ONLINE SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

I. Research design and methodology

A. Case selection criteria and case study methods
The ‘most-similar-cause, most-dissimilar-on-outcome’ design is a hybrid of standard most-similar-system and most-different-outcome case selection strategies and comparative case study methods. It involves identifying the presence of causal conditions in at least one case where the outcome is present and one case where the outcome is absent.[footnoteRef:1] In this article, that suggests identifying two highly similar states where the proposed motivations and other relevant variables plausibly apply, and of which one adopted a National Action Plan (NAP) on business and human rights (BHR) and one did not. This comparative design also helps to identify potential conjunctional causations – i.e. motivation interactions – and advocates of the method emphasise that a single cause will almost never be sufficient individually, while particular conjunctional causes may be sufficient.[footnoteRef:2] [1:  Derek Beach, Rasmus Brun Pedersen, Jørgen Møller, and Svend-Erik Skaaning, ‘Comparative Methods’ in Derek Beach and Rasmus Brun Pedersen (eds), Causal Case Study Methods: Foundations and Guidelines for Comparing, Matching, and Tracing (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2016), pp. 227-68.]  [2:  Ibid., p. 243.] 

	Colombia and Ecuador are highly similar on a number of potentially relevant explanatory variables, including the alternative explanations or scope conditions discussed in the main text. They share a common language, colonial history, and similar cultures. They are also geographically contiguous, which allows for considerations of regional clustering of policies and shared trans-boundary problems. Both states are democratic, although imperfect, with presidential republican systems and largely similar decision-making procedures. They have similar levels of economic development by orthodox indicators, including GDP per capita, and they rank closely in the Human Development Index, suggesting similar degrees of state capacity for policy innovation (see below on indicators). They also both have well publicised histories of large-scale human rights abuses in the context of business operations. There has been extensive global news coverage over the past two decades of various cases of corporate-related human rights abuses in both countries. This could indicate that they face roughly similar degrees of problem pressure (see below).
The cross-case method offers an important tool for detecting potential causes of social phenomena. It does not, however, offer a confirmatory test of theorised causes, but it serves as an effective disconfirmatory test, increasing our confidence in the sufficiency of particular motivations. Where a cause is present but an outcome is not present, the cause is insufficient to lead to the outcome. The researcher may conclude that the theorised causal condition is relevant but requires another, omitted cause to be present in order to achieve sufficiency. Small-N comparisons cannot confirm causal inferences in general and must be combined with within-case methods. As Beach and Pedersen explain, cross-case comparison is ontologically distinct from within-case methods like process-tracing and congruence. The two methods can be complementary in confirming causes, but usually in a multi-step process in which they are executed independently and sequentially.[footnoteRef:3] Rohlfing, however, argues that integrated approaches are possible, provided cross-case methods are intended for theoretical work. In this approach, the methods are integrated into a single study and research design, wherein cross-case comparison is used to substantiate confidence in stated causes.[footnoteRef:4] Beach et al. concede that it can be beneficial to conduct exploratory cases using within-case congruence in parallel to cross-case comparative methods for the purposes of developing theory.[footnoteRef:5] I thus consolidate these methods into a single design in this article. [3:  Ibid.]  [4:  Ingo Rohlfing, Case Studies and Causal Inference: An Integrative Framework (Basingstoke, Palgrave Macmillan, 2012).]  [5:  Beach et al., ‘Comparative Methods’.] 

Congruence is the most widely used within-case method by scholars in practice, although it is frequently conflated with process-tracing. It was conceived as a technique closely related to pattern-matching, in which empirical observations are compared against predicted observations.[footnoteRef:6] George and Bennett emphasise correlations, explaining that researchers should begin with a theory and develop expectations about variables that follow from the theory, increasing their confidence in a causal relationship if the outcome of the case is consistent with the theory’s prediction.[footnoteRef:7] According to Beach and Pedersen: [6:  Robert K. Yin, Case Study Research and Applications: Design and Methods, 6th ed. (Thousand Oaks: SAGE, 2018).]  [7:  Alexander L. George and Andrew Bennett, Case Studies and Theory Development in the Social Science (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2005).] 


