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Abstract
Why do some national governments in East and Southeast Asia receive more transnational scrutiny
and pressure on their domestic human rights practices than others? This article argues that transna-
tional human rights reporting is more likely to target states where domestic activists and victims are
densely connected with human rights international nongovernmental organizations (INGOs)
through a local membership base. Human rights INGOs increase social demands and opportunities
for transnational human rights reporting by strengthening local actors’ capabilities to leverage
human rights and international solidarity as an advocacy strategy, and by mobilizing them for mon-
itoring and information collection on the ground. Event count analyses of 25 Asian states from
1977 to 2008 find robust support for the theory, using new data on Amnesty International’s
human rights reporting and human rights INGOs’ local membership base, and controlling for gov-
ernment respect for human rights, regime type, military power, and other factors.
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Why do some national governments in East and Southeast Asia receive more transna-
tional scrutiny and pressure on their domestic human rights practices than others?
Since the United States’ human rights turn in foreign policy in 1977 under the Jimmy
Carter administration, human rights international nongovernmental organizations (inter-
national NGOs or INGOs)1 have monitored, publicized, and criticized governments’
human rights practices in their effort to leverage the influence from the US government,
international organizations, the mass media, and multinational corporations for political
change (Cmiel 1999; Moyn 2010, 120–75). This effort has often shaped the targeted
states’ politico-economic dynamics in important ways by increasing the Northern
media’s news coverage, reducing the inflows of foreign direct investment, raising the
costs of government repression, or even enhancing the prospect of humanitarian inter-
vention (Barry, Clay, and Flynn 2013; DeMeritt 2012; Krain 2012; Murdie and
Peksen 2014; Ramos, Ron, and Thoms 2007). Indeed, during the past four decades trans-
national human rights reporting has increasingly become salient across Asia. According
to my new data, in 1977 Amnesty International, a London-based human rights INGO,
released a total of only seven special country reports on four Asian states. In 2008 it
issued 176 such reports targeting 21 states in East and Southeast Asia alone.
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However, beneath this growing transnational attention to Asian states’ human rights
issues lie considerable cross-national variations in who gets targeted when and how
much. Figure 1 illustrates this by showing the number of how many special country
reports were issued by Amnesty International for China, Myanmar, North Korea, the
Philippines, and South Korea in each year from 1977 to 2008, as well as the global
and Asia regional averages.
While both the Philippines and South Korea transitioned to democracy around 1987,

South Korea continued to receive the far greater coverage from Amnesty International
throughout the 1990s as well as in 2008 when freedom of expression started deteriorating
(Haggard and You 2015). Also, although China, Myanmar, and North Korea remained
highly repressive dictatorship during the period, North Korea’s human rights violations
received little transnational attention (even below the world average), compared to those
of the other two. This poses a puzzle since, although the conventional wisdom has con-
centrated on “the Asian values” as the dominant explanation of the region’s human rights
issues, Asian states, despite their shared culture, vary greatly in the extent to which they
become a target of transnational human rights reporting.
This article argues that the government of an Asian state receives more transnational

scrutiny and pressure on their domestic human rights practices if and when local NGOs
and activists in that state have been connected with a greater density of human rights
INGOs through a local membership base during the preceding period. Specifically,
this operates through two mechanisms. First, human rights INGOs can help strengthen
local members’ capabilities to leverage human rights and international solidarity as an
advocacy strategy, which in turn increases domestic expectations and demands for trans-
national human rights reporting. Second, human rights INGOs can mobilize local
members and volunteers for monitoring and information collection on the ground,
thereby increasing opportunities for transnational human rights reporting. Thus,
human rights INGOs’ prior engagement with local members and volunteers in an
Asian state positively relates to the extent to which the government of that state
becomes the target of transnational human rights reporting in the subsequent period.
To test the argument, this article conducts event count analyses of all 25 Asian states

for the period from 1977 to 2008, using new data on Amnesty International’s special
country reports directly supplied by the organization’s International Secretariat in
London. Controlling for government protection of human rights, regime type, military
power, security linkages to the US, and other factors, I find that human rights INGOs’
local engagement has strongly significant positive relationships with the extent to
which national governments become a target of transnational human rights reporting
by Amnesty International across Asia. This finding is highly robust against three possible
sources of endogeneity bias (namely, selection bias, reverse causation, and unobserved
country-level heterogeneity), control variable bias, omitted variable bias, and alternative
operationalization of control variables. In particular, to preview a robustness check, this
article utilizes a two-stage estimation method and explicitly accounts for the possibility
that human rights INGOs may be non-random and selective in building their local mem-
bership base in Asian states. I find strong evidence that human rights INGOs’ local
engagement not only has no endogeneity problem, but also exerts strongly significant
positive effects on Amnesty International’s coverage. One major contribution of this
article is to create the most accurate and comprehensive new data to date on human
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FIGURE 1 Annual Number of Amnesty International’s Special Country Reports, 1977–2008

Note: The first graph in the top-left corner compares the Asia average number of Amnesty International’s special country reports (black line) with the global
average (gray line) in each year from 1977 to 2008. The other graphs compare the annual number of Amnesty International’s reports issued for each of the
Philippines, South Korea, China, Myanmar, and North Korea (black line) with the global average (gray line), based on my new data.
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rights INGOs’ local engagement and to provide rigorous and robust evidence of its
effects on transnational human rights reporting in Asia.
The research is important for several reasons. First, by offering the first systematic

analysis of the determinants of cross-national variations in the degree of transnational
human rights reporting in Asia, this article contributes to the literatures in East Asian
Studies and human rights. The existing scholarship has concentrated on the Asian
values (that is, Asian states’ shared culture, history, and religion) as the dominant per-
spective for understanding and explaining the region’s human rights issues (for
example, Kim 1994; Sen 1997; Zakaria 1994; see also Svensson 2002, 47–70).
However, it has not been obvious why Asian states, despite their shared values, vary
greatly in terms of who gets targeted when and how much by transnational human
rights reporting, and whether the existing cultural explanation is effective for explaining
this increasingly salient aspect of Asian politics. I seek to fill this theoretical gap and
empirical anomaly in the literatures by advancing an actor-centered, political theory of
the determinants of transnational human rights reporting in Asia, and by offering rigorous
empirical tests, using the most fine-grained quantitative measurement to date of human
rights INGOs’ local engagement and Amnesty International’s human rights reporting.
Second, this article offers a new way of thinking about transnational–domestic link-

ages in Asian politics. While I accept that domestic politics is key to understanding
Asia’s political economy and foreign policy, I also demonstrate that Asian states vary
significantly in terms of the density of their domestic actors’ network with human
rights INGOs, as well as the extent to which national governments become a target of
transnational scrutiny of their human rights record. By specifying the theoretical mech-
anisms through which human rights INGOs relate to local actors and transnational report-
ing, and by establishing their relationships empirically, I provide theoretical reasoning
and empirical evidence suggesting the crucial importance of paying sustained analytic
attention to transnational–domestic linkages in the analysis of Asian politics.

