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Abstract 
Human rights are important concepts encompassing multiple different fields. 

Measuring them entails the use of specific methodologies related to each area. This 

master thesis attempts to show how physical integrity rights, political rights and civil 

liberties are measured by presenting, describing and analyzing their respective 

measurement processes. Thus, I have purposely selected two methodologies namely 

the Political Terror Scale (PTS) and the Freedom House methodology (FH), which 

are part of what is called the “standards-based measures”, to demonstrate how scores 

and ratings could be obtained through the application of those methodologies. The 

analysis of the above would pave the way to the understanding of how countries are 

assigned scores in line with the PTS, and how countries are ranked as “Free, Partly 

Free and Not Free” based on the Freedom House methodology. Along the way, I 

deal with the role of the coders and the scorers in their processes of converting 

human rights data, obtained from different source materials, into scores. 



             
 

   

   

   

 

 

Contents 

 
 

1 Introduction .............................................................................................................. 1 
1.1 Aim .................................................................................................................................. 1 
1.2 Thesis structure ................................................................................................................ 1 

2 Description of two standards-based measures ...................................................... 2 
2.1 The Political Terror Scale (PTS) ..................................................................................... 2 

2.1.1 The coding process ............................................................................................... 2 
2.1.2 The PTS approach ................................................................................................ 4 
2.1.3 The coding outcomes .......................................................................................... 11 

2.2 The Freedom House Methodology ................................................................................ 14 
2.2.1 Description of the Freedom House Methodology ............................................... 14 
2.2.2 Description of the ratings process of the Freedom House Methodology ............ 14 
2.2.3 Exemplifying the assigning of points to indicators in the ratings process .......... 21 

3 Some aspects related to the assigning of scores to countries .............................. 23 
3.1 Differentiating states and non-states physical integrity rights abuses ........................... 23 

3.1.1 Selecting state sponsored and state tolerated violence ....................................... 23 
3.2 The notion of the electoral process ................................................................................ 25 

3.2.1 Assessing the notion of “free and fair electoral process” .................................. 26 

4 The concept of Human Rights within the PTS and the FH methodology ......... 28 
4.1 The overlapping of Human Rights in both methodologies ............................................ 28 
4.2 The states’ positive and negative Human Rights obligations ........................................ 29 
4.3 The background and the systematized concepts of Human Rights ................................ 30 
4.4 The measurement validity within the PTS and the FH methodology ............................ 31 
4.5 The notion of reliability. ................................................................................................ 32 

5 Summary and conclusion ...................................................................................... 34 
5.1 Summary ....................................................................................................................... 34 
5.2 Conclusion ..................................................................................................................... 35 

Acknowledgements .................................................................................................... 36 

References ................................................................................................................... 37 

Appendix: Abbreviations and definitions ................................................................ 39 
 



 
 

1 
 
 

1 Introduction 

 Human rights abuses are characterized by violence committed either by states or non-

states actors. For states violence is a means to attain and obtain political goals whereas 

non-states actors usually commit violence for multiple reasons such as revenges, 

financial reasons or delinquency, etc. The term of violence encompasses several types 

of abuses which are multifaceted in their nature and intensity. The concept of Human 

Rights is closely related to the abuses perpetrated throughout the world. Despite the 

existence of multiple types of Human Rights, two sets are extensively studied and 

analyzed: The physical integrity rights and the political rights as well as the civil 

liberties. Any attempt from preventing people to claim and enjoy these rights is 

regarded as human rights violations. For political reasons, certain states often limit or 

deprive the full enjoyment of these rights from their people. With the purpose of 

improving living standards and advancing the ideals of human rights norms, several of 

these violations have started to being measured. 

  Human rights abuses are measured by using different methodologies such as the 

event-based measures, the survey-based measures or the standards-based measures.
1
 

This master thesis specifically focuses on the standards-based measures that deal with 

the human rights subset called the physical integrity rights as well as the political and 

the civil liberties. The standards-based measures apply ordinal scales on the basis of 

qualitative information obtained from the source material. The outcomes of these 

measurements are usually presented in form of qualitative results ranging from good 

(i.e. less human rights abuses recorded in a country) to bad (i.e. countries having 

recorded a high number of human rights abuses in a year). The focus of this master 

thesis revolves around two main methodologies pertaining to the standards-based 

human rights data set: The Political Terror Scale and the Freedom House 

methodology.   

1.1 Aim 

The description of the Political Terror Scale (PTS) in its coding and scoring processes 

as well as the ratings process of the Freedom House (FH) methodology are highlighted 

in this master thesis with the aim of depicting the way in which certain human rights 

subsets are measured on the basis of the source material. The focal issue of the master 

thesis is to explain how physical integrity rights as well as political rights and civil 

liberties are measured through the use of the standards-based measures.  

1.2 Thesis structure 

The content of my master thesis is structured as follows: in the introduction, I 

emphasize on the importance of human rights measurements. The second chapter 

describes the Political Terror Scale (PTS) and the Freedom House (FH) methodology 

with an emphasis on their coding and scoring processes. In the third chapter, I address 

some aspects regarding the assigning of scores to countries, more specifically the way 

in which coders differentiate physical integrity rights abuses committed by the states 

or its agents, from the abuses committed by non-states actors. I also lay a stress on the 

free and fair character of the electoral process of the political rights category. In the 

fourth chapter, I analyze the standards-based measures by highlighting the overlapping 

of human rights within the PTS and the Freedom House methodology. In between, I 

address the issue of the measurement of human rights by focusing on the study of the 

background and the systematized concepts of human rights. In addition, I underline 

the notions of the measurement validity of the PTS and the FH methodology and that 
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of their reliability. A brief summary of the master thesis is made before the 

conclusion. Finally, in the conclusion, I outline the similarities and the differences 

existing between the PTS and the FH methodology with respect to the use of the 

source material. 

2 Description of two standards-based measures  

2.1 The Political Terror Scale (PTS) 

The Political Terror Scale (PTS) is among the first standards-based measures on state 

respect of human rights. Created by a group of colleagues in the early 1980s, it is a 

standards-based human rights methodology. Originally the PTS coded fifty-nine 

countries for the years 1976 -1983. From 1984, Mark Gibney took over as the PTS 

manager and since then the work of the project has expanded to more than 180 

countries.
2
 

The PTS assesses “states terror”, i.e. the violence related to the physical integrity 

rights of people committed by the state or its agents. Extrajudicial killings, executions, 

planned and intentional killing of civilians by security forces during or after turmoil 

situations including arbitrary detentions and privation of life by state’s agents or 

paramilitary groups supported by the state are the types of violence that the PTS 

assesses. Domestic or societal violence are excluded, neither are coded violence 

ascribed to the actions of insurgents groups, criminal syndicates, gangs, or similar 

non-state actors even if their main motives could have been political. For example, the 

violence committed by criminal and thieves or other gang members in a given country 

are not taken into account by the PTS; yet security forces committing extrajudicial 

execution and abusing individual in custody during the prosecution stage are 

considered as being part of the physical integrity rights abuses. Moreover, deaths or 

abuse of detainees in custody are included in the physical integrity rights violations by 

the PTS. However, the conditions in prison, even if they are degrading, are excluded 

from the list of the abuses to be considered. 

The PTS specifically focuses on the human rights subset named physical 

integrity rights which encompasses the violence committed by state-sponsored outside 

of the normal judicial setting. This echoes Wood’s and Gibney’s thoughts when they 

assert that “[this violence] does not include states-sanctioned executions which take 

place after trials in conformity with international legal standards.” 
3
 

2.1.1 The coding process 
According to the PTS, coding is defined as assigning a score to a country by applying 

the 5-level terror scale described below. Two annual source materials are used in that 

process: the Amnesty International Annual Report and the US Department of State 

Country Reports on Human Rights Practices.
4
 The coding is generally done on the 

basis of each source material because the data used in compiling the score would come 

from two different and sometimes contradictory sources. That is why two scores are 

always shown in the PTS countries data. The PTS for example assigned two different 

scores to Zimbabwe in 2012. On the basis of the data released by Amnesty 

International, Zimbabwe obtained a score of 3 in 2012 whereas it obtained a 4 on the 

basis of the U.S. State Department data.
5
 It is however important to bear in mind that 

the data assessment of both source materials do not automatically lead to identical 
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scores. Moreover, it may occur that just one score, based on one specific source 

material, is obtained during a given year for a particular country.  

 Coders are instructed to presume that the information detailed in both source 

materials is true. This explains why it is argued that “in the construction of a score for 

each year for each report, countries are scaled as if the reports are accurate and 

complete.”
6
 Below are the five levels scale used by the methodology:

7
 

 
“Level 1: Countries under a secure rule of law, people are not imprisoned for their 

views, and torture is rare or exceptional. Political murders are extremely rare. 

Level 2: There is a limited amount of imprisonment for nonviolent political activity. 

However, a few persons are affected; torture and beating are exceptional. 

Level 3: There is extensive political imprisonment. Execution or other political murders 

and brutality may be common. Unlimited detention, with or without trial, for political 

views is accepted. 

Level 4: The practices of level 3 are expanded to larger numbers. Murders, 

disappearances, and torture are part of life. In spite of its generality, on this level terror 

affects primarily those who interest themselves in politics or ideas. 

Level 5: The terrors of level 4 have been extended to the whole population. The leaders 

of these societies place no limits on the means or thoroughness with which they pursue 

personal or ideological goals.” 

 

Three dimensions are considered in the assessment of the violence: scope, 

intensity, and range.
8
 These three dimensions are crucial in the determination of the 

extent and the nature of the abuses committed by the states or its agents as mentioned 

in the above five levels scale. 

Scope refers to the kinds of physical integrity rights abuses in a given country. It 

encompasses the question of finding out if the states engage in torture, political 

imprisonment, summary executions, or if they pursue some combination of these 

activities.  

Intensity refers to the frequency with which specific types of violations are 

observed over a given period of time. A country with fewer reported cases of physical 

integrity rights violations and whereby evidence of all forms of degrading treatment is 

absent should normally receive a more favorable score than another country with for 

instance one thousand reported cases of torture and disappearances. In other words, 

countries with few reported violations are granted a good score ranging from 1 to 2, 

meanwhile countries with many reported violations receive a score ranging from 3 to 

5. 

Range describes the selectivity of violence. This dimension is intended to capture 

what segment(s) of society or more specifically the portion of the population targeted 

by states. Range is intended to differentiate among abused groups on the basis of the 

group’s observable particularities.  

In order to clarify the importance of these three dimensions and more precisely 

the central role played by the range dimension during the process of determining a 

country’s score, I have drawn table 1 to exemplify the structure that could be used by 

coders during the assessment. My approach consists of primarily selecting the four 

main physical integrity rights violations upon which the PTS is based, and linking 

them to the three dimensions above mentioned.   
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Table 1: Physical integrity rights violations and their scope, intensity and range. 

