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Abstract 

The hallways of intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) are no longer just occupied by state delegations, 

but instead, a majority of IGOs in existence today grant access or participatory rights to non-

governmental organizations (NGOs) too.  Many NGOs can therefore attend IGO conferences, participate 

in day-to-day IGO working groups, implement the projects sponsored by IGOs, push items onto the 

agendas of IGO meetings, and provide background research for contentious topics.   Existing explanations 

privilege the idea that NGOs help IGOs accommodate a growing democratic deficit or the legitimacy of 

the IGO, ignoring states as the central actors in international politics.  But why would states want to bring 

NGOs into the already complex coordination problems that exist within IGOs?  I argue that states 

primarily employ NGOs to help monitor and enforce their own positions in international politics.  This 

chapter looks specifically at one IGO—the UN ECOSOC—to test this theory.  I analyze the rotating 19 

member ECOSOC NGO committee which helps to eliminate some of the predominant research 

challenges in IGO-NGO research.  I show that (1) when a state is represented in the ECOSOC NGO 

committee, they are more likely to grant access to NGOs whose preferences align with the state‘s and (2) 

the more pro-US the ECOSOC NGO committee, the more likely it is that pro-US NGOs are granted 

access.  These relationships emphasize that state-level motivations and benefits are at the heart of 

explaining IGO-NGO access. 
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“The new and decisive fact of the waning years of the past millennium was the presence of NGOs almost 

everywhere—in the halls of the UN, at major conferences, in capitals around the world, and in the 

headlines.” Simmons 2009  

 

1. Introduction 

 

Why would an intergovernmental organization like the International Atomic Energy Agency 

(IAEA) grant ―consultative status‖ to particular non-governmental organizations (NGOs)?  NGOs with 

IAEA credentials
1
 are invited to attend all sessions of the General Conference and public meetings of the 

Board of Governors.  They can not only attend these meetings but can also submit oral statements, are 

guaranteed facilities such as access to IAEA documents, and are assigned liaison officers at the 

Secretariat.  The relationship is puzzling: why would nuclear-armed member states, like China, India, 

Russia, Israel, Pakistan, the USA, Russia, France, and the UK agree to give these voices of civil society 

more influence in the IGO‘s agenda?  Given the importance of curtailing the development of nuclear 

weapons, couldn‘t each of these states contribute enough scientific know-how or financial resources to 

make the IAEA as effective and efficient as possible without complicating the agenda with outside 

voices?  Why would these states grant some NGOs formal access to the IAEA, when these NGOs could 

potentially derail the mission of nuclear-armed states or even alert the international community to 

detrimental activities of these nuclear-armed states?  Furthermore, why would IAEA member states like 

Iran—who have flirted with nuclear development despite signing the IAEA mandate—allow NGOs to 

have a seat at the IAEA table?  Why would they give NGOs an ―official‖ opportunity to criticize actions 

that could have otherwise remained hidden?    

                                                           
1
 Those with consultative status are the European Atomic Forum; European Confederation of Agriculture; 

International Air Transport Association; International Cargo Handling Co-ordination Association; International 

Chamber of Commerce; International Commission on Radiological Protection; International Commission on 

Radiation Units and Measurements; International Confederation of Free Trade Unions; International Co-operative 

Alliance; International Council of Scientific Unions; International Federation of Documentation; International 

Federation of Industrial Producers of Electricity for Own Consumption; International Organization for 

Standardization; International Union for Inland Navigation; International Union of Producers and Distributors of 

Electrical Energy; Japan Atomic Industrial Forum, Inc.; World Confederation of Labour; World Energy Council; 

and World Federation of United Nations Associations 
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Another example of IGO-NGO relations serves as a subsequent puzzle for theory development.  

Why would an IGO like the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE)—the world's 

largest regional security organization—grant access to non-governmental organizations?   In April of 

2010, the 56 member OSCE endorsed the International Civic Initiative for the OSCE—a group comprised 

of 11 international non-governmental human rights organizations–to maintain regular dialogue with the 

Chairman, actively participate in OSCE events, and contribute to the OSCE‘s work.
2
  Given that the 

OSCE has a comprehensive approach to security including arms control, human rights, national 

minorities, democratization, counter-terrorism and economic and environmental activities, any NGOs 

with access rights have access to dialogues on a sweeping array of topics.  Why would member states 

allow this set of NGOs a formalized opportunity to criticize their progress in areas such as democratic 

reforms?  In fact, in December 2010, the group of NGOs in the International Civic Initiative for the OSCE 

came together to appeal to the OSCE to ―take urgent measures in connection with the crisis with human 

rights and fundamental freedoms in the republic of Belarus.‖  The NGO group provided credible reports 

of serious and widespread violations of human rights and civil liberties in Belarus after the presidential 

elections on December 19, 2010 and urged the OSCE to invoke the ―Moscow Mechanism‖ (establish ad 

hoc missions of independent experts to assist in the resolution of a specific human dimension problem.)  

Why did member states like Belarus sanctify the OSCE‘s NGO policy in the first place, giving outside 

actors a formal mechanism for ―naming and shaming‖ deleterious actions when they knew that they might 

not be able to live up to the democratization standards?  These examples—the IAEA and OSCE—present 

examples of the puzzle of why some IGOs grant formal access to some NGOs.    

This paper is centrally concerned with understanding why IGOs grant formal access rights to 

NGOs.  Why do IGOs grant varying degrees of access to NGOs, let them sit in on summit meetings, and 

participate in the operations of the IGO?  I first review existing theory which privileges NGOs as 

                                                           
2
 

http://www.finchannel.com/news_flash/World/79321_OSCE_Chairperson_meets_international_human_rights_NG

Os,_encourages_open_dialogue/ 
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principled actors.  I argue that states have been ignored in these explanations to date, and thus, states 

reemerge as the central actors in my theory.  I explain that states are the actors who sanctify IGO-NGO 

relationships, and they do so in order to find sympathetic voices that will help monitor and evaluate 

cheating states.  At times, states will endorse IGO-NGO relationships even when it seems counter-

intuitive either (1) because if they deny NGOs access, other states within the IGO will take this as a signal 

that the state is not credibly committed to the international agreement and (2) because even if a state 

recognizes that it might not fully live up to the international agreement, the upside of getting a more 

egregious cheater caught far outweighs the slim chance they have of being caught themselves.  I then 

highlight some of the difficulties that researchers have faced in empirically testing IGO-NGO access 

questions, primarily in the heterogeneity of IGO units, the lack of time series data, and the inability to see 

the NGO selection mechanism (including understanding those NGOs who could apply for IGO access but 

don‘t, and those NGOs who apply for IGO status but are denied.)  I propose a solution to these research 

challenges by focusing on the first IGO that granted access to NGOs—the UN‘s Economic and Social 

Council (ECOSOC).  My empirical analysis of ECOSOC shows that states are indeed major players in 

granting NGOs formal access to IGOs, and they do so in a way that benefits them.  States support 

sympathetic NGOs in order to (1) help monitor and evaluate cheating states within the IGO and (2) 

provide evidence that they are adhering to the IGO agreement.  I conclude by pointing out extensions for 

my research. 

 

2. Existing Theory 

Two loosely bound theories have gained traction in explaining why IGOs grant formal access to 

NGOs
3
.  First, Keck and Sikkink (1993) have advanced the notion of Transnational Advocacy Networks 

(TANs).  They argue that TANs—which are collections of NGOs and other actors with principled 

causes—leverage IGOs because IGOs represent focal point organizations where TANs can use the power 

                                                           
3
 The introductory chapter to my dissertation elaborates on even more loose theories that attempt to grapple with 

IGO-NGO relations; these two serve as the dominant explanations that have gained some traction. 
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of information, ideas, and strategies to alter the value contexts within which states make policies.  Keck 

and Sikkink argue that TANs use the processes of persuasion and socialization in IGOs to change the 

preferences of domestic political actors—and that TANs are particularly powerful in issues such as 

bodily harm to individuals and legal equality of opportunity.  Keck and Sikkink‘s story is a powerful 

explanation of what motivates NGOs to engage in international politics, but by focusing on bottom-up 

processes, their theory falls short in explaining why states would endorse NGO roles in IGOs.  Why 

would states purposefully permit NGOs to have easier access to their international negotiation arena while 

also giving them the potential to come in and change both their preferences and also their interstate 

interactions? 

 Second, literature in the global governance field nudges us toward another explanation of why 

IGOs would grant access to NGOs.  This literature emphasizes the idea that IGOs give formal access to 

NGOs as a response to organizational legitimacy challenges in an ever-changing, more globalized world 

(Bexell, Tallberg, Uhlin 2010; Kissling 2008; Steffek 2008).  These authors argue that NGOs can act as a 

―transmission belt‖ between IGOs and an emerging transnational civil society.  This argument has two 

parts – one, that publics want IGOs to be more transparent in their decision making processes and two, 

that publics want IGOs to be more accountable to the changing power distribution of world politics (as 

the US is arguably in hegemonic decline and non-state actors are becoming more important).  These ideas 

are very powerful, and potentially play a role in explaining IGO-NGO relations but they do not fully 

explain the politics of IGO-NGO relations.  The plain fact is that not all IGOs grant access to NGOs—and 

one could hardly argue that those IGOs without formal NGO rights inherently escape the supposed 

legitimacy crisis of intergovernmental forums.  Second, it‘s not clear that giving access to undemocratic 

NGOs would necessarily make publics feel that an IGO is more accountable: even if publics want IGOs 

to be more responsive to civil society, is granting formal access to NGOs the way to achieve this?   