PATTERNS OF TRANSNAT IONAL HUMAN RIGHTS REPORT ING IN AS IA

This section explores and describes patterns of transnational human rights reporting in
Asia by focusing on Amnesty International’s so-called special country reports as a
crucial case, given the organization’s key role in pioneering and leveraging various tech-
niques to investigate, expose, and shame human rights-violating states since its founding
in 1961. It should be noted that Amnesty International’s special country reports are dis-
tinct from its “Annual Report.” Annual reports document and summarize the state of
human rights in most countries in the world once in every year (Spry 2007, 25). In con-
trast, unlike its regular annual reports, Amnesty International issues special country
reports on an irregular basis to condemn human rights abuses committed by a particular
government and to launch a campaign against that government during a specific period,
based on in-depth country research and with policy recommendations (Spry 2007, 25–
28). As a country-specific advocacy tool, these special country reports are sent to
Western government policy makers, United Nations (UN) officials, human rights profes-
sionals, academics, and journalists (Ron, Ramos, and Rodgers 2005, 561).
Table 1 compares the level of state repression with the volume of Amnesty Internation-

al’s human rights reporting for all 25 states in East and Southeast Asia. Specifically, the
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left half of the table lists the states according to the average level of government repres-
sion of physical integrity rights over 1976–2007 on a –3 (the most repressive) to + 3 (the
least repressive) scale, using Fariss’ (2014) data. The table’s right half rank-orders all
Asian states in terms of the total number of Amnesty International’s special country
reports targeting them throughout 1977–2008. In the left column, the values of govern-
ment repression are lagged by one year to consider that it is likely to take time for
Amnesty International to produce research-intensive special country reports in response
to states’ human rights situations.
In essence, there exist considerable discrepancies between the level of governments’

physical integrity rights violations and Amnesty International’s reporting coverage on
such infractions. For instance, although Afghan people suffered, on average, the worst

TABLE 1 State Repression and Amnesty International’s Human Rights Reporting in Asia

Government Repression of Physical
Integrity Rights, 1976–2007

Amnesty International’s Special Country
Reports, 1977–2008

Rank State Average
Score

Rank State Total
Number

% Asia
Total

1 Afghanistan −2.13 1 China 364 15.7
2 Indonesia −1.57 2 South Korea 303 13.0
3 India −1.53 3 Indonesia 284 12.2
4 Myanmar −1.51 4 India 161 6.9
5 North Korea −1.39 5 Pakistan 128 5.5
6 The

Philippines
−1.34 6 Myanmar 112 4.8

7 Pakistan −1.22 7 Sri Lanka 107 4.6
8 Sri Lanka −1.201 8 Vietnam 102 4.4
9 China −1.199 9 The

Philippines
101 4.3

10 Cambodia −1.13 10 Taiwan 95 4.1
11 Bangladesh −0.83 11 Nepal 86 3.7
12 Nepal −0.80 12 Cambodia 76 3.3
13 Vietnam −0.52 13 Afghanistan 75 3.2
14 Thailand −0.49 14 Bangladesh 67 2.9
15 Laos −0.32 14 Malaysia 67 2.9
16 South Korea −0.03 16 Japan 65 2.8
17 Malaysia 0.01 17 Laos 34 1.5
18 Singapore 0.72 18 Thailand 30 1.3
19 Timor-Leste 0.80 19 Singapore 22 0.95
20 Maldives 0.81 20 North Korea 20 0.86
21 Taiwan 0.90 21 Maldives 8 0.34
22 Bhutan 1.01 22 Bhutan 7 0.30
23 Brunei 1.35 23 Mongolia 3 0.13
24 Mongolia 1.46 23 Timor-Leste 3 0.13
25 Japan 1.74 25 Brunei 2 0.09

Note: In the left column, the level of state repression is measured annually on a –3 (the most repressive) to +3
(the least repressive) scale based on Fariss’ (2014) data and then averaged over 1976–2007. The right column is
constructed from my new data on Amnesty International’s human rights reporting. See this article’s Research
Design section for more details on both data.
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domestic human rights violations across Asia, Afghanistan was merely the thirteenth
most-targeted state by Amnesty International, receiving total 75 special country
reports. Here, Amnesty International focused on such issues as incommunicado deten-
tion, torture, unlawful killings, political prisoners, the death penalty, the Taliban’s
abuses against citizens, US custody in Afghanistan, and the impunity of the US-led Inter-
national Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan. In contrast, even though the Japanese
enjoyed the best human rights protection by their government, Japan ranked sixteenth in
Asia in terms of Amnesty International’s coverage, garnering total 65 reports. In this
case, Amnesty International covered a very different set of issues beyond physical integ-
rity practices, including North Korea’s forcible abductions of Japanese citizens, secret
executions of death row inmates, ill-treatment of foreigners, inadequate protection for
refugees and asylum seekers, women survivors of Japan’s military sex slavery system,
and ex-President of Peru Alberto Fujimori.
These variations across Asian states show that the volume and issue coverage of

Amnesty International’s special country reports is determined by more than just “a mer-
itocracy of suffering” (Bob 2005, 6). This suggests the need to go beyond the targeted
states’ human rights situations and to unpack the underlying political process for
human rights INGOs’ transnational human rights reporting.

EX IST ING EXPLANAT IONS OF TRANSNAT IONAL HUMAN RIGHTS REPORT ING

Although transnational human rights reporting has in practice emerged and operated
since the late 1970s, it is only in relatively recent years that political scientists have
begun to analyze this phenomenon. Keck and Sikkink’s (1998) pioneering work, Activ-
ists Beyond Borders: Advocacy Networks in International Politics, serves as a starting
point for understanding and explaining transnational human rights reporting or so-
called “information politics,” which they define as “the ability [of nongovernmental
actors] to quickly and credibly generate politically usable information and move it to
where it will have the most impact” (16). Drawing on constructivist International Rela-
tions (IR) theory and the Latin American cases, they argue that transnational networks,
primarily consisting of domestic and international NGOs, “are organized to promote
causes, principled ideas, and norms, and they often involve individuals, advocating
policy changes that cannot be easily linked to a rationalist understanding of their ‘inter-
ests’” (Keck and Sikkink 1998, 8–9). Specifically, they identify several conditions for
successful transnational reporting. First, transnational reporting is more likely to focus
on dictatorships than democracies. According to the so-called boomerang model of
human rights change, the lack of domestic remedies and voice opportunities in dictator-
ships incentivize domestic groups to seek a remedy for their social grievances by circum-
venting domestic blockage and reaching international allies for external help (Keck and
Sikkink 1998, 12–13). Second, transnational human rights reporting is more prone to
target states where domestic groups’ social grievances are driven by government infrac-
tion of individuals’ physical integrity rights (Keck and Sikkink 1998, 27).
Recently, however, IR scholars have begun to challenge Keck and Sikkink’s (1998)