…what scholars are actually doing when engaging in congruence is providing some form of within-case, mechanistic evidence, although because the actual causal mechanism producing the evidence is not explicitly theorized, the evidence for causality is not as strong as that produced in a process-tracing study. What differentiates congruence from process-tracing is therefore understanding of causal mechanisms underlying the case study method. …The understanding of mechanisms in congruence is minimalistic, where the causal arrow between a cause and outcome is not explicitly unpacked theoretically.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Derek Beach and Rasmus Brun Pedersen, 'Congruence Methods’, in Beach and Pedersen (eds), Causal Case Study Methods, pp. 269-301 (p. 270).] 


Essentially, congruence is a ‘light’ variant of process-tracing that builds confidence in possible causes and takes a mechanistic view without fully elaborating causal mechanisms that connect cause X with outcome Y. Importantly for the present study, congruence is appropriate for collectively assessing multiple theorised causes with different types of evidence and helping to identify conjunctional causation.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  Ibid.] 

	Congruence case studies help with exploratory work for addressing research questions on which there is limited or inchoate empirical research and existing theory.[footnoteRef:10] The approach should therefore be appropriate for applying the proposed theoretical framework on early adoption. While the framework integrates a large volume of existing scholarship on policy pioneering and diffusion, much of that literature exists in silos, scholars have assessed primarily monocausal explanations, and there is little consideration of the distinctions or similarities between pioneers, leaders, and the wider early adopter category. [10:  Ibid.] 

	Congruence involves developing a ‘rough empirical narrative about what “happened” in a case’, requiring some information about the (probable) causes and outcomes.[footnoteRef:11] The researcher should categorise ‘who did what and when’ within this narrative, following which they can engage in a more systematic empirical probing of the relevant case, which should remain open and far-reaching.[footnoteRef:12] Combining this approach with cross-case analysis, I proceed in the article to describe each case with a semi-linear narrative, evaluating relevant evidence identified for both states. I then engage in a theory-driven analytical discussion that compares the two cases. [11:  Ibid., p. 279.]  [12:  Ibid., p. 279.] 


B. Concepts, observable manifestations, and materials
Credible application of the congruence method requires descriptions of expectations of what evidence one expects to find in cases, with as much clarity as possible to better assess whether there is a correspondence between expectations and findings. Existing theory can provide inspiration on what types of evidence might be useful. One should conduct a far-reaching survey of existing literature and probe multiple subdisciplines for ideas of which effects a given cause might have and how they relate to outcomes.[footnoteRef:13] The theoretical framework proposed in the main article has already accomplished this task, as it integrates literature from the fields and subdisciplines of public policy, environmental politics, international law, international political economy, international relations theory, and sociology and draws on examples from studies of policies on climate change, environment, human rights, labour rights, poverty alleviation, sovereign debt, civilian protection, and economic liberalisation. [13:  Ibid.] 

Theorising evidence and articulating clear expectations can then involve developing measurements and observable manifestations of causal concepts.[footnoteRef:14] I take a cautious approach to developing highly specified metrics for the concepts proposed in the theoretical framework of this article, as my focus is on causes in the form of actor motivations, rather than causal mechanisms, and motivations are inherently difficult to assess. Many concepts in the social sciences are analytical constructs that do not lend themselves easily to predicting observable manifestations and which can be measured only indirectly.[footnoteRef:15] I therefore also conduct semi-structured elite interviews, which can reveal political actors’ motivations.[footnoteRef:16] [14:  Derek Beach, Rasmus Brun Pedersen, Jørgen Møller, and Svend-Erik Skaaning, ‘Measuring Causal Concepts’ in Beach and Pedersen (eds), Causal Case Study Methods, pp. 119-153.]  [15:  Ibid.]  [16:  Layna Mosley, ‘“Just Talk to People”? Interviews in Contemporary Political Science’ in Layna Mosley (ed), Interview Research in Political Science (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2013), pp. 1-28.] 