My argument for when and why IGOs grant formal access to NGOs instead focuses on the role of 

states which have been severely underprivileged in the nascent literature on IGO-NGO access.  I argue 
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that IGOs would not grant access to NGOs unless it benefited powerful member states in an important 

way.  I do not disagree that some of the existing theoretical explanations are at work: I fully embrace the 

grass roots power of transnational advocacy networks and the potential role they play in international 

relations.  NGOs have indeed been powerful bottom-up advocates for change, especially in human rights 

and humanitarian issues.  I also recognize that the feeling of a democratic deficit in IGOs across the world 

is palpable: developing states and publics across the world have demanded that IGOs reorganize to better 

align with changing power structures, lest they lose their legitimacy as multilateral cooperative forums.  

But my theory emphasizes that these two arguments fall short in fully explaining formal IGO-NGO 

relations.  NGOs (or TANs) can advocate all they want from the bottom up, but they will have limited 

access to the inner-workings of the IGO unless states agree to give them formal access.  States with 

entrenched power in IGOs want to hold on to their institutionalized power, and thus any argument that 

explains IGO-NGO relations must incorporate the motivations of these powerful states.  If they let IGOs 

give access to NGOs, these states must foresee some benefit to giving NGOs a seat at the IGO table.  I 

also recognize that there are instances when states endorse IGO-NGO relations that appear to go against 

state interests.  I therefore emphasize that my theoretical explanation of IGO-NGO relations is not simply 

a duplication of power politics and cannot just be boiled down to the need for added technical expertise. 

 

3. My argument in brief 

States—the central actors in international politics—will endorse IGO-NGO formal access in 

order to increase their ability to monitor and evaluate other member states in the IGO.  In other words, 

states will endorse NGOs whose position is sympathetic toward their preferences.  These NGOs can then 

use the IGO forum to provide states with monitoring and evaluation information that heightens the chance 

that the states can expose cheating states and then punish them through reputational sanctions.  This 

heightened chance of enforcement increases the ex post cost of a state reneging on the IGO agreement, 

thereby having the potential to strengthen the IGO commitment: cheating states might be less apt to cheat 
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in the first place or more likely to be punished when they do cheat.  NGOs help states accomplish better 

enforcement because they act as legitimized third party agents when they have been granted formal 

accreditation.  Their outsider status can also help get around the geostrategic and collective action 

challenges that states alone face in naming and shaming violator states.   

 

4. States Grant IGO-NGO Access to Assist with Monitoring and Evaluation 

The key to my argument is that states are the primary actors driving and directing IGOs.  If states 

allow IGOs to grant formal access to NGOs, they will do so in order to benefit themselves.  Vice versa, 

states will not allow IGOs to set up formal access with NGOs (or only allow surface-level IGO-NGO 

interactions) when the costs of access outweigh any potential benefits to states.  It is important to 

recognize that empirically, not all IGOs grant formal access to NGOs, and those who do, grant varying 

degrees of access.  It must therefore be true that (a) IGO-NGO relations are not costless to states (b) that 

the varying depth of access reflects the cost-benefit tradeoff to IGO member states and (c) that states care 

about which NGOs are granted access.  States will therefore grant access to NGOs who are sympathetic to 

their preferences or the mission of the IGO.  The major benefit for states granting NGOs deep, formal 

access to IGOs is that NGOs can provide information about whether states are adhering to or abrogating 

the IGO agreement.  This monitoring information can then be used to assist in enforcing the agreements 

of member states in the IGO.   

I first want to roll back and emphasize why monitoring and evaluation information are often 

under-provided in IGOs, and then I will explore why states use NGOs as the agents to help fill this gap.  

IGOs are an example of self-enforcing agreements: a set of states have mutually agreed to come together 

in order to create focal point solutions, reduce transaction costs, and share information in a collective 

action problem (Keohane 1984).  The IGO represents a mutually superior solution to individual state 

action because it allows powerful states to not have to exercise undue coercive force while also protecting 

weaker states from the vagaries of power (Abbott and Snidal 1998).  The IGO provides joint gains either 
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with respect to the old status quo or for some states, it recreates the reversion point and presents them 

with a fait accompli that they cannot refuse (Gruber 2000).  The important point here is that IGOs create 

winners and losers, and the IGO agreement does not simply represent harmony: all parties have to give up 

something to gain the ―greater good‖ of collective action.  Importantly, IGO agreements, while binding 

under international law, cannot be enforced by an outside agent with police powers.  IGOs exist in the 

anarchic world of international politics where there is no overarching world government to enforce state 

actions; instead, IGO agreements have to be self-enforcing.   

IR scholars argue that self-enforcing agreements are maintained within IGOs due to the powerful 

mechanism of reciprocity.
4
   States limit other states‘ cheating on IGO agreements because there is an 

ever-present threat of retaliatory action to defection.  Some states explicitly set up reciprocal punishment 

mechanisms within the IGO itself (e.g. sanction procedures laid out in WTO agreements) but in other 

IGOs, reputation is understood to act as a diffuse mechanism of reciprocity that links across topics; that 

is, states can tie cheating in one issue area or one IGO to how they will grant favors to states in other issue 

areas.  Dai and Snidal (2009) remind us, however, that reputation can act as a diffuse mechanism of 

reciprocity only where defection or cooperation is observable.  Reputational strategies require that states 

know when another state has cheated.  This requires states to monitor one another‘s behavior (and 

retaliate when others fail to live up to their commitments).   

When defection or cooperation on international issues is not observable by states alone, states 

may require an institution to provide this information.  In fact, one of the central reasons that IR scholars 

argue that states use IGOs is that they can provide information on preferences (for coordination problems) 

or information on players‘ behavior (when they have an incentive to cheat in Prisoner‘s Dilemma 

settings).  But IGOs do not uniformly provide states with information; instead, this varies based on the 

                                                           
4
 The most obvious mechanism of self-enforcement is for a player to utilize the concept of reciprocity (Simmons 

2009).  Reciprocity reflects the idea that a cheating state will be punished for defecting.  Axelrod (1981, 1985) 

shows that a tit-for-tat strategy is a good application of reciprocity.  In international agreements, reciprocity can 

manifest itself as a treaty partner quitting the agreement and refusing future cooperation in that issue area if another 

state abrogates the agreement.  A credible threat to exit the agreement can deter a would-be violator from cashing in 

on the short-term benefits of defection if that actor places enough value on future interactions.   
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independence of the IGO—the level of autonomy and delegation that have been granted to the institution 

(Haftel and Thompson 2006).  Very few IGOs operate under the most independent kind of structure, and 

therefore most IGOs suffer a gap in the need to provide states with information and the ability to provide 

states with information.   

It is also often difficult for states themselves to reveal information about other cheating states 

within the IGO.  Even if individual states have good evidence that another state has violated the IGO 

agreement, the observer state might be apprehensive to bring that information to the IGO.  States will 

often not disclose information about a cheating state in an IGO because geostrategic concerns might 

outweigh the costs they will incur by shining the light on the violator.  For example, the United States was 

well aware that Mubarek‘s Egypt grossly violated human rights agreements over the last forty years, but 

the U.S. often steered clear of emphasizing these missteps within IGO forums because of the benefits of 

Egypt‘s alliance: Egypt‘s strategic location and relations in the Middle East far outweighed the benefits 

that the U.S. could receive from naming and shaming Egypt.  However, while these geostrategic concerns 

gained the most prominence, the U.S. still would have preferred for Egypt‘s violations to be highlighted 

in some other way in order for the U.S. to advance their human rights agenda throughout the world.  It is 

clear then that states can have preferences for naming and shaming states who violate IGO agreements, 

but geostrategic reasons might sometimes make naming, shaming, and enforcement impossible.   

Even if a state is not limited by geostrategic reasons in naming and shaming a violator state, it 

might be difficult for a state to determine when an international agreement has actually been broken.  

Monitoring and enforcement are two of the most difficult activities for states to undertake in IGOs even if 

that is the reason why many states agree to join an IGO in the first place.   First, information about state 

adherence to IGO agreements is often difficult to obtain.  If a state wants to cheat or renege on an 

agreement, it likely will do so in a way that is covert or has observational equivalence with some 

approved action.  Second, even if member states can expose information about cheating states, the 

adhering states may have difficulty enforcing the agreement.  Geopolitical interests and uncertainty about 
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the nature and scope of violations contribute to large collective action problems in enforcing IGO 

agreements.  For this reason, punishment—or reputational sanctions—is likely to be undersupplied by 

member states alone (Donno 2010, Martin 1992, Guzman, Dai 2005.)  Third, states often do not delegate 

enforcement capacity or autonomy to IGOs because of the sovereignty costs involved.  States often 

purposefully deny IGO bureaucrats the resources to carry out monitoring and enforcement within IGOs.  

States often want to maintain control of the IGO rather than granting the IGO a level of independence.  So 

even though some IGOs are endowed with monitoring capacities, it is often the case that these monitoring 

capacities are weak.  These shortfalls in states providing IGOs with monitoring and evaluation 

information can quickly undermine the idea of reciprocity upholding an IGO agreement: reputations are 

difficult to establish (and therefore sanction) in those cases where the behavior in question is difficult to 

observe (Guzman 2002, Simmons 2009, pp. 117).   

States may therefore need additional mechanisms to help facilitate reputational communication 

within IGOs.  Several scholars have highlighted ways in which states have endowed IGO bureaucrats 

with the ability to monitor, evaluate, and sometimes even enforce sanctions on violating states (Johnson 

2010).  But these authors emphasize that IGO bureaucrats will only be granted this level of delegation 

when states are willing to tie their hands.  States will not always delegate IGO bureaucrats with this 

authority and therefore IGO bureaucrats cannot always act as monitoring agents or evaluation providers in 

an anarchic environment.  This is exactly why states often choose to partner with NGOs within IGOs.  