constructivist explanation and to instead focus on political economy factors in transna-
tional human rights reporting. According to this political economy explanation, the con-
ventional constructivist focus on human rights principles, victims’ needs, and altruism
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alone cannot explain why human rights INGOs like Amnesty International cover human
rights-violating states unevenly despite the worldwide prevalence of human rights viola-
tions and these organizations’ purported goal of universal coverage (Bob 2005; Hendrix
and Wong 2014; Ron, Ramos, and Rodgers 2005). In particular, Ron, Ramos, and
Rodgers’ (2005) pioneering global statistical analysis of Amnesty International’s
human rights reporting shows that such non-human rights factors as state power and
US military aid account for coverage by Amnesty International, above and beyond
what the level of government respect for physical integrity rights can predict. Also,
Hendrix and Wong (2014) find that Amnesty International is more likely to target
states with higher security linkages to the US in terms of arms transfers and voting sim-
ilarity within the UN General Assembly.
Although the above scholarship has provided some possible explanations, the question

of what determines Asia’s transnational human rights reporting has so far escaped schol-
arly attention. The existing literature has either disproportionately represented the Latin
American experience (for example, Keck and Sikkink 1998) or concentrated on global
average statistical associations. As such, little remains known about the generalizability
of the existing findings to the historically specific context of East and Southeast Asia.
This omission in the field of East Asian Studies is both important and surprising, since
Asian states are now routinely subject to transnational scrutiny and pressure on their
domestic human rights practices. This article fills this void by offering the first systematic
analysis of the determinants of cross-national variations in the extent to which the gov-
ernments of Asian states become a target of transnational human rights reporting.
In this article, I advance a variant of constructivism, one that underscores the role of

human rights INGOs and their local engagement, by both building on and going
beyond Keck and Sikkink (1998). I argue that human rights INGOs, through their
local membership base, can enhance advocacy repertoire and monitoring capacity at
the domestic level, thereby fostering transnational human rights reporting. To begin
with, I build on Keck and Sikkink’s (1998) insight that the ties between human rights
INGOs and local groups play a key role for transnational human rights reporting. Yet,
while Keck and Sikkink (1998) and especially Sikkink (2008, 17) concentrate on the
agency of local groups in the Global South in initiating “boomerangs” for human
rights change, my argument (specifically, the second mechanism in the next section)
emphasizes the human rights INGO side of the same coin and explains why human
rights INGOs choose to return those boomerangs that local groups have thrown to
them. Moreover, my theory (particularly, the first mechanism in the next section)
advances a new theoretical proposition that the very human rights actorhood of local
groups in the Global South, often assumed and unproblematized in the existing scholar-
ship, is in good part a social construct by human rights INGOs through their local mem-
bership base. For instance, although Keck and Sikkink (1998) and Sikkink (2008)
emphasize that local activists and victims have strong preferences for (net)working
with human rights INGOs for domestic social change, it remains taken-for-granted and
unspecified where such preferences (and even their human rights agency) come from
in the first place. By providing a human rights INGO-centered theory of local groups’
identity and interest formation, I seek to fill this important theoretical gap within the
existing literature.

The Determinants of Transnational Human Rights Reporting in Asia 211

https://doi.org/10.1017/jea.2018.6 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/jea.2018.6


Furthermore, I go beyond the conventional focus on the Asian values (that is, Asian
states’ shared culture, history, and religion) as the dominant explanation of Asia’s
human rights issues (Kim 1994; Sen 1997; Zakaria 1994). Although much of the existing
human rights scholarship has predominantly prioritized this cultural explanation, it is
puzzling why Asian states, despite their alleged shared Asian values, vary greatly in
terms of who gets targeted when and howmuch by transnational human rights reporting.2

In contrast, I aim to fill this theoretical gap and empirical anomaly in the literature by
advancing an actor-centered, political explanation of the determinants of transnational
human rights reporting in Asia.

THEORET ICAL EXPECTAT IONS

This article argues that human rights INGOs, through their local membership base, have
played a key role in catalyzing transnational human rights reporting across East and
Southeast Asia. Human rights INGOs operate through two theoretical mechanisms.
The first mechanism is that human rights INGOs can expand local members’ advocacy
repertoire, which in turn increases domestic expectations and demands for transnational
human rights reporting. Although Keck and Sikkink (1998, 28–29, 206–207) emphasize
the existence of local NGOs and activists as a precondition for successful transnational
reporting, they assume local actors’ strong preferences for human rights and transnational
activism as given and fixed. However, as recent studies in anthropology, history, and
political science demonstrate, local people’ capabilities to understand grievances in
human rights terms and to leverage transnational allies for domestic contention are
neither innate nor pre-ordained but learned (Bob 2009; Merry 2006; Moyn 2010;
Simmons 2009). In the absence of such learned capabilities, local activists—even in
Europe and the Americas—have historically relied on such non-human rights frame-
works as Marxism, the decolonization movement, or traditional patriarchal kinship for
understanding social problems and their solutions without also searching transnational
allies in the Global North (Merry 2006, 179–217; Moyn 2010).
In view of this, for local activists and victims to utilize transnational networks and con-

tacts for domestic human rights change, they need to learn about, and value, human rights
and international solidarity in the first place as strategically useful for framing and
redressing their social grievances. Human rights INGOs, with a local membership
base, can serve as an important channel for increasing and reinforcing their local
members’ capabilities to leverage human rights and international solidarity as an advo-
cacy strategy in several ways. They increase affiliate NGOs and individual members’
awareness-raising and learning about human rights and international solidarity at the
domestic level through training, education, action programs, and meetings (Kim 2013,
512–514; Kim 2016, 604–608). Human rights INGOs also engage in “field-building
activities” on the ground, helping a wide variety of local NGOs and activists connect
with one another and rally behind one common cause across different ideologies, prefer-
ences for movement strategy, and regional identities (Murdie and Bhasin 2011, 171–
172). Furthermore, by establishing permanent national branches within states, human
rights INGOs supply local members and volunteers with a steady flow of human, mate-
rial, and organizational resources (Kim 2016, 605–607; Murdie and Bhasin 2011, 173).
In doing so, human rights INGOs help local activists and victims understand their
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grievances and situations as human rights issues of international concern. They thus
increase domestic expectations and demands for transnational human rights reporting
as a useful advocacy strategy.
The second mechanism is that human rights INGOs can build and strengthen their