 

PTS focus 

      

Scope 

 

Intensity 

 

Range 

Summary 

executions and 

extrajudicial 

killings 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Disappearance 

 

   

 

Torture and 

physical abuses 

 

   

Arbitrary 

detention and 

political 

imprisonment 

 

   

 

2.1.2 The PTS approach 
The quantitative data from the reports (number of extrajudicial killings and summary 

executions, number of disappearance, number of cases of torture and physical abuses 

and/or number of persons arbitrary detained or politically imprisoned) are scrutinized 

throughout the assessment. Originally the coding was made by at least two coders who 

proceeded by a thorough reading of both source material prior to the coding of the 

country. Mark Gibney and Reed Wood were the main coders but other persons were 

also involved in the process (essentially graduating students). According to the PTS, 

the first stage of the process was seen as an “individual coding” simply because each 

coder worked independently on the same country. The obtained scores were thereafter 

compared with the aim of finding out whether there were some discrepancies and 

differences between the results. It was then noticed that:  

“In approximately 80% of the cases, scores are identical.  However, when there 

are differences, there is invariably an informal discussion between the two main 

coders (Gibney and Wood) to determine the causes of the differences. A common 

ground is therefore sought to clear up the discrepancies.  If this is not achieved, 

the score of a third (and even fourth) party will be relied upon.”
9
 

 

It is first of all crucial to recall that the nature of the coding that generates the 

country’s score is subjective given that coders are entrusted to use their own judgment 

throughout the “first individual coding stage.” However, “Coders are instructed to 

ignore their own feelings and biases and to make every effort to assign a score that 

reflects what appears in the human rights report itself.”
10

 A certain numbers of 

instructions are given to them to avoid injecting in their own views and knowledge, 

especially by avoiding “common pitfalls that occur with subjective coding”. No room 

for emotive or personal feelings on the reports (source material) is accepted, given that 

coders must only assess what appears in the source materials without bringing in 

additional information. Besides, the PTS insists on the fact that both source material is 

assumed to be true. With that in mind, questioning or challenging the contents of these 

reports by the coders is out of question. 

Progressively the PTS coding procedure was modified. The use of multiple teams 

of coders was introduced by the founders of the methodology with the aim of 

enhancing its reliability. As a result of that change, “the coding procedure involves 
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now two different team of scorers, who code the country reports separately in the first 

instance and then compare their scores and resolve any differences.”
11

 

With the purpose of linking the coding process to a real example, I have first of 

all chosen to consider the Afghan human Rights Report, released by the US 

Department of State Country Reports on Human Rights Practices in 2013
12

 to 

exemplify table 1. Later on, I work out the contents of table 2, which can be seen as 

the continuation of table 1 due to the fact that it provides additional information 

regarding the way in which words and expressions from the source material (or 

reports) are assessed. 

The contents of the US Department of State report on Afghanistan of 2013 

indicates that the intensity of the unlawful killings was remarkably high despite the 

absence of a precise number of casualties. Certain reports use expressions such as 

“there were reports of several persons having been killed, there were credible reports 

of the alleged victims of, etc.” when providing quantitative data.  

The aforementioned report quotes that “law enforcement officers continued to 

arbitrarily detain citizens without clear legal authority and due process”. I presume, in 

line with that statement, that several people were being continuously and extensively 

targeted. According to Gibney et al. (2012c), adjectives and expressions such as 

“report of”, “systematic”, “widespread”, etc. are meant to help the coders estimate the 

degree of intensity of abuses committed by the government officials, security forces, 

detention center authorities, and the police. This entails that words from the reports 

are, in certain cases, more indicative in the outlining of the intensity of the abuses than 

figurers, because not all the human rights violations are recorded in numbers. Data 

collection procedures sometimes take into account reports from witnesses or victims 

who have escaped from the atrocities areas. Such reports do not always provide the 

exact number of the casualties but give a general idea of the extent of the violations. 

Witnesses often use words such as “many people were killed, several women were 

raped, more than a hundred boys were kidnapped, etc.” Instead of numbers, certain 

expressions provide a precise idea of the nature of the abuses as to their intensity and 

range. Gibney et al. (2012c) recall that expression such as “reports of torture” is 

different in kind (and less serious) than “widespread torture”, which also is different 

(and less serious) than “systematic torture.”
13

 Coders’ role is to interpret the meaning 

of these expressions while going through the reports. By decorticating each 

quantitative expression in the reports, coders try to estimate the extent of the abuses. 

The constellations of abuses and the frequency and targets of abuse determine the 

score. For example, a country where very few abuses of any kind are reported will 

likely score a 1. But if there were even a few extrajudicial killing, reports of torture, 

etc., the state will be scored a 2. If any of these abuses becomes "common", it will 

probably score at least a "3". If killings become common, it will likely receive a "4", 

even if there were not all that many reports of torture because killings are considered 

more severe than tortures. 

As I formerly asserted, table 2 is the continuation of the work started in table 1. 

Using the same aforementioned report, I have filled in adjectives corresponding to 

each abuse by linking them to the relevant dimensions. It is assumed according to the 

methodology that the killings and disappearances are most severe, followed by torture 

and imprisonment. Thereafter, coders try to assess how frequent each abuse is 

(infrequent, often, pervasive, etc.) and who is targeted (for example specific 

individuals versus the entire population).  
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The contents of table 2 is a condensed picture of the US Department of State 

Country Reports on Afghanistan in 2013 where different abuses committed by the 

state of Afghanistan are outlined both in their nature (i.e. what sort of abuses?) and 

their scope, intensity and range. This table can be seen as a tool that coders may use to 

easily categorize the abuses. For example, the more extensive the range of the abuses, 

the higher might be their intensity and their scope. The case of 81 individuals who 

disappeared in custody in Afghanistan as it stands in the above report explains why the 

intensity of these abuses is high. The same interpretation can be made as to the torture 

and physical abuses as well as the arbitrary detention and political imprisonment 

committed by security forces. 
 

Table 2: Completed table based on the three dimensions and the abuses regarding extracts of the Afghan human Rights 
Report, released by the US Department of State Country Reports on Human Rights Practices in 201314 

 

PTS focus 

 

Scope 

 

Intensity 

 

Range 

 
Summary 

executions 

and 

extrajudicial 

killings 

 

 
Unlawful killings. 

 

 
Regular 

 
65-year-old man and 

two women (i.e. 

civilians) 

 

 

Disappearance 

 

 

Disappearances 

 

 

High 

 

81 individuals who 

were in Afghan 
National Police (ANP) 

custody in Kandahar 

Province (i.e. 
prisoners) 

 

 
Torture and 

physical 

abuses 
 

 
Torturing and beatings, 

use of excessive force, 
beatings with fists and 
electric cables; kicking; 

choking; electric shock; 

and squeezing of 
testicles, electric shocks, 

beatings, and threats of 

sexual violence. 

 

 
High 

 
Prisoners and persons 

in police custody 

targeted 
 

 

 

Arbitrary 

detention and 
political 

imprisonment 

 

 

Law enforcement 

officers continued to 
arbitrarily detain citizens 

without clear legal 

authority and due 
process, prosecutors 

charged women who had 
left home with 

“attempted adultery” for 

being outside the home 
in the perceived presence 

of nonrelated men 

 

 

High 

 

Civilians 

 

I must pinpoint that not all the countries are assigned a single score. I have 

chosen the case of Burundi to exemplify the scenario whereby two different scores 

were assigned to the same country on the basis of two distinctive source material (the 

Amnesty International Annual Countries report in 2012 and the US Department of 

State Country Reports on Burundi in 2012). In 2012, the PTS assigned a score of 3 to 

Burundi on the basis of the contents of Amnesty International annual report, and a 

score of 4 on the basis of the US Department of State Country Reports.
15
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It may happen that coders end up obtaining two different scores on the same 

country when the contents of each report provide different count of events. According 

to the PTS five levels scale (outlined in section 2.1.1), a country is assigned a score of 

3 if: 

 

 “There is extensive political imprisonment. Execution or other political murders 

and brutality may be common. Unlimited detention, with or without trial, for 

political views is accepted.”
16

 

 

 “Extensive political imprisonment” is the main focal point in level 3, as its content 

clearly underlines that “there is extensive political imprisonment..”
17

 On the contrary, 

a country receives a score of 4 if: 

 

 “The practices of level 3 are expanded to larger numbers. Murders, 

disappearances, and torture are part of life. In spite of its generality, on this level 

terror affects primarily those who interest themselves in politics or ideas.”
18

  

 

Actually, a score of 3 is assigned in cases whereby the state is characterized by 

the habits of imprisoning people (mostly people from the opposition parties) on the 

basis of their political views and opinions. Other abuses such as executions, political 

murders and brutality may be numbered out but the first criteria for this level is the 

political imprisonment, as it is stated in the above mentioned five level scale (see the 

content of level 3). A score of 4 is assigned if the abuses committed by the state in 

level 3 widely expand in different societal groups of the population. In that particular 

case, the portion of the targeted population covers diverse categories of people 

(civilians, politicians, children, journalists, women, etc.). The more diverse and 

intense the abuses become, the higher is the score.  

Amnesty International annual report on Burundi (2012) mentioned the isolation 

of prisoners including their transfer from the capital Bujumbura to remote areas (i.e. 

two suspects in the Gatumba massacre were moved to towns of Rumonge and Rutana) 

carried out by prison officers and security forces. These acts of isolation are seen as 

inhuman treatments given that the PTS considers that the degrading treatment of 

prisoners and people in custody should be recorded as physical integrity rights 

violations. By depriving these prisoners from their rights of being visited by their 

relatives and family members, the state of Burundi violated their physical integrity 

rights. Some cases of extrajudicial executions and impunity were also mentioned in 

the above quoted report. However, there were no data recorded on disappearances and 

cases of torture, neither were there mentioned any physical abuses by security forces 

towards the remaining of the population. This could explain why coders assigned a 

score of 3 to Burundi given that it totally corresponded to the PTS definition of the 

level 3 aforementioned. On the other hand, table 4 indicates that there was one case of 

arbitrary detention and political imprisonment and that the level and the range of the 

violence were expanding to a vast portion of the population. Different societal groups 

were being targeted by the state. One of the example was the imprisonment and the 

killing of the student Juvenal Havyarimana in police custody because of his political 

views and its membership to the opposition Movement for Solidarity and Democracy. 

Moreover 17 cases of torture committed by the security personnel and the national 

police were recorded, 59 victims of cruel, inhuman and degrading or punishment by 

the national police as well as the 17 cases of rape and sexual abuses committed by 

government agents including school teachers were reported. Gearing up from level 3 
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to level 4 goes hand in hand with the level of the extensiveness of the abuses reported. 

While Amnesty International report was concise and clear, it missed to record 

numbers of abuses that the US Department of State recorded. Moreover, it appeared 

that coders had given the benefit of the doubt to the state of Burundi in line with the 

Amnesty International report, essentially when 42 murders were believed to be 

politically motivated and that the perpetrators’ identities in that particular case 

remained unclear. It was hard to say if these abuses were state sponsored or committed 

by other non-political groups such as thugs and criminals. It should be emphasized 

that coders “are instructed to give countries the benefit of any doubt by providing a 

lower (or better) score when a report seems to fall somewhere between two 

numbers.”
19

 Burundi was assigned a score of 3 on the basis of the Amnesty 

International Annual report because there were not so many reported abuses. In 

addition, the doubt existed on the coders’ mind as to the real identities of the 

perpetrators of those 42 murders. 

The existence of two different scores can be explained through the fact that both 

source material had gathered different human rights abuses in the same year. The 

difference between table 3 and table 4 resides in the quantitative amount of data 

provided by each of these two reports. The report of the US Department of State on 

Burundi was more exhaustive to the point that it gave sufficient grounds to the coders 

to assign a score of 4 to Burundi. Coders had enough information that enabled them to 

assign that score. On the contrary the briefness of the Amnesty International report on 

Burundi did not give coders enough data upon which coders could assign a score of 4 

to Burundi. Instead, the information from that report corresponded to the level 3 of the 

PTS.    
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                    Table 3: A score of 3 to Burundi on the basis of Amnesty International Annual Report of 201220 

 

PTS focus 

 

Scope 

 

Intensity 

 

Range 

 

Summary 

executions and 
extrajudicial 

killings 

 

Summary 

executions 
and 

extrajudicial 

killings 
 

 

 

High 

 

The UN documented 57 

unlawful killings by security 
forces. In another 42 murders, 

believed to be politically 

motivated, the perpetrators’ 
identities remained unclear. 

