognizes a positive or negative effect of a certain IV to the DV as long as one
outcome of this IV among the three models shows a positive or negative effect with statistical
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significance. For example, de jure respect for human rights shows positive impacts on GDP per
capita growth rate with significance only in model 1and 2, but not in model 3. It is still regarded

as having positive impact on the DV.

In chapter 3, two main parts will be displayed with one discussing the regression results and the
other concluding this research paper. The first one, discussion part, mainly explain the statistic
outcomes and the implication of such outcomes to the research. Actually impacts of different
models and effects applied in the tests to the research question are demonstrated. This part also
reflects the test outcomes back the theories referred in chapter 1 and admits certain limitations of
the tests. The second part, conclusion, starts with a discussion around the hypotheses based on

the regression results and ends up with suggestions to further studies.
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Chapter Three

Discussion

Chapter Three provides discussion and analyses of the results of the regressions illustrated above
and will be divided into three parts. The first part elaborates on the discussion of these abnormal
and outstanding statistics results. The second part provides the author’s thoughts on the reflection
of the test results to the theory discussed earlier in the theoretical framework section. The third
part brings up limitations and loopholes of the research design and this panel regression, and

reflects on directions for future research.

Part I Discussion on test results

It is noticeable that in all four regression tests, the R? is relatively small, with the largest being
0.549 and the smallest being 0.039. It was argued that any model with an R? smaller than 0.7 is
not functional ! This paper argues that R? is a vital index to see the coverage of the model for
the explanation of the fluctuation of DVs. Yet, a small R? does not imply the poor explanatory
quality of this model. In the context of the research topic, although the research focused on the
contribution of the respect for social and cultural rights on economic development, it is self-
evident that human rights are neither the only explanatory variables nor even the major ones
when checking economic performance. Thus, it is appreciable that the coverage of the regression
model would not include the major explanatory variables affecting economic development.
However, this does not discredit the precision of the estimate of model of the respect for social
and cultural rights particularly. Such situations are not uncommon; there are cases that model
with R? at 0.04 which produce a workable model in terms of the predicting ability on its Vs and
DVs.52

It is also apparent that country cluster effects turn some originally significant statistics into
insignificant ones. Cluster effects usually are employed to fix the problem of a violation of the
classical assumption that entities within a group are unique and independent, in order to secure a

stronger SE result.®® The violation of the classical assumption could be the result of the

61 See Martin (2012).
62 Ibid.
83 See Nichols & Schaffer (2007).
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occurrence of heteroscedasticity and autocorrelation mentioned in the last section, with the
former pertinent to the violation of the feature of entities and the latter related to time effects.
Either one might happen in the context of this research. Autocorrelation can be seen, for
instance, in the euro crisis, where many EU members’ economic development have greatly
slowed for a while, causing disturbances correlating to each other in a time series, violating the
classical assumption. Heteroscedasticity, meanwhile, mostly occurs under two conditions: first,
under the lack of certain explanatory variables; second, under extreme situations like war, crises,
etc. According to the small R?, it is reasonable that some non-included variables would create
different impacts on different countries. Due to the use of the cluster effect together with time

control, all these potential issues were fixed.

As to those Vs that negatively contribute to economic development, analysis is given in the
following order. For the de jure part, the respect for environmental rights in model 3 is the only
IV that significantly shows a negative influence on economic development, represented by GDP
per capita growth rate. The composition of this category of rights is large, with nine
environmental treaties as indicators. Yet, regression run specifically on this treaty group shows
that no treaty by itself is proven negatively impacting economic development.®* Among these
nine indicators, five of them show statistical insignificance, regarding effects on GDP per capita
growth rate. The other four have no results observed. Thus, the outcome that de jure respect for
environmental rights hampers the economic development actually cannot be explained
respectively by each treaty under this treaty category. For the de facto part, the respect for
environmental rights again hinders economic development, represented by both DVs. Since de
facto environmental rights has only one indicator, namely CO2 emission per metric, it is easy to
understand such a result. Applying this result to the context of developing countries, CO2
emission is closely related to industrial development, so that the emissions of developing
countries will be artificially much higher than that of developed countries.®® It is also known that
most developing countries lack the capability to supplying vast renewable energies. Thus,
following this logic, if CO2 emission is treated as a respect for environmental rights, the

industrial productivity, which heavily relies on the it, shrinks. Such shrinking of the industry and

64 See Appendix V.
6 See Volcovici (2013).
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slow-down in the market will doubtless be reflected in all GDP-related economic indexes,

including the two DVs selected in this thesis.

In the de facto group, respect for health rights, represented by government expenditure on public
health, also diminishes economic development in the form of lagged GDP per capita growth rate.
One possible justification for this could be that more expenditure on public health improves other
metrics, such as mortality and life expectancy. Thus, the population sizes of countries, which
serves as the denominator in the GDP per capita calculation, enlarge. As a result, the GDP per
capita growth rate showed a mathematical decrease when expenditure on public health grows.
Such logic is theoretically possible. Farahani M. et al. (2010) proved that there is a positive
correlation between spending on public health and the control of death rate in India.®® Although
this empirical result is from the case study of a single country, it still partially buttresses the

reasoning above since the possibility of the argument is proven to exist.

Part Il Reflection on theory

The regression results to some extent reflect the arguments referred to in chapter 1 of scholars in
this field with opposite thoughts. Jones (2005)’s argument that rights-based development is
nothing less than the reading of documents can be partly verified by comparing the outcomes of
de jure and de facto databases. If the de facto outcomes are no worse or are even better than the
de jure outcomes, Jones’ argument can be proved right. Comprehensively, Jones’ argument is
undermined by the result that the negative contribution of I\Vs and non-correlated relationships
can be found more in the de jure database than in the de facto database. This means that
countries may be leaning more to the side of the ‘mere reading of documents’ than to the side of
taking practical actions to fulfill their legal obligation. The statements of Uvin (2002), that the

rights-based approach could be nothing more than rhetoric, were enhanced by the result.

Yet, the superficial failure of Jones’ theory (2005) and success of Uvin’s (2002) can be rejected
by the following arguments. The worse performance of de facto respect for social and cultural
rights than de jure ones does not necessarily mean that countries are purely ‘reading documents’.
The outcomes of tests on de jure respect per se can prove actions taken by countries. Simple

signatures and ratification do not automatically arouse better economic development if no

® Farahani M. et al. (2010) in their Abstract suggested that every 10% increase in the spending on public
health leads to 2% decrease in the probability of death rate.
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specific course of actions is carried out. The statistically significant positive correlations between
IVs and DVs in the de jure part itself could reflect the efforts made by countries. Since the
ICESCR allows countries to take progressive approach to achieve its goals, it is understandable
that outcomes from the de facto part might be worse than that from the de jure part, since

practical actions take time and won’t be reflected immediately.

The regression outcomes of the de jure database also buttress Hausermann (1988)’s arguments.
He claims that, when playing a role in development studies, human-rights approaches find their
ground in international law. Though not all, many outcomes in the de jure part show a positive
correlation between 1Vs and DVs, especially the effects on labor productivity. Such results might
not be able to prove that international law can secure the role of all rights in the context of
development studies, but the effects of international law on human rights development discourse,

in the form of treaties, is evident.

Regression results vary largely with the manipulation of different models, DVs, and types of 1Vs,
which seemingly weaken the influence of respect for social and cultural rights on economic
development. Yet, appearance of some positive correlations between them presented that the
function as normative guidance of social and cultural rights, proposed by Cornwall & Nyamu-
Musembi (2004), cannot be denied just because of the fluctuation of their effects.

Part Il Limitations of the research
It is acknowledged that the tests within this thesis face limitations and constraints. Some of these
are unavoidable but trigger deliberate thoughts for future studies. Below, some main limits

concerned in this paper are discussed.