monitoring capacity on the ground through a local membership base, thereby increasing
opportunities for transnational human rights reporting. Building and strengthening mon-
itoring capacity within states is key to human rights INGO’s successful transnational
reporting for several reasons. First, human rights INGOs need to collect timely informa-
tion on domestic human rights abuses committed by national governments from many
states at low costs. Working under resource constraints, human rights INGOs do not
have “all-seeing eyes.” Also, transnational reporting is not proactive or preventive but
reactive in nature, primarily designed to provide a remedial action to government repres-
sion that has already occurred (Rodio and Schmitz 2010). As such, human rights INGOs
need to receive a steady and reliable flow of human rights information from local activists
and victims that may otherwise go unnoticed.
Second, human rights INGOs need to collect accurate information on the details of

governments’ repressive actions and victims’ suffering to increase the effectiveness of
transnational human rights reporting as an advocacy strategy. Given that transnational
reporting involves the threat and use of negative publicity against the targeted govern-
ments, the burden of proof for human rights INGOs is very high. As Thakur (1994)
noted in the case of Amnesty International, “The long-term credibility of AI [that is,
Amnesty International] would be badly damaged if its reports and statements could be
shown to be false. The entire structure of the AI movement is designed to collect, distrib-
ute, and use information that has been cross-checked and will withstand determined
efforts by governments to discredit” (150). Thus human rights INGOs need the necessary
details for assessing the veracity and urgency of human rights situations and for propos-
ing specific policy solutions to the targeted governments (Wong 2012). Given these
requirements of successful transnational reporting, human rights INGOs can mobilize
local members and volunteers as low-cost monitors on the ground in many states for
information collection and verification. In doing so, human rights INGOs increase oppor-
tunities for transnational human rights reporting.
In sum, human rights INGOs should have positive relationships with the extent of

transnational human rights reporting by increasing advocacy repertoire and monitoring
capacity at the domestic level. Thus, this article hypothesizes that, all else equal,
human rights INGOs’ local engagement in a state is positively associated with the
extent to which the government of that state becomes the target of transnational
human rights reporting in the subsequent period.

RESEARCH DES IGN

This article uses an event count framework to test the hypothesized positive relationships
between human rights INGOs’ local engagement and the extent of transnational human
rights reporting across Asian states. The analysis begins in 1977, the year in which the
inauguration of the pro-human rights Jimmy Carter administration in the US gave an
impetus to transnational human rights reporting worldwide (Moyn 2010, 120–175),
and ends in 2008, the last year for which accurate data are available. The unit of analysis
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is the country-year, and the full data set includes 25 independent states in East and South-
east Asia and 766 country-year observations. Due to missing data, the main statistical
model includes 740 observations.

THE MODEL

The statistical analysis employs the generalized linear model (GLM) with the negative
binomial (NB) probability distribution and the log link function (Gill 2001; Hilbe
2012, 193–199). The ordinary least squares regression model is inadequate because its
linear functional form often produces nonsensical, negative predicted counts, and
because discrete, nonnegative integers in the count data violate the normality of residuals
(King 1988). In contrast, the NB GLM is effective for analysing count data. Within the
event count framework, the NB model is preferable to the Poisson model. The Poisson
model imposes the mean-variance equality, assuming that each state is expected to
receive the same number of special country reports from Amnesty International in
each year. However, this assumption is violated since in the data the sample mean is
2.56 and the sample variance is 20.00. This over-dispersion indicates the presence of
unobserved heterogeneity, temporal dependence, or both across Asian states. The NB
model solves this problem by incorporating a unit-specific random error term into the
Poisson variance (Hilbe 2012, 141–184). Substantively, the NB GLM predicts how
many special country reports are issued by Amnesty International for an Asian state in
a given year. In the following analysis, the values of all independent variables are
lagged by one year to reduce endogeneity bias, that is, to ensure that the independent var-
iables temporally precede the dependent variable. To address cross-national heteroske-
dasticity, the Huber-White robust standard errors clustered on state are used.

THE DEPENDENT VAR IABLE

The dependent variable is nonnegative integers that count the number of special country
reports—not regular annual reports—issued by Amnesty International for a state in a
given year for the period from 1977 to 2008. To compute this variable, I create the
most accurate data set of its kind to date by obtaining the new data directly from
Amnesty International’s International Secretariat in London. I utilize Amnesty Interna-
tional’s data for several reasons. First, since it won the Nobel Peace Prize in 1977 for
its work on Argentina’s “Dirty War,” Amnesty International has been at the forefront
of transnational human rights reporting, and its special country reports have been
widely regarded as one of the most accurate, comprehensive, and credible sources of
information on national states’ human rights practices around the world (Ron, Ramos,
and Rodgers 2005, 559–560; Spry 2007). Second, Amnesty International’s human
rights reporting has recently received sustained analytic attention from IR scholars
(Hendrix and Wong 2014; Rodio and Schmitz 2010; Ron, Ramos, and Rodgers 2005),
so that it can serve as an appropriate test case for theory evaluation. Third, direct data
support from Amnesty International’s Research Department within its International Sec-
retariat enhances the quality of quantitative data and statistical inference because it
greatly reduces the risk that measurement errors (for example, undercounting Amnesty
International’s reports) bias the statistical results.
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THE INDEPENDENT VAR IABLE OF THEORET ICAL INTEREST

The independent variable of my theoretical interest,Human Rights INGO Ties, represents
the density of human rights INGOs’ local membership base. It is the natural log of the
total number of human rights INGOs that are connected with local NGOs or activists
in a state in a given year through a local membership base. The data source is the Year-
book of International Organizations annually published by the Union of International
Associations from 1948 to 2009 (Union of International Associations various years). I
count as human rights INGOs only those INGOs that have membership in at least two
different states and pursue, as their organizational aim, the internationally recognized
human rights codified in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, and the International Covenant on Economic,
Social and Cultural Rights.
While this variable is not a perfect measure of human rights INGOs’ concrete capability-

building and monitoring activities at the local level, there are several reasons why it is
a reasonably good proxy for my theoretical mechanisms. First, unlike much of the
existing scholarship that has used the same data source, this article measures human
rights INGOs specifically, that is, only those INGOs who are relevant for my theory.
This is an important measurement progress over much prior quantitative research
lumping all types of INGOs together regardless of their issue areas (such as Elephant
Aid International, the International Society of Urology, and the World Greyhound
Racing Federation) and asserting that this generic measure captured the role of human
rights INGOs.
Second, the Human Rights INGO Ties variable’s natural-log specification helps

capture human rights INGOs’ local-level activities (including those that are not necessar-
ily documented or documentable) for a large number of country-year observations, while
minimizing the risk of overestimating the human rights INGO effect. While one may
wish to directly measure human rights INGOs’ local-level activities based on their
documents, this can create measurement errors that arise from falsely equating absence
of human rights INGOs’ documentation with absence of their local engagement.
For instance, it appears too heroic to assume that all human rights INGOs in my data
(with the sample mean of 63) should have documented each and every aspect of their
local engagement in 25 Asian states for all the 32 years from 1976 to 2007. Some
forms of human rights INGOs’ local engagement are not readily documentable,
such as behind-the-scene public interest lobbying. Also, their other on-the-ground
activities are often documented in an indigenous language that is inaccessible to
outsiders. In view of these measurement challenges, Human Rights INGO Ties
serves as a plausible and replicable proxy for human rights INGOs’ local engagement
covering a large number of country-year observations, especially given the ample
evidence that these organizations genuinely work with local activists and victims at
the domestic level (Keck and Sikkink 1998, 39–120; Kim 2013, 2016; Murdie and
Bhasin 2011). Furthermore, specifying Human Rights INGO Ties as logged—not
raw—numbers allows it to have a decreasing marginal effect by constraining each
additional human rights INGO to contribute less to the statistical association with the
dependent variable. As such, it minimizes the risk of overestimating the human rights
INGO effect.3
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CONTROL VAR IABLES