There will necessarily be a degree of subjectivity in the measurement process. Observable manifestations of empirical phenomena will also be contextually sensitive and can even differ between cases. The researcher should describe transparently their predicted observable manifestations for each attribute of a defined concept that enables determination of its presence in a given case. To achieve this, they should first engage in a creative brainstorming of potential observable manifestations and then proceed with the potential observable manifestations that capture the most causally relevant aspects of key concepts.[footnoteRef:17] In the remainder of this section of the Online Supplementary Material, I discuss potential observable manifestations of the components of the theorised motivations in the proposed theoretical framework and materials that I consulted specific to NAPs on BHR to construct the empirical narratives of the case studies. Given the importance of interviews as a resource, I then discuss the semi-structured elite interview method and how questions were developed to elicit information about actors’ motivations. [17:  Ibid.] 


i. Observable manifestations
In the theoretical framework laid out in the main text of this article, I develop a core expectation for each of the four theorised motivations and suggest likely evidence for the different components of the motivations. Here, I predict the actual observable manifestations of the motivations and related evidence in more detail and explain specifically how these predictions are operationalised for the case studies on BHR policy in Colombia and Ecuador. For concepts and indicators such as ‘degree of sincerity’ or ‘degree of concern’, I do not elaborate on observable manifestations because it is assumed these indicators are not conducive to producing observable manifestations in any concrete sense, and I rely on interview responses as the main form of possible observable manifestations of such concepts.
	The normative motivation held that the strength or sincerity of a government’s commitment to a policy increases the likelihood of early adoption. The expectation rests on the assumption that the state already has similar policies in place due to pre-existing preferences, shaped by influential actors within the polity and socialisation within and by international organisations (IOs), thereby lowering the burden of adjustment to the policy innovation. The first observable manifestation that I expect for this motivation is an influential domestic advocacy coalition, especially comprising business and civil society, supporting the policy. Concepts like ‘influence’ and ‘power’ are necessarily challenging to quantify as they are socially constructed ideas that cannot be measured directly.[footnoteRef:18] One could in principle count the number of corporations and NGOs that lobby for the policy if such information were available. Some governments publish lists of stakeholders involved in policy processes and consultations, or in democratic states, this information may be obtainable by filing freedom of information requests with the relevant body. The relative influence and weight of certain types of actors could also come across in interviews, and interviewees can be asked to reflect on the roles of third parties, which often yields critical reflections of high value.[footnoteRef:19]  I consulted the Danish Institute for Human Rights website on NAPs (www.globalnaps.org) for background information on NAP processes and other BHR policy developments in these states and also read through materials archived on the Business and Human Rights Resource Centre’s (BHRRC) website (www.bhrrc.org). I used lists of stakeholders involved in Colombia’s NAP process and follow-up implementation processes that were published in the NAP itself and in other reports and government documents to identify the relevant individuals and organisations and the extent to which they were included in the process. For Ecuador, I conducted web searches for relevant organisations beyond the aforementioned websites. These efforts also guided me in identifying relevant interviewees, and I asked interview subjects for their views on the most influential actors and on the specific roles played and influence wielded by different actors also involved in the process. I attended two annual meetings of the UN Forum on Business and Human Rights, held in Geneva (2018 and 2019), where I observed participants as part of a wider research project, and I observed the 2020 Forum online due to COVID-19 restrictions. By observing not only speakers but also meeting other attendees, I was able to further develop my sense of the more influential players in this policy space in the case study countries. [18:  Beach et al., ‘Measuring Causal Concepts’.]  [19:  Jeffrey M. Berry, ‘Validity and Reliability Issues in Elite Interviewing’, PS: Political Science and Politics, 35:4 (2002), pp. 679-82.] 