First, due to practical concerns, the research design and the variables selected imply
imperfections in the regressions. This paper tries to include as many elements as possible to
represent each group of specific rights. However, it is impossible to include all areas of a
category of rights, maybe even not all major ones. For example, during the de jure IV selection,
even though several treaties were chosen under each category, some important ones were not
able to be included. Some of them disqualify the legal basis of this paper, namely the ICESCR,
in terms of their birth years, while others lack enough data to meet the criteria. Even for the
selected indicators, many of them had incomplete data. For instance, when the de jure database

was established, the scarcity of data in the environment and cultural treaty categories caused the
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occurrence of insufficient observations in the trial regression test. In order to have enough cases
for observation, the missing data, originally left blank in cells, was coded as 0, being treated as
being neither signifying nor ratifying treaties. Although objectively speaking, the missing of data
equals not signifying/ratifying, there is a difference from the perspective of countries’ attitudes to

the treaties between them not captured by the 0 value.

There also could be controversies from the use of the Fixed Effect model, even though both
theoretical arguments and the Hausman test point out the Fixed Effect model as the ideal choice
for this research. Bell & Jones (2015) claim that even when a Hausman test shows a result in
favor of using the Fixed Effect model, it nevertheless proves misleading.®” They argue that the

Fixed Effect model is disadvantaged by “correlating lower-level covariates and higher-level

residuals”, which removes many beneficial explanatory variables in the model.%®

Second, as mentioned and explained in the Data collection part and Data preparation part, the
choice of human rights treaty categories in the de jure database is problematic, yet inevitable.
The main flaw is that treaties selected under this category contain elements beyond the scope of
this research, which includes only social and cultural rights. Although it is argued that the use of
other right categories containing only social and cultural rights indicators in the de jure part,
combined with the use of de facto 1Vs reflecting only respect for social and cultural rights
reduces the problem created by the human rights treaty group, it does not comprehensively solve
this flaw.

Unsurprisingly, the de jure respect for human rights treaties did not perform well with regard to
the appearance on its significant contribution to economic development. It is shown to positively
contribute to GDP per capita growth rate in model 1 & 2, and to labor productivity in model 1
with statistical significance. However, even these already unsatisfying results can be weakened
by further detailed analysis, followed by proper logical reasoning: Appendix V1 shows that
respect for the human rights treaties positively correlated to both DVs with statistics significance
in most cases. However, it is impossible to tell what convinced countries to sign/ratify treaties

(e.q. for the sake of social rights, cultural rights, economic rights, a combination of these?) in the

67 See Bell & Jones (2015), pp.148.
%8 See Bell & Jones (2015), pp. 133.
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regression model. Also, the treaty against discrimination on women (CEDAW 1979) displayed
the same regression result for both DVs as the ICESCR did. Yet, it is insurmountable to discern
why countries sign/ratify it. (e.g. for the sake of women’s political and civil rights, for their

social and cultural rights, for all these?)

Third, these selected 1Vs also obtained disadvantages that would harm the accuracy of the result.
First, as to the treaties selected as indicators in the de jure part, they cannot precisely reflect
countries’ attitude towards human rights. As acknowledges above, some treaties are not chosen
because they had existed before the birth of ICESCR. Yet, countries might have signed and/or
ratified those non-selected treaties as their respect for relative rights, which is not measured in
this paper. Following the same logic, it can be said that for treaties in the de jure part that
countries did not sign or ratified, unrespect for such rights of these countries cannot be declared
since they could have showed it in other treaties beyond the range of this research. Second, as to
the de facto indicators, the same logic discussed in the first part also applies. For example, this
paper only uses CO2 emission per metric to represent for respect for environmental rights. Yet,
several other indicators, such as PM2.5 air pollution and renewable energy consumption®®,
measures attitudes towards environmental rights of countries as well. For those which perform
unsatisfactorily on the CO2 emission per metric could score higher than other potential

indicators.

Last but not the least, the regressions at most can only prove the existence of correlations
between respect for social and cultural rights and the economic development in certain
conditions. For example, more de jure respect for environmental rights, as a representation of
social rights, of a country is proven to arouse certain increase in its labor productivity. Yet, this
only shows the correlation that change in this 1V is expected have a large chance to predict the
change in this DV. It is impossible to claim that the change of the DV is caused by the IV
because some other variables not included in the model might also have the same impact on the

change of DV. Therefore, the causality cannot be presented by using this method.

9See The World Bank. Data by Indicators: Environment.
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Conclusion

The regression results answered the two hypotheses to various extents. The first hypothesis,
claiming a positive contribution from the respect for social and cultural rights and the economic
development, was ambiguously answered by the test results. Because three different models were
applied in the regression, their various and even opposing outcomes make it difficult to
definitively confirm or deny this hypothesis. Generally speaking, the majority of the explanatory
variables, except respect for health rights, confirmed the first hypothesis that positive
correlations between IVs and DVs exist. Yet, the question of how strong and how consistent

these correlations are cannot be answered within the limited focus of this research.

With regard to the second hypothesis, it is more apparent that this hypothesis is essentially,
though not absolutely, true. Most outcomes of the regression support the hypothesis by showing
discrete results of the two databases. Two differences between the respect to de jure rights and to
the de facto rights were observed. The first is the disparity between the positivity and negativity
of the contribution of the IVs. Effects on labor productivity, for instance, showed a positive
influence of the de jure respect for environmental rights, yet a negative impact of the de facto
part respect. The second is the disparity among tests of statistical significances. For example, de
jure respect for the human rights category has a positive correlation with the economic
development, while the de facto respect for it proved irrelevant. Thus, it can be declared that

there is a different contribution to the DVs between de jure respect and de facto respect.

In addition, one common problem for the response to both hypotheses is that the regression
cannot comprehend the specific conditions in different regions. The outcome that de jure respect
for environmental rights positively correlates to growth in labor productivity might not be a one-

for-all result. It might work in one region but not to another.

Regardless of the results, this paper presents an innovative attempt at picturing the relationship
between second generation human rights and development that is rarely paid attention. As a
pioneer of such a research realm, this paper cannot avoid disadvantages from various
perspectives. Technological issues, from hypothesis building to regression implementation,
might affect the reliability and validity of the results of this paper. Yet, this research does not
expect to produce an absolutely black and white answer to its research question. The purpose of

initiating this research is to set up an empirical foundation for further studies, including receiving
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criticisms and doubts. Further studies in this field could build upon this paper by improving two

points.

First, they could look into specific situations, by dividing countries into regions and conducting a
comparison. This would produce a more accurate observation, including more explanatory
variables, as the respect for rights vastly vary in regions. Scholars could, for instance, choose the
same 1Vs and DVs, to run regressions on EU members and ASEAN'® members separately and
compare the results of these two groups. The foreseeable advantage is that test result of one
group is based on countries with more or less the similar ideologies and political agenda. Their
agendas to some extent are guided by the unified transnational organization, namely EU or
ASEAN. Therefore, with regard to human rights issues, they should have larger ground of
consensus than non-organization members. Test results under such circumstances, would be
more accurate to reflect the reality due to the a smaller sample for each regression and similar

conditions of political basis.

Second, they could take a qualitative methodology, such as single-case studies or small-N
comparison studies, to explore the particular relationship between Vs and DVs in one country or
small groups of comparable countries. As observed in the result section and recognized in the
part | of discussion section, the low coverage is a concern for this paper when it comes to the
results interpretation. By taking a qualitative research method based on this paper, the problem of
lacking enough coverage could be solve because such methods look into the details of each case.
That’s been said, other factors that play more important roles in affecting economic development
would be considered and perhaps explained, besides studying the impact of respect for social and
cultural rights on development. Moreover, the qualitative methods could also provide clear
answers and justifications of reasons countries chose one specific ways to show their respect for
human rights that method in this paper cannot. Building up on the result of this paper, future
studies by qualitative methods could inquire why, for instance, Afghanistan ratified the ICESCR
but has not even signed the International Convention against Apartheid in Sports yet? Or what

made this country decide to ratify the CEDAW from its signing status?