The statistical analysis includes a number of control variables to account for other deter-
minants of the extent of transnational human rights reporting in Asia. The first two
variables, Human Rights Protection and Democracy, account for Keck and Sikkink’s
(1998) argument that human rights-violating states and dictatorships are more likely to
be targeted by transnational human rights reporting. Human Rights Protection measures
the level of government protection of physical integrity rights on a –3 (the least pro-
tection) to + 3 (the most protection) scale, using Fariss’ (2014) data. Unlike the existing
alternatives, this provides a new dynamic measurement of governments’ physical integ-
rity practices by explicitly accounting for the fact that the standard of government
accountability about human rights abuses has become more stringent over time when
international monitors like the US State Department interprets information about those
abuses. Democracy is coded 1 if a state is a democracy in a given year and 0 otherwise,
based on Cheibub, Gandhi, and Vreeland’s (2010) Democracy and Dictatorship data.
To overcome problems with the existing continuous indicators of democracy (for
example, the arbitrary additive aggregation rule of the Polity IV data’s democracy
score), Cheibub, Gandhi, and Vreeland (2010) classify a polity as a democracy if and
only if the executive is popularly elected directly or indirectly; the legislature is popularly
elected; more than one party competes in the elections; and there must have occurred “an
alternation in power under electoral rules identical to the ones that brought the incumbent
to office” (69).4

The next three variables,Military Power, US Military Aid Share, and US Arms Trans-
fer Share, account for political economy factors in transnational human rights reporting.
Military Power considers Ron, Ramos, and Rodgers’ (2005, 563, 571) claim that
Amnesty International covers powerful states more heavily. Given the military’s impor-
tance as a repressive state apparatus, I disaggregate the sources of state power and focus
on its military dimension.5 Specifically, this variable measures a state’s share of the world
system total of military personnel in a given year, using the Correlates of War (COW)
Project’s National Material Capabilities 5.0 data set (Singer, Bremer, and Stuckey
1972) and following the COW Project’s own operationalization of national material
capabilities (Greig and Enterline 2017, 7–8).6 US Military Aid Share controls for Ron,
Ramos, and Rodgers’ (2005, 563–564, 571–572) assertion that USmilitary aid recipients
are more likely to be targeted by Amnesty International’s human rights reporting. It mea-
sures a state’s percentage share of total US military aid in a given year, using the United
States Agency for International Development’s (2016) US foreign aid data. US Arms
Transfer Share takes into account Hendrix and Wong’s (2014) argument that states
with security linkages to the US are prone to be under a greater extent of transnational
human rights reporting. It computes a state’s percentage share of total US arms export
in a given year, based on the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute’s
(2016) SIPRI Arms Transfer Database. I measure Asian states’ receipt of US military
aid and US arms transfer in relative share rather than in absolute amount for two
reasons. First, because a substantial number of country-year observations receive no mil-
itary aid or arms transfer from the US at all, using the logged absolute amount will cause
the missing data problem and confound statistical inference. Also, adding a small arbi-
trary constant (say, 0.001 dollar) to all observations is problematic. Second, relative
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share is likely to remain more stable and less vulnerable to short-term disturbances (for
example, US domestic politics) than absolute amount.
Civil War controls for an additional possible source of human rights violations. It

equals 1 if an internal or internationalized internal armed conflict occurs in a state in a
given year and 0 otherwise, based on the Uppsala Conflict Data Program/Peace Research
Institute Oslo (UCDP/PRIO) Armed Conflict Dataset v.4–2015 (Gleditsch et al. 2002).
Finally, ICCPR Ratification accounts for Simmons’ (2009, 88–96) assertion that

human rights INGOs may consider governments’ human rights treaty ratification in
selecting a target for transnational reporting. ICCPR Ratification is coded 1 if a state
is a party to the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights in a given year
and 0 otherwise. Table 2 reports the hypotheses and summary statistics for all the inde-
pendent variables.

COLL INEAR ITY D IAGNOST ICS

This section diagnoses the degree of the correlation among the independent variables in
this article’s main statistical model to assess whether multicollinearity (also known as
collinearity) may pose a problem to my statistical inference. This article’s multivariate
statistical analysis enters Human Rights INGO Ties and all control variables simultane-
ously into the same equation and estimates their relative importance for the dependent
variable. If two or more independent variables are highly correlated with one another
(that is, not independent enough from one another), multicollinearity becomes a
problem because variables’ individual effects cannot be reliably separated out, and the
statistical estimates become unstable. For instance, given that democracy is known to
create a favorable environment for civic associationalism, one may wonder how much
Human Rights INGO Ties and Democracy are correlated with each other and whether
their relative relationships with Amnesty International’s special country reports can be
reliably estimated. However, if and when researchers work with observational—not
experimental—data, multicollinearity, indeed, becomes a matter of degrees because

TABLE 2 Hypotheses and Summary Statistics

Variables Hypothesis Number Mean Standard
Deviation

Minimum Maximum

Human Rights
INGO Ties

+ 761 3.68 1.11 0 5.46

Human Rights
Protection

– 766 −0.39 1.24 −3.11 3.10

Democracy – 766 0.32 0.47 0 1
Military Power + 745 0.02 0.03 0 0.17
US Military Aid
Share

+ 766 0.35 1.62 0 28.45

US Arms Trans-
fer Share

+ 766 1.31 3.34 0 23.71

Civil War + 766 0.32 0.47 0 1
ICCPR
Ratification

+/– 766 0.39 0.49 0 1
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certain correlation among independent variables is inevitable in observational data,
whose data-generating process usually is not under researchers’ full control. In view
of this, collinearity diagnostics verify whether multicollinearity in my data is acceptably
low enough for valid statistical inference.
Table 3 presents five different diagnostic tests of multicollinearity for all the indepen-

dent variables in my main statistical model: namely, the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF),
the tolerance, R2, the condition index, and the condition number. As a general rule of
interpretation, multicollinearity becomes a problem if the VIF is over 2.50; the tolerance
is below 0.40; R2 exceeds 0.60; the condition index is greater than 10; or the condition
number is 15 or more (Williams 2015). In essence, all the independent variables pass all
five collinearity diagnostics, suggesting that multicollinearity is not a problem in my
analysis and that one can have confidence in the results of my statistical inference.