	The next observable manifestation that I expect for the normative motivation was promotion of the policy innovation by IOs that endorse it as morally, politically, or technically good. This indicator can be operationalised by referencing reports on the relevant policy area from IOs in which the state being studied is a member, and references to IOs can be searched for in the policy text or in statements made about the development or adoption of the policy. I therefore searched relevant UN reports on BHR, including from the UN Working Group on Business and Human rights (discussed in the main text of the article), and I searched the websites of other relevant IOs and their emanations, such as the Andean Community, Organization of American States, and the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights. In addition, I asked interviewees about this topic. In these searches, I sought to identify statements that explicitly or implicitly promoted adoption of NAPs or of BHR policies generally, and I analysed how the IOs framed the policies and what types of language they used. I also searched in the Colombian NAP and in statements from both governments, including speeches delivered at the UN Human Rights Council, for evidence of their interactions with IOs.
	I then expected to find evidence of pre-existing policies and practices aligned with the policy innovation. This observable manifestation should differ considerably between policy domains and policy styles and across time and geographies, but one can generally look for previous adoptions of laws, policies, and administrative and political procedures that are similar to or enabling of the novel policy. There are many online databases of legislation and policies in different domains, although one may need to search archival records in person for some types of legislation in some states, depending on the state and time period in question. While working as Special Representative of the Secretary-General and developing the UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights (UNGPs), John Ruggie oversaw a major research project that affirmed corporate law did not generally require businesses to assess and address their human rights impacts in any jurisdiction.[footnoteRef:20] I therefore did not search further for relevant domestic legislation on ‘business and human rights’ per se. BHRRC also tracks BHR policy actions, which I consulted to ensure I had not missed important pre-existing policies. I primarily focused on broader human rights commitments, looking at ratifications of the major conventions of international human rights law, as these are included in the UNGPs, which states that they comprise the minimum list of human rights that are relevant for companies to consider. I also read annual reports from Human Rights Watch and Amnesty International for the period 2010-2016 in Colombia and 2010-2021 in Ecuador.[footnoteRef:21] The time periods were selected because Ruggie published a draft of the UNGPs in 2010 and began encouraging early implementation, and because Colombia adopted a NAP at the end of 2015. For Ecuador, I consulted reports through the completion of this research project. These reports provide detail on human rights abuses that are prevalent within a country, thus demonstrating each government’s practices in the area. [20:  For a discussion of Ruggie’s team’s research and findings, see: Susan Ariel Aaronson and Ian Higham, ‘“Re-righting business”: John Ruggie and the struggle to develop international human rights standards for transnational firms’, Human Rights Quarterly, 36 (2013), pp. 333-64.]  [21:  Human Rights Watch reports archived at https://www.hrw.org/previous-world-reports, accessed 10 January 2023; Amnesty International reports archived at https://www.amnesty.org/en/annual-report-archive/, accessed 10 January 2023.] 

	These reports are also useful for the reputation motivation, by which governments adopt early to improve or maintain their reputations, especially to reap a material or social reward. One main type of observable manifestation of this motivation should be incidents of prior shaming or praise that establishes the government’s particularly good or particularly poor reputation in the relevant policy domain. In general, this evidence could be collected from numerous different sources. Highly institutionalised norms should be accompanied by specific fora with clear procedures for shaming and sanctioning norm violators.[footnoteRef:22] The specific institutional venue and procedures, however, will differ between regimes. Various human rights issues are delegated to relevant treaty bodies or Special Procedures mandate-holders tasked with naming and shaming states with bad behaviour. The Human Rights Watch and Amnesty International reports helpfully synthesise critical statements (and praise) from these experts and from other organisations and states, which I used to get a sense of each state’s reputation in the area of human rights. Interviews helped to illuminate how stakeholders viewed, and potentially shaped, the state’s reputation on human rights. [22:  Martha Finnemore and Kathryn Sikkink, ‘International Norm Dynamics and Political Change’, International Organization 50:4 (1998), pp. 887-917.] 