NGOs have niche skill sets, local level capabilities, and detailed evaluation information that often centers 

on state-level compliance.  NGOs can provide states with monitoring expertise which can make state 

actions more transparent and common knowledge to all members in the IGO, increasing the ability for an 

IGO to serve as an information-provider to states.  NGOs can act as third party watchdogs to observe the 

policy adherence of states and then use IGO forums to ―name and shame‖ dissident states
5
.  By 

                                                           
5
 I do not mean to imply that NGOs are always perfect monitoring agents.  I recognize that NGOs can be imperfect 

monitors.  For example, NGO monitoring is often less concerned with compliance in the narrow sense (adherence to 

the letter of an international agreement) than it is with NGO approval or disapproval of particular actions.  
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publicizing this information, NGOs can help member states coordinate on the appropriate collective 

response to defaults on international policy.  States can use the publicity from NGO reports to help 

pressure reluctant member states into upholding a sanction over other competing interests.
6
   

Importantly, NGOs may not necessarily bring new information to bear in the IGO enforcement 

effort, but NGOs do not face the same geostrategic concerns of states when they name and shame violator 

states.  They are therefore more likely to bring the same information to an IGO rather than an adhering 

state because they have nothing to lose from exposing a violator state.  Powerful states use NGOs very 

strategically: they do not only allow NGOs to partner with IGOs when they know that the NGO‘s 

perspectives will perfectly align with their preferences.  Powerful states know that employing NGOs as 

monitoring partners might present a risk to their own reputations, just as would delegating enforcement 

capabilities to an independent IGO secretariat.  The difference is that states know that they can 

strategically use the NGO‘s information: they will downplay assertions that go against their preferences 

and enhance assertions that support their preferences.  States can use NGOs to get monitoring and 

evaluation information without having the endow IGO bureaucrats with a level of independence.  

Powerful states are willing to risk the chance that their sometimes deleterious behavior will be exposed 

because the increased opportunity to name and shame worse violator states far outweighs these risks.  

Powerful states therefore employ NGOs like a soft pedal: they know that they can downplay accusations 

that hurt them, but by giving NGOs formal IGO access, they can highlight and reinforce NGO accusations 

of less powerful states in a way that benefits them.   

                                                                                                                                                                                           
Sometimes NGOs will even highlight actions that are not in violation of the terms of the accord.  My point is that 

states are rational actors who can evaluate ahead of time the role that NGOs can play in the monitoring and 

enforcement process.  
6
 My logic is similar to Hawkins (2006) idea of ―institutional permeability‖.  In a paper that investigates why the 

Council of Europe (CE) has been more active than the Organization of American States (OAS) in developing and 

using its democracy protection tools, Hawkins argues that an IGO‘s ―institutional permeability‖ (the range of third 

parties allowed access, the level of decision making at which access is granted, and transparency of IO information 

to those third parties) affects how much an IO can constrain state behavior.  He posits that ―third-party non-state 

actors place constraints on states by increasing and clarifying state commitments and by making state violations 

more transparent.‖   
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When a formally recognized NGO shows that a state is an unreliable partner in an IGO 

agreement, the NGO‘s claims can affect the state‘s reputation
7
 and potentially influence the willingness of 

others to cooperate with that state in the future.  NGOs can therefore make the costs of abrogation higher 

than the short term benefits of unilaterally deviating from an agreement.  As Fearon (1998) emphasizes, 

an agreement will be more enforceable the better the technology for monitoring and response to 

violations.  By giving NGOs formal access to IGOs, states can strategically increase the potential for 

reputational costs to be exacted that exceed the present value of opportunism.  States will only place 

heavy weight on the NGO assertions when it is beneficial to them.   

It is important, however, to emphasize that NGOs cannot legally enforce anything—and states 

use this to their advantage.  While some international law scholars argue that NGOs are indeed legal 

entities with the full rights and responsibilities of other actors, it is a fact that NGOs have no official 

ability to sanction states that have shirked an international agreement (and make this stick) (Oye 1986).  

NGOs are therefore able to assist states enforce IGO agreements because they provide information, 

monitoring and evaluation capabilities that states can strategically use to enhance the efficacy of the 

already existing self-enforcing agreement
8
 (or downplay as they see fit.) 

 In many regards, the phenomenon is analogous to NGOs acting as ―fire alarms‖ (McCubbins et al 

1989).  One way that NGOs can provide a ―fire alarm‖ mechanism for monitoring and enforcement is 

through the provision of daily bulletins during large-scale multilateral negotiations.  During IGO 

conferences, there is often a numbing array of detail to be followed and NGOs can help alleviate the 

problem of information overload by highlighting the most egregious issues to member states.  The 

                                                           
7
 While I have emphasized the importance of reputation, there are of course limits to the role that reputation can play 

in supporting self-enforcing agreements.  Reputation will not be an important consideration among parties who 

interact rarely and within communities that the would-be violator does not much value.  Furthermore, we have little 

systemic evidence about how a state‘s reputation in one issue area spills over or is linked to its reputation in 

upholding agreements in other issue areas. 
8
 Self-enforcing agreements are the only stable equilibria in anarchic environments.  Most agreements in 

international relations are therefore self-enforcing—that is, they ―rely on the interests of the parties themselves or 

the international community to keep the cooperation coming……they are ones in which two or more parties adhere 

to the agreement as long as each gains more from continuing the agreement than from abrogating it. ‖ (Simmons 

2009).   
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counterintuitive but important result is that when states allow IGOs to give access to NGOs, states do not 

abdicate power to non-state actors but instead states strengthen the power that they retain in 

international cooperative agreements. 

 

5. Alternative State-Level Explanations 

Realists are likely to agree that states play a central role in the access decision.  Realists would 

argue that states might grant NGOs access to IGOs in a way that simply replicates the already existing 

power balance in the IGO.  In this line of thinking, NGOs could act as low cost lobbyers for a state while 

walking the halls of an IGO or sitting in on policy meetings.  This would predict that states would grant 

IGO-NGO relations only when the state‘s goals perfectly align with the NGO‘s missions.
9
    A power-

based story cannot account for why states would sometimes grant NGOs access to IGOs when the 

relationship might negatively affect them.  The power-based explanation of IGO-NGO access is therefore 

problematic as the full explanation.  First, IGOs do not only grant access to NGOs when the policy 

preferences of all member states are in direct alignment (and the uncontroversial instances when all 

member states share the exact same preferences would be those cases least in need of lobbying support 

from third parties).  Indeed, we see many instances of states granting access to NGOs when those NGOs 

might in fact release detrimental information about their adherence to an IGO agreement.  Second, it 

would take states an enormous level of effort to select NGOs that perfectly align with the state‘s 

preferences (and these kinds of NGOs might not even actually exist.)  It is highly doubtful that states 

would be willing to invest this level of scrutiny on a large group of actors.  Furthermore, the power-based 

explanation does not explain why NGOs would be privileged above delegating this role to a well-

controlled IGO bureaucracy. 

It is therefore problematic from both a theoretical and empirical perspective to assume that the 

only benefit to states in granting IGO-NGO access would be when NGOs support states‘ exact policy 

                                                           
9
 In many regards, this line of thinking aligns with arguments in the treaty literature that states ratify treaties that 

they are willing to follow (treaties screen but do not constrain states, von Stein 2005). 
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preferences.  NGOs are in fact most powerful to states when they do not simply play the role of rubber-

stamping state actions.  NGOs who have the reputation to be both advocates of a state‘s good actions as 

well as informers of a state‘s deleterious actions can provide the strongest evidence for enforcement to 

domestic and international audiences.  With this in mind, it is important to note that states pay close 

attention to which NGOs are granted access to IGOs.  It is often explicitly stated that NGOs must have 

missions that align with the mandate of the IGO (not the mandate of powerful states).  States closely 

control which NGOs can have access and do not grant access to an amorphous group of rebellious non-

state actors. 
10

 
11

.  

While a shortfall in monitoring and evaluation expertise is what drives states‘ primary need to 

give NGOs access to an IGO, there are certainly some spillover effects of IGO-NGO access of which 

states are well aware.  In other words, I do not mean to claim that increased monitoring information and 

evaluation expertise are states‘ only motivations in providing IGO-NGO access, but instead, I want to 

emphasize that this is the primary driver.  One of the key spillover effects in states providing IGO-NGO 

access is that NGOs can help IGOs build domestic coalitions for the work done in the IGO.  States can 

indirectly use NGOs to help them lock-in their preferred IGO policies at the local level.  By creating a 

network of NGO actors committed to working on parts of the IGO‘s mission, states can create a policy 

bias that favors their preferences—the farther the network expands, the harder it will become for violator 

states to get away with abrogating their commitments.    

 

 

                                                           
10

 For example, many NGOs exist that do not support neo-liberal economics.  The IMF and WTO for example— 

organizations whose ideals center on neo-liberal economics—do not grant access to this set of NGOs because they 

are not committed to upholding, monitoring and enforcing the ideals on which the IGOs agreements are based.  

Instead of seeking reform and participation in established organizations, these NGOs that do not support neo-liberal 

economics support radical changes in institutional structures, policies, and programs (Karns and Mingst 2004). 
11

 Another way of looking at formal IGO-NGO relations is to consider that it just extends the club model of 

international regimes (Keohane and Nye 2000).  The strict criteria for consultative status (for example) keeps 

outsiders out.  I argue that the explosion of NGOs doesn‘t necessarily contribute to the pluralization of world politics 

per se but instead enforces and strengthens the club nature of many IGOs.   
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6. Why do states rely on NGOs rather than providing monitoring expertise internally? 