Cases implicating state 

security agents mainly 
involved killings of former and 

current members of the FNL 

and of other opposition parties 
(Audace Vianney 

Habonarugira, a demobilized 

FNL colonel, was found dead 
on 15 July, Léandre Bukuru 

was kidnapped from his home 

in Gitega by men wearing 
police uniforms on 13 

November. His decapitated 

body was found in Giheta the 
next day) 

 

 
Disappearance 

 

 
No recorded 

data 

 

 
No recorded 

data 

 

 
No recorded data 

 

 
Torture and 

physical abuses 

 

 
No recorded 

data 

 

 
No recorded 

data 

 

 
No recorded data 

 

Arbitrary 

detention and 
political 

imprisonment 

 

Prison officers 

and the 
security forces 

conducted  the 

transfer of 
prisoners in 

remotes areas 

( isolation) 

Regular 

 

Some individuals accused of 

serious crimes were transferred 
from the capital Bujumbura to 

prisons in remote provinces. 

The authorities failed to justify 
this decision, which isolated 

those accused during pre-trial 

proceedings. Two suspects in 
the Gatumba massacre were 

moved to the towns of 

Rumonge and Rutana. A 
journalist charged with alleged 

participation in terrorist 

activities was taken by the 
SNR to Cankuzo town 
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                Table 4: A score of 4 to Burundi on the basis of the US Department of State report 201221 

 

PTS focus 

 

Scope 

 

Intensity 

 

Range 

 

Summary 
executions and 

extrajudicial 

killings 

 

Arbitrary or 
Unlawful 

Deprivation of 

Life by the 
security forces, 

state 

intelligence 
agency and the 

members of the 

Youth Wing 
(Imbonerakure) 

of the CNDD-

FDD were 
implicated in 

some cases 

 

 

High 

 

30 cases of extrajudicial killings 
committed by police, the 

intelligence service, military 

personnel, and local government 
officials during the year. 

Most of the victims were former or 

current members of the opposition 
National Liberation Front (FNL) 

and other opposition parties  

In May Human Rights Watch 
(HRW) describes political killings 

in 2011--some by state agents and 

members of the ruling party and 
others by armed opposition groups 

(widespread). 

Student Juvenal Havyarimana was 
killed while allegedly in the custody 

of police in Gitega (was a member 

of the opposition Movement for 

Solidarity and Democracy (MSD). 

According to the OHCHR, there 

were an additional 42 cases of 
politically motivated assassination 

in 2011 in which the perpetrators 

were unknown; the victims included 
members of the FNL and MSD 

parties as well as members of the 

CNDD-FDD. 
Audace Vianney Habonarugira, a 

demobilized FNL colonel was shot 

and killed in July 2011 by an 
individual identified as an 

intelligence agent 

 

 

Disappearance 

 

 

No recorded 

data 
 

 

No 

recorded 
data 

 

 

No recorded data 

 

 

Torture and 
physical abuses 

 

 

Torture, sexual 
abuses and 

rapes acts 

committed by 
security 

personnel, 

national police 
and school 

teachers 

 

High 

 

The OHCHR documented 17 cases 
of torture. 

The OHCHR documented 59 

victims of cruel, inhuman, or 
degrading treatment or punishment 

for the year, mostly committed by 

the national police 
The OHCHR documented 17 cases 

of rape and sexual abuse by 

government agents, including 
school teachers, during the year 

 

Arbitrary 
detention and 

political 

imprisonment 
 

Politically 
motivated 

arbitrary 

detention 
(committed by 

the police) 

Regular 
 

Student Juvenal Havyarimana was 
killed while allegedly in the custody 

of police in Gitega (was a member 

of the opposition Movement for 
Solidarity and Democracy (MSD). 
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2.1.3 The coding outcomes 
The PTS final score is a result of the data assessment of the source material. Data from 

the reports are analyzed by the coders in a way that allows them to appropriately 

determine the score to assign to a given country. Abuses are originally assembled in a 

bundle in form of reports (if we consider the source material format where details and 

information are compiled in one text). In table 2, I have placed each information from 

the source materials (i.e. US Department of State Country Reports on Afghanistan in 

2013) within the particular categories, in accordance with the line of thoughts of the 

PTS methodology. By so doing I have been able to fill up the blanks left in table1. 

Once categorized (as I have done in table 2), the assessment of these information 

ultimately leads to the final PTS score. The different assessment steps would resemble 

figure 1, describing the whole process. It is observable that coders go from the 

reported violations (by carefully reading the content of the reports) to the assessment 

of the data and the analysis of the three above mentioned violence dimensions, which 

ultimately leads to the final PTS score, as represented in Figure 1. 

 

 

Figure 1: Process from reported violations to PTS score (“violations” in figure 1 have to be understood as “the 

reported violations” detailed in the source materials) 

 

If the intensity of the violations is high and their range broad, the country obtains 

a score of 4 or 5. Through the above mentioned Afghanistan example (in section 

2.1.2), it could be noticed that as the intensity of the unlawful killings and that of the 

disappearances were high, Afghanistan was undeniably assigned a score of 5 in 2013. 

The range dimension is central in the determination of the score as it enables the 

coders to assess the selectivity of the violence committed by the state. It is possible to 

determine through the analysis of the “range dimension” whether a state has 

indiscriminately committed physical integrity rights violations by targeting the entire 

population or whether it has targeted specific categories of the population. As for the 

Afghanistan’s example, table 2 had shown that various categories of the population 

were targeted. The Afghans authorities indiscriminately abused different groups of the 

society (65-year-old man, 81 individuals in custody, civilians, etc.) 

  Certain states are more selective as they only target specific groups within the 

population such as political leaders, religious groups, etc. Wood and Gibney (2010) 

argue that “a state that selectively targets a single societal group will generate a lower 

(better) score than a state that broadly targets its victims.”
22

  The state of Burundi was 

more selective in 2012 as it only targeted people on the basis of their political views 

and ideas. In table 3, it was indicated that 57 cases of politically motivated killings 

were recorded in Burundi. The vast majority of these victims were former and current 

members of the FNL and other opposition parties. Even the 42 other victims were 

thought to have been killed because of their political membership to the opposition 

parties despite the fact that their perpetrators were not clearly identified. The score of 

3 assigned to Burundi in that particular case was partially based on the state 

selectiveness of violence. As the violence expanded in the population (in reference to 

the report of the US Department of State on Burundi in 2012), it could be noticed that 

the score changed to 4 because at this stage, the state of Burundi was thought to have 

become less selective in its targets. It is however important to quote that passing from 

level 3 to level 4 can either be based on the selectiveness of a state in its targets or on 
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other reasons such as the benefit of the doubt given to a country due to unclear 

information from a given report.  

On the contrary, a score of 5 entails that the state indiscriminately targets the 

entire population as it reads on the level 5 of the PTS scale: “the terrors of level 4 have 

been extended to the whole population.” Assigning a score of 5 to a country entails 

that the violence has expanded within the entire population and that the state does not 

make any difference between civilians and people that are actively engaged in politics. 

Victims in level 5 are from all the societal groups of the population. The Democratic 

Republic of Congo which was assigned a score of 5 in 2012 on the basis of both the 

US Department of State Countries Annual Reports and the Amnesty International 

Annual Report
23

 had for example witnessed multiple abuses committed by the SSF
24

 

and the FARDC.
25

   Abuses in this particular case were widespread and intense in the 

eastern and western regions of the Congo, but other parts of the country also 

experienced these abuses. Compared to table 4 where Burundi received a score of 4 

due to the selectiveness characteristics of the abuses committed by its state, table 5 

depicts another picture whereby the state indiscriminately abuses all the societal 

groups in the DRC regardless of their religion, age, gender and even their political 

ideas. It can even be noticed that the abuses were extensive and expanded across the 

whole country.   

Similarities in the human rights abuses patterns in two different countries lead to 

identical scores. The DRC and Afghanistan both received a score of 5 in 2012 because 

of the wide-spreading violence committed by their respective states. However, that 

similarity does not mean that the abuses committed in both countries are identical.  
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                        Table 5: A score of 5 to the Democratic Republic of Congo on the basis of the US Department of State report 201226 

 

PTS focus 

 

Scope 

 

Inten

sity 

 

Range 

 
Summary 

executions 

and 
extrajudicial 

killings 

 
Unlawful killings 

committed by SSF. 

The FARDC and 
RMG, were 

responsible for 

politically motivated 
killings, arbitrary 

arrests, temporary 

detentions, and the 
abduction and 

disappearance of 

many individuals. 
 

 
High 

 
Killing of civilians (on February 16 in 

Lubero Territory, North Kivu, a man who 

was accused of killing a FARDC officer was 
killed in retaliation by another FARDC 

officer) 
Politically motivated killings, arbitrary 

arrests, temporary detentions, and the 
abduction and disappearance of many 

individuals. 

24 individuals, including bystanders and 
members of the opposition, in elections 

related 

Violence on December 9-14, 2011. 
Human rights violations in Kinshasa during 

the elections period, stating that SSF had 

killed 33 individuals 
 

 

Disappearance 
 

 

There were reports of 
disappearances 

attributable to SSF. 

Kidnapping, forced 
labor, military 

service, or sexual 

services by FARDC 

 

High 

 

Eugene Diomi, a national deputy, 
disappeared on June 27, and upon his release 

on October 10, reported that the PNC had 

detained him and moved him multiple times 
during his detention. 

Kidnapping of numerous persons, generally 

for forced labor, military service, or sexual 
services. Many of these victims disappeared 

 

 

Torture and 
physical 

abuses 
 

 

Torture acts 
committed by SSF. 

SSF utilized cruel, 
inhuman, or 

degrading methods. 

SSF raped civilians 
 

 

High 

 

Torture of civilians, particularly detainees 
and prisoners, and employed other types of 

cruel, inhuman, and degrading punishment 
On January 15, Bienfait Magambo died after 

he was kidnapped and tortured for hours near 

Goma by a FARDC unit reporting to 
Seraphin Mirindi.  

Raping of civilians in the east regions. 

 

 

Arbitrary 

detention and 

political 
imprisonment 

 

 

Police, FARDC and 

SSF committed 

degrading and 
inhuman treatment to 

prisoners as well as 

killings 

 

High 

 

Arbitrarily and unlawfully killing of 

civilians, sometimes during apprehension or 

while holding them in custody. 
Violence, rape of prisoners, death of 

prisoners from starvation, on July 2, in 

Mitwaba, Katanga Province, a FARDC 
officer reportedly ordered the extrajudicial 

execution of 14 inmates after an attack by the 

armed group Mai Mai Gedeon. (Six of the 
victims were allegedly affiliated with Mai 

Mai Gedeon. 
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2.2 The Freedom House Methodology 

This subchapter describes the FH methodology. I deal with the rating process as well 

as the way in which country are granted a particular status in connection with their PR 

and CL ratings 

2.2.1 Description of the Freedom House Methodology 

The Freedom House was founded in the United States of America in 1941 by a group 

of researchers.
27

 Seen as a non-government human rights organization, it started in 

1972 the comparative Study of Freedom and launched in 1989 the initiative of coding 

countries; providing thus a guide to the relationship between political and civil 

liberties over time. According to Landman and Carvalho (2009) the Freedom house 

methodology shows the broad patterns in regime behavior over time and in many 

ways measures the “respect” dimension of civil and political rights,
28

 through the 

production of an annual global report on political rights and civil liberties known as 

“Freedom in the World”.   The FH methodology uses the expression “indicators” to 

name the main questions upon which the rating process and the determination of 

countries status are based. These indicators are formulated as questions. Subsidiary-

questions are also used for the gathering of answers to the main indicator throughout 

the assessment.   

2.2.2 Description of the ratings process of the Freedom House 
Methodology 

In this section I describe the rating process of the Freedom House methodology. 