RESULTS AND DISCUSS ION

The statistical results offer strong support for my main hypothesis on the positive rela-
tionships between human rights INGOs’ local engagement and the extent to which the
governments of Asian states become a target of transnational human rights reporting.
Table 4 presents this article’s main statistical model while robustness checks are dis-
cussed in full detail in the Appendix and the Supplementary Material. In the first
column on statistical significance, a positive coefficient means that the independent var-
iable increases the expected number of Amnesty International’s special country reports
on an Asian state. Conversely, a negative coefficient indicates that the independent var-
iable decreases the number of Amnesty International’s reports. The greater number of
asterisks indicates that the independent variable is the more systematic part of the under-
lying political process for Amnesty International’s human rights reporting. The second
column on substantive significance shows the effect size of each independent variable,
that is, whether the relationship between each variable and the dependent variable is
large enough to be meaningful.

TABLE 3 Testing Multicollinearity: Collinearity Diagnostics

VIF Tolerance R2 Condition Index

Human Rights INGO Ties 1.64 0.61 0.39 1.00
Human Rights Protection 2.23 0.45 0.55 1.64
Democracy 1.92 0.52 0.48 2.07
Military Power 1.24 0.81 0.20 2.23
US Military Aid Share 1.05 0.95 0.05 2.90
US Arms Transfer Share 1.40 0.72 0.28 3.17
Civil War 1.96 0.51 0.49 3.56
ICCPR Ratification 1.26 0.79 0.21 4.63

Mean VIF 1.59
Condition Number 11.92

Note: The VIF denotes the Variance Inflation Factor. As a general rule of interpretation, multicollinearity
becomes a problem if the VIF is over 2.50; the tolerance is below 0.40; R2 exceeds 0.60; the condition index is
greater than 10; or the condition number is 15 or more (Williams 2015).
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In the first column of Table 4, Human Rights INGO Ties is positively associated with
the expected number of Amnesty International’s special country reports. Furthermore, it
is highly statistically significant. Thus, controlling for government protection of human
rights, regime type, military power, security linkages to the US, and other factors, human
rights INGOs’ engagement in a state through a local membership base significantly and
positively relates to the extent to which the government of that state becomes the target of
transnational human rights reporting across East and Southeast Asia.
To illustrate the substantive impact of human rights INGOs’ local engagement, the

second column of Table 4 presents the predicted numbers of Amnesty International’s
special country reports, based on the coefficient estimates in the first column. The base-
line prediction is the number of Amnesty International’s reports for the hypothetical
average Asian state, for which all the continuous and categorical variables are held cons-
tant at their mean value and modal category. The first line of the second column shows
the shift in the baseline prediction when Human Rights INGO Ties increases by one

TABLE 4 Determinants of the Extent of Transnational Human Rights Reporting in Asia

Statistical Significance
Coefficients

Substantive Significance Percentage
changes in the baseline predicted count

Human Rights INGO Ties 0.822*** +148.3%***
(0.118)

Human Rights Protection −0.523*** −47.9%***
(0.138)

Democracy −0.897*** −59.2%***
(0.254)

Military Power 10.579*** +35.8%***
(1.544)

US Military Aid Share 0.002 +0.3%
(0.025)

US Arms Transfer Share 0.116*** +47.3%***
(0.030)

Civil War 0.111 +11.8%
(0.252)

ICCPR Ratification 0.086 +8.9%
(0.180)

Constant −2.768***
(0.393)

Number of States 25
Number of Observations 740
Log Likelihood −1454.45
Wald χ2 354.40***
Degrees of Freedom 9

Note: The first column reports the sign and statistical significance of the independent variables. Numbers in
parentheses are robust standard errors clustered on state. All independent variables use a one-year lag. The
second column presents their substantive significance. Changes in the baseline predicted number of Amnesty
International’s special country reports are computed by shifting one independent variable at a time while holding
all the others constant at mean level and modal category, specifically, by increasing a continuous variable from
its mean value by one standard deviation and a categorical one from 0 to 1. *** p≤ .01; ** p≤ .05; * p≤ .10, in
two-tailed tests.
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standard deviation from its mean value (that is, from about 40 to 120 human rights
INGOs) in a given year. The result is strong. The predicted count of Amnesty Internation-
al’s special country reports targeting that state increases by 148.3 percent in the following
year. Thus, human rights INGOs’ local engagement has significant and strong positive
relationships with the extent to which national governments become under transnational
scrutiny and pressure on their domestic human rights practices across East and Southeast
Asia, even while controlling for government protection of human rights, regime type,
military power, and other factors.
Many of the control variables are of the expected sign, but not all of them are statistically

significant. Both Human Rights Protection and Democracy are of the expected negative
sign and highly statistically significant. These findings support Keck and Sikkink’s
(1998) claim that repressive states and dictatorships are more likely to be subject to trans-
national reporting. Military Power and US Arms Transfer Share are of the expected pos-
itive sign and highly statistically significant. These results provide support for the argument
that powerful states and US allies are more prone to get covered by Amnesty Internation-
al’s reports (Hendrix and Wong 2014; Ron, Ramos, and Rodgers 2005). US Military Aid
Share, Civil War, and ICCPR Ratification all are positive but insignificant. The lack of
their statistical significance indicates that they have little direct impact on determining
which government in Asia gets targeted by transnational human rights reporting.

ROBUSTNESS CHECKS

While I find firm empirical evidence for my original statistical model, I take several
further steps to ensure that the positive relationships between human rights INGOs
and Amnesty International’s human rights reporting are robust against various confound-
ing factors. My robustness checks are reported in full detail in this article’s Appendix and
Supplementary Material.
First, I consider the possibility that common background factors (for example, regime

type) may influence both human rights INGOs’ location decisions and Amnesty Interna-
tional’s target selection. I address this so-called selection bias by using the two-stage esti-
mation method and purging out such confounding effects from the statistical association
between human rights INGOs’ local ties and Amnesty International’s coverage, and the
result remains robust. (See the Appendix.) Second, because it takes time for human rights
INGOs’ local engagement to influence Amnesty International’s reporting, I ensure to get
their temporal ordering correct by using a one-year lag for all independent variables in
this article. Additionally, I employ a five- and ten-year lag for Human Rights INGO
Ties, and the result is unchanged. (See Table OA1 in the Supplementary Material for
robustness checks against reverse causation.)
Third, I take into account the possibility that unobserved or unmeasurable background

factors (such as historical legacy or the Asian values) may confound the relationships
between human rights INGOs’ local ties and Amnesty International’s reporting.
I address this problem of unobserved country-level heterogeneity by employing fixed-
effects models, and the finding is robust. (See Table OA2 in the Supplementary Mate-
rial.) Finally, I estimate a number of additional statistical models that, for instance,
include other possible determinants of transnational human rights reporting, such as eco-
nomic development and globalization, or employ different measures of democracy. This
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is to demonstrate that my key finding about the role of human rights INGOs’ local
engagement is not an artifact of particular model-specification choices in my original
model. (See Tables OA3 and OA4 in the Supplementary Material for robustness
checks against control variable bias, omitted variable bias, and alternative operationali-
zation of control variables.)