States seldom include enough funding in IGO budgets for IGO bureaucrats to implement an 

optimal monitoring and enforcement scheme.  This resource shortfall becomes even more acute as an 

IGO‘s mission grows and adapts and the issue area becomes more complex.  Why would states fail to 

provide IGO bureaucrats with the same monitoring and evaluation capacity that they provide to NGOs?  

States purposefully limit the resources they supply to IGO bureaucrats for monitoring and enforcement 

for several reasons.  First, effective monitoring and enforcement is expensive and states do not have 

unlimited resources.  States receive a lot of pressure from domestic constituents to spend their nation‘s 

budget on domestic policy issues, or when it is internationally focused, for it to be spent on security.  

Furthermore, as an IGO expands in mandate and size, so too do its demands for fiscal resources.  It is rare 

that states can keep up with these expanding demands for monitoring and enforcement.  Second, it is not 

clear that states would want IGO bureaucrats to have complete fiscal control over monitoring and 

enforcement tasks even if they had unlimited budgets.  By maintaining tight control over an IGO‘s 

budget, states can also maintain tight control over the IGO bureaucrat‘s actions and limit their autonomy.  

States often give IGOs a lack of abundant internal resources on purpose, leaving gaps in the ability for 

IGOs to supply (sometimes) necessary information and expertise.  States therefore look for alternative 

options to fill gaps in monitoring and evaluation expertise; they still want to ensure that IGOs fulfill the 

IGO mission and mandate, otherwise the limited resources they do commit could become worthless.  

States will establish formal relationships with NGOs in order to capitalize on their various forms of 

expertise: niche skillsets that can be employed operationally, deep endowments of information that can be 

used for evaluation efforts, and local-level capacity—which can all be used only when they benefit the 

state
1213

.  Because states maintain control of the IGO-NGO relationship, they can use the monitoring and 

                                                           
12

 I do not mean to infer in a Pollyanna way that all NGOs are ―good.‖  There are certainly NGOs whose missions 

exist exactly to make an IGO‘s mission defunct.  But IGOs who control (along with states) the relationship with 

NGOs will not choose to grant formal access to NGOs whose mission is to derail that of the IGO.  NGOs are given 

formal status when their missions support the preferred policies of IGO bureaucrats. 



16 

 

evaluation information only when they see fit.  Powerful states can downplay information from NGOs 

that might negatively affect them while highlighting NGO information that is relevant to ensuring that 

cheating states do not go unpunished.  On the flip side, NGOs benefit immensely from IGO-NGO access 

(increased publicity for their cause, increased ability to raise funds, etc.) and they will therefore pay close 

attention to the requirements set by powerful states.   

Furthermore, in their discussion on delegation, Lake and McCubbins (2006) emphasize the role 

that third parties (e.g. NGOs) can play in the success of state-IGO delegation
14

.  Importantly, Lake and 

McCubbins‘ show that third parties can enhance state-IGO delegation not because the third party can 

change the preferences of the principal—as explained in Keck and Sikkink‘s Boomerang Model.  Instead, 

third parties can enhance state-IGO delegation because of ―the knowledge condition.‖  They argue that 

NGOs (as third parties) can enhance international delegation by enriching the information that is available 

to state principals.  Lake and McCubbins point out: ―NGOs are potentially important actors in providing 

information that is essential to the success of international delegation…..third party testimony about the 

agent‘s actions can improve the principal‘s delegation challenges.‖  I make their general logic more 

specific.  I argue that states purposefully give NGOs a role at the IGO table to gain information on state-

level adherence to IGO agreements.  This information can in turn support the state‘s delegation challenge 

for an international agreement.   

 

7. Potential Costs to States 

I have illustrated above the various benefits that states can derive from allowing IGOs to grant 

formal access to NGOs.  But as I explained at the outset, the relationship is not always beneficial to states.  

                                                                                                                                                                                           
13

 The idea of outside actors providing expertise in international politics is not new.  Haas (1992) highlighted the 

important role that epistemic communities can play in international politics.  But NGOs possess a comparative 

advantage in the provision of expertise to IGO bureaucrats in the information age given their greater ability to 

organize and communicate at significantly lower costs than was previously possible (Weiss and Gordenker 1996; 

Simmons 2009). 
14

 While Lake and McCubbins include NGOs in their category of ―third parties‖, this is not meant to imply that 

NGOs are part of a group of outside actors who can legally enforce IGO commitments.  Instead, their notion of third 

parties is in direct alignment with the concept of self-enforcing agreements.  
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Along with the potential benefits to states (monitoring information, niche skill sets, local-level evaluation 

data) come significant sovereignty costs in allowing NGOs a seat at the coveted IGO table.  States 

therefore incur a cost-benefit calculation that weighs the costs of forgoing sovereignty (by granting NGOs 

access) with the benefits of the monitoring and evaluation information that they can gain from NGOs.  

Sometimes, states will weigh these two competing issues and decide that granting NGOs access to the 

IGO is not worth the cost.  In a more complicated sense, we will also see instances when states grant 

NGOs access to an IGO when it seems self-defeating for the state; on the outside, it might appear that 

states give access to NGOs when they could reveal detrimental information about the state.  For example, 

the United States endorsed Amnesty International and Human Rights watch to have IGO access in the UN 

ECOSOC.  However, these NGOs have often been critical of the US‘s human rights record; they are often 

highly critical of the US‘s death penalty and they strongly argue against the fact that the US has not 

signed many international human rights agreements.  Why does the US then let these NGOs have a 

legitimized seat at ECOSOC and the Human Rights Council?   

This example does not work against my theory.  Two mechanisms could be at work.  First, 

powerful states might be willing to endorse potentially harmful NGOs and take the risk of being called to 

the mat occasionally on the off chance that the NGO will name and shame worse violators more often.  

Powerful states are in a better position to downplay NGO information that is detrimental to them and 

highlight instead the plethora of evidence that is detrimental to other states.  Second, weak states (or states 

who barely appear to want to uphold the IGO agreement) may sometimes endorse NGOs that will just go 

on to sanction them in the IGO.  In these instances, weak states often endorse NGOs simply because most 

all the other states are endorsing the NGO.  These states know that if they attempt to block NGO access, 

they can risk legitimacy in the IGO; blocking a respected NGO can send a detrimental signal that the state 

never intended to follow through on its international commitment anyway.  NGOs often get caught in the 

tangled web of competition between developed and developing nations, for example, once they have been 

granted IGO access.  They are therefore not completely free. 
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My state-focused theory does not work against Keck and Sikkink‘s focus on NGOs as principled 

actors and the bottom-up advocacy networks that are at play.  It is true that IGO-NGO relationships can 

benefit the NGOs in addition to states.  I therefore agree that NGOs will advocate ―from the bottom-up‖ 

to establish formal ties with IGOs because they can help provide new arenas for political action at the 

international level, allow them to actively promote their network, allow them to further their mission and 

campaign, and provide resources such as NGO legitimacy and international media attention.
15

  But states 

will only grant NGOs deep IGO access when it provides them with benefits too.  NGOs can advocate 

transnationally all they wish, but at the end of the day, states are the ones who endorse formal IGO-NGO 

status.   

Furthermore, IGO access is not always beneficial to NGOs and can in fact be costly: this is why 

not all NGOs want IGO access in all instances (explaining part of the supply-side of the equation).  For 

example, in order to gain IGO accreditation, NGOs must often provide some deference toward IGO 

requirements and oversight at the risk of their formal access being revoked.  IGOs can appear to ―capture‖ 

NGOs in order for them to maintain their coveted IGO status.
16

  Some NGOs are therefore hesitant to lose 

their independent status and instead be viewed as part and parcel of an IGO because it can be detrimental 

rather than beneficial to their mission.  For example, the international NGO, Medecins Sans Frontier, does 

not vie for formal access with an IGO like NATO because it feels that this status obscures its mission.
17

  

The fact that IGO-NGO access must both benefit NGOs and states is in line with a ―resource exchange‖ 

perspective which emphasizes that each actor provides benefits of cooperation to the other actors (Mayer 

2008, Steffek 2008).  My theory is also in line with Raustiala‘s (1997) emphasis that IGO-NGO relations 

                                                           
15

 See Keck and Sikkink 1993, Smith 2006, Reimann 2006 and Martens 2006 for further discussions on how IGO 

conferences and other forms of IGO contact create arenas for forming and strengthening NGO networks.  

Woodward 2010 in particular argues that NGOs redirect their activities to relevant IGOs that can empower and 

legitimate them as a kind of global civil society advancing societal interests.    
16

 Karns and Mingst 2004 point out that not all NGOs are united in the push to expand NGO participation in IGOs.  

Several NGOs worry that with formal IGO accreditation, their influence can become diluted by an influx of 

thousands of new grassroots NGOs.   
17

 http://www.msf.org/msfinternational/invoke.cfm?objectid=4DA02AC0-15C5-F00A-

250FC40F2C57FC37&component=toolkit.pressrelease&method=full_html 
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are not indicative of the demise of state power in international relations but instead that states may 

enhance their preferences when they grant IGO access to NGOs.   