Describing this process entails explaining the following concepts: scores, rating and 

status as they are conceived and conceptualized by the methodology. The definitions 

of these concepts are given in the appendix of this thesis. In order to thoroughly 

describe this ratings process, I have used the Freedom in the World 2014 

Methodology
29

, which provides clear explanations on the way this process is 

conducted. 

The process starts with the awarding of 0 to 4 points to country or territory for 

each of 10 political rights indicators and 15 civil liberties indicators. These indicators 

are presented in form of questions. A score of 0 representing the smallest degree of 

freedom and 4 the greatest degree of freedom. 

The political rights questions are grouped into three subcategories: 

• Electoral Process (3 questions) 

• Political Pluralism and Participation (4 questions) 

• Functioning of Government (3 questions) 

The civil liberties questions are grouped in four subcategories: 

• Freedom of Expression and Belief (4 questions) 

• Associational and Organizational Rights (3 questions) 

• Rule of Law (4 questions) 

• Personal Autonomy and Individual Rights (4 questions) 

However, the political rights section also contains two additional discretionary 

questions: 

Discretionary question A: A score of 1 to 4 may be added, as applicable. 

Discretionary question B: A score of 1 to 4 may be subtracted, as applicable. 

The idea behind these discretionary questions is that of subtracting 1 to 4 points to 

countries that have badly performed in terms of political rights and civil liberties or 
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adding up 1 to 4 points to countries that have recorded good performances in political 

rights and civil liberties. The highest score that can be awarded to political rights 

checklist is 40 (i.e. a total score of 4 for each of the 10 questions), and the highest 

score that can be awarded to civil liberties is 60 (i.e. a total score of 4 for each of the 

15 questions). 

  The descriptive table 6 indicates how scores are awarded aligned with the points 

of each indicators, inclusive the discretionary questions which take into account the 

improvement or the decline in political rights. Each indicator has specific subsidiary 

questions that are relevant to their categories and which enable the coder to accurately 

obtain the responses that pave the way to the determination of the score (I have 

outlined the subsidiary questions related to the electoral process’ first indicator in 

section 3.2.1). As it can be observed, the PR and CL are assessed by scorers through 

multiple source material to obtain scores that reflect the situation on the ground. 

Tables 6 and 7 related to political rights and civil liberties outline the different rights 

categories, their indicators and the minimum or maximum obtainable points to each of 

these categories. For practicality reasons I have decided not to include the subsidiary 

questions in these tables. Nevertheless, it should be reckoned that each indicator has 

its own subsidiary questions whose answers enable the scorer to assemble the 

information that lead to the assigning of points (on indicators) and ultimately to the 

ratings.  

As aforementioned, the highest score that can be awarded to political rights 

checklist is 40. However, the additional discretionary questions allow the “scorers” to 

either subtract or add points ranging from 1 to 4 depending on the political rights 

situation on the ground. For instance, a country presenting a worse political rights 

situation can have its final political rights score reduced by either 1, 2, 3 or 4 points 

depending on the seriousness of the committed abuses. These scenarios signify that a 

subsequent deterioration of political rights have been witnessed in such countries 

during a certain year.  On the other side, a country that has showed considerable 

progress on political rights could be granted either 1, 2, 3 or even 4 points in view of 

the progress made on political rights. Regardless of how many points “scorers” add or 

subtract to a country, the highest score a country can obtain should never overpass 40. 

This entails that a country that already has obtained 40 points on political rights cannot 

be awarded the extra additional discretionary 4 points. The indicators are outlined in 

form of questions. It is however important to recall that although the FH methodology 

uses the expression “additional discretionary questions”, the idea behind this 

expression is that of assessing whether the Political Rights of a given country have 

improved or worsened in a given year.     

A country or territory is assigned two ratings: Ranging from 1 to 7 for the 

political rights categories and from 1 to 7 for the civil liberties. The rating is based on 

the total scores obtained by the political rights and the civil liberties categories. The 

score of 1 representing the greatest degree of freedom and 7 the smallest degree of 

freedom. The average of a country or territory’s political rights and civil liberties 

ratings is the freedom ratings.
30

 Table 8 below provides a detailed insight in the way 

both ratings are obtained.   
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Table 6: Political rights categories, indicators and scores (0-40 pts), adapted from the Freedom House methodology31  

Category Indicators Scores 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Electoral 

Process 

1- Is the head of government or other chief national authority 

elected through free and fair elections? 

 

 

 

0-4 points 
 

 

2- Are the national legislative representatives elected through free 

and fair elections? 
 

 

0-4 points 

3- Are the electoral laws and framework fair? 
 

 
0-4 points 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

Political 

Pluralism and 

Participation 

 

1- Do the people have the right to organize in different political 
parties or other competitive political groupings of their choice, 

and is the system open to rise and fall of these competing parties 

or groupings? 
 

 

 
 

0-4 points 

 
 

 
 

2- Is there significant opposition vote and a realistic possibility for 

the opposition to increase its support or gain power through 

elections? 
 

 

 

0-4 points 
 

3- Are the people’s political choices free from domination by 

military, foreign powers, totalitarian parties, religious hierarchies, 
economic oligarchies, or any other powerful group? 

 

 

 
 

0-4 points 

4- Do cultural, ethnic, religious, or other minority groups have full 

political rights and electoral opportunities? 

 

 
0-4 points 

 

 
 

 

 

Functioning of 

Government 

1- Do the freely elected head of government and national legislative 

representatives determine the policies of the government? 
 

 

 
0-4 points 

2- Is the government free from pervasive corruption? 

 

 

0-4 points 

3- Is the government accountable to the electorate between 

elections, and does it operates with openness and transparency? 

 

 
0-4 points 

 

 

 

Additional    

discretionary 

questions A 

and B 

A- For traditional monarchies that have no parties or electoral 

process, does the system provide for genuine, meaningful 

consultation with the people, encourage public discussion of 
policy choices, and allow the right to petition the ruler? 32  

 

 

 

0-4 pts 
added 

B- Is the government or occupying power deliberately changing the 
ethnic composition of a country or territory so as to destroy a 

culture or tip the political balance in favor of another group? 33 

 

  
 - 4 to 0 pts 

subtracted 
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Table 7: Civil liberties categories, indicators and scores (0-60 pts), adapted from the Freedom House methodology34   

Category Indicators Scores 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Freedom of 

expression and 

belief 

 

1- Are there free and independent media and other forms of 

cultural expression? 
 

 

 

0-4 points 

 

2- Are religious institutions and communities free to 

practice their faith and express themselves in public and 
private? 

 

 

 

0-4 points 
 

 

 

 

3- Is there academic freedom and is the educational system 

free of extensive political indoctrination? 
 

 

0-4 points 

 
 

 

 

4- Is there open and free private discussion? 
 

 

0-4 points 

 

 

 

 

 

Associational 

and 

organizational 

rights 

 

1- Is there freedom of assembly, demonstration, and open 
public discussion? 

 

 

 
0-4 points 

 

 

 
2- Is there freedom for non-governmental organization? 

 

 
0-4 points 

3- Are there free trade unions and peasant organizations 
or equivalents, and is there effective collective 

bargaining? Are there free professional and other 

private organizations? 
 

 
0-4 points 

 

 
 

 

 
 

Rule of law 

 

1- Is there an independent judiciary? 
 

 

0-4 points 
 

2- Does the rule of law prevail in civil and criminal 

matters? Are police under direct civilian control? 

 

 

0-4 points 

 
 

3- Is there protection from political terror, unjustified 

imprisonment, exile, or torture, whether by groups that 
support or oppose the system? Is there freedom from 

war and insurgencies? 

 

 

 
0-4 points 

4- Do laws, policies, and practices equal treatment of 
various segments of the populations? 

 

 
0-4 points 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

Personal 

autonomy and 

individual rights 

1- Do citizens enjoy freedom of travel or choice of 
residence, employment, or institution of higher 

education? 

 

 
 

0-4 points 

 

2- Do citizens have the right to own property and establish 

private business? Is private business activity unduly 

influenced by government officials, the security forces, 
political parties /organizations, or organized crime? 

 

 

 

 
0-4 points 

 

 

3- Are there personal social freedoms, including gender 
equality, choice of marriage partners, and size of 

family? 

 

 
0-4 points 

 

4- Is there equality of opportunity and the absence of 

economic exploitation? 
 

 

0-4 points 
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Table 8: PR ratings based on the FH methodology35 

Political Rights (PR) 

Total Scores PR Rating 

36- 40 1 

30 - 35 2 

24- 29 3 

18- 23 4 

12- 17 5 

6-11 6 

0-5 7 

 

The political rights rating characteristic from 1 to 7 is the following
36

: 

 
“1-   Countries and territories with a rating of 1 enjoy a wide range of political 

rights, including free and fair elections. Candidates who are elected actually rule, 

political parties are competitive, the opposition plays an important role and enjoys 

real power, and the interests of minority groups are well represented in politics and 

government. 

 

2 – Countries and territories with a rating of 2 have slightly weaker political rights 

than those with a rating of 1 because of such factors as political corruption, limits 

on the functioning of political parties and opposition groups, and foreign or military 

influence on politics. 

 

3, 4, 5 – Countries and territories with a rating of 3, 4, or 5 either moderately 

protect almost all political rights or strongly protect some political rights while 

neglecting others. The same factors that undermine freedom in countries with a 

rating of 2 may also weaken political rights in those with a rating of 3, 4, or 5, but 

to a greater extent at each successive rating. 

 

6 – Countries and territories with a rating of 6 have very restricted political rights. 

They are ruled by one-party or military dictatorships, religious hierarchies, or 

autocrats. They may allow a few political rights, such as some representation or 

autonomy for minority groups, and a few are traditional monarchies that tolerate 

political discussion and accept public petitions. 

 

7 – Countries and territories with a rating of 7 have few or no political rights 

because of severe government oppression, sometimes in combination with civil 

war. They may also lack an authoritative and functioning central government and 

suffer from extreme violence or rule by regional warlords.” 
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It happens that certain countries obtain a negative political rights score, 

essentially if their overall political rights situation worsen. This often occurs when the 

discretionary questions aimed at subtracting 1 to 4 points have been used. As it is 

highlighted in the Freedom House methodology:  
 

“It is possible for a country’s or territory’s total political rights score to be less 

than zero (between -1 and -4) if it receives mostly or all zeros for each of the 10 

political rights questions and it receives a sufficiently negative score for political 

rights discretionary question B. In such a case, it would still receive a final 

political rights rating of 7.”
37

 

 

The civil liberties rating characteristic from 1 to 7 is the following
38

: 

 
“1 – Countries and territories with a rating of 1 enjoy a wide range of civil 

liberties, including freedoms of expression, assembly, association, education, and 

religion. They have an established and generally fair legal system that ensures the 

rule of law (including an independent judiciary), allow free economic activity, 

and tend to strive for equality of opportunity for everyone, including women and 

minority groups. 

 

2 – Countries and territories with a rating of 2 have slightly weaker civil liberties 

than those with a rating of 1 because of such factors as limits on media 

independence, restrictions on trade union activities, and discrimination against 

minority groups and women. 

 

3, 4, 5 – Countries and territories with a rating of 3, 4, or 5 either moderately 

protect almost all civil liberties or strongly protect some civil liberties while 

neglecting others. The same factors that undermine freedom in countries with a 

rating of 2 may also weaken civil liberties in those with a rating of 3, 4, or 5, but 

to a greater extent at each successive rating. 

 

6 – Countries and territories with a rating of 6 have very restricted civil liberties. 

They strongly limit the rights of expression and association and frequently hold 

political prisoners. They may allow a few civil liberties, such as some religious 

and social freedoms, some highly restricted private business activity, and some 

open and free private discussion. 