0 ASEAN denotes to Association of Southeast Asian Nations.
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Methods suggested in the last paragraph can be combined with the first point of dividing
countries into certain groups for tests and the combination would work better than each of these
two. By conducting the first one of reducing the sample for regression, aiming to improve the
coverage and the accuracy of the regression result at a systematic level, the second one assist to

provide specific interpretations according to the unique conditions of each research subject.
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Appendix
l.

Raw regression results of all three models in Table 1
Model 1 of Table 1

- Xtreg gdp_growth__rate human_rights environmental health

cultural i.year, fe

Fixed—-effects (within) regression Number of obs 7652
Group wvariable: countryl Number of groups 192
R—s=sag: within = 0.217¢6 Obs per group: min = 2
between = 0.0237 avg = 39.9
overall = 0.2062 max = 49
F(52,7408) = 39.62
corr(u_i, Xb) = —0.0%s89 Prob > F = 0.0000
gdp_growth_-~e Coef. Std. Err. = P=1tl [25% Conf. Interwvall]
human_rights .0805591 -.0215024 3.75 0.000 -.0384083 1227098
environmental —.0354508e -0338515 —1.05 0.255 —.10180852 0302075
health —.032285 -.0225832 —1.41 0.159 —.0772383 0126683
cultural -.0404033 -D170e81 2.37 0o.o0o1s8 -0D0&35457 0738822
vear
1968 —.0183301 -0152281 —0.95 0.340 —.0560227 0193625
1969 .02212486 -0191453 1.1¢& 0.248 —.0154055 0556548
1570 -.0223381 -01352774 1.1e 0.247 —.0154511 0De0l1l272
1971 .0271131 -0189163 1.43 0.152 —.00929681 0641944
1972 -0egle02 -Dlss0es 3.6z 0.000 -0312332 1050271
1973 -1760248 -0188089 9.36 0.000 -1359154 2128955
1274 .24373858 -Dlss123 12.9¢ 0.000 -20&39183 -280e73
1975 .0548893 -.018853¢6 2.91 0.004 -.0175309 0218477
1576 -.00z22e28 -0187564 0.12 0.504 —.034505 0335030¢
1977 -06312186 -0187234 3.37 0O.001 -0264183 0998248
1978 .0702466 018671 3.7¢6 0.000 -.0336461 1068471
1979 -l1l5elez2 -D1ls8e743 e.19 0.000 -075%0053 1522231
1980 .0926409 -.0186727 4.96 0.000 -.0560371 1252446
1581 —.0el1l4a213 -0183957 —3.34 0.001 —.0374827 —.0D253e11
1982 —.0864683 -0183735 —4 .71 0.000 —.1224857 -050451
1983 —.09812475 -.0183679 —4.97 0.000 —.1272537 —.0552412
1984 —.0718829 -0184353 —3.90 0.000 —.1080214 —.0357444
1985 —.07&39147 -Dlg4a3839 —4 .17 0.000 —.1130e01 —.D4076e52
1986 -.0326875 -0185053 1.77 0.077 —.0035881 0689631
1987 -.031399%6 -.0185238 i1.70 0.090 —.0049123 0677115
13988 —.0053957e -0lg4asoz2 —0.54 0.550 —.0D4a&2038€ 0D2ez2ses
1989 —.069461 -.01g84802 —3.76 0.000 —.1056875 —.0332345
15350 -.0174042 -Dlsss8s8 0.52 0.357 —.0D1l5e23 0544313
1991 —.0455634 -0187033 —2.867 0.008 —.0865272 —.0131996
1992 —.0702084 -.0188716 —3.72 0.000 —.1072021 —.0332146
1293 —.0928898 -0151549 —4 .8 0.000 —.1304389 —.0553408
1994 —.04280593 -.019457 —2.20 0.028 —.0809507 -004668
19295 -0364813 -0157093 1.8 0.064 —.0021545 0751172
1996 —.0242113 -01926865 —-1.23 0.219 —.0628025 0143799
1597 —.0Dez2128 -0D1576e52 —3.14 0o.002 —.1008733 —.D0D233826
1998 —.0987104 020037 —4.93 0.000 —.137985¢8 —.055%4321
1999 —.078301e -0D202543 —3.8 0.000 —.1180059 —.03855%74
2000 —.04359084 -0209655 —2.0%9 0.036 —.0850068 —.0028101
2001 —.0782798 -.0212476 —3.68 0.000 —.115%9311 —.0366285
2002 —.036798 -0219059 —1.868 0.0%3 —.0797398 0061438
2003 .051935%9 022374 2.32 0.020 -.00E80765 08579852
2004 -0e22e31 -D2300e1 2.71 0o.007 -0171c4e 1073ele
2005 -.0402762 -0235933 1.71 0.08s8 —.0059734 0865258
2006 -0400141 -02393915 1.67 0.0%5 —.0070161 0870443
2007 .0735702 -.024622 2.99 0.003 -025304 1218364
2008 -08e3533 -0251114 2.53 0.011 -014a3075 1127584
2009 —.1533734 -0255637 —6.00 0.000 —.2034855 —.1032613
2010 -.0007574 -.0257618 0.03 0.977 —.049743 051257¢8
2011 -.0247408 -0264257 0.94 0.349 —.0270861 0765427
201z —.076027 -0269289 —2.8 0.005 —.1288152 —.02323¢88
2013 —.058275e -0D274243 —2.12 0.034 —.1120351 —.0D0451e1
2014 —.0779662 -0281738 —2.77 0.0086 —.1331948 —.0227376
2015 —.175%7751 02285134 —&5.22 0.000 —.232c54654 —.1230848
_cons -.0570e628 -0137477 4.15 0.000 -0301133 0s40122
sigma_u .03487233
sigma_e .14027455
rho .05820504 (fraction of wariance due to u_i)

F test that all u_i=0: F{(i191, 7408) = 1.40

Prob > F

0.0003
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Model 2 of Table 1

xtreg gdp_growth_rate human rights environmental health cultural i.year, fe cluster(country)

Fixed-effects (within) regression Number of cbs = 7652
Group wvariable: countryl Number of groups = 192
R—s3qg: within = 0.21786 Obs per group: min = 2
between = 0.0237 avyg = 39.9
overall = 0.2062 max = 49
F(52,191) = 29.56

corr(u_i, ¥X¥b) = -0.0988 Prob > F = 0.0000

(S5td. Err. adjusted feor 19%2 clusters in country)

Robust
gdp_growth_~e Coef. Std. Err. T P>zl [95% Conf. Interval]
human_rights .0805591 .0296674 2.72 0.007 .0220413 -13907&9
environmental —-.035450686 .037443 —-0.95 0.345 -.1093054 .0384042
health -.032285 .0275331 -1.17 0.242 -.0865853 .0220231
cultural .0404039 .0204703 1.97 0.050 .0000271 .0807808
vear