 

8. Formal versus informal IGO-NGO relationships 

Before moving on to the empirical section, it is important to recognize that IGOs have a plethora 

of formal as well as informal relationships with NGOs.  While I do not discount the proliferation of 

informal relationships and the need for theorizing these venues of potentially expanded global 

governance, my study specifically investigates when and why IGOs would create formal relationships 

with NGOs.  But part of the informal-formal nexus must be studied: if NGOs can maintain informal 

relations with IGOs, what are the benefits of formalizing the relationship?  Can‘t NGOs provide states 

with monitoring and evaluation information without being accredited in the IGO?  Formal access is 

different to informal NGO access in several ways.  First, formal IGO accreditation can lend credibility to 

the NGO‘s monitoring and evaluation statements.  When states grant formal access, this provides NGOs 

with a legitimized environment within which deep contact can occur and naming and shaming will not 

fall on deaf ears.  Second, formal accreditation usually requires NGOs to support the IGO mission.  

Formal accreditation can ensure that NGOs uniformly monitor an IGO treaty rather than cherry-picking 

certain areas or being guided by their own fundraising priorities or sexy topics that garner media 

attention.  Third, formal accreditation can ensure that NGOs will monitor the letter of the treaty rather 

than the spirit of the treaty.  When they have formal rules to follow in order to maintain their formal IGO 

accreditation status, NGOs will focus their monitoring attention on parties to the agreement rather than on 

non-parties.  In sum, states take the time to implement formal NGO accreditation within IGOs to ensure a 

narrower interpretation of the mandate for the NGO‘s verification role.   

 Different kinds of states will have different preferences for the monitoring information they want 

in an IGO, and therefore the kinds of NGOs that they will give formal accreditation.  Often, the 

preferences of states in IGO-NGO access will differ by issue area.  For example, developed states may 
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particularly want monitoring information and evaluation data to name and shame states that are violating 

election norms and human rights standards.  On the other hand, developing states may want to elevate 

NGOs who can help tell their development stories better: they may want NGOs who can highlight data 

about states who take advantage of their power, for example by creating trade rules that favor them or by 

forming environmental agreements that do not take developing countries‘ trajectories into account. 

 

9. Research Challenges 

There are several challenges with evaluating the theoretical mechanisms of why NGOs get access 

to IGOs.  First, quantitative data on IGO-NGO access is scarce.  Even when scholars have attempted to 

bring several competing theories about IGO-NGO access together into a comprehensive framework, they 

have left the theories unproven or tested in a large-n way (Staisch 2004, Steffek 2008, Tallberg 2008
18

).  

There has been a plethora of qualitative studies assessing IGO-NGO access, particularly in the 

environmental and human rights issue areas (Betsill & Corell 2001, Clark et al 1995, Keck & Sikkink 

1998, Raustiala 1997), in particular areas of responsibility like regulation (Mattli and Woods 2009; 

Abbott and Snidal 2009) and in prominent international organizations (Alger 2002, Archer 1983, Otto 

1996, Staisch 2004, Steffek et al 2008).  These case studies have been instrumental in advancing our 

knowledge, but have left us short in understanding a wider picture about IGO-NGO access.  Scholars 

have only concluded that ―the benefits to states of NGO participation are unevenly dispersed and 

unevenly received‖ (Raustiala 1997).   

Second, even when data is available (or has the potential to be coded), we often do not have 

visibility into the NGO selection mechanism.  In other words, we can often get an accounting for the list 

of NGOs that have access to the IGO, but not the NGOs who want access but are denied it or the NGOs 

who have similar issue interests to the IGO but do not want anything to do with the IGO.  Understanding 

                                                           
18 Tallberg uses the slightly more inclusive concept of transnational actors, thus adopting a slightly broader definition of NGOs which includes 

both profit and non-profit oriented societal actors operating across borders.  Staisch proposes rationalist and constructivist explanations but some 

approaches which have dominated the literature are still left out. 
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this selection mechanism is critical to ensure that we are not biasing results about IGO-NGO access just 

based on easily observable criteria.  Third, even when we can collect data on IGO-NGO relations, we 

often only have point-in-time data rather than time-series level data that gives us insight into how the 

access patterns shift over time (and how access patterns alter with changes in the balance of power or 

other world politics shifts.)  The lack of time series data also makes it difficult to understand how the 

changing supply of NGOs (especially how the supply varies both across issue area and geography) affects 

which NGOs are granted access to which IGOs.   

Fourth, we often can view the final decision that an IGO makes about NGO access, but we rarely 

get insight into the bureaucratic politics or state negotiations that make up the decision process along the 

way.  In other words, we do not know which actors—particular states, bureaucrats, or other international 

actors—supported IGO-NGO access, and which actors tried to prevent access from occurring.  We can 

sometimes view meeting minutes, but we are left with important questions: do these talking points reveal 

the real motivations of key actors or the party line that they think the global community wants to hear?  

Last, even when we can compile data across a range of IGOs and a range of NGOs, it is often difficult to 

make general statements about IGO-NGO access in a large n way because IGOs (and NGOs) can hardly 

be treated as uniform units.  Does IGO-NGO access reflect a larger pattern in international cooperation or 

is the access something that is sui generis to each institution?  Are large n conclusions about IGO-NGO 

access subject to over-generalization or a shortage of degrees of freedom, once all the institutional 

variables are controlled for?  To summarize, there are several empirical hurdles that IR scholars face in 

better understanding the general pattern of IGO-NGO access, and what this access means for international 

cooperation.   

 

10.  Focusing on ECOSOC 

A great deal of these research challenges for quantitative work on IGO-NGO access can be 

mitigated with an in depth investigation of one important IGO, the UN Economic and Social Council 
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(ECOSOC)
19

.  First, the UN ECOSOC is one of the only IGOs that document the entire NGO selection 

mechanism including NGOs that are granted status, those that apply but are not granted status, and those 

NGOs that have IGO status but lose it at a point in time.  Of course, this information is hidden within 

meeting minutes and timely to parse, but the information is importantly documented.  Second, the 

ECOSOC NGO committee—the body tasked with recommending NGO access points—documents state-

level decisions concerning NGO accreditation.  The UN ECOSOC NGO committee is made up of 19 

member states in any given year with member states being nominated by their regional caucuses to serve 

on the NGO committee.  All 19 states must unanimously agree to let an NGO have access.  When an 

NGO is denied status, the ECOSOC NGO Committee documents this information on which states voted 

yay or nay in their meeting minutes.   

Third, across the entire spectrum of IGOs, the UN ECOSOC was the first to grant formal access 

to NGOs, and has documented their procedures in open meeting minutes since the mid-1940s.  This not 

only speaks to the valuable nature of this IGO-NGO access (given it‘s potential as a norm shaper but also 

given it‘s lengthy history) but also that time series data is available for several decades.  This time series 

data can allow us to study IGO-NGO access as it changes with power shifts and other international 

political factors.  Last, by looking in depth at one IGO from a quantitative perspective, rather than 

comparing NGO over a cross-section of IGOs, we can avoid the challenges of looking across a wide 

range of highly unequal institutions.  We can capitalize on the benefits of a case study approach—by 

focusing in depth on one organization—but apply methodological rigor and quantitative analysis that 

capitalize on a novel econometric identification strategy. 

 

 

 

                                                           
19

 The UN ECOSOC is not included as an individual IGO in the COW list of international organizations because it 

is considered a subsidiary of the UN.  However, given that this body creates all of its own rules and regulations for 

NGO access, apart from other branches in the UN, it acts as an IGO for this study.   
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11.  What role do NGOs play in ECOSOC? 

While much of the International Relations discussion of NGOs has occurred in the last two 

decades, NGOs have in fact been on the minds of IGOs for a long time.  The League of Nations was the 

first IGO to invite NGOs to participate in some of its proceedings: in the mid-1940s, the League invited 

NGOs to participate in meetings other than those of the assembly and council (Grigorescu 2010, Karns 

and Mingst 2004, Woodward 2010).  On the 21
st
 of June, 1946, the United Nations‘ Economic and Social 

Council (ECOSOC) put into effect arrangements for consultation with non-governmental organizations 

(Alger 2002, Clark et al 1995, Cromwell White 1951, Gordenker and Weiss 1996, Grigorescu 2010, Otto 

1996, Willets 2000).  But the most important legislation was passed during the 1968 UN Congress in San 

Francisco: member states adopted a provision in Article 71 of the Charter that allowed economic and 

social NGOs to gain consultative status with ECOSOC and participate in formal UN proceedings.  The 

consultative relationship is today governed by Article 71 resolution 1996/31 which outlines the eligibility 

requirements for consultative status, rights and obligations of NGOs in consultative status, procedures for 

the withdrawal or suspension of consultative status, the role and functions of the ECOSOC Committee on 

NGOs, and the responsibilities of the UN Secretariat in supporting the consultative relationship.  

ECOSOC is the principal organ in the UN that coordinates economic, social, and related work of 

the 14 UN Specialized Agencies, functional commissions, and five regional commissions.  It serves as the 

central forum for discussing international economic and social issues and for formulating policy 

recommendations addressed to member states and the United Nations system.  ECOSOC‘s purview 

extends to over 70 per cent of the human and financial resources of the entire UN system.
20

  ECOSOC 

grants Consultative status to NGOs upon recommendation of the ECOSOC Committee on NGOs, which 

is comprised of 19 Member States at any given time.  ECOSOC may establish consultative relationships 

with international, regional, sub regional and national non-governmental, non-profit public or voluntary 

organizations.  To be eligible for consultative status, an NGO must have been in existence for at least two 

                                                           
20

 http://www.un.org/en/ecosoc/about/index.shtml 
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years, must have an established headquarters, a democratically adopted constitution, authority to speak for 

its members, a representative structure, appropriate mechanisms of accountability and democratic and 

transparent decision-making processes.  ECOSOC delegates three categories of NGO status: General 

consultative status, Special consultative status and Roster status.  ECOSOC reserves General consultative 

status for large international NGOs whose area of work covers most of the issues on the agenda of 

ECOSOC and its subsidiary bodies. These tend to be fairly large, established international NGOs with a 

broad geographical reach. ECOSOC grants Special consultative status to NGOs which have a special 

competence in, and are concerned specifically with, only a few of the fields of activity covered by the 

ECOSOC.  These NGOs tend to be smaller and more recently established.
21

 Organizations that apply 

for consultative status but do not fit in any of the other categories are usually given Roster status. 