 

7 – Countries and territories with a rating of 7 have few or no civil liberties. They 

allow virtually no freedom of expression or association, do not protect the rights 

of detainees and prisoners, and often control or dominate most economic 

activity.” 

 

 

The purpose of the freedom rating is to grant a status to countries. The Freedom 

House methodology has categorized countries and territories in three statuses: Free 

(1.0 to 2.5), Partly Free (3.0 to 5.0) and Not Free (5.5 to 7.0). These three status derive 

from the scores and the ratings of political rights and civil liberties. Table 10 indicates 

the way in which countries and territories’ status are calculated, whereas table 9 show 

how ratings are obtained.   
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                             Table 9: Civil liberties based on the FH methodology39 

Civil Liberties (CL) 

Total Scores CL Rating 

53-60 1 

44-52 2 

35-43 3 

26-34 4 

17-25 5 

8-16 6 

0-7 7 

 
      Table 10: Rating and Status based on the FH methodology40 

Combined Average of 

the PR and CL 

Ratings /Freedom 

Rating) 

 

Freedom Status 

1.0 to 2.5 Free 

3.0 to 5.0 Partly Free 

5.5 to 7.0 Not Free 

 

As defined by Steward (2013), “a Free country” is one where there is open 

political competition, a climate of respect for civil liberties, significant independent 

civic life, and independent media; “a Partly Free country” is one in which there is 

limited respect for political rights and civil liberties. Steward argues that Partly Free 

states frequently suffer from an environment of corruption, weak rule of law, ethnic 

and religious strife, and a political landscape in which a single party enjoys dominance 

despite a certain degree of pluralism. Moreover Steward underlines that “a Not Free 

country” is one where basic political rights are absent, and basic civil liberties are 

widely and systematically denied.
41

 

Linking Steward’s definitions with the core of the FH methodology, it can be 

asserted that “Free countries “are those countries that have obtained good scores both 

in the PR and CL categories. The meaning of good scores should be understood in line 

with the level of good political rights and civil liberties performances of a given 

country. Generally, countries that have a good record of political rights and civil 

liberties obtain a score ranging from 1 to 2.5 as indicated in table 10. It can be 

assumed that the PR as well as the CL should be well respected and guaranteed by the 

states of countries having received such scores. Other characteristics of these countries 

are the free and fair electoral process, the respect of the freedom of expression and the 

freedom of association within a vibrant civil society. On the contrary, Partly Free 

countries (with a ratings ranging from 3.0 to 5.0) are those countries that partly respect 

and guaranty the PR and the CL, and whose characteristics could have undemocratic 

patterns such as the existence of a predominant political party, a wide spread 

corruption culture and a weak rule of law (in forms of unreliable justice system, 

corrupted security forces, etc.). Finally, “Not Free countries” are countries that do not 

respect and guaranty any of those rights mentioned above, and whose ratings range 

from 5.5 to 7.0 as shown in table 10. 
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2.2.3 Exemplifying the assigning of points to indicators in the ratings 
process 

Scorers have the heavy burden of assessing multiple source materials in a bid to assign 

points to each “indicators”. Choosing between 0 to 4 points entails a thorough in-depth 

analysis of the information collected or provided by different sources. The score of 0 

entailing that the responses obtained from the source materials while trying to answer 

the main question (i.e. the indicator) did not provide any positive results. On the 

question of knowing for example whether the government is free from pervasive 

corruption (see Table 6 on the Political Rights second indicator in the Functioning of 

Government category ) or whether there is an independent judiciary in the country 

(see Table 7 on the Civil Liberties first indicator in the Rule of Law category), the 

assessment would be orientated towards the search of answers to find out if there is a 

widespread corruption culture on government levels (characterized for instance by the 

misuse of public funds by elected officials, bribery and public funds embezzlement 

committed by minsters). An emphasis is also made to assess if the country legal 

system is weak, partial and manipulated by the government (i.e. corrupted judges, 

government interfering in the judiciary, politically motivated judicial decisions, etc.). 

If it happens that these patterns are found out during the assessment, it would be likely 

that these two indicators receive a 0 point. But in general, the assigning of points from 

1 to 4 for all the indicators either in the Political Rights category or the Civil Liberties 

one, is exclusively dependent to the appreciation of the scorers. In that regards, the 

information provided by the source material is capital in the choosing of the points. 

One can assume that an indicator obtains more points if the responses to its subsidiary 

questions are more positive. Thus, source material providing good information 

regarding the absence (or minor reported) cases of corruption from the officials of a 

given country is likely to trigger the decision of the scorers to give 2 to 3 points to that 

specific indicator. Identically, the absence (or minor reported) cases of government 

officials interfering with the judiciary would probably lead to that indicator obtaining 

2 or 3 points. 4 points would be given to countries that are free of the above 

undemocratic patterns. Although it seems difficult to determine when any government 

is corrupted (because certain countries usually use cover up methods to hide their 

corruption culture), certain international organizations provide sufficient data that 

could be used to verify the level of corruption within any government. Bearing in 

mind that there must exist various source material dealing with government corruption 

levels, I consider Transparency International Data as my main source material because 

of its credibility and its experience in the corruption field analysis. In that regards, the 

subsidiary questions to the main questions (or indicators) that the scorers must strive 

to find answers are the following: 

 

“ Has the government implemented effective anticorruption laws or programs to 

prevent, detect, and punish corruption among public officials, including conflict 

of interest?  

 Is the government free from excessive bureaucratic regulations, registration 

requirements, or other controls that increase opportunities for corruption?  

 Are there independent and effective auditing and investigative bodies that 

function without impediment or political pressure or influence?  

 Are allegations of corruption by government officials thoroughly investigated 

and prosecuted without prejudice, particularly against political opponents?  

 Are allegations of corruption given wide and extensive airing in the media?  

 Do whistleblowers, anticorruption activists, investigators, and journalists enjoy 

legal protections that make them feel secure about reporting cases of bribery and 

corruption?  
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 What was the latest Transparency International Corruption Perceptions Index 

score for this country?”
42

 
            Table 11: Corruption perception index 2014 results, from Transparency International43 

Country Score Rank 

Denmark 92 1/175 

Sweden 87 4/175 

Switzerland 86 5/175 

Chile 73 21/175 

Botswana 64 31/175 

India 38 85/175 

Russia 27 136/175 

Somalia 8 174/175 

 

            

On the basis of the information from table 11 and referring to eventual answers 

obtained from the above subsidiary questions (which obviously would correspond to 

the results of the Transparency International Corruption index 2014), the Political 

Rights second indicator in the Functioning of the Government category would likely 

be given 4 points as regards to Denmark, Sweden and Switzerland, 3 points as regards 

to Chile and Botswana, 1 or 2 points as regards to India, 1 points as regards to Russia 

and finally 0 points as regards to Somalia. It is however important to bear in mind that 

scorers have the liberty of using multiple source materials. Moreover, scorers would 

also be confronted with the question of knowing how to measure the judicial 

independence of a given country. Three characteristics are often described by scholars 

to define that judicial independence: impartiality, respect of the judicial decisions by 

both parties and those with the power to implement those decisions (states), and that 

finally the judicial must be free from interference. These are the three elements that 

scorers assess when it comes to determining whether an independent judiciary exists 

in a particular country. Measuring the judicial independence is somehow complicated 

because the concept in itself encompasses different elements. In Stephenson (2011), 

the following is asserted:  

 

“How would a country with highly politicized judicial appointments but minimal 

post-appointment interference compares with a country that selects judges on 

merit but promotes them on the basis of the political ramifications of their 

decisions? The degree of judicial independence within a single country may also 

vary depending on the type of case.”
44

 

 

Scorers must however use all the source material at their disposal to gather the 

maximum information that enable them to determine whether the government is free 

from pervasive corruption. Once again, the answers to the following subsidiary 

questions serve as the grounds to the assigning of points to the first indicator of the 

Rule of Law category: 

“Is the judiciary subject to interference from the executive branch of government 

or from other political, economic, or religious influences? 

  Are judges appointed and dismissed in a fair and unbiased manner? 

  Do judges rule fairly and impartially, or do they commonly render verdicts that 

favor the government or particular interests, whether in return for bribes or other 

reasons?  

 Do executive, legislative, and other governmental authorities comply with 

judicial decisions, and are these decisions effectively enforced? 
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  Do powerful private concerns comply with judicial decisions, and are decisions 

that run counter to the interests of powerful actors effectively enforced?”
45

 

3 Some aspects related to the assigning of scores to 
countries 

For the PTS I have chosen to analyze the way in which coders differentiate physical 

integrity rights abuses committed by the states or its agents from the abuses committed 

by non-states actors. On the other side, I have singled out one assessment aspect of the 

political rights category of the FH methodology to exemplify the way in which the 

data assessment from the source materials is conducted by the scorers. More 

specifically, I have chosen to analyze the free and fair character of the electoral 

process of the political rights category. 

3.1  Differentiating states and non-states physical integrity rights 
abuses 

The definition given in Poe et al. (1999) reads that physical integrity rights are the 

“subset of human rights, which includes freedom from torture, imprisonment, 

execution or disappearance at the hands of government either arbitrarily or for 

political reasons.”
46

It is a fact that certain states or their agents usually commit several 

other human rights abuses apart from the physical integrity rights, but the emphasize 

in this section is laid on abuses that violate the physical integrity of people.  Generally, 

these abuses are committed by non-states actors (such as gangsters, thugs, criminal 

groups, etc.) but in certain countries, the state or its agents are also numbered among 

the perpetrators of such atrocities. As asserted by Poe et al. (1999) “we find statistical 

evidence that military regimes lead to somewhat greater human rights abuse, defined 

in terms of violations of personal integrity”
47

. One of the coders’ role in the PTS is to 

analyze the data from Amnesty International Annual Report and the US Department of 

State Country Reports on Human Rights Practices and carefully differentiate abuses 

committed by states or its agents from those committed by non-states actors. It may 

happen that the source materials (Amnesty International and the US State Department) 

do not clearly indicate who the perpetrators of the abuses are. One of the coders’ role 

is to pick up from the reports the specific information suggesting that such abuses are 

for example state sponsored or not. 

3.1.1 Selecting state sponsored and state tolerated violence 

Coders’ role is to collect from the source material the abuses committed by the state, 

given that the PTS main aim is to measure “state terror”, i.e. “the violations of 

physical or personal integrity rights carried out by a state (or its agents)”
48

. It often 

occurs that the report do not clearly specify if the state is the perpetrator of such 

abuses, even when strong evidence confirm its involvement, as it is known that “the 

extent of government involvement in the activities of paramilitary groups is not easily 

identifiable”.
49

 Intentionally, certain repressive states turn a blind eye on paramilitary 

activities by indirectly supporting their abuses. In most cases, “the reports from which 
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the scores are generated often provide some insight into the level of involvement”, 
50

 

but coders must always carefully assess the data with the aim of categorizing the real 

authors of the abuses. 

Through chosen excerpts of the US Department of State Country Reports on 

Human Rights Practices, I am going to analyze how coders have dealt with the issue 

of differentiating state sponsored from non-state sponsored physical integrity abuses. 

For example, the US State Department country report on Sudan in 2013, on its 

executive summary section reads the following: 

“The most important human rights abuses included: government forces and 

government-aligned groups committed extrajudicial and other unlawful killings; 

security forces committed torture, beatings, rape, and other cruel and inhumane 

treatment or punishment; and prison and detention center conditions were harsh 

and life threatening. Other major abuses included arbitrary arrest; incommunicado 

and prolonged pretrial detention; executive interference with the judiciary and 

denial of due process; obstruction of humanitarian assistance”.
51

 

 

The data from the above source materials are easy to analyze. Before even 

reading out the entire report, the executive summary section provides the exact 

information that are needed for the coders to proceed with their assessment. In this 

particular country-case, coders are informed with clarity that the Sudanese state 

openly violated people’s physical integrity rights. In fact, the Sudanese government 

forces and government-aligned groups were the actors of massive physical integrity 

rights abuses. The interesting part in this report is the fact that it simplifies the coder’s 

task by clearly pinpointing the role played by “government aligned-groups”. Had it 

not been named who were the other actors of these abuses, it would have been difficult 

to detect that some of the abuses, although not directly, were committed by the 

Sudanese government with the complicity of paramilitary groups. Wood and Gibney 

accurately addressed this issue when stating that “on certain occasions, it is not clear if 

the state is the actor directly responsible for a given abuse.”
52

In such cases, it is up to 

the coders to accurately interpret the data while coding. 