	I also suggested that relevant evidence of the reputation motivation includes incidents of a government boasting in international fora about adopting or planning to adopt the policy innovation. Governments should in principle want to actively attract attention to their adoption of this policy if doing so is part of a strategy for reputation improvement or maintenance. I reviewed statements and speeches made at the UNHRC and observed participants from these countries at the UN Forums mentioned above. For Colombia, I also reviewed statements and/or news coverage of statements made by the President in visits to the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), as I knew the accession process was ongoing, and interviewees mentioned it.
	It is more difficult to theorise potential observable manifestations of material or social rewards or the perceptions of them, as these will vary considerably from case to case. One can search media coverage of the policy, where journalists and analysts may discuss potential consequences of policy adoption or connect particular policies to particular goals of the decision-makers. One can also survey media coverage of the politics of the country at the time to determine its current likely goals in international politics, but this might involve quite a lot of searching in the dark. One can also search more official statements about the policy, such as in speeches for international or domestic audiences or in parliamentary debates. It is common for speeches launching new policies, as well as press releases published alongside the launch of those policies, to contain articulations of goals the policy helps achieve and benefits the policy is expected to reap. I searched statements made at the UNHRC and in other fora on BHR for references to possible objectives, and I asked interviewees questions about the government’s objectives.
	For the competition motivation, I expect that governments who become early adopters desire to influence policies that are adopted elsewhere. This expectation may be particularly difficult to measure, as it is hard to develop a metric for wanting to influence policies in other states. Additionally, governments may not be open about their intentions to steer diffusion and shape policy choices in other states, which could be seen as an infringement on sovereignty or could diminish impressions of the sincerity of their own commitment. Interviews are therefore a helpful way to ask about motivations in this regard.
	Although it is far from indicative of a future-oriented motivation, one could search for evidence of wealth and power, as well as relative trade and investment openness of the state. Wealthy, powerful states with large markets are more capable of inducing a California effect, and they need to be somewhat open to transnational flows of economic activity to be able to trigger it. Data on GDP and GDP per capita are orthodox metrics of wealth and economic development and may serve as proxies for the more nebulous and socially constructed concept of power. One can also use more holistic metrics, such as the UN Human Development Index.[footnoteRef:23] There are many quantitative indicators available on trade and investment as a portion of the economy, such as the World Development Indicators from the World Bank.[footnoteRef:24] I consulted these indicators in selecting Colombia and Ecuador. I do not here take up a discussion of different conceptualisations of power, which are extensive in the international studies literature. [23:  United Nations Development Programme, Human Development Report 2023-24: Breaking the gridlock: Reimagining cooperation in a polarized world (United Nations: New York, 2024).]  [24:  World Bank. World Development Indicators (2024).] 