1968 —-.0183301 .01034086 -1.77 0.078 —-.0387265 -.00206864
1569 .0221248 .0105652 2.09 0.038 .0012851 .042%841
1870 .0223381 .0159458 1.40 0.163 —-.0081223 .0537885
1971 .0271131 .0107892 2.51 0.013 .0058262 -0454
1872 .0681602 .0175187 3.89 0.000 -0336051 -1027152
1973 .1760248 .0156529 11.25 0.000 -14515 -.20689895
1974 .2437956 .0342323 7.12 0.000 .1762738 -3113174
1875 .05488593 .0169513 3.24 0.001 .0214538 .0gsg325
1576 .0022628 .0142008 0.1l6 0.874 -.0257478 .0302733
1877 .0631216 .01426585 4.42 0.000 .0348775 -0912657
1978 .0702466 .0154913 4.53 0.000 .0396307 -1008025
1979 .1156l1le2 .0140309 g.24 0.000 .0g79408 -143281s
1880 .09264089 .0156158 5.83 0.000 .06183893 -1234424
1581 -.0614219% .0142513 —4.31 0.000 -.085532 -.0333118
1582 —-.0864683 .0143075 —-6.04 0.000 —-.1146852 —.0582474
1983 —.05812475 .0151287 —-6.03 0.000 —-.1210%02 —.0614047
1984 —-.071882%9 .0156475 —4.5%9 0.000 —-.1l02746€% —.0410188
1985 —-.0762147 .0145647 -5.28 0.000 —.1l05643 —.0481c64
1986 .0326875 .02188868 1.49 0.137 -.0104833 .07585¢84
1587 .03139%6 .0177151 1.77 0.078 —-.0035428 .066342
1588 -.0085576 .0166%69 -0.60 0.552 -.04285%16 .0225764
1989 —.069461 .0168232 —-4.13 0.000 —.1026441 —.0362779
1930 .0174042 .0205001 0.85 0.397 —-.0230314 -057&8388
1951 —-.0498634 .0188678 —-2.64 0.008 -.0870785 —.01268474
1552 -.0702084 .0181282 -3.8 0.000 -.1059655 —.0344512
15583 -.0%28898 .0175742 -5.17 0.000 -.1283433 —.05374364
1594 —-.0428093 .02175965 -1.%6 0.051 —-.0858022 .0001835
1995 .0364813 .0191427 1.91 0.058 —-.001276% -074238396
19596 —-.0242113 .0178194 -1.36 0.176 -.0593594 -0109368
1997 —.De2128 .0172947 -3.59 0.000 —.0862411 —.02g014%
1598 -.0887104 .0184458 -5.35 0.000 —-.1350941 —-.08623268
1559 -.0783016 .0185257 —4.23 0.000 —.1148428 —.0417605
2000 —.0435084 .0252503 -1.74 0.084 -.0837137 .0058%96%9
2001 —-.0782798 .0200922 —-3.90 0.000 -.117910% —.0386487
2002 —-.036798 .0220371 -1.6e7 0.097 —.0802654 -00EEeE94
2003 .0519359 .0219289 2.37 0.018 .0oges2 .0951888
2004 .0622631 .0212158 2.93 0.004 .0204157 -1041105
2005 .0402762 .0D20%9428 1.52 0.056 -.0010326 .081585
2006 .0400141 .0222056 1.80 0.073 —-.0037&856 -0838138
2007 .0735702 .0226034 3.25 0.001 .02859859 -1181545
2008 -.063533 .0221s22 2.8¢ 0.005 .0197794 -1072865
2009 -.1533734 . 0265254 -5.78 0.000 -.2056938 —.101053
2010 .0007574 .0251886 0.03 0.976 —-.048521 .0504358
2011 .0247408 .0243736 1.02 0.311 -.0233351 .0728187
2012 -.076027 .0251952 -3.02 0.003 -.1257314 —.02832286
2013 —-.05827586 .026178 —-2.23 0.027 —-.10%2108 —.0066404
2014 —-.077%&62 .0268052 —-2.83 0.004 —.1l30443% —.02548¢8e
2015 -.1787751 .D2823862 -6.37 0.000 —-.23548688 —-.1240803
_cons .0570628 .009868 5.78 0.000 .0375984 .0765271

sigma_u -03487233

sigma_e -14027455

rho .05820504 (fraction of variance due to u_1i)
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Model 3 of Table 1

Xtreg gdp_growth_rate 15.( human_rights environmental health cultural ) i.year, fe cluster(country)

Fixed-effects (within) regression Number of obs = 7222
Group wariable: countryl Number of groups = 192
R—-s3qg: within = 0.2211 Obs per group: min = 2
between = 0.0257 avg = 37.86
overall = 0.2138 max = 45
F(48,1%1) = 30.06

corr(u_i, ¥Xb) = -0.0551 Prob > F = 0.0000

(Std. Err. adjusted for 1%2 clusters in country)

Robust
gdp_growth_-~e Coef. Std. Err. T P>ltl [95% Conf. Interwval]
human_rights
L5. .0513801 -0311887 1.65 0.101 —-.0101385 .1128987
environmental
LS. —.1145873 -0408073 -2.80 0.006 —-.1552754 —.0338989%2
health
LS. .0209521 .0336501 0.6z 0.534 —.0454215 .0873257
cultural
LS. .0311142 .019266 1.61 0.108 —-.0088872 .0691156
vear
1872 .0414265 .014942 2.77 0.006 .011554 .0708991
1973 .1451817 -0135108 11.04 0.000 .1225321 .1758314
1574 .2171053 -0354168 6.13 0.000 1472467 .2869638
1975 .02858867 .0175553 1.63 0.105 -.0080403 .063213¢8
1276 -.0237218 -0127308 -1.8 0.064 -.04588325 .0013883
1577 .0369073 .011513 3.21 0.002 .01413984 .059%6163
1978 .0447848 .0138917 23.27 0.001 .0177784 .0717911
1879 .0801271 -0121682 7.41 0.000 .0661259 .1141284
1880 .0702225 .0146354 4.80 0.000 .04135486 .0950903
1281 —.082345 .013%688 -5.8 0.000 -.1l0%8%978 —-.0547%22
1882 —.1l0664 65 -0123257 -5.65 0.000 —.130958&5 —.082334¢
1983 -.1105058 .012242 -9.03 0.000 -.13486527 -.08635889
12384 —-.0885261 .0137933 -6.45 0.000 -.1187328 —-.0623154
1985 —.0852524 -013534e6 -7.04 0.000 —.1219488 —-.0685559
1986 .0157689 .018534e 0.85 0.396 -.0207889 .0523277
12387 .0151516 .0154003 0 g 0.326 —.015224% .045528
1588 —.026559 -0144142 -1.:54 0.067 —.0543305 .0018725
1989 -.086555%9 .0145916 -5.93 0.000 -.1153774 —-.0578145
1550 .0060591 -0174554 0.35 0.729 —-.0284301 .0D405484
1991 -.0820415 .01l64683 -3.77 0.000 —-.0945246 -.0295583
12382 —-.0845211 .0146683 -5.79 0.000 -.1138538 -.055988
1993 —.1064759 -0157321 -6.77 0.000 —-.1375109 —.075448¢9
1294 -.057069¢6 .0181455 -3.14 0.002 -.052868% -.0212704
1995 .019553 .0l66261 1.18 0.241 —-.0132412 .0523473
1936 —.0426726 .0152635 —-2.80 0.006 —.0727782 —.0125686
1597 —-.0708653 .0153228 —-4.62 0.000 —-.1010881 —-.0406416
1298 —-.1068482 .016l41le -6.62 0.000 -.138686% -.07500986
1999 —.082145 -0152604 -5.38 0.000 —.1122455 —.0520445
2000 -.0437091 .0210855 -2.07 0.040 -.0852554 —-.0021188
2001 —-.0757178 -01&808 -4.1% 0.000 —.11138 —.0400556
2002 -.0332607 .01785865 -1.86 0.064 -.0684819 .0019605
2003 .0560827 .0178713 3.12 0.002 .020635 .0815304
2004 .0847207 -01&5858 3.90 0.000 .0319975 .0974434
2005 .0421073 .0174691 2.41 0.017 .0076501 .0765645
20086 .0424526 .0133542 2.1% 0.030 .0042175 .0806872
2007 .0818061 -0159485 4.10 0.000 .0424565 .1211557
2008 .0735174 .01l9844e 3.70 0.000 .0343747 .11266
200% —-.1432037 .0z242788 -5.80 0.000 -.15%10%23 -.0853151
2010 .0126754 .0228935 0.55 0.580 —-.0324812 .057831¢9
2011 .036275 .0z1s702 1.65 0.100 -.0070604 .0796103
2012 —.06859845 -0246576 —-2.68 0.008 —.1146206 —.0173483
2013 —.0493364 .0263523 -1.87 0.063 —-.1013152 .0026424
2014 -.07036586 .0267045 -2.63 0.00% -.1230382 -.017659%1%
2015 —.1732085 .0283313 -6.11 0.000 —.2250918 -.1173271
_cons .0862653 .0080576 10.71 0.000 .070371%9 .1021587
sigma_u .03326938
sigma_e .14245086
rho .05172421 (fraction of variance due to u_3i