Another example is when paramilitary acted on behalf of the state of Colombia in 

the early 2000. In that particular case, there was a decrease of violence committed by 

security forces across Colombia, and at the same time an escalation of violence from 

the paramilitary organizations with the support of security forces. The US Department 

of State on Columbia (2002) pinpointed that “some members of the security forces 

collaborated with paramilitary groups that committed serious abuses.”
53

  

  Despite the fact that the above named report acknowledged the progress made by 

the state of Colombia to curtail violence, it was however proved that the state of 

Colombia through its security forces, used paramilitary groups to carry out its 

violations of PIR. Coder’s role was to thoroughly analyze the situation on the ground 

and pinpoint, with the help of information from the report, who exactly was behind the 

extrajudicial killings of the “recruited young men”. Coders must understand the 

contents of the reports through an in-depth analytical assessments of the source 

materials. Consequently, a score of 5 was assigned to Colombia in 2000 on the basis 

of both source materials despite noticeable human rights improvement made by the 

State of Colombia. This very example shows that assessing the data from the source 

materials entails a deep understanding of the events occurred. Apart from the specific 

example of paramilitary organizations acting on behalf of the security forces, several 
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other cases have shown that the states or its agents often use cover up technics to hide 

their involvement in physical integrity rights abuses: 
 

“ Cases in which off duty police officers form social cleansing groups that target 

homosexuals, drug dealers, prostitutes, and other “social undesirables;”, in which 

security personnel have provided material support for the abduction of political 

figures or journalists; or in which security personnel have been complicit in 

kidnapping for profit”.
54

 

 

As it was indicated in the descriptive section of the PTS, the main aim of the 

methodology is to measure state violence. But the reality of the matter is that human 

rights reports usually assemble in one report all types of violations regardless of who 

committed them. Coders’ role is to read out the entire reports, and single out what is 

considered as state violence or state sponsored violence. This entails a methodological 

approach whereby analytical skills are required to carry out the selection. Moreover, in 

certain circumstances and depending on the way the report is written, coders must 

interpret unclear parts of the reports that do not clearly name the main actors of the 

abuses. In the absence of any indication on who committed the abuses, “coders are 

instructed to read what the report is trying to say”
55

; i.e. they are asked to subjectively 

interpret the data. Cases regarding off duty police officers abusing the population are 

typical ones, because they necessitate thorough assessments to find out if the abuses 

were state sponsored or if the off duty police officers have acted on their own 

initiatives.  

3.2 The notion of the electoral process 

In this section I analyze the scorers assessment process with an emphasis on the 

concept of “free and fair” applied to the electoral process from the political rights 

perspective of the FH methodology
56

 as outlined in table 6 of section 2.2.2. 

  

a. Is the head of government or other chief national authority elected through free 

and fair elections? 

b. Are the national legislative representatives elected through free and fair 

elections? 

c. Are the electoral laws and framework fair? 

 

The first indicator (i.e. “is the head of government or other chief national 

authority elected through free and fair elections”) is assessed on the basis of its 

subsidiary questions (listed in section 3.2.1) to determine how free and fair the 

electoral process is. It has to be noticed that the concept of being free and fair is 

central when it comes to assessing the outcome of any elections. In that regards, the 

source materials play a key role and scorers (i.e. panel of analysts) are allowed to use 

multiple source materials during their assessment. It is a fact that they certainly use 

different approaches in their assessment given the variety of source materials at their 

disposal. Besides, the Freedom methodology clearly emphasizes that “…analysts who 

prepare the draft reports and scores, use a broad range of sources, including news 

articles, academic analyses, reports...”
57

 The free and fair electoral process is 

characterized by the respect of the will of the people because while casting their 
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ballots, the people choose the leader that they want to elect as head of government or 

chief national authority. To be free and fair is therefore an essential characteristic of 

the people’s choice. The Declaration on criteria for free and fair elections pinpointed 

with clarity this central aspect of the electoral process in its definition of free and fair:   

 
“In any State the authority of the government can only derive from the will of the 

people as expressed in genuine, free and fair elections held at regular intervals on 

the basis of universal, equal and secret suffrage.”
58

  

 

In their assessment coders need to look at all the information related to the 

electoral process by scrutinizing the details that may potentially shear a light on the 

true nature of the elections. Their work consists of finding out if the electoral process 

was not tainted with any irregularities and that the elections results truly reflect the 

will of the people. 

3.2.1 Assessing the notion of “free and fair electoral process”  

Undemocratic behaviors before, during and after any national elections such as fraud, 

bribery, intimidation of candidates and voters, misconduct during the campaign, use of 

force and violence to threaten candidates and voters, etc. are some of the elements 

highlighting the unfairness nature of any electoral process. The following subsidiary 

questions are the supports that enable the coders to assign points to the first indicator: 

 

 “ Did established and reputable national and/or international election monitoring 

organizations judge the most recent elections for head of government to be free 

and fair? (Note: Heads of government chosen through various electoral 

frameworks, including direct elections for president, indirect elections for prime 

minister by parliament, and the electoral college system for electing presidents, 

are covered under this and the following sub-questions. In cases of indirect 

elections for the head of government, the elections for the legislature that chose 

the head of government, as well as the selection process of the head of 

government himself, should be taken into consideration.) 

Have there been undue, politically motivated delays in holding the most recent 

election for head of government? 

 Is the registration of voters and candidates conducted in an accurate, timely, 

transparent, and nondiscriminatory manner? 

  Can candidates make speeches, hold public meetings, and enjoy media access 

throughout the campaign free of intimidation? 

 Does voting take place by secret ballot or by equivalent free voting procedure? 

 Are voters able to vote for the candidate or party of their choice without undue 

pressure or intimidation? 

 Is the vote count transparent, and is it reported honestly with the official results 

made public? Can election monitors from independent groups and representing 

parties/candidates watch the counting of votes to ensure their honesty? 

 Is each person’s vote given equivalent weight to those of other voters in order to 

ensure equal representation? 

 Has a democratically elected head of government who was chosen in the most 

recent election subsequently been overthrown in a violent coup? (Note: Although 

a peaceful, “velvet coup” may ultimately lead to a positive outcome-particularly 

if it replaces a head of government who was not freely and fairly elected—the 

new leader has not been freely and fairly elected and cannot be treated as such.) 

 In cases where elections for regional, provincial, or state governors and/or other 

subnational officials differ significantly in conduct from national elections, does 
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the conduct of the subnational elections reflect an opening toward improved 

political rights in the country, or, alternatively, a worsening of political rights?”
59

 

  

 The responses obtained from these subsidiary questions enable the scorers to 

form their judgement on the issue. The scoring of the first indicator would for example 

be conducted on the basis of the data from the source material enabling the answering 

to the subsidiary questions. Each of these subsidiary questions must be fully answered. 

Difficulties in easily accessing information related to the electoral process or the 

willingness of certain countries to hide the irregularities noticed during their electoral 

processes (by for example refusing to allow in journalists or international elections 

observers, etc.) can prevent or slow the coders’ work to successfully assemble the 

responses to all the subsidiary questions. However, the fact that all the subsidiary 

questions are interrelated facilitates the assessment. For example, the answers from the 

first subsidiary question (“did established and reputable national and /or international 

election monitoring organizations judge the most recent elections for head of 

government to be free and fair?”) can already allow the coders to have a certain idea 

of the nature of the electoral process. If the answer to that question is “yes”, it gives 

the coders the direction towards which their assessment would be orientated. On the 

contrary, if the answer is “no”, coders might already have got the idea on the nature of 

the entire electoral process. 

The diversity of source material and more recently the spreading of social media 

across the world make it easier for the scorers to gather sufficient information 

allowing them to obtain the responses to these subsidiary questions for the sake of a 

good assessment. In line with the subsidiary questions, attention should be paid by 

scorers to find out if any reputable national and/or international election monitoring 

organizations has judged the most recent elections for head of government to be free 

and fair. Investigations should also be conducted to find out whether any electoral 

process delay is politically motivated, and if the registration of voters was conducted 

in a transparent and fair way. In addition, scorers must be ascertained that the freedom 

of expression was guaranteed during the electoral process to all the political actors; 

that the ballot procedures were transparent, and that candidates did not experience any 

form of intimidation or pressure. The presence of election monitors from independent 

groups as well as the equal representation of voters must also be verified. Finally, the 

issue of “coup d’Etat” related to the ousting of an elected head of government through 

a violent coup should also be scrutinized with the purpose of determining the 

legitimacy of the head of government. 

The analysis of the first indicator of the political rights category highlights the 

crucial data gathering role played by the coders in the course of the assessment and the 

variety of source material enable an objective assessment. As it can be seen, scorers go 

from the indicator (which is given in a form of a question such as: is the head of 

government or other chief national authority elected through free and fair elections?) 

to subsidiary questions. Subsidiary questions are to be regarded as grounds upon 

which points are assigned to the main indicators. They provide information (through 

their responses) to the coders which enable them to accurately assign points to each 

indicator. It is capital to pinpoint that both the indicators and the subsidiary questions 

are written as questions. Trying to find out answers with the help of the source 

material is part of the assessment process conducted by the coders. In that regards, the 

source material would provide the answers to these questions to confirm if the entire 

electoral process regarding the election of the head of government was free and fair. 

The score assigned to that particular indicator would depend on the judgement of the 

scorers over the information retrieved from the source material.  
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4 The concept of Human Rights within the PTS and the 
FH methodology 

4.1 The overlapping of Human Rights in both methodologies 

The set of human rights that are measured both in the PTS and the FH methodology 

derive from multiple International Treaties as well as Conventions and Protocols. 

National and regional human rights treaties are also part of the International human 

rights systems. As Landman and Carvalho (2010) noted, “three regions of the world-

Europe, the Americas and Africa- have set up human rights regimes with human rights 

standards and associated institutions,”
60

whereas other regions such as Asian are still in 

their early ages of trying to implement their own human rights regimes .  In Europe, 

three mechanisms deal with the human rights regimes: The Council of Europe (COE), 

the European Union (EU) and the Organization for Security and Co-operation in 

Europe (OSCE). In the Americas, it is the Inter-American system
61

 that oversees the 

human rights regimes. The African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights of 1979 
62

 

under the supervision of the African Union is the main African human rights regional 

system.  

The main weakness of these regional human rights regimes is the absence of 

strong enforcement mechanisms and implementation processes. These regimes 

“depend on states to meet their legal obligations in good faith.”
63

 It is up to the states 

to willingly prove that they meet their legal obligations deriving from their binding 

legal agreement expressed through the agreement to be part of Convention or a Treaty. 

Landman and Carvalho (2010) could not be more explicit in arguing that “states are 

expected to submit periodic reports on their progress to the respective monitoring 

mechanisms, but penalties do not exist should states fall behind in their reporting”
64

.  

However, it should be recalled that when a state signs an international Treaty or a 

convention, it is normally required to accept the legally binding obligations deriving 

from that Treaty by putting into place all the necessary measures aimed at 

implementing the provisions of that treaty. Otherwise, states should only have moral 

obligations to protect, respect and fulfil the contents of the norms which they have 

agreed to be part of.  