	The competition motivation could also be evidenced by observable manifestations in the form of statements of aversion to alternative policy styles. If the policy or law is being debated in a legislature, this evidence might be easier to find, as lawmakers could (in a democratic state) propose and critique alternative policy styles. But for early adopters, it might be less probable to find evidence of decision-makers specifically discussing and rejecting more or less stringent policy styles that perhaps do not exist yet, even in theory. One option is to ascertain whether stakeholders involved in the policy process suggested alternative styles, which the government could assume are at least ‘on the table’ in other states as well, driving them to seek to trigger diffusion of their preferred policy style. I looked through statements from NGOs and business on BHR to see if they had promoted alternative forms of BHR policy in each state. I also looked for submissions during NAP consultations that might have proposed other policy designs, and I asked interview subjects about their preferences on policy styles and whether alternatives were considered or desired.
	The final piece of evidence suggested for the competition mechanism was provisions or pledges to promote the policy abroad, potentially found in the text of the policy itself. One can read the policy document or associated materials and press releases to see if there are specific commitments to levelling the playing field or encouraging adoptions elsewhere. Policies often have provisions that link to the government’s foreign policy objectives, and some legislation requires governments to take specific actions through their foreign policies. In this case, I read through the Colombian NAP and reports on its implementation and drafting for any provisions on promotion of the policy abroad. I also searched statements from Colombia and Ecuador made at the UNHRC and observed their delegations at the UN Forums to ascertain their approaches to BHR in foreign policy. I asked interviewees in Colombia whether promotion of NAPs abroad was an intention they or the government had during the NAP process and interviewees in Ecuador about their international concerns.
	Finally, the locking-in motivation anticipates early adoption being more likely immediately following or preceding a period of political change, especially after civil strife or ahead of an incumbent losing power, and where the government favours international cooperation. Suitable evidence for the key conditions of this motivation would include a recent history of conflict or other forms of violence and strife. This type of information should be readily available from a plethora of sources for most states, as news media tends to devote extensive coverage to armed conflict, civil repression, and other forms of violence. In the cases of Colombia and Ecuador, I had knowledge of both states’ recent histories from following news on these countries and so was aware of the recent history of conflict in Colombia and the relative stability in Ecuador. Where I was unsure of a fact or sought to confirm evidence for the purposes of the study, I conducted web searches. I also consulted the material in the Human Rights Watch, Amnesty International, and State Department reports, which contain information on conflicts and civil repression.
	There should, if locking-in concerns future loss of power, be evidence that the government has at least some information on its likelihood of losing power or some reason to believe that this will happen. The most obvious source for this evidence should be public opinion polling around the time leading up to policy adoption or in the time period of interest in the non-adopter case, at least provided that the state is an electoral democracy with reliable polling. One could also explore politicians’ perceptions of the political zeitgeist, as political actors could in principle simply be paranoid (or, if accessible and relevant, intelligence reports suggesting the likelihood of coups d’état). This would be better achieved through interviews. Since there are many factors that contribute to ideas about losing power, from combining different polls to assessing trends in public opinion more generally and forthcoming events that might stoke backlash against incumbents, it is useful to review analytical reporting that synthesises information from diverse sources. I therefore reviewed Economist Intelligence Unit Country Reports for Colombia and Ecuador during the relevant time periods, which analyse data on public opinion, discuss the likelihood of forthcoming elections and the popularity of the incumbent political leadership, and provide a rich overview of other political conditions in the state.
	The final two pieces of evidence for the locking-in motivation involve statements of objection to the policy by the political opposition to whom the government is likely to lose power (or possibly from whom the government has just wrested power), and statements of support for future international cooperation on the policy issue from the incumbents. In an electoral democracy, the former can be gleaned from parliamentary debates, especially where the policy and alternatives to it have been debated in parliament or where the political leadership is called to testify on the contents or adoption of the policy innovation. One can also ask interviewees to identify actors who opposed their efforts to promote the policy – or, if one finds interviewees who did oppose the policy, to elaborate on their reasons and tactics. For the latter, one might be able to find evidence from the policy text itself that speaks of future international cooperation, similar to how one might look for evidence of plans to promote future diffusion for the competition mechanism. Here, however, one could also look at statements in international fora where negotiations over future international law are likely to occur. Again, one may need to rely on interviewees to articulate these preferences. For this study, I reviewed statements made by Colombia and Ecuador at the UNHRC, which is the entity within the UN with the clearest BHR Portfolio. I did not find evidence of significant parliamentary debates over NAPs or alternatives to them after searching and so relied primarily on interview subjects for possible information on resistance to the policy.

ii. Elite interviews
Provided that specific indicators cannot necessarily reveal actors’ motivations, I conducted interviews, which can reveal the motivations of political actors.[footnoteRef:25] A key source of information for these case studies came from semi-structured elite interviews conducted in Bogotá and Quito in 2018. While interviews can reveal motivations, interviewees cannot necessarily be relied on to tell the objective truth, whether because of intentional deception or exaggeration, or because of human error in remembering and interpreting events. Scholars have suggested several strategies for overcoming these limitations, including: use of multiple sources; asking the subject to critique third parties; skipping over questions where the actor appears to have strong ideological bias; conducting background research on the person and their organisation; and asking about the role of other stakeholders and organisations.[footnoteRef:26] [25:  Mosley, ‘Just Talk to People’.]  [26:  Berry, ‘Validity and Reliability’.] 