Raw regression results of all three models in Table 2
Model 1 of Table 2

- mtreg LaborProductivity human rights envirconmental health cultural i.year, fe

Fixmed-effect=s (within) regression Number of chbs = 5809
Groupr wvariakble: countryl Number of groups = 1z2
R—=qg: within = 0.0389 Oks per group: min = 27
between = 0.0378 avg = 48 .4
owverall = 0.0001 max = 1
F(54,5733) = 4.30

corr(u_i, Xb) = —0.1810 Prob > F = 0.0000
LaborProduc~y Coef. 5td. Err. t P>t [25% Conf. Intervall]

human_rights 29435 .45 6660.085 4.42 o.000 163792.15 42421 .76
environmental g9660 10712.01 £8.36 o.000 65646.68 110673 .3
health 7856.993 &6667.629 1.18 0.239 —5214.08 20928.07
cultural 15592.26 4700.402 3.32 o.001 &€377 .69¢6 242806.82

vear

1267 857 .9247 5426.482 0o.1g 0.860 —9680.009 11595.9

1268 2225.424 5427.1%8 0.41 o.682 —2413.234 122864 .78

1269 2447 .995 5428.163 0.45 0.652 —81983.256 130&82.25

1270 4261.767 5415.385 0.7 0.431 —6354.435 14877 .97

1271 5819.904 5415.634 1.07 0.283 —4796.7&84 16436.59

1272 6717 .954 5416.678 1.24 0.215 —3800.781 17336.69

1273 T7665.813 5417.715 1.41 0.157 —2954.955 l182E86.5¢8

1974 5896.74 541&8.901 1.02 0.277 —4726.354 16512.8

1275 2726.758 5419.935 0.&2 o.492 —&82E2.361 14351.¢&28

1276 4623.953 5422.534 0.85 0.394 —6006.262 15254.17

1277 3345.288 5423.357 0.62 0.537 —7286.541 13877 .12

1278 3002.452 5426.538%9 0.55 o.5&0 —7635.616 13640.52

1979 3220.07 5427 .9 0.72 0.470 —6720.664 14560.8

1280 1226.817 5238.174 0.23 0.815 —95041.2:54 11495.62

1981 —1662.965 5248.948 —-0.32 0.751 —11852.89 B626.956

1282 —4034.415 5256.644 —-0.77 0.443 —14339.42 6270.594

1983 —5747.086 5266.071 —1.09 0.275 —16070.58 4576.404

1224 —&8250.262 S280.775 -1.18 0.237 —16602.58 410z2.05z2

1285 —7749.045 5285.248 —-1.47 0.143 —1€110.13 2612.039

1286 —-8852.557 5318.696 —-1.85 0.064 —20272.21 574 .096%2

1287 —10554 .71 5337 .86 —1.928 0.048 —2101&.93 —90.48516

1288 —11014.62 5342.043 -2 .06 0.040 —21500.77 —528.4765

1289 —11152.92 5357.797 —2.08 0.037 —21656.22 —642.6101

19390 —13659.49 5451 .682 -2 .51 o.012 —24346.84 —28972.132

1291 —1571&8 .82 5502.185 -2 .85 o.004 —26518.85 —491&8.733

1992 —24749 .3 5589.11 —4 .43 o.000 —35706.06 —13792 .53

1293 —2E58649 .32 5697.963 —-5.03 o.000 —38g812.48 —17479 .16

1994 —32967 .79 5825.431 —5.686 0o.000 —44387.84 —21547 .75

1295 —346E1.15 5888 .55 —-5.88 o.000 —4€244.54 —23117 .77

1296 —35527 .57 5947.008 —-5.97 o.000 —47185.95 —23869.18

1297 —351%86.41 5876.183 -5.89 o.000 —46911.98 —23480.83

1298 —37156.75 6066.597 —-6.12 o.000 —49049.58 —25263.93

1999 —38333.78 6136.76 —6.25 o.000 —50364.15 —268303 .41

2000 —42024 .15 &€392.3954 —& .57 o.000 —54555.66 —29492 .65

2001 —44009.22 &6504.068 —6.77 0o.000 —567592.65 —31258.79

2002 —4721&.47 &€740.477 -7.11 o.000 —&81130.35 —34702.59

2003 —50846.52 6936.131 —7 .33 0o.000 —64443.96 —37249.08

2004 —5z2z434 .89 TF71S5&.063 -7 .33 o.000 —&6€463.47 —3E8406.3

2005 —54565.45 7368.135 —7.41 0o.000 —69002.77 —40121 .12

2006 —54815 .32 7480.155 -7 .33 o.000 —694732 .25 —40151 .39

2007 —566E7 .04 F7703.255 -7 .36 o.000 —717&E8&8.33 —415&85.74

2008 —58396 .84 7B8532.682 -7 .44 o.000 —73793.02 —43000 .65

20089 —&81724 .87 E8021.722 -7 .69 o.000 —77450.48 —45295 .27

2010 —6l348 .8 8084 .98 —7 .59 0o.000 —77198.49 —45499 .26

2011 —&64425.93 8327.31¢6 -7 .74 o.000 —20750.62 —428101.25

2012 —66348 .16 g8482.412 —7.8 0o.000 —82976.9 —49719.43

2013 —&87751 .26 £655.405 -7 .83 o.000 —24712.13 —5S07&83.4

2014 —70320.03 8873.46¢6 —7 .92 0o.000 —87715.38 —52924 .69

2015 —7276E .48 2077.124 —8.02 o.000 —905&63.19 —54273.77

2016 —81755.78 9763.998 —8 .37 o.000 —100896.9 —62614.65

_cons 40622 .53 Z842.757 10.57 o.000 330896.27 481z .78

sigma_ u
=igma_ec
rho

54121.568
38370.619
-66607072

{(fraction of wvariance

due to

wu_i)

F test that all u i=0:

F(121,

5733)

24.00

Prob > F

= 0.0000



Model 2 of Table 2

xtreg LaborProductivity human_rights

environmental health cultural i.year,

64

fe cluster (country)

Fixed-effects (within) regressicon Number of obs 5808
Group wvariakle: countryl Number of groups 122
R—-3qg: within 0.0389 Oba per group: = 27
between 0.0378 = 48.4
overall 0.0001 = 51
F(54,121) = 5.75

corr{u_i, Xb) -0.1810 Frob > F 0.0000
(5td. Err. adjusted for 122 clusters in country)

Robust

LaborProduc~y Coef. 5td. Err. t Prltl [25% Conf. Interval]

human_rights 29435.45 28991 .26 1.02 0.312 —-27960.38%8 86831.3
environmental 89660 38175.37 2.35 0.020 14081.78 165238.

