
Online Appendix for Where is the Tipping Point?

This is an online appendix where we present more robustness checks for “Where is the Tipping
Point? Bilateral Trade and the Diffusion of Human Rights, 1982-2004.” We present results with
more control variables — interstate war, leftist regime, military regime, and colonial history —
as well as results with Political Terror Scale (PTS) as the new dependent variable to measure
human right practices.

Robustness Checks with More Control Variables. We introduce more control variables
into our models using Physical Integrity Rights as the dependent variable. In addition to
the variables that are included in model specifications reported in Table 1 of the paper, we
further add 4 variables: interstate war, leftist regime, military regime, and colonial history.
Governments have the excuse to violate human rights when the security of the state is threatened
by international conflicts. Interstate War indicates whether a international war was ongoing in
each of the country-years in the sample.1 Poe and Tate (1994) and other studies (e.g., Keith
(1999) and Keith (2002)) have consistently reported that governments run by the military
and ‘leftist’ political authorities are more inclined to use repressive behavior. We use the leftist
regime variable from Poe and Tate (1994) and the military regime variable from Geddes (1999).2

Colonial experience might also affect human rights. We use the variable colonial history (which
equals 1 if the country was ever colonized by other countries and 0 otherwise) and the data are
CIA World Factbook.

We repeat the same exercise in the main text of the paper: we use different levels of Bilateral
Trade Context values, from 5 to 7.4 to be exact, as thresholds to dichotomize the treatment
variable, find sub-samples in the data based on matching on the propensity score for receiving
the treatment (that is, the possibility of having a Bilateral Trade Context value larger than
chosen threshold value), and finally run a regression based on the matched sub samples. Figure
A-1 plots the estimated 95% confidence intervals of the treatment effects of the bilateral trade
context variable. We find almost identical results as in Figure 5 of the paper: when Bilat-
eral Trade Context takes on values between 6.5 and 7 the treatment effects are consistently
statistically significant in the regression analysis on the matched data.

We also provide the estimates of bilateral trade context variable and other control variables
based on the full sample without matching (in Model 4 in Table A-1) and based on the sub-
samples after matching on the propensity score using 6.1, 6.5, and 6.9 as thresholds to di-
chotomize the treatment variable (Bilateral Trade Context). Note that the estimates of most of
the control variables are very similar to those reported in the main text, Table 1: democracy,
trade, GDP per capita, and regime durability have positive effects on human rights while civil
wars are detrimental to human rights; countries close in geography are close in their human
rights practices. Among the four new control variables we added in, only colonial history has
consistent and significant effect on human rights and according to our models, the effect is
negative (see Table A-1).

Political Terror Scale (PTS) as the New Dependent Variable. We have been using the
Physical Integrity Rights (PIR) Index as our dependent variable in the main text of paper. One
justification for using PIR rather than the Political Terror Scale (PTS) is that even though both
scales are compiled from the same underlying data sources, the Physical Integrity Rights Index
a more fine-grained measure of physical integrity rights. Moreover, the two measures are highly

1Data were obtained from Hafner-Burton and Tsutsui (2007).
2She defines a military regime as where a “group of officers decides who rules and influences policy.”
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correlated with each other (the correlation coefficient is 0.78). However, we are interested to
see whether our theoretical story would be supported if we use the Political Terror Scale (State
Department version) as the dependent variable. 3

The PTS score takes the values of 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 with higher values indicating worse human
rights practices. So the ranking is in the reverse order compared to PIR. In the following, we
reverse the PTS scale so that higher values indicating better human rights practices. Figure
A-2 (a) presents the density distribution of the new bilateral trade context calculated based on
PTS with the vertical line representing the mean value. Figure A-2 (b) shows a non-parametric
Lowess line indicating a threshold effect between the Bilateral Trade Context variable and
political terror scale (PTS) (note that the vertical positions of the points have been jittered to
minimize the degree of overlap).

Using Political Terror Scale (PTS) as the new dependent variable, we repeat the same exercise
as we did using Physical Integrity Rights (PIR): we use different levels of Bilateral Trade
Context values as thresholds to dichotomize the treatment variable, find sub-samples in the
data based on matching on the propensity score for receiving the treatment (the possibility of
having a Bilateral Trade Context value larger than chosen threshold value), and finally run a
regression based on the matched sub samples. Figure A-2 (c) reports the estimated effect size of
the Bilateral Trade Context variable based on PTS in the regression analysis (after matching)
when different thresholds are used to distinguish between “low” and “high” values of Bilateral
Trade Context; the 95 % confidence intervals around the coefficient estimates are indicated by
the grey vertical lines around each point estimate. Here, we see that after the threshold of
4.0, the estimated treatment effects of the Bilateral Trade Context variable become border-
line significant at the 95 % confidence level until the threshold of about 4.4, after which the
treatment effects are significantly larger than zero. Therefore, even with a new dependent
variable, the political terror scale score which is less fine grained, we still find strong empirical
support for our theory.
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Choices of Bilateral Trade Context as a Treatment
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Figure A-1. Threshold Effects Estimated with Further Control Variables: Esti-
mated effect size of the Bilateral Trade Context variable in the regression analysis
(after matching) when different thresholds are used to distinguish between “low”
and “high” values of Bilateral Trade Context. 95% confidence intervals around
the coefficient estimates are indicated by the grey vertical lines around each point
estimate.
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(a) Bilateral Trade Context based on PTS
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(b) Non-parametric Lowess Line

Choices of Bilateral Trade Context (PTS based) as a Treatment
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(c) Estimated Effect of Bilateral Trade Context based on PTS

Figure A-2. (a): distribution of the Bilateral Trade Context variable using po-
litical terror scale (PTS), with the vertical line representing the mean value. (b):
a non-parametric Lowess line showing the relationship between Bilateral Trade
Context based on PTS and political terror scale (PTS); note that the vertical
positions of the points have been jittered to minimize the degree of overlap. (c):
estimated effect size of the Bilateral Trade Context variable based on PTS in
the regression analysis (after matching) when different thresholds are used to
distinguish between “low” and “high” values of Bilateral Trade Context; 95%
confidence intervals around the coefficient estimates are indicated by the grey
vertical lines around each point estimate.