I formulated interview questions around expectations theorised in the proposed framework but adjusted the questions for each interview subject. I designed questions to be open-ended, which is considered the most appropriate approach for causal research in political science, as respondents are able to express their own perceptions of the issues of most importance, which may also reveal motivations omitted from prior theorising.[footnoteRef:27] I developed a list of general questions to use as a rough framework for all interviews, adapting the questions to be more specific and adding or removing additional questions depending on the interviewee – including whether they worked for an NGO, government body, corporation, what their current and previous roles involved, how long they had been involved in the topic of BHR, etc. I also adapted the questions for each country – e.g., asking specifically about the completed NAP process in Colombia, while asking about perceptions of NAPs and general preferences on BHR in Ecuador. [27:  Cathie Jo Martin, ‘Crafting Interviews to Capture Cause and Effect’, in Mosley (ed), Interview Research in Political Science, pp. 109-24.] 

Information about the selection of interviewees and the conduct of interviews was outlined in the main text of this article. After conducting recorded interviews, I transcribed them manually. Where I took notes, I reviewed them for clarity and cleaned up any errors in my typing or writing. I then coded notes and transcripts according to the four theorised motivations in the proposed framework, color-coding these transcripts/notes according to the motivations that corresponded to statements made the interviewees. Other segments of the interviews were coded as relevant descriptions of policy processes. Some statements were double-coded as relevant for more than one theorised motivation, indicating potential combinations and interactions.



iii. Reports consulted
Due to space constraints within the main text of the article, I have not cited each individual report used in the collection of empirical material. The text in the article provides broad summarising of trends based on my reading of an extensive number of reports. For transparency, the following is a list of the main reports from which I drew this information:
· Amnesty International, Amnesty International Report 2011: The State of the World’s Human Rights (London, 2011)
· Amnesty International, Amnesty International Report 2012: The State of the World’s Human Rights (London, 2012)
· Amnesty International, Amnesty International Report 2013: The State of the World’s Human Rights (London, 2013)
· Amnesty International, Amnesty International Report 2014/15: The State of the World’s Human Rights (London, 2015)
· Amnesty International, Amnesty International Report 2015/16: The State of the World’s Human Rights (London, 2016)
· Amnesty International, Amnesty International Report 2016/17: The State of the World’s Human Rights (London, 2017)
· Amnesty International, Amnesty International Report 2017/18: The State of the World’s Human Rights (London, 2018)
· Amnesty International, Amnesty International Report 2018/19: The State of the World’s Human Rights (London, 2019)
· Amnesty International, Amnesty International Report 2019/20: The State of the World’s Human Rights (London, 2020)
· Amnesty International, Amnesty International Report 2020/21: The State of the World’s Human Rights (London, 2021)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Colombia (May 2014)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Colombia (June 2014)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Colombia (July 2014)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Colombia (January 2015)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Colombia (February 2015)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Colombia (March 2015)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Colombia (April 2015)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Colombia (May 2015)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Colombia (June 2015)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Colombia (July 2015)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Colombia (August 2015)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Colombia (September 2015)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Colombia (October 2015)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Colombia (November 2015)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Colombia (December 2015)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Ecuador (December 2002)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Ecuador (April 2005)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Ecuador (December 2006)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Ecuador (May 2009)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Ecuador (March 2013)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Ecuador (November 2015)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Ecuador (December 2015)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Ecuador (January 2016
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Ecuador (April 2017)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Ecuador (September 2018)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Ecuador (October 2018)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Ecuador (September 2019)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Ecuador (July 2020)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Ecuador (October 2020)
· Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Report: Ecuador (February 2021)
· Human Rights Watch, World Report 2011 (New York, 2011)
· Human Rights Watch, World Report 2012 (New York, 2012)
· Human Rights Watch, World Report 2013 (New York, 2013)
· Human Rights Watch, World Report 2014 (New York, 2014)
· Human Rights Watch, World Report 2015 (New York, 2015)
· Human Rights Watch, World Report 2016 (New York, 2016)
· Human Rights Watch, World Report 2017 (New York, 2017)
· Human Rights Watch, World Report 2018 (New York, 2018)
· Human Rights Watch, World Report 2019 (New York, 2019)
· Human Rights Watch, World Report 2020 (New York, 2020)
· Human Rights Watch, World Report 2021 (New York, 2021)