health 7856.993 g881e.879 0.8 0.375 -8602.305 25316.29

cultural 15582.26 16801.86 0.8z 0.358 -17868.91 48053.43

vear

1987 957 .947 800.4074 1.20 0.234 -626.6706 2542 .565

1968 2225.424 1256.534 1.77 0.07¢% -262.2185 4713.065

1869 2447.8985 1425.371 1.72 0.o088 -373.9037 5269.8%94

1870 4261.767 2453.1396 1.74 0.085 -584.8815 2118.515

1871 5819.%04 2425.417 2.40 0.018 101g.15 10621.66

1872 6717.254 2487.239 2.70 0.008 1793.81 11l642.1

1873 7665.813 2632.843 2.91 0.004 2453.406 12878.22

1574 58g6.74 2010.488 2.93 0.004 1916.449 ©877.031

1875 3726.759 3004.88 1.24 0.217 —-2222.196 2675.714

187& 4623.853 3441.8895 1.34 0.182 -2190.186 1143g.09

1877 3345.288 4494 .573 0.74 0.458 —-5552.906 12243.48

1978 3002.452 5191.052 0.58 0.564 -7274.606 13275.51

1879 3%20.07 5381.395 0.73 0.468 -6733.821 14573.96

1880 1226.817 7272.787 0.17 0.866 -13183.42 15637.06

1881l —-1662.965 £2880.45 -0.18 0.852 —-18244.186 152818.23

1882 —-4034.415 10342.12 -0.39 0.687 —-24509.36 16440.53

1983 —-5747.086 1131g.61 -0.51 0.613 —-28157.24 16663.07

1984 -6250.262 12081.26 -0.52 0.606 —-30168.3 17667.77

1885 -774%9.045 12980.15 —-0.60 0.552 -33446.67 17248.58

1956 —-8852.557 14462.388 -0.868 0.487 —38499.5 187%4.3%

1987 -10554.71 15080.52 -0.70 0.48 -40410.57 19301.16

1888 -11014.62 15472.72 -0.71 0.478 -41646.95 19617.7

1889 -11152.82 15690.33 -0.71 0.478 -42216.06 182810.23

1950 -13659.49 17484.5 -0.78 0.436 —-48274.66 20855.68

1991 -15718.82 153455.54 -0.85 0.3%6 -52256.43 20818.7¢%

1892 —-24749.3 21300.08 -1.186 0.248 -66918.43 17419.84

1883 —-28648.32 23071.28 -1.24 0.217 -74325.01 17026.38

1854 -32967.78% 24805.25 -1.33 0.186 -82076.33 16140.75

1955 -34681.15 25722.35 -1.35 0.18 -85605.34 16243.03

1996 —-35527.57 26381.24 -1.35 0.1g1 -87756.19 16701.06

1897 —-35196.41 26621 .31 -1.32 0.188 -87900.31 17507.49%

19358 -37156.75 27477.0% -1.35 0.17% —91554.9 17241.3%

1895 -38333.78 2825%.76 -1.36 0.177 -24231.44 17613.87

2000 -42024.15 30585.08 -1.37 0.172 -102585.1 18546.84

2001 —-44008.22 31741.24 -1.38 0.1le68 -1l06g849.4 18830.85

2002 -47216.47 33651.6 -1.42 0.157 -114538.7 18705.74

2003 -50846.52 35016.67 -1.45 0.148 -120171.2 18478.21

2004 —-52434.89 36142 -1.45 0.149¢ -123987.5 19117.73

2005 —-54565.45 37430.689 -1l.486 0.147 -128669.4 18538.47

2006 —-54815.32 3803%.08 —-1.44 0.152 -130123.7 20493.08

2007 -56687.04 39946.36 —-1.42 0.158 -135771.4 22387.32

2008 -583¢%6.84 41049.47 -1.42 0.157 -139665.1 22871.42

2008 -61724.87 42441 .82 —-1.45 0.148 —-145749.7 22288.81

2010 -61348.87 42950.38 -1.43 0.156 -146459.7 23761.82

2011 -64425.83 44256.86 -1.45 0.148 -152123.3 23271.3%

2012 -66348.16 45161.59 -1.47 0.144 -155757.4 23061.12

2013 -87751.26 458917.88 —-1.48 0.143 -1l58657.8 23155.3

2014 -70320.03 470898.24 —-1.4% 0.138 -163563.4 22823.386

2015 -72768 .48 43115.18 -1.51 0.133 -163025.2 22488.21

2016 -81755.78 51347.68 -1.59 0.114 -183412 19500.49%

_cons 40629.53 6744 .454 6.02 0.000 27277.1 53981.85

sigma_u 54191.568
sigma_e 38370.618
rho .66607072 (fraction of wvariance due to u_i)




Model 3 of Table 2

xtreg LaborProductivity 15.( human rights environmental health cultural ) i.year,
Fixed-effects (within) regression Number of obs 5408
Group variable: countryl Number of groups 122
R—-s3g: within 0.0462 Obs per group: min 27
between 0.0341 avg 44.3
overall 0.0000 max 46
F(49,121) 8.03
corr(u_i, Xb) -0.1733 Prob > F 0.0000
(Std. Err. adjusted for 122 clusters in country)
Robust
LaborProduc~y Coef. Std. Err. t Prxltl [95% Conf. Intervall
human_rights
LS. 34907.08 24092.77 1.45 0.150 -127%80.9 82605.07
environmental
LS. 93518.03 36913.21 2.53 0.013 20438.6 166597.5
health
LS. 7700.351 7999.325 0.96 0.338 -8136.424 23537.13
cultural
LS. 11995.64 15038.76 0.80 0.427 -17777.54 41768.83
year
1972 998.8692 510.3984 1.96 0.053 -11.59%9 2009.337
1973 1787.592 1704.333 1.05 0.296 -1586.583 5161.76¢8
1974 -32.61115 2369.784 -0.01 0.989% —-4724.224 4659.002
1975 —2146.461 3344.017 -0.64 0.52z2 —-8766.825 4473.902
1976 —-1195.869 3605.817 -0.33 0.741 -8334.535 5942.79¢8
1977 —-2604.165 4842.998 -0.54 0.592 -121%2.16 6983.827
1978 —2834.871 5154.125 -0.55 0.583 -13038.82 7369.07¢8
1979 —1989.438 5375.343 -0.37 0.712 -12631.35 8652.471
1980 —-384%8.889 6846.775 -0.56 0.575 -17404.89 9705.108
1981 —6355.193 81s82.312 -0.78 0.4338 —-22574.04 9863.649
1982 —-8451.081 9391.26 -0.9%0 0.370 —-27043.56 10141.4
1983 -9957.28 10062.54 -0.89 0.324 —-29878.73 9964.172
1984 —-9990.836 10390.92 -0.96 0.338 -30562.49 10580.62
1985 —-12284.07 11588.27 -1.06 0.291 -35236.11 10647.97
1986 —14016.62 12604.11 -1.11 0.268 —38969.78 10936.55
1987 —-14525.4 12878.23 -1.12 0.265 -40219.23 11168.42
1988 —-15119.4¢6 13438.04 -1.13 0.263 -41725.59 11486.66
1989 —15612.47 13910.76 -1.12 0.264 —43152.48 11927.54
19390 -16613.99 14404.26 -1.15 0.251 —-45131.03 11903.04
1991 -18883.12 15294.13 -1.24 0.218 —-49171.88 11385.64
1992 —-18985.3 15486.82 -1.23 0.223 —49645.54 11674.95
1993 —-19257.98 15735.07 -1.22 0.223 -50409.7 11893.73
1994 —-19253.78 153840.11 -1.21 0.2238 —-50811.44 12303.8¢8
1995 —21308.34 17477.76 -1.22 0.225 -55910.18 13293.49
1996 —21594.15 18135.18 -1.19 0.236 —57497.52 14309.22
1997 —-30305.39 20646.08 -1.47 0.145 -7117%8.76 10568.98
1998 —-33861.67 22156.895 -1.53 0.1238 -77727.19 10003.85
1999 —-38284.5 23798.07 -1l.861 0.110 —-85399.05 8830.058
2000 —-38258.16 24535.34 -1.60 0.112 -87832.33 9316.015
2001 —-40721.31 25216.5 -1.61 0.108 —-%0644.02 9201.404
2002 —-41225.8 25647.07 -1l.861 0.111 —92000.94 9549.334
2003 —-42975.27 26462.49 -1.62 0.107 —-95364.74 9414.211
2004 —-43036.92 27029.48 -1.59 0.114 —-96548.93 10475.08
2005 —-47619.7 29405.05 -l.862 0.1l08 —-105834.8 10595.35
2006 —-48687.92 30338.85 -1.61 0.111 -108761.7 11365.84
2007 —-52263.63 32172.34 -1.62 0.107 -115957.3 11430
2008 -56021.52 33448.07 -1.67 0.0987 -122240.8 10197.77
2009 —60335.96 34719.61 -1.74 0.085 —129072.6 8400.67
2010 -62167.33 35833.82 -1.73 0.085 -13310%8.8 8775.171
2011 -62811.7 36287.59% -1.73 0.086 -134652.5 9029.152
2012 —65772.97 37903.95 -1.74 0.085 —-140813.8 9267.883
2013 -67510.24 38%820.33 -1.73 0.085 -144563.3 9542.828
2014 —-69698.81 40088.27 -1.74 0.085 -149064.1 9666.493
2015 —70211.89 40567.53 -1.73 0.086 —150526 10l102.24
2016 —-73825.56 41960.24 -1.76 0.081 -156896.9 9245.797
_cons 47325.01 8557.168 5.53 0.000 30383.84 64266.18
sigma_u 45614.664
zigma_e 34042.847
rho .8799045 (fraction of variance due to u_i
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fe cluster(country)
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Raw regression results of all three models in Table 3
Model 1 of Table 3