Scholars and practitioners such as Landman and Carvalho (2009) have 

categorized human rights into two different sets: 

“All rights give rise to a negative obligation of states to refrain from violating 

rights and to prevent third parties from doing the same, as well as a positive 

obligation that requires that states provide the necessary resources for fulfilling 

their rights commitments.”
65

 

But as regards to the standards-based measures, the main international legal 

instrument upon which these methodologies are based is the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights, adopted by the United Nations General Assembly in 1948.
66

 The 

physical integrity rights which constitute the main focus of the PTS (i.e. summary 
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executions, extrajudicial killings, political imprisonment and torture) as well as the 

political rights and civil liberties of the FH methodology, mostly derive from the 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Other Treaties such as the Convention 

against Torture (CAT)
67

 and the Optional Protocol to the International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR)
68

 are also regarded as part of the international 

human rights norms set up by the United Nations, with the purpose of striving to 

guarantee the full enjoyment of people’s universal rights.   

4.2 The states’ positive and negative Human Rights obligations 

The measurement methodologies highlighted in sections 2.1 and 2.2 related to the PTS 

and the Freedom House methodology emphasize on the violations of physical integrity 

rights, political rights as well as civil liberties. In line with the idea of categorizing 

human rights into negative and positive rights, it could be argued that the PTS actually 

measures states failure from refraining to commit violence against their own 

population as well as their inability to prevent other non-states actors such as 

paramilitary groups to spread terror among the population. Assessing states terror 

through the five level scales can be seen as measuring the scope of violence 

committed by the state or its agents against its own population. Similarly, the Freedom 

House methodology measures states interferences in the full enjoyment of peoples’ 

civil and political rights. As Landman and Carvalho (2010) expressed it, “civil and 

political rights were often considered to be “negative rights” as their implementation 

supposedly required the state to simply refrain from interfering in their enjoyment.”
69

  

States have now the cumulative negative and positive obligations to implement 

the necessary measures aimed at refraining from abusing the population through the 

setting up of policies that enable the full enjoyment of any rights. This perspective is 

capital in terms of how the measurement of human rights within the standards-based 

measures is conducted. Scorers and coders, while assessing the source material, must 

have in mind the broader perspective regarding states attitude on human rights 

violations as well as the initiatives undertaken by these states to implement the 

contents of these rights. As article 1 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights 

reads: 

  

“Everyone is entitled to all the rights and freedoms set forth in this Declaration, 

without distinction of any kind, such as race, color, sex, language, religion, 

political or other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other 

status.”
70

 

 

Torture, extrajudicial killings, political imprisonment and disappearances which 

are part of the physical integrity rights violations can be utilized by states to deny 

political rights and civil liberties to certain groups of the population. It is well-known 

that certain governments use intimidation, fear, or even torture to attain and obtain 

political goals. The same can also be said while journalists, civil society activists and 

political leaders, are deprived of their civil rights through the use of physical integrity 

rights abuses committed by states officials. The scores assigned to countries through 

the application of the PTS reflect the scope of the state-sponsored violence. States 

officials in certain countries physically abuse parts of the population for multiple 

reasons but more essentially for political motives.  If states’ hidden goal is not 

political while abusing people, they could normally prosecute through the judiciary 
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any individuals or groups of individuals that break the law. But the very fact that these 

states use extra judicial violence to enforce the law, entails that their goals must be 

political.  

 There exist several ways of denying people their political rights and civil liberties 

but the most common strategies used by states to try and prevent certain individuals 

from protesting against the policies implemented by the states is the violation of their 

physical integrity rights. In order to prevent a political leader to stand for any election, 

or to prevent people from building up a political party, states officials in most 

developing countries use intimidation, fear, threats or other forms of violence. Thus, 

the measurement of political rights and civil liberties by the Freedom House 

methodology could also address issues that are intrinsically related to physical 

integrity rights violations. 

The human rights which are measured in both methodologies overlap. This can 

be noticed through the similarities of the ordinal scales used by both the PTS and the 

Freedom House methodology. According to Landman et al. (2012) “the similarity in 

approach to coding, measurement and focus suggests that these scales should be 

highly correlated with one another.”
71

This interrelation is linked to the sets of rights 

and the nature of abuses which are considered in both methodologies.  

4.3 The background and the systematized concepts of Human 
Rights    

In this section, I analyze the question of knowing how the concept of human rights and 

more specifically that of physical integrity rights, political and civil rights are 

converted into measures. Adcock and Collier (2001) depicted the relationship between 

the concept and the observations in terms of four levels: the background concept, the 

systematized concept, the indicators and the scores.
72

 Similarly, while explaining the 

moment of measurement of human rights, Landman and Carvalho (2010) quoted the 

same four levels aforementioned.
73

  In the second chapter of this master thesis, I have 

described the coding and the scoring processes in both the PTS and the Freedom 

House methodology. I will emphasize in this section on the role of the background and 

the systematized concepts of human rights by linking them to the measurement of 

human rights through the standards-based measures.   

 The background concept is “the constellation of potentially diverse meanings 

associated with a given concept.”
74

 In line with that definition, I argue that the 

background concept can be understood as being the concept of human rights which 

has to be considered throughout the process of measuring human rights. I have chosen 

two articles from the Universal Declaration of Human Rights referring to physical 

integrity rights on the one hand, and political rights as well as civil liberties on the 

other hand, to exemplify the definition of the background concept: Article 9 of that 

Declaration reads that: “No one shall be subjected to arbitrary arrest, detention or 

exile,”
75

 and article 20, point 1 asserts that: “everyone has the right to freedom of 

peaceful assembly and association.”
76

 These two articles can be seen as characterizing 

the concepts of human rights to be measured. 

The systematized concept according to Adcock and Collier (2001) “clearly 

specifies the formulation of the background concept by providing an explicit 
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definition of the concept” 
77

being measured. For article 9 above quoted, the 

systematized concept would be the right not to be subjected to arbitrarily arrest, 

detention or exile and in article 20 point 1, it would be the right for not to be deprived 

from the freedom of peaceful assembly and association. It is however important to 

underline that the background concept and the systematized concept, in terms of 

human right measurement, mean the same thing. The systematized concept is actually 

an extended explanation of the background concept. 

The use of indicators is related to the choice of measures to be implemented 

during the measurement process. Thus, the standards-based measures (i.e. the PTS and 

the Freedom House methodology) are therefore the main indicators that enable the 

measurement of the systematized concepts. As Landman and Carvalho (2010) 

suggested: 

 

 “It is at this level that either new indicators are developed and constructed for the 

systematized understanding of human rights or existing data are used as suitable 

indicators and / or proxy.”
78

  

 

The description of both methodologies in chapter 2 of this master thesis has 

explained the use of the existing data which are used while measuring human rights 

through the application of the standards-based measures. It has even emphasized on 

the determination of scores for cases which include, according to Adcock and Collier 

(2001), “both numerical scores and the results of qualitative classification.”
79

   

While measuring the physical integrity rights, coders actually assess all the 

systematized concepts of the human rights that prescribe the physical abuses of people 

by the states. The rights not to be tortured or imprisoned or even the right not to be 

deprived of one’s political rights can be found enumerated in several human rights 

Conventions, Treaties or Protocols. Instead of launching themselves into an analysis 

of the international human rights laws, coders and scorers only keep in mind the 

presence of the systematized concepts which clearly highlight the prohibition from 

committing physical integrity abuses by states, and link each counts of events (from 

the source material) to the respective methodologies. The systematized concept is a 

simplified way of understanding the contents of the human rights laws; and a bridge 

which links the methodologies to the observations (obtained from the source material), 

regarding the “non-respect of these rights” by the states.  

4.4 The measurement validity within the PTS and the FH 
methodology 

It has been underlined through the description of the PTS that countries are assigned 

scores corresponding to the five levels scale of the PTS, in line with the degree of 

violence committed by the states or their agents. As for the Freedom house 

methodology, the scoring and the ratings of political rights and civil liberties enable 

the categorization of countries in Free, Partly Free or Not Free countries (Freedom 

status).The question of the measurement validity is linked to that of determining 

whether the scores and the qualitative classification (for example Free, Partly Free and 

Not Free countries) meaningfully capture the ideas contained in the corresponding 

concept 
80

(i.e. the background concept that is measured). It is capital to pinpoint that 

according to Adcock and Collier (2001) the systematized concept is specifically 
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considered while assessing the measurement validity. In other words, when 

proceeding with the coding process, coders must cautiously examine if the 

measurement of the right of not to be extra judicially killed, the right of not to be 

tortured, the right of not to be politically imprisoned or arrested, and the right of not 

to being part of the disappeared have been violated by the actions of the state or its 

agents.  

 As for the Freedom House methodology, the systematized concepts is to be 

compared to the negation of all the categories of rights enumerated in table 6 and 7: 

the violation of the electoral process, political pluralism and participation and the 

function of government (for political rights), and the violation of the freedom of 

expression and belief, association and organizational rights, the rule of law and the 

personal autonomy (for the civil rights).  

Scores obtained during the coding and the scoring as well as the rating processes 

must accurately reflect the reality on the ground (i.e. what the source material report). 

However, the main issue remains that of the accuracy of the human rights reports used 

as source material. In order to assess the measurement validity of both methodologies, 

it is crucial to consider the links between the background concept, the systematized 

concept, the indicators and the scores. But more precisely the interrelation between the 

systematized concept and the scores. Adcock and Collier (2001) expressed a similar 

idea by asserting that “scores are never examined in isolation; rather, they are 

interpreted and given meaning in relation to the systematized concept.”
81

 For example, 

a country that is assigned a score of 3 on the PTS scale must have deprived a portion 

or portions of its population of the right of not to be politically imprisoned, the right 

not to be politically executed, the right not to be physically abused, the right not to be 

unlimitedly kept in detention with or without trial for political reasons. The 

complexity of human rights meanings often leads to difficulties in determining the real 

systematized concept. Coders and scorers’ tasks are to accurately interpret both the 

human rights concept in order to easily identify the systematized concept prior to any 

assessment. Linking the source material to the systematized concept allows the coders 

and the scorers to grasp the magnitude of the violations committed by states. Failure in 

doing so could lead to errors that ultimately end up producing wrong measurement 

results. The role of the measurement validity is methodological. It constraints coders 

and scorers to accurately and objectively apply the methodology in order to obtain 

valid measures.  

4.5 The notion of reliability.  

 The main question that arises in connection with the notion of the reliability regarding 

the use of the standards-based measures is the following: is the measurement 

consistent across coders? To answer this question, the link between the problem of 

assigning scores to countries and the analysis of the way in which the coding and 

scoring processes are verified will be conducted.   

Regarding the PTS, the first stage of the process was seen as an “individual 

coding” because each coder works independently on the same country. The scores 

obtained by each coder are thereafter compared to find out whether there are any 

discrepancies and differences between the results. Individual coding entails that coders 

work separately. The analysis of the different stages above mentioned such as the 

study of the background and the systematized concepts are conducted by each coder in 

a way that enables him or her to understand the objective link existing between what 

the human rights norm prescribes and the content of the source material. In other 

words, coders must understand the human rights concepts and have a thorough 

knowledge of the contents of the source material. According to Gibney and Wood 
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(2012), “in approximately 80% of the cases, scores are identical”
82

 between coders 

working on the same country. This means a real inter-coder reliability. The 

consistency across coders can be explained by the fact that the five level scales of the 

PTS provides concrete indications as to what must be assessed throughout the coding. 

The choice of scores is conducted on the basis of the elements provided by the source 

material. Coders must objectively assess the range, the intensity and the scope of the 

violence committed by the state as explained in section 2.1.1. What coders assess is 

the link between the systematized concepts and the observations contained in the 

source material. Scores are the results of these analyses through the use of the 

methodology.  