CONCLUS ION

This article has argued that human rights INGOs’ local engagement has been key to
determining cross-national variations in the extent of transnational human rights report-
ing in East and Southeast Asia. Specifically, human rights INGOs increase social
demands and opportunities for transnational reporting by expanding local members’
capabilities to leverage human rights and international solidarity as an advocacy strategy
and by mobilizing local members and volunteers for monitoring and information collec-
tion on the ground. The statistical analysis provides robust evidence that human rights
INGOs’ local engagement has systematic positive relationships with the extent to
which the governments of Asian states receive transnational scrutiny and pressure on
their domestic human rights practices. This is strong support for my theory because
the statistical tests explicitly control for government protection of human rights,
regime type, military power, and other factors and demonstrate the robustness of the
key statistical result for the role of human rights INGOs’ local engagement.
Why should one care? First, transnational human rights reporting has urgent and

utmost importance in Asia. For local human rights activists and victims, transnational
scrutiny and pressure by human rights INGOs like Amnesty International can be an
important way to externalize their social grievances and claims and to pressure their gov-
ernments to uphold human rights. In contrast, for rights-violating governments and their
supporters in society, human rights INGOs’ effort to monitor, publicize, and condemn
domestic human rights practices can be an undue interference in the internal affairs of
sovereign states and even a form of Western imperialism. Thus, transnational human
rights reporting has been and continues to be so controversial across Asia, and it
should be of interest to scholars of East Asian Studies.
Second, this article offers a much-needed theoretical framework for explaining when

and why national governments in East and Southeast Asia receive transnational scrutiny
and pressure on their domestic human rights practices. By explicitly theorizing the role of
human rights INGOs’ local engagement in transnational reporting across Asia, this article
demonstrates the crucial importance of considering transnational–domestic linkages in
the analysis of Asian politics. The human rights INGO mechanism that this article theo-
rizes may play a role for other human rights phenomena in Asia. Future research should
examine my theory’s generalizability to other cases of Asia’s human rights politics, such
as government ratification of, and (non-)compliance with, international human rights
treaties or de facto and de jure abolition of the death penalty.
Last but not least, this article suggests that well-intentioned human rights INGOs may

have a perverse effect, producing the uneven geography of transnational human rights
reporting that is often detached from local victims’ grievances and needs around the
world. As my research has demonstrated, transnational human rights reporting is a func-
tion of human rights INGOs’ ties to local activists and victims, as much as governments’
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human rights infractions. The paradox of this finding is that states with good human
rights records may actually receive more transnational reporting coverage than they
deserve, while highly repressive states attract far less attention and help from human
rights INGOs.7 As such, selectivity in transnational human rights reporting goes to the
heart of questions about the legitimacy of human rights INGOs’ claims to represent
human rights principles and victims’ needs and the effectiveness of transnational report-
ing as a tool for social change.
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NOTES

I thank the JEAS editor Professor Stephan Haggard, three anonymous but extremely perceptive reviewers,
and especially Dongeun Lee for their invaluable comments. I am also grateful to Amnesty International for gen-
erously sharing its data. The views expressed in this article are solely those of the author and do not necessarily
represent the views of, and should not be attributed to, Amnesty International. Supplementary material for this
article can be found at the JEAS website and <https://sites.google.com/site/dwkimdelee/>.
The author has no conflicts of interest regarding this research. This research received no specific grant from any
funding agency in the public, commercial, or not-for-profit sectors.

1. Human rights INGOs are defined as “legally constituted non-profit, voluntary organizations created by
private persons or organizations with no government participation or representation, who operate in at least two
different states and promote and protect the internationally recognized human rights as their organizational aim”

(Kim 2016, 604).
2. For an excellent discussion of the existing human rights scholarship’s culturalist bias on Asia, see Svens-

son (2002, 47–70).
3. It should be noted that the Yearbook of International Organizations provides no information on the exact

number of citizens each human rights INGO has as local members in a state. Hypothetically, a human rights
INGOwith one citizen as a local member in a state is weighted equally as one tie (before the log transformation)
with another organization with hundreds of citizen members in the same state. However, this equal weighting
does not necessarily bias the result for Human Rights INGO Ties in favor of my argument since it can cut both
ways: that is, this equal weighting will likely underestimate the actual impact of a human rights INGO with a
large local membership base, not merely overestimating that of a small-member organization. I thank a reviewer
for challenging me to provide better justifications of my measurement.

4. As robustness checks against alternative operationalization of control variables, the SupplementaryMate-
rial reports the findings that employ both the continuous and trichotomous measures of democracy based on the
Polity IV data.

5. 5. I thank a reviewer for this suggestion.
6. The COW Project’s data set covers 745 observations for military personnel but 668 observations for mil-

itary expenditures in Asia. To maximize the sample size, this article’s main statistical analysis utilizes military
personnel because incorporating both military personnel and expenditures reduces the total number of country-
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year observations from 740 to 656. As robustness checks against alternative operationalization of control var-
iables, the Supplementary Material reports the findings that also incorporate military expenditures and Gross
Domestic Product per capita as additional indicators of state power.

7. I thank the JEAS editor Professor Stephan Haggard for helping me make this point.
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APPENDIX