. xtreg gdp growth rate Humanrights Environment Health cultural all i.year, fe

Fixed-effects (within) regression Number of obs = 634
120

Group variable: countryl Number of groups

R-sg: within = 0.3618 Obs per group: min = 1
between = 0.2520 avg = 5.3
overall = 0.3212 max = 11

F(14,500) = 20.24
corr(u i, Xb) = -0.1060 Prob > F = 0.0000
gdp_growth~e Coef. Std. Err. t P>t [95% Conf. Interval]
Humanrights -.0102793 .0155754 -0.66 0.510 -.0408805 .020322
Environment .0077688 .0084818 0.92  0.360 -.0088955 .0244331
Health -.0121739 .0099865 -1.22 0.223 -.0317945 .0074468
cultural all -3.14e-12  5.58e-12 -0.56 0.574 -1.41e-11 7.8le-12
year
1996 -.1001841 .0241157 -4,15 0.000 -.1475647  -.052803¢
1997 -.126204 .0322499 -3.91 0.000 -.189566 -.062842
1998 -.156203 .0238251 -6.56 0.000 -.2030127 -.1093933
1999 -.1622881 .022193¢ -7.31  0.000 -.2058923 -.1186839
2000 -.1361318 .0218776 -6.22 0.000 -.1791151  -.0931485
2001 -.1444914 .0218497 -6.61 0.000 -.1874199 -.1015629
2002 -.1075988 .0218448 -4,93 0.000 -.1505178  -.0646798
2003 -.0029623 .022421 -0.13 0.895 -.0470134 .0410887
2004 -.0016404 .0225088 -0.07 0.942 -.0458639 .0425832
2007 .030543 .0228779 1.34 0.182 -.0144055 .0754916
_cons .1729748 .0503457 3.44  0.001 .07405986 .2718899
sigma u .0e724384
sigma e .09934815
rho .31418411 (fraction of variance due to u i)

F test that all u i=0: F (119, 500) = 1.38 Prob > F = (0.0092
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Model 2 of Table 3

. xtreg gdp growth rate Humanrights Environment Health cultural all i.year, fe c
> luster (country)

Fizxed-effects (within) regression Number of obs = 634
Group variable: countryl Number of groups = 120
R-sg: within = 0.3618 Obs per group: min = 1
between = 0.2520 avg = 5.3
overall = 0.3212 max = 11
F(13,119) =
corr(u i, ¥b) = -0.1060 Prob > F =

(5td. Err. adjusted for 120 clusters in country)

Robust
gdp_growth-~e Coef. 5td. Err. t P>t [95% Conf. Interval]
Humanrights -.0102793  .0158103 -0.65 0.517 -.0415852 0210266
Environment .0077688  .0058892 1.32 0.190 -.0038925 .0194301
Health -.0121739  .0164607 -0.74 0.461 -.0447676 .0204199
cultural all -3.14e-12  3.45e-12 -0.91  0.365 -9.982-12 3.70e-12
year
1996 -.1001841  .0274701 -3.65 0.000 -.1545776  -.0457906
1997 -.126204  .0308792 -4.09 0.000 -.1873478  -.0650602
1998 -.156203 .026898 -5.81 0.000 -.2094638  -.1029422
1999 -.1622881  .0283282 -5.73  0.000 -.21833808 -.1061953
2000 -.1361318  .0254822 -5.34 0.000 -.1865891  -.0856745
2001 -.1444914 . 0244977 -5.90 0.000 -.1929993  -.0959836
2002 -.1075988  .0255502 -4,21  0.000 -.1581907 -.0570069
2003 -.0029623 .024388 -0.12  0.905 -.052243 .0463183
2004 -.001e404  .0236531 -0.07 0.945 -.0484758 0451951
2007 .030543  .0231095 1.32  0.189 -.015216 .0763021
_cons .1729748  ,0515858 3.35  0.001 .0708297 2751199

sigma u .06724384
sigma e .09934915
rho .31418411 (fraction of variance due to u i)
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Model 3 of Table 3

. xtreg gdp growth rate 13.( Humanrights Environment Health cultural all ) i.yea
> r, fe cluster(country)

Fixed-effects (within) regression Number of obs = 636
Group variable: countryl Number of groups = 120
R-sgq: within = 0.2586 Obs per group: min = 1
between = 0.0257 avg = 5.3
overall = 0.0580 max = 11
F(13,119) -
corr(u i, ¥Xb) = -0.8255 Prob > F =

(5td. Err. adjusted for 120 clusters in country)

Robust
gdp growth~e Coef. Std. Err. t P>lt| [95% Conf. Interval]
Humanrights
L3. .0099479 .0150561 0.66 0.510 -.0198646 .0397605
Environment
L3. -.0168576 .0076238 -2.21 0.029 -.0319536 -.00176l16
Health
L3. -.0322342 .0121771 -2.65 0.009 -.0563461 -.0081223
cultural all
L3. -4,35e-12 3.1%e-12 -1.36 0.175 -1.07e-11 1.96e-12
year
1999 -.0090217 .021438 -0.42 0.675 -.0514712 .0334277
2000 .0351584 .0251639 1.40 0.165 -.0146687 .0849854
2001 .0197626 .02202986 0.90 0.371 -.0238581 .0633834
2002 .0041237 .0341751 1.88 0.063 -.0035464 .1317938
2003 .1460405 .02542686 5.74 0.000 .0956932 .1963878
2004 .1514801 .0220859 0.86 0.000 .1077478 .1952125
2005 .1255173 .0242414 5.18 0.000 L077517 .1735176
2006 .1339863 .0257477 5.20 0.000 .0830033 .1849694
2007 .1970941 .0232138 8.49 0.000 .1511283 .2430598
2010 .0984964 .0280283 3.51 0.001 .0429974 .1539953
_cons .1705394 .0590074 2.89 0.005 .0536988 .2873799
sigma u .13438117
sigma e .10388206
rho .62594234 (fraction of variance due to u i)