A degree of precision is required in order to gather the maximum information 

prior to any coding. For example, to assign a score of 3 to a country, the following 

information must be checked and confirmed: 

 

1- The systematized concept of the human rights (right not to be tortured, right 

not to be extra judicially killed, right not to be politically imprisoned or 

detained, etc.).  

2- The description of the content of the scale levels of the PTS corresponding to 

the score of 3: 

 Extensive political imprisonment 

 Execution of political opponents 

 Political murders and brutality 

 Unlimited detention with or without trial, based on political grounds 

 

For a country to be assigned a score of 3, coders must be ascertained that the right 

of not to be tortured, extra judicially killed, politically imprisoned or detained, etc. 

have been effectively violated by the state. The source material must provide the 

evidence of these violations by enumerating the quantitative data related to the abuses. 

A score of 3 would only be assigned if all the requirements above mentioned are met. 

Moreover, a deep assessment of the range, the scope and the intensity of the violations 

must be conducted by the coders to assess the magnitude of the violence committed. If 

the source material does not provide enough data matching with the above quoted 

requirements (i.e. a match between the systematized concept of the human rights and 

the content of the description of the chosen level among the five levels scales of the 

PTS), it will be obvious that another score must normally be envisaged for the country 

in scrutiny. 

 

When differences emerge between two coders working on the same country: 

 

 “There is invariably an informal discussion between the two main coders 

(Gibney and Wood) to determine the causes of the differences. A common 

ground is therefore sought to clear up the discrepancies.  If this is not achieved, 

the score of a third (and even fourth) party will be relied upon.”
83  

 

Concerning the Freedom House methodology, Landman (2005) argue that 

“Freedom House provides a less reliable but frequently used measure of rights 

protections.”
84

 The inter-coder reliability characterizing the PTS is actually absent in 

the Freedom House methodology because of the extensive number of the scorers. The 

Freedom House methodology “does not use multiple coding teams and, therefore, 

                                                           

82
 Gibney et al.2012c 

83
 Gibney et al.2012c 

84
 Landman, 2005, p. 48 



 
 

34 
 
 

cannot test for inter-coder reliability.”
85

  The other reason behind the absence of the 

inter-coder reliability in the Freedom House methodology is the use of a mixture of 

source material which does not allow a proper inter-coder reliability. Scorers have the 

exclusive liberty to individually assign the “estimated” points to each category of 

political right or civil liberties (see table 6 and 7) on the basis of the responses 

obtained through the multiple indicators (set up in form of questions as shown in table 

6 and 7). This means a thorough investigation work on behalf of the scorers who must 

gather the maximum answers from different source material prior to coming up with a 

number ranging from 0 to 4. It is a task that requires a high degree of coder’s objective 

assessment mixed with their subjective appreciation. It has been asserted by scholars 

that the Freedom House lacks transparency as to how source material are precisely 

used. In addition, there is little published information on “the ways in which pieces of 

information ultimately are used to yield a country score for any given year.”
86

 

5 Summary and conclusion 

5.1 Summary 

Human rights and more specifically political rights, civil liberties and physical 

integrity rights are measurable through the use of multiple methodologies. Measuring 

them entails converting the human rights violations data (obtained from the source 

materials) into scores. The PTS and the FH methodologies are two distinctive ways of 

achieving the measurement of these rights. 

 The PTS relies on a 5-level terror scale whereby 1 represents countries with less 

physical integrity rights violations and 5 countries with high number of physical 

integrity rights violations. Different source materials are used in the coding of 

countries: The Amnesty International Annual report and the US Department of State 

Country Reports on Human Rights Practices. Consequently, two scores may be 

obtained based on both source materials. Generally, though with few exceptions, the 

data assessment of both source materials often leads to identical scores. As highlighted 

in section 2.1.1 of this master thesis it may however occur that the PTS assigned two 

different scores to a given country as in the case of Zimbabwe in 2012: a score of 3 on 

the basis of the data released by Amnesty International and a score of 4 on the basis of 

the U.S. State Department data. The PTS measures abuses committed by states or their 

agents. Abuses committed by other actors than states or their agents are not taken into 

account. Coders play a key role in the assessment of the data during the coding 

process. They “are instructed to ignore their own feelings and biases and to make 

every effort to assign a score that reflects the contents of the human rights reports”
87

. 

The question of the coders’ subjectivity arises.  

  Some of these common pitfalls are for example: emotive judgments, partisan 

standpoints, partiality in the coding of countries, etc. Thus, the data assessment must 

be objective and based on real facts (i.e. the quantitative and qualitative data from the 

reports). Three dimensions have to be considered when evaluating the extent of the 

violations: the range, the intensity and the scope. In table 2, I have used an example to 

show how coders would proceed in the assessment of these three dimensions. The 

scope refers to the kinds of physical integrity rights abuses committed in a given 

country, the intensity refers to the frequency with which specific types of violations 

are observed over a given period of time and the range describes the selectivity of 
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violence. It is intended to differentiate among abused groups based on their observable 

particularities.  

 The Freedom Houses methodology measures the violations of the political rights 

and civil liberties in a given country. The ratings of countries on the basis of their 

political rights and civil liberties situations lead to the categorization of countries in 

status. Countries are given a status of Free, Partly Free or Not Free in accordance with 

their political rights and civil liberties ratings. Unlike in the PTS where coders only 

use two specific source materials; scorers in the FH methodology (i.e. the panel of 

experts and analysts) are allowed to use multiple source materials during the scoring 

and the rating processes. The political rights ratings scale goes from 1 to 7 whereby 1 

represents countries and territories that enjoy a wide range of political rights, 

including free and fair elections, etc., and 7 representing countries and territories that 

violate the vast majority of people’s political rights because of severe government 

oppression, sometimes in combination with civil war. Likewise, the civil liberties 

ratings scale ranges from 1 to 7 whereby 1 represents countries and territories which 

enjoy a wide range of civil liberties, including freedoms of expression, assembly, 

association, education, and religion whereas 7 denotes countries and territories having 

few or no civil liberties. Tables 8 and 9 show how ratings are obtained and table 10 

explains the way in which countries are categorized in status. Here again, scorers 

assign scores to countries both on political rights and civil liberties categories on the 

basis of an objective assessment, as I have shown it when exemplifying the question 

of the electoral process in section 3.2.1.  

Human rights measurements are diversely used. One of the recommendations of 

the World Conference on Human Rights in Vienna
88

was the use and analysis of 

indicators to help measure progress in human rights. The standards-based measures 

(i.e. the PTS and the FH methodologies) use different scales to convert human rights 

violations into numbers. The fact that the PTS specifically measures abuses committed 

by states entails that the measurement is intended to show if any progress 

(improvement of human rights situation) or the decline in these human rights have 

been made in a certain country in a given year. By categorizing countries into Free, 

Partly Free and Not Free Countries, the Freedom House methodology goes even 

further in the measurement endeavor. Emphasizing on the purpose of measuring 

human rights. Landman and Carvalho (2009) argue that “human rights organizations 

and inter-governmental organizations with a mandate to work on human rights use 

human rights measure to press for change in particular regions and countries.”
89

  In 

other words, national and international human rights organizations use the outcomes 

of these measurements for policy making, development programs incentives 

particularly for countries which have made enough progress in terms of human rights 

improvement and aid funding policies.  

5.2 Conclusion 

 Source material assessment plays an important role as far as the standards-based 

measures of human rights are concerned. The PTS which formerly relied on two main 

source material (the US Department of State Countries Annual Reports and Amnesty 

International Annual Report) has recently added up another source material: from 

2015 the Human Rights Watch report has become the third source material upon 

which the PTS coding is based. A thorough work is being conducted by the PTS to 

update all their data in line with the inclusion of the third source material.  

The fact that coders are instructed not to inject any of their views throughout the 

coding process and to consider the information from the source material as true and 
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accurate, gives an objective character to the PTS methodology despite the subjective 

nature of its coding process. The scores that are assigned to countries are therefore a 

translation into numerical values of the different physical integrity rights abuses. On 

the other side, the FH methodology has the advantage of allowing scorers to use a 

more diversified choices of data during their assessment and throughout the scoring 

process. This provides a wide field of action to the scorers in the gathering of the 

source material. However, there is no guarantee that all the source material used by the 

scorers are well-founded. This leads to criticisms made against the Freedom House 

methodology on the absence of any inter-coders reliability test.  

Each of these two methodologies must be recognized in its effort of attempting to 

measure certain particular human rights subsets by converting reports of abuses into 

numbers. This master thesis has highlighted that physical integrity rights, and political 

rights as well as civil liberties are measurable through the use of the standards-based 

measures. Quantifying written information and converting it into numbers require 

well-structured measurement methodologies as well as precise guidelines that enable 

those who accomplish this measurement tasks to objectively translate the verbal and 

written data into numerical values. Finally, it is encouraging to notice that in recent 

years, the human rights violations have started to be measured for multiple purposes, 

mainly for secondary analysis, data gathering, and diplomacy as well as for aid 

policies. Landman and Carvalho (2009) emphasized through these words the 

importance of these measurements: 

 
 “The increasing provision and availability of human rights measures has led to a 

new demand within the international human rights and donor communities such 

as the United Nations, the World Bank, and the aid ministries in the US (Usaid), 

UK (Frid), Sweden (Sida), Canada (Cida) and Denmark (Danida) to integrate 

human rights assessment into overall policy formulation and aid allocation 

strategies.”
90  

 

With the spreading and the development of communication tools such as the 

social media, collecting information on human rights abuses will become easier. The 

issue of source material will no longer pose any problem for coders and scorers. Facts 

and events can now be verified through pictures and videos captured by civilians 

serving as authentic witnesses. The future of the human rights measurement endeavor 

is promising. With that promising expectation in mind, comes the hope that states will 

become fearful of being caught red-handed while violating physical integrity rights.  

What needs to be thoroughly addressed as regards the standards based measures, 

and more specifically as far as the PTS and the FH methodologies are concerned, is 

the issue of score assigning. It is still unclear (or relatively unexplained) how a 

specific score is chosen. The description of the ordinal scales in both methodologies 

provide sufficient details to understand why a given country is placed within a certain 

level. However, the way in which points are assigned still remains part of a subjective 

exercise belonging to the appreciation of coders and scorers.   
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Appendix: Abbreviations and definitions 

Abbreviations 

PTS  Political Terror Scale 

CL  Civil Liberties 

PR  Political Rights 

FH  Freedom House  

 

Definitions 
 

PTS definitions:  

The coding is the process in which scores are assigned to countries by applying the 

five levels scale.  

The scores are the final yearly numerical values assigned to countries after the 

assessment of their physical integrity rights situations.  

The PTS has recently updated its website. Newly updated data and information can be 

obtained through the following link:  

http://www.politicalterrorscale.org/About/ 

The FH Methodology definitions:  

The scores are numerical values assigned to the political rights category and the civil 

liberties in the process of determining the rating of a given country. The combined 

average of the PR and CL ratings gives the status of a given country. These scores are 

points which are awarded to both civil liberties and political rights indicators (ranging 

from 0 to 4), meanwhile the ratings are based on the total scores for both indicators 

(ranging from 1 to 7). 

      The rating is the fact of assigning two numerical ratings, from 1 to 7, both to 

political rights and civil liberties to countries and territories. 1 representing the country 

with more political rights and civil liberties freedom and 7 the least free. The two 

ratings are based on scores assigned to 25 more detailed indicators. The Freedom 

House methodology asserts that “the average of a country or territory’s political rights 

and civil liberties ratings determines whether a country is Free, Partly Free, or Not 

Free.”
91

 The following link is related to the FH methodology: 

https://freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-world-2014/methodology 
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