II. Alternative explanations
I noted in this article that some policy pioneering literature offers various explanations for that I have not included as potential motivations for early adoption – especially high problem pressure, state capacity, and regional clustering. The comparison of Colombia and Ecuador in this article further disconfirms the sufficiency of these explanations, although high problem pressure and state capacity remain potential scope conditions or ‘INUS’ conditions. Problem pressure will naturally be conceptualised differently across policy domains and geographic-temporal contexts, but a good indicator for problem pressure in BHR might be recent histories of large-scale human rights abuses by corporations, either in the state (especially in the Global South) or by the state’s home firms (especially in the Global North).
As shown in the empirical narratives in the main article, both Colombia and Ecuador had experienced particularly significant recent episodes of such abuses: those related to armed conflict in Colombia, and those related to oil extraction in Ecuador. While both governments acknowledged the severity of the problems, only one state adopted a policy to implement the UNGPs in the early stage of NAP diffusion, thereby disconfirming the sufficiency of problem pressure explanations absent civil society pressure, diplomatic incentives, or other motivating factors. Ecuador pursued an international treaty, initially such that it would regulate only transnational corporations – i.e., incorporated outside of but operating in Ecuador – which did partially address the problem, but would not have encompassed state-owned enterprises operating in extractive sectors, which allegedly carried out or were complicit in many human rights abuses, as documented in the human rights reports reviewed for this study and mentioned by interview subjects. Moreover, Ecuador did not move to adopt legislation mandating human rights due diligence or otherwise implement the UNGPs, suggesting that problem pressure alone cannot explain early adoption, at least when the government prefers entirely distinct models (here, an international treaty) or does not recognise the same problem (here, transnational vs. domestic business).
On the question of state capacity, which is anyway more of a characteristic than a motivation, there is an extensive literature debating how to measure and assess capacity; reviewing that literature and theorising an appropriate indicator is beyond the scope of this article. However, there is probably little doubt that Colombia has greater state capacity. Its accession to the OECD affirms that it is likelier to have more robust governance processes that adhere to international standards, and the country, while at a largely similar level of economic development, is somewhat wealthier than Ecuador, as shown by readily available economic indicators. Yet, there was no indication that Ecuador lacked the level of capacity necessary to develop a NAP, and indeed it has exhausted considerable resources pursuing so-far fruitless international efforts. Higher capacity could increase the likelihood of early adoption, but there is insufficient evidence to reach that conclusion firmly in this study, and there is no concrete evidence showing that capacity was an essential determinant, much less a motivation.
The third alternative explanation is geographic clustering (which is most likely indicative of emulation). Geographic clustering could be assessed qualitatively by making a list of early adopters of the relevant policy, as I have done in this article (and if one is unfamiliar with world geography or wishes to visualise the data, to create a map). Then one simply looks for indications of regional clustering, especially up to the point at which the case government adopted the policy. This factor is, again, not obviously a motivation, but it also is disconfirmed as a sufficient explanation by this comparison. A more robust analysis however might involve spatial weighting in regression analysis. Colombia was the first adopter in the Americas, preceding the US by one year and Chile by