The Appendix presents the procedures and results of the two-stage NB GLM to demon-
strate that the key finding about Human Rights INGO Ties is robust against endogeneity
bias caused by the possible selection bias that human rights INGOs may be non-random
in building their local membership base across Asian states. Here, the source of endoge-
neity bias is cross-sectional, not temporal as in the case of endogeneity bias arising from
reverse causation. That is, common background factors in a given state (for example,
regime type) may influence both human rights INGOs’ local engagement in that state
and Amnesty International’s coverage of that state, which in turn confounds the esti-
mated relationships between Human Rights INGO Ties and the dependent variable.
I solve this potential endogeneity problem by using the “control function” or two-
stage residual inclusion approach (Terza, Basu, and Rathouz 2008). I choose this
method since in nonlinear models (like this article’s NB GLM) the conventional two-
stage predictor substitution approach is inconsistent and biased whereas the two-stage
residual inclusion approach is not (Terza, Bradford, and Dismuke 2008).
Specifically, in the first-stage equation, I regress Human Rights INGO Ties on both

instrumental variables and all of the second-stage equation’s control variables (that is,
exogenous predictors), using the GLM equivalent to the ordinary least squares regression
model, that is, the GLM with the Gaussian probability distribution and the identity link
function (Baltagi 2011, 265; Terza, Basu, and Rathouz 2008; Wiggins 2013). Based on
my work in progress, I select three instruments that influence human rights INGOs’ local
engagement but have no clear and direct link to Amnesty International’s issuance of
special country reports: namely, Urbanization, Judicial Independence, and Distance
from the US. Urbanization considers that in the Third World human rights activism
has been mainly driven by the urban middle class (Odinkalu 2000; Schwarz 2002). It
measures the percentage of total population living in cities with population greater
than 100,000 in a state in a given year, based on National Material Capabilities 5.0
data set (Singer, Bremer, and Stuckey 1972). Judicial Independence taps into the
claim that the rule of law environment critically shapes citizen participation in human
rights activism (for example, Stork 2011). It is a continuous variable that measures a
state’s latent judicial independence in a year on 0 (the least independent) to 1 (the
most independent) scale, using Linzer and Staton’s (2015) data. Distance from the US
accounts for the argument that US human rights politics emerging since the mid-1970s
has had a ripple effect on the growth of human rights activism in the Global South
(Dezalay and Garth 2006). It computes the natural log of the minimum distance in kilo-
meters from Washington, DC to each Asian state’s capital city, using Gleditsch and
Ward’s (2001) data.
These three variables meet the criteria of both instrumental relevance and instrumental

exogeneity that are required by the two-stage estimation method. First, Urbanization,
Judicial Independence, and Distance from the US explain the large variation in
Human Rights INGO Ties. When I regress the latter on the three instruments only, R2

as the goodness-of-fit statistic is 0.33, well above the common minimum threshold of
0.10. Also, when Human Rights INGO Ties is regressed on both the three instrumental
variables and all of the second-stage equation’s control variables in the first-stage equa-
tion, the F-test statistic for the joint significance of the three instruments is 306.61. Worth
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noting, Baltagi (2011, 267) emphasizes that the first-stage F-test statistic should be at
least 10 to be acceptable for a two-stage least squares model where the second-stage
dependent variable is linear. While this threshold may not readily extend to my nonlinear
two-stage model, it can serve as a guide. Thus,Urbanization, Judicial Independence, and
Distance from the US are highly relevant strong instruments for Human Rights INGO
Ties.
Second, none of Urbanization, Judicial Independence, and Distance from the US

appears to significantly relate to Amnesty International’s special country reports. It
should be noted that the existing diagnostic tests of instrumental exogeneity (such as
the Sargan-Hansen test) are only available where the second-stage dependent variable’s
error process follows the normal distribution and/or the two-stage predictor substitution
approach is employed. To the best of my knowledge, there is no readily available, equiv-
alent diagnostic test for the two-stage residual inclusion approach to limited dependent
variables (like my two-stage NB GLM). For this reason, I estimate four NB GLMs
that regress my second-stage dependent variable (that is, the count of Amnesty Interna-
tional’s reports) on the three instrumental variables individually and then jointly. As
Table A1 shows, none of them is statistically significant in any models, suggesting
that Urbanization, Judicial Independence, and Distance from the US have no direct rela-
tionship with Amnesty International’s human rights reporting. The fact that all of the
second-stage equation’s control variables are properly included in the first-stage equation
(Baltagi 2011, 265; Wiggins 2013) minimizes the risk that Urbanization, Judicial Inde-
pendence, andDistance from the US have an indirect relationship with Amnesty Interna-
tional’s reports by being correlated with an omitted predictor of those reports. Thus, the
part of variation inHuman Rights INGO Ties captured by the three instrumental variables
can be regarded as exogenous.
In the second-stage equation, I estimate the NB GLM that contains Human Rights

INGO Ties, all the control variables, and First-Stage Residuals (that is, the residuals

TABLE A1 Testing Instrumental Exogeneity

First-Stage Instrumental Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Urbanization 0.009 0.009
(0.011) (0.013)

Judicial Independence 0.070 −0.312
(0.718) (0.811)

Distance from the US −0.968 −0.488
(1.895) (2.143)

Constant 0.882*** 1.091*** 10.272 5.624
(0.291) (0.343) (17.941) (20.425)

Number of States 25 24 25 24
Number of Observations 766 760 766 760
Log Likelihood −1718.74 −1720.57 −1725.03 −1708.26
Wald χ2 0.73 0.01 0.26 0.93
Degrees of Freedom 2 2 2 4

Note: Coefficients are reported. Numbers in parentheses are robust standard errors clustered on state. The
dependent variable is the number of Amnesty International’s special country reports. All independent variables
use a one-year lag. *** p≤ .01; ** p≤ .05; * p≤ .10, in two-tailed tests.
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from the first-stage equation). As Terza, Basu, and Rathouz (2008) emphasized, the
inclusion of First-Stage Residuals controls for endogeneity caused by unobserved con-
founders. The second-stage equation uses the Murphy-Topel corrected standard errors
for two-stage models (Murphy and Topel 1985). Table A2 presents the results of my
two-stage NB GLM. In essence, First-Stage Residuals testing the endogeneity of
human rights INGOs’ local engagement is never statistically significant. This lack of stat-
istical significance indicates that Human Rights INGO Ties is not endogenous and that
my original main model in the article’s Table 4 is preferable to the two-stage NB
GLM on the ground of statistical efficiency. Furthermore, the main result for Human
Rights INGO Ties remains unchanged. In conclusion, my key finding about the role of
human rights INGOs’ local engagement in transnational human rights reporting is
robust against selection bias.

TABLE A2 Robustness Check against Selection Bias: Determinants of the Extent of
Transnational Human Rights Reporting in Asia

Two-Stage Model

Human Rights INGO Ties 0.907***
(0.121)

Human Rights Protection −0.513***
(0.068)

Democracy −1.004***
(0.192)

Military Power 10.269***
(1.690)

US Military Aid Share −0.003
(0.023)

US Arms Transfer Share 0.110***
(0.017)

Civil War 0.102
(0.137)

ICCPR Ratification 0.067
(0.108)

First-Stage Residuals −0.122
(0.134)

Constant −3.019***
(0.397)

Number of States 24
Number of Observations 737
Log Likelihood −1453.35
Wald χ2 342.17***
Degrees of Freedom 10

Note:Coefficients are reported. Numbers in parentheses are Murphy-Topel two-stage corrected standard errors.
All independent variables use a one-year lag. First-Stage Residuals tests the possible endogeneity of theHuman
Rights INGO Ties variable. *** p≤ .01; ** p≤ .05; * p≤ .10, in two-tailed tests.
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