These NGOs tend to have a rather narrow and/or technical focus.  The council granted 41 NGOs 

consultative status in 1946; by 1992 the council gave more than 700 NGOs consultative status and the 

number has been steadily increasing ever since to over 3,400 organizations today. 

 

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics on ECOSOC-NGO Status 
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 http://csonet.org/index.php?menu=30 
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The ECOSOC Committee on Non-Governmental Organizations (NGO Committee) is a 

standing UN committee that reports directly to ECOSOC.  The Committee has 19 member states 

who are elected on the basis of equitable geographical representation: 5 members come from 

African States, 4 members from Asian States, 2 members from Eastern European States, 4 

members from Latin American and Caribbean States, and 4 members from Western European and other 

States.
22

  States must be recommended by their regional caucus.  Committee members serve for four years 

and can be reelected once their term is over.  The NGO Committee conducts a regular annual session 

(usually at the end of January) and a resumed session (usually in May) to draft resolutions or decisions on 

matters calling for action by the Council.
23

  The main tasks of the NGO Committee are to consider 

applications for consultative status and requests for reclassification submitted by NGOs, to review 

quadrennial reports submitted by NGOs in General and Special categories, and to monitor the array of 

consultative relationships.  The NGO Committee's decisions are considered recommendations and the 

ECOSOC reviews these recommendations at its next annual meeting (usually in July of the same year), 

and makes the decisions final. It is only after this ECOSOC decision that the NGO is granted consultative 

status.   

ECOSOC accreditation is important for NGOs to access ECOSOC itself, but also 

provides NGOs with additional benefits.  Most importantly, the access can serve as an immediate 

gateway to accessing a variety of other IGOs.  Several IGOs—including the UN Specialized 

agencies—also use the ECOSOC accreditation status as a shortcut for establishing their own 

consultative status.  One of the most significant IGOs that uses ECOSOC status as a heuristic is 

the UN Human Rights Council.  NGOs that care deeply about human rights therefore intently 
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 Members of the NGO Committee for the period 2011-2014 are the following: Belgium, Bulgaria (Vice-Chair), 

Burundi, China, Cuba, India, Israel, Kyrgyzstan, Morocco, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Pakistan (Vice-Chair and 

Rapporteur), Peru (Vice-Chair), Russian Federation, Senegal (Vice-Chair), Sudan, Turkey (Chair), United States of 

America, and Venezuela (Bolivarian Rep.) 
23

 http://csonet.org/index.php?menu=80 
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strategize about how to gain ECOSOC accreditation in order to later be able to submit reports 

and speak at Human Rights Council Universal Periodic Reviews in Geneva. 

   

13.  Research Design 

My theory centers on the notion that IGO-NGO access benefits states.  But states do not all 

benefit equally from IGO-NGO access: some states care deeply about monitoring and evaluating those 

states who they think are violating IGO agreements whereas potential violators care deeply about 

defending their reputations and actions but also about challenging the credibility of accusatory states.  

States therefore care deeply about which NGOs are granted consultative status within an IGO.  We can 

therefore assume that being on the ECOSOC NGO Committee is a valuable commodity: being one of the 

19 member states can play a key role in whether a particular NGO is granted consultative status in any 

given year.  All NGO Committee recommendations are unanimous, so one dissenting state can act as a 

veto player.  But as I have discussed above, it may not always be beneficial for a state to take a stand 

against a particular NGO for several reasons.  First, the upside of giving the NGO access to the IGO 

might sometimes outweigh any potential detrimental effects that can arise if the NGO also decides to 

criticize the supporting states (e.g. Even though Amnesty International tends to criticize some of the 

U.S.‘s human rights records, the U.S. might believe they can downplay this and that AI‘s heavy criticism 

of violator states far outweighs the US critique).  Second, a state might not be willing to stand against an 

NGO when access decisions are being finalized in case this action alone sends a signal that the state is 

violating its IGO agreement and is not willing to be carefully scrutinized.  Third, states realize that they 

can balance unfavorable NGOs with NGOs that favor their viewpoints, therefore ―muddling‖ the voice of 

the NGO community in the IGO with competing conjectures.  Due to these considerations, we need to 

look at general IGO-NGO patterns in ECOSOC rather than individual occurrences.   

Empirical evidence backs up the assumption that being on the ECOSOC NGO Committee is 

valuable to states.  States tend to fight hard in each four year cycle to gain a seat on the NGO 
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Committee
24

.  Many states value the NGO Committee position so highly that they have served in every 

single four year term since its outset (Cuba and the USSR/ Russia).  Critics might argue that serving on 

the NGO Committee is costless for powerful states because the small amount of resources that they spend 

on research/ staffing efforts represents a small opportunity cost and pales in comparison to annual 

national budgets.  But in-person interviews with staff on the NGO Committee explain that this is not an 

accurate explanation.  Research, negotiations, and NGO consultations are no small effort for NGO 

Committee members, and represent the full time work of many state delegates.  In addition, by being 

represented on the NGO Committee, a state can get tangled up in diplomatic snafus that it wouldn‘t 

otherwise have had to deal with if it chose to abstain.  This not only means that states care deeply about 

which NGOs are granted status, but also that Committee membership must be ―worth‖ something to 

them.  States will grant IGO-NGO access when it benefits them.   

 How can we operationalize the degree to which states care about NGO consultative status in 

ECOSOC?  Similarly, how can we determine state preferences when it comes to granting NGO 

accreditation?  Which NGOs will different states support for IGO accreditation?  I leverage a research 

design that builds from Kuziemko and Werker‘s (2006) article investigating how much a seat on the UN 

Security Council is worth.  Kuziemko and Werker (2006) argue that there are several motivating factors 

that drive states to want to participate as rotating members on the UN Security Council.  They point out 

that states don‘t just want to participate in the Committee as a way to participate meaningfully in world 

affairs, but that they also derive added benefits from being on the Committee.  Specifically, they claim 

that rotating members are able to extract rents during their time on the council by trading their votes for 

financial resources like increased foreign aid during the two years in which they enjoy a boost to their 

diplomatic importance.  Their mission is to quantify this added benefit to states.  Kuziemko and Werker 

use country-level panel data to show a large positive effect of Security Council membership on foreign 

aid receipts.  The key for my research is (1) that Kuziemko and Werker show that states care about 

                                                           
24

 As indicated by high level officials in the ECOSOC NGO Committee during interviews that I conducted in June 

2011. 
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serving on the Council because they gain tangible benefits from doing so and (2) that Kuziemko and 

Werker employ country-level panel data to extrapolate a novel identification mechanism to get at the 

heart of their question.   

Instead of looking at the UN Security Council, I investigate how much a seat on the ECOSOC 

NGO Committee is worth.  I do not attempt to link the importance of the ECOSOC NGO Committee to 

the UN Security Council.  Instead, I leverage Kuziemko and Werker‘s research design.  They use panel 

data to capitalize on the fact that the same states serve on the Committee in some years and do not serve 

on the Committee in other years.  Because of this year to year variance in serving on the NGO Committee 

for the same state, we have an econometrically sound control group to understand what a particular state 

gains when it is on the Committee versus when it is not.  The variation used to identify this effect is 

plausibly exogenous because rotation off the committee can be treated as random for most countries.  I 

will extrapolate on their identification strategy, but I emphasize that I am not attempting to link my paper 

to their conjectures of vote buying or vote trading.  Like Kuziemko and Werker‘s analysis of the UN 

Security Council, I agree that states might want to participate in the ECOSOC NGO Committee strictly 

out of a desire to participate meaningfully in world affairs.  But importantly, individual states might also 

derive added benefits from serving on the NGO committee: specifically, they get to instill NGOs who can 

best support their preferences for monitoring and evaluation in the IGO.  This conjecture leads to two 

preliminary hypotheses. 

 

14. Hypotheses 

1. When a state is represented in the ECOSOC NGO committee, it is more likely to grant access to 

NGOs whose monitoring preferences align with that state 

 

2. When the ECOSOC NGO committee is more pro-US, it is more likely that pro-US NGOs are 

granted access  
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15.  Data 

ECOSOC is fully transparent about which countries served on the NGO Committee in each four 

year session.  I collected this information online and transformed it into a working database.
25

  Before 

1983, these records are not available online, but I instead sorted through UN written documents to 

understand which states attended the NGO Committee meetings.  It appears that before 1983, there were 

years when less than 19 members served on the committee, and also that the four year timespan on the 

committee was not yet in effect.  Due to these institutional differences, I will first begin by analyzing the 

post-1983 timeframe.  Table 2 shows the sets of states that are represented in each committee session 

since 1983.   