Raw regression results of all three models in Table 4
Model 1 of Table 4

. xtreg LaborProductivity Humanrights Environment Health cultural all i.year, fe

Fized-effects (within) regression Number of obs = 532

Group variable: countryl Number of groups = 93

R-sq: within = 0.548¢ Obs per group: min = 1

between = 0.4155 avg = 5.7

overall = 0.2702 max = 11

F(14,425) = 36.90

corr{u i, Xb) = -0.6282 Prob > F = 0.0000

LaborProdu~y Coef. Std. Err. t P>lt| [95% Conf. Interval]

Humanrights 785.1266  525.7824 1.49 0.136 -248.331 1818.584

Environment -836.2612  271.0096 -3.09 0.002 -1368.947  -303.5751

Health -608.6961  331.0769 -1.84  0.067 -1259.448 42.0558

cultural all 6.3%-07 1.78e-07 3.59 0.000 2.8%-07 9.89%-07
year

1996 2019.802  T772.5616 2.61 0.009 501.2844 3538.319

1997 3656.697 1034.49 3.53  0.000 1623.343 5690.052

1998 3801.204  755.7602 5.03 0.000 2315.711 5286.698

1999 4177.582  720.9266 5.79 0.000 2760.556 5594.607

2000 5101.895 701.758 7.27 0.000 3722.34¢8 6481.043

2001 5801.34  702.4381 8.26 0.000 4420.655 7182.025

2002 6524.482  702.8714 9.28 0.000 5142.945 7906.019

2003 7622.919  728.2926 10.47  0.000 6191.415 9054.423

2004 9026.449  728.5025 12.39  0.000 7594.532 10458.37

2007 12668.33  733.8128 17.26  0.000 11225.98 14110.69

_cons 38933.32 1770.996 21.98 0.000 35452.32 42414.32

sigma u 35050.208
sigma e 3144.3581
rho .99201635 (fraction of variance due to u i)

F test that all u i=0: F(92, 425) = 137.91 Prob > F = 0.0000



Model 2 of Table 4

. xtreg LaborProductivity Humanrights Environment Health cultural all i.year, fe
> cluster (country)

Fixed-effects (within) regression Number of obs = 532
Group variable: countryl Number of groups = 93
R-sq: within = 0.5486 Obs per group: min = 1
between = 0.4155 avg = 5.7
overall = 0.2702 max = 11
F(14,92) = 8.18

corr{u i, ¥b) = -0.6282 Prob > F = 0.0000

(std. Err. adjusted for 93 clusters in country)

Robust
LaborProdu~y Coef. 5td. Err. t P>t [95% Conf. Interval]
Humanrights 785.1266  563.7774 1.39 0.167 -334.584 1904.837
Environment -836.2612  1428.797 -0.59  0.560 -3673.975 2001.453
Health -608.6961  640.6894 -0.95 0.345 -1881.161 663.7683
cultural all 6.3%-07 4.36e-07 1.47 0.146 -2.27e-07 1.50e-06
year
1996 2019.802  703.5088 2.87 0.005 622.5724 3417.031
1997 3656.697 802.5681 4.56  0.000 2062.728 5250.667
1993 3801.204  666.9876 5.70  0.000 2476.509 5125.899
1999 4177.582  686.4494 6.09 0.000 2814.234 5540.929
2000 5101.695 801.8615 6.36  0.000 3509.129 6694.261
2001 5801.34  B44.6667 6.87 0.000 4123.759 7478.921
2002 6524.482  958.8887 6.80 0.000 4620.047 8428.918
2003 7622.919  1073.546 7.10 0.000 5490.765 9755.074
2004 9026.449  1228.152 7.35 0.000 6587.233 11465.66
2007 12668.33  1700.256 7.45  0.000 9291.478 16045.19

_cons 38933.32  6566.666 5.93  0.000 25891.35 51975.28

sigma u 35050.208
sigma e 3144.3581
rho .99201635 (fraction of variance due to u i)




Model 3 of Table 4

. xtreg LaborProductivity 13. (Humanrights Environment Health cultural all) i.yea

> r, fe cluster (country)

Fixzed-effects (within) regression Number of obs = 532
Group variable: countryl Number of groups = 93
R-sg: within = 0.5184 Obs per group: min =
between = 0.5584 avg = 5.7
overall = 0.4360 max = 11
F(14,92) = 7.23
corr(u i, ¥Xb) = -0.7577 Prob > F = 0.0000
(Std. Err. adjusted for 93 clusters in country)
Robust
LaborProdu~y Coef. Std. Err. t P>t [95% Conf. Interwval]
Humanrights
L3. 761.6813 608.7717 1.25  0.214 -447.4024 1970.765
Environment
L3. -1277.982 1395.875 -0.92 0.362 -4050.508 1494.544
Health
L3. -547.1143 582.9236 -0.94 0.350 -1704.851 610.6224
cultural all
L3. 4.10e-07 3.79e-01 1.08 0.282 -3.43e-07 1.16e-06
year
1999 1517.145 725.5264 2.09 0.039 76.18675 2958.103
2000 3125.373 863.6905 3.62 0.000 1410.009 4840.737
2001 3287.883 661.7179 4,97 0.000 1973.654 4602.112
2002 3446.657 731.2284 4,71  0.000 1994.374 4898.94
2003 3850.507 824.9282 4.67 0.000 2212.128 5488.886
2004 5723.03 907.9216 6.30 0.000 3919.819 7526.241
2005 6926.521 1027.622 6.74 0.000 4885.575 8967.467
2006 8329.974 1141.154 7.30 0.000 6063.543 10596.4
2007 9353.25 1248.692 7.49 0.000 6873.239 11833.26
2010 10569.86 1494.61 7.07 0.000 7601.433 13538.28
_cons 44230.41 6619.949 6.68 0.000 31082.62 57378.2
sigma u 38118.567
sigma e 3088.5701
rho .99347771 (fraction of variance due to u i)
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Detailed regression result of de jure respect for environmental rights to GDP per

capita growth rate in model 3

De jure respect to Environment rights to GDP per capita growth

rate

(1)
gdp_growth_rate
L5.UNFCCC1992 -0.0362
(-1.15)
L5.KyotoProtocoltoUNFCC1997 -0.0119
(-1.15)
L5.AMTtoAnnexBofKyotoProtocol -0.0232
(-1.46)
oL5.DohaAMTtoKyotoProtocol2012 0
()
oL5.ParisAgreement2015 0
()
L5.CBDbiodiversity1992 0.0320
(1.25)
L5.CartegenaProtocolonBiosafety -0.0131
(-1.26)
oL5.NagoyaProtocoltoCBD2010 0
()
oL5.NagoyaKualaLumpurProtocol201 0
()
_cons 0.0853***
(10.61)
N 7222
t statistics in parentheses
="* p<0.05 ** p<0.01

*k%k

p<0.001"
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VI. Detailed results of respect for human rights treaty group as de jure 1V
Detailed results of respect to Human Rights group as de jure IV
1) (2)
GDP per capita growth Labor
rate Productivity
ICESCR1966 0.0276*** 7923.7***
(3.61) (3.91)
OptionalProtocoltolCESCR2008 -0.0118 3037.4
(-0.66) (0.66)
CEDAW1979 0.0202* 18260.3***
(2.08) (7.48)
OptionalProtocoltoCEDAW1999 -0.00910 18456.4***
(-1.00) (7.92)
CRCchild1989 -0.00985 6107.4
(-0.53) (1.42)
OptionalProtocoltoCRCarmed 0.00978 6540.0*
(1.03) (2.10)
CRPDdisabled2006 0.00151 -3835.4
(0.13) (-0.91)
CASaparteidsport1985 0.0249** -24652.0*%**
(2.92) (-11.53)
_cons 0.0564*** 40064.7***
(5.77) (10.60)
N 7652 5909
t statistics in parentheses
="* p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001"