 

Table 2: States in the ECOSOC NGO Committee, 1983 - 2010 

 

 

                                                           
25

 http://csonet.org/index.php?menu=105 

Years

Committee 

Session # States in ECOSOC NGO Committee

Count 

of 

States

1983-1986 1

CHILE, COSTA RICA, CUBA, CYPRUS, FRANCE, GHANA, INDIA, KENYA, LIBYAN ARAB 

JAMAHIRIYA, NICARAGUA, NIGERIA, PAKISTAN, RWANDA, SWEDEN, THAILAND, UNION OF 

SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS, UNITED KINGDOM OF GREAT BRITAIN, UNITED STATES OF 

AMERICA, YUGOSLAVIA 19

1987-1990 2

BULGARIA, BURUNDI, COLOMBIA, COSTA RICA, CUBA, CYPRUS, FRANCE, GREECE, KENYA, 

MALAWI, NICARAGUA, OMAN, PAKISTAN, RWANDA, SAO TOME AND PRINCIPE, SRI LANKA, 

SWEDEN, UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS, UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 19

1991-1994 3

BULGARIA, BURUNDI, CHILE, COSTA RICA, CUBA, CYPRUS, ETHIOPIA, FRANCE, GREECE, IRAQ, 

IRELAND, LESOTHO, LIBYAN ARAB JAMAHIRIYA, NICARAGUA, OMAN, PHILIPPINES, RUSSIAN 

FEDERATION, SUDAN AND SWEDEN 19

1995-1998

4

BULGARIA, CHILE, CHINA, COSTA RICA, CUBA, ETHIOPIA, GREECE, INDIA, INDONESIA, 

IRELAND, MADAGASCAR, PARAGUAY, PHILIPPINES, RUSSIAN FEDERATION, SUDAN, 

SWAZILAND, TUNISIA, UNITED KINGDOM OF GREAT BRITAIN AND UNITED STATES OF 

AMERICA 19

1999-2002

5

ALGERIA, BOLIVIA, CHILE, CHINA, COLOMBIA, CUBA, ETHIOPIA, FRANCE, GERMANY, INDIA, 

LEBANON, PAKISTAN, ROMANIA, RUSSIAN FEDERATION, SENEGAL, SUDAN, TUNISIA, 

TURKEY, UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 19

2003-2006

6

CAMEROON, CHILE, CHINA, COLOMBIA, COTE D‘IVOIRE, CUBA, FRANCE, GERMANY, INDIA, 

IRAN, PAKISTAN, PERU, ROMANIA, RUSSIAN FEDERATION, SENEGAL, SUDAN, TURKEY, 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ZIMBABWE 19

2007-2010

7

ANGOLA, BURUNDI, CHINA, COLOMBIA, CUBA, DOMINICA, EGYPT, GUINEA, INDIA, ISRAEL, 

PAKISTAN, PERU, QATAR, ROMANIA, RUSSIAN FEDERATION, SUDAN, TURKEY, UNITED 

KINGDOM OF GREAT BRITAIN, UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 19
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ECOSOC also posts online an annual list of those NGOs who have gained General, Special, and 

Roster consultative status.
26

  ECOSOC records the year when the NGO was granted access, along with 

the headquarters country of the NGO.  At times, descriptive information is also posted about the NGO, 

but this information is not consistent across all the entities.  From these records, I was able to establish a 

robust database of NGOs with the three types of ECOSOC consultative status back to 1946.  The 

ECOSOC NGO committee also posts its meeting minutes online back to 1983, and older records that 

have yet to be digitalized are available from UN library resources.  I have also reinforced these formal 

meeting records with in-person interviews at the UN.  In May 2011, I was able to sit in on the ECOSOC 

NGO accreditation meeting and witness the access process in person.  I talked to both the UN bureaucrats 

as well as country representatives from several members of the NGO Committee.
27

   

The most difficult relationship to operationalize in order to quantitatively test my hypotheses is 

NGO preferences.  How do we know when an NGO‘s monitoring and evaluation preferences are in line 

with a particular state?  In fact, how do states know when NGOs will be voices of support rather than 

dissent in the IGO?  There are tens of thousands of NGOs in the world, and the state-level bureaucrats 

cannot be expected to be experts on every one of them.  In order to ameliorate this information gap, 

NGOs fill out detailed questionnaires when they apply for consultative status at ECOSOC.  During the 

time between sessions, the state representatives on the NGO committee sift through these questionnaires 

and validate the nature of the NGO—from things like the number of NGO volunteers to the NGO‘s 

financing structure, and the NGO‘s reporting scheme.  Unfortunately, these questionnaires are not made 

available to the public.  The NGO also attends the NGO Committee meeting when status is being 

recommended, and the various state representatives have an opportunity to interview the NGO and 

demand responses to questionable actions in the past.  My preliminary investigation uses a rather crude 

measure of NGO preferences: the headquarters country of the NGO.  When the headquarters of the NGO 
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 http://esango.un.org/civilsociety/displayAdvancedSearch.do?method=search&sessionCheck=false 
27

 I have also conducted follow-up conversations with high-level delegates from the US who wish to remain 

anonymous. 
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is in a particular country, I will assume that the state is supportive of the NGO.  In future iterations of the 

analysis, I will also try to proxy this variable by looking at the issue area of the NGO and the funding 

structure of the NGO.   

The second hypothesis evaluates whether the NGO Committee is pro-US.  In order to 

operationalize this variable, I will employ Gartzke‘s UN General Assembly (UNGA) Affinity of Nations 

S-scores (Gartzke 2006).  The S-scores measure how closely aligned two countries are in their voting 

patterns in the UNGA.  I utilize both the S2UN and S3UN scores.  S2UN scores evaluate the similarity of 

a dyad based on yay and nay votes whereas S3UN scores also include abstentions.  I utilize these dyad-

year scores for each state in the NGO Committee to assess how closely the state votes with the U.S.  I 

then compile an index for the entire NGO Committee in each year.  Gartzke‘s data extends to 2002, and I 

will later incorporate voting data from Eric Voeten (2010) that extends to 2008.   

I similarly assign the S2UN and S3UN scores to each NGO for the year in which it is granted 

ECOSOC status, based on the headquarters country of the NGO.  In future iterations of this analysis I will 

include other ways to proxy for how ‗pro-US‘ an NGO is, including whether the NGO receives grants or 

funding from the USAID and the US State Department.  Discussions during my interviews (May 2011) 

highlighted that developing countries in particular are renowned for honing in on where the NGO receives 

the bulk of its funding from.   Many countries become particularly suspect of NGOs that receive a large 

amount of funding from the US, EU or Canada as they don‘t view these NGOs to be independent 

voices.
28

   

Hypothesis 1 states that when a state is represented in the ECOSOC NGO committee, it is more 

likely to grant access to NGOs whose monitoring preferences align with that state.  I test this hypothesis 

by regressing NGO admission to ECOSOC on whether the headquarters country was a member of the 

ECOSOC NGO Committee.  As expected, I find a positive, statistically significant effect: when a country 

                                                           
28

 For example, a high level US official states that the Iran Human Rights Documentation Center was blasted with 

questions from Cuba (and other countries) during the accreditation process because a lot of its funding comes from 

the US and Canada. 
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serves on the ECOSOC NGO Committee, it is more likely to admit NGOs whose preferences align with 

the country.  My results are robust to fixed country and year effects, using a similar identification strategy 

as Kuziemko and Werker.  Table 3 displays the results.    

 

Table 3: Testing Hypothesis 1 – When a state is represented in the ECOSOC NGO committee, it is 

more likely to grant access to NGOs whose monitoring preferences align with that state 

 

Dependent Variable: NGO with HQ in country admitted to ECOSOC 

   

 
Model 1 Model 2 

Country on ECOSOC NGO Committee 0.575 0.348 

 

[0.037]*** [0.042]*** 

   Constant 0.164 0.185 

 

[0.011]*** [0.01]*** 

   Fixed Effects (country and year) 

 

Yes 

Observations 6688 6688 

R Squared 0.034 0.011 

   * Significant at the 10 percent level 

  ** Significant at the 5 percent level 

  *** Significant at the 1 percent level 

   

 Hypothesis 2 states that when the ECOSOC NGO Committee is more pro-US, it is more likely 

that pro-US NGOs will be granted access.  This hypothesis looks at the makeup of the committee as a 

whole rather than individual states on the committee.  I test this relationship by regressing the NGO‘s s-

score on the composite s score for the committee.
29

  As expected, I find a positive, statistically significant 

result: the more pro-US the ECOSOC NGO Committee, the more likely it is that pro-US NGOs will be 

granted consultative status to ECOSOC.  My results are robust to using both S2UN and S3UN scores 

                                                           
29

 I compile the NGO’s S score in two ways – first, by using the actual s score for each NGO (based on the 
headquarters country) and compiling a figure for the whole year.  Second, I create a binary indicator that looks at 
whether the NGO HQ country is pro-US or not.  My results are robust to both specifications. 
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(though the precision using the S3UN scores is lower—this should be expected given that these scores 

also include the ―noise‖ of abstentions.) 

 

Table 4: Testing Hypothesis 2 - When the ECOSOC NGO committee is more pro-US, it is more 

likely that pro-US NGOs are granted access 

 

Dependent Variable: Pro-US ECOSOC admitted NGOs 

   

 
Model 1 Model 2 

Pro-US ECOSOC NGO Committee 0.764 [0.679] 

 

[.273]** [0.362]* 

   Constant 0.704 0.794 

 

[0.032]*** [0.078]*** 

   S2UN measure of Country Affinity to US (uses 

just approval/ disapproval UNGA votes) 

 

X 

 S3UN measure of Country Affinity to US (uses 

approval, disapproval and abstention UNGA 

votes) 

 

 

X 

Observations 16 16 

R Squared 0.357 0.201 

   * Significant at the 10 percent level 

  ** Significant at the 5 percent level 

  *** Significant at the 1 percent level 

   

16. Shortfalls of the Research Design 

 I have illustrated the many benefits of my identification strategy including the important 

advantage of using country-year fixed effects.  Of course, my strategy does not come without drawbacks.  

First, my econometric design gains identification from the states that both serve and do not serve on the 

UN ECOSOC NGO Committee in different years.  This means that my conclusions are based on 55 

states, but I cannot say anything about two of the most anti-US states (at different points in time) who 
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serve on the NGO committee every single year—Cuba and Russia.  I similarly cannot generalize my 

conclusions to some of the weakest states who never serve on the NGO committee.   

Second, I rely on proxies to measure the preferences of the NGOs and how closely the NGO 

aligns with state level preferences—I currently employ the headquarters country of the NGO.  However, 

many NGOs now have multiple headquarters, meaning that looking at one headquarters country is 

meaningless.  Furthermore, the headquarters country may be simply a reflection of the supply of 

resources rather than endorsement by the country in which it is based.  It would be ideal to look at the 

breakdown of where the NGO‘s funding comes from (i.e. what states) as a better proxy for the NGO‘s 

preferences, but this information is not systemically available.  The next iteration of the paper will use a 

closely related idea—whether the NGO accepts funding from USAID as a proxy for whether the NGO‘s 

preferences align with those of the US.   

Third, while my theory tells a large part of the story about IGO-NGO access, another important 

mechanism is that the supply of NGOs—both by country and by issue area—is changing rapidly over 

time.  My current research does not account for this shifting balance in supply-side factors.   

Fourth, I have yet to generate a quantitative test for several other hypotheses that would fall from 

my theory.  Specifically, my current hypotheses emphasize the role of states as strategic actors, but not 

the role of monitoring and evaluation.  Hypothesis 3 would cover address this.  For example, when a state 

admits NGOs whose preferences are in alignment, they are better able to monitor and evaluate cheating 

states in the IGO.  This hypothesis is complicated by the fact that other states simultaneously admit 

dissenting NGOs to the IGO.   

Last, the major benefit of my research—that I can look in depth at one IGO and not have to 

compare across unlike units—also limits the external validity of my study.  My conclusions tell me a lot 

about the workings of the UN ECOSOC (and those UN Specialized agencies and IGOs that use the 

ECOSOC accreditation as a heuristic), but potentially very little about other IGOs.  It would be ideal to 
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extend this research design to other IGOs that supply both time series data and data documenting the 

NGO selection mechanism.   

Furthermore, I have yet to capitalize on the rich information that is contained within the 

ECOSOC NGO Committee meeting minutes, which documents the NGO selection mechanism (those 

NGOs who are denied status).  Coding and incorporating this information will be a valuable addition to 

this study.  It is difficult to know how to account for another important part of the selection mechanism –

how do we assess the ―full‖ set of possible NGOs that could potentially want to join ECOSOC in any 

given year (so that we can better understand why some NGOs never want to apply?).  Given that there are 

tens of thousands of NGOs existing throughout the world (and that this number changes almost every 

second), it remains a research challenge to get a better picture of the supply of NGOs who could possibly 

want to gain access without running into the enormous challenge of having to document every possible 

NGO. 

 

17.  Conclusion 

IR scholars are increasingly aware of the formal access points that allow NGOs to participate in 

IGOs.  Why do IGOs let NGOs have consultative status when this might not only further complicate IGO 

activities but also undermine the credibility of some states?  I argue that scholars to date have not paid 

enough attention to the role that states play in granting NGOs access to IGOs.  NGOs can lobby for access 

from the ground up, but they will not gain formal authority within an IGO unless a state blesses the 

interaction.  States therefore will grant IGO-NGO access when the relationship is beneficial to them.  

States that generally adhere to the IGO agreement will grant NGOs access when the NGOs can provide 

monitoring information and evaluation data that will help them enforce reputational sanctions on cheating 

states.  These states are not always perfect adherers to IGO agreements, so they carefully evaluate the 

benefits of NGO access with the sovereignty costs that also come with giving NGOs rights.  States that 

generally do not adhere to the IGO agreement will grant access to NGOs who will defend their 
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reputations—often these are government-sponsored NGOs or NGOs that are largely critical of great 

powers.  These states will carefully weigh when to exercise their veto power in the IGO-NGO decision; 

they do not want to deny too many ‗credible‘ NGOs even if they know the NGO will reveal costly 

information about them because this would send an immediate signal to the international community that 

they do not take the international agreement seriously.   

The cooperation literature in international relations has heretofore focused on state-level 

cooperation as being two distinct challenges: (1) the bargaining challenge of coming together and 

forming an agreement and (2) the challenge of keeping the agreement (Fearon 1998).  Literature on the 

bargaining challenge largely focuses on the distributional aspects of equilibrium selection on the Pareto 

frontier (Krasner 1991).  The bulk of the keeping the agreement literature has heretofore focused on 

aspects related to the enforcement of international agreements—do treaties screen or constrain, is 

compliance in international politics possible, and how do states effectively design institutions to afford 

themselves the most flexibility and opt-out capabilities when uncertainty about the future state of the 

world is large (von Stein 2005; Simmons 2005; Koremenos 2005; Milner and Rosendorff 2001; Downs, 

Rocke and Barsoom 1998; Chayes and Chayes 1993).  My argument shows that we cannot just dissect 

such aspects as agreement duration and rigidity of treaties to understand how states keep their agreements.  

Instead, I argue that we need to better understand IGO-NGO relations because this third party monitoring 

can alter the nature of international agreements.  When states allow NGOs to have a formal seat at the 

IGO able, this access can increase the chance that new information will be brought to bear about cheating 

states‘ behavior, and that cheating states might be named and shamed in a formalized, legitimized space.   

While other scholars have indicated that the inclusion of NGOs in IGOs is beginning to 

―transform the world of interstate diplomacy to one of pluralist global governance‖ (Willets 2000), my 

theory argues instead that by endorsing NGO access in certain IGOs, states are in fact enhancing their 

own protected world of interstate diplomacy.   
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Appendix 

Below, I detail how my identification strategy works.  The grey shaded columns represent countries that 

both served on the NGO Committee and did not serve on the NGO Committee during the period of 

analysis (where an indicator of 1 represents a year when a country served on the NGO Committee).  

These countries therefore serve as control groups for themselves: we can analyze what happens to the 

distribution of NGOs when that country serves or doesn‘t serve on the NGO Committee.  Unfortunately 

for my analysis, there are also two countries—Cuba and Russia—(highlighted in white) that serve in 

every year of the timeframe of analysis.  These two countries therefore do not contribute to the 

identification mechanism as we only see what happens when they serve on the NGO Committee.  

Similarly, there is a large set of UN countries that are not listed below in grey or in white—these 

countries also cannot contribute to the identification mechanism because they never serve on the NGO 

Committee.   
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Appendix 1: Identification Strategy – states shaded in grey both serve and do not serve in the 

ECOSOC NGO Committee from 1983-2002.  Countries shaded white do not give any identification 

as they serve on the Committee in every year. 

 

 

  

Year ALGERIA ANGOLA BOLIVIA BULGARIA BURUNDI CAMEROON CHILE CHINA COLOMBIA COSTA RICA

COTE 

D’IVOIRE CUBA CYPRUS

1983 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1

1984 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1

1985 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1

1986 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1

1987 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1

1988 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1

1989 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1

1990 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1

1991 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1

1992 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1

1993 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1

1994 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1

1995 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0

1996 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0

1997 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0

1998 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0

1999 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0

2000 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0

2001 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0

2002 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0

2003 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0

2004 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0

2005 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0

2006 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0

2007 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0

2008 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0

2009 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0

2010 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0

Count 4 4 4 12 12 4 20 16 16 16 4 28 12



39 

 

Appendix 1: Identification Strategy (cont.) 

 

  

Year DOMINICA EGYPT ETHIOPIA FRANCE GERMANY GHANA

GREAT 

BRITAIN GREECE GUINEA INDIA INDONESIA IRAN IRAQ IRELAND ISRAEL

1983 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

1984 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

1985 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

1986 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

1987 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1988 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1989 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1990 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1991 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0

1992 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0

1993 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0

1994 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0

1995 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0

1996 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0

1997 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0

1998 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0

1999 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

2000 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

2001 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

2002 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

2003 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0

2004 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0

2005 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0

2006 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0

2007 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1

2008 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1

2009 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1

2010 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1

Count 4 4 12 20 8 4 12 12 4 20 4 4 4 8 4
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Appendix 1: Identification Strategy (cont.) 

 

  

Year KENYA LEBANON LESOTHO LIBYA MADAGASCAR MALAWI NICARAGUA NIGERIA OMAN PAKISTAN PARAGUAY PERU PHILIPPINES QATAR ROMANIA

1983 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

1984 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

1985 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

1986 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

1987 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

1988 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

1989 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

1990 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

1991 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0

1992 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0

1993 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0

1994 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0

1995 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

1996 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

1997 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

1998 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

1999 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

2000 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

2001 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

2002 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

2003 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1

2004 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1

2005 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1

2006 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1

2007 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1

2008 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1

2009 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1

2010 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1

Count 8 4 4 8 4 4 12 4 8 20 4 8 8 4 12
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Appendix 1: Identification Strategy (cont.) 

 

  

Year RUSSIA RWANDA

SAO 

TOME & 

PRINCIPE SENEGAL

SRI 

LANKA SUDAN SWAZILAND SWEDEN THAILAND TUNISIA TURKEY

UNITED 

STATES YUGOSLAVIA ZIMBABWE

1983 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0

1984 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0

1985 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0

1986 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0

1987 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0

1988 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0

1989 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0

1990 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0

1991 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

1992 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

1993 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

1994 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

1995 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

1996 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

1997 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

1998 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

1999 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

2000 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

2001 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

2002 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

2003 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1

2004 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1

2005 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1

2006 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1

2007 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

2008 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

2009 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

2010 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

Count 28 8 4 8 4 20 4 12 4 8 12 24 4 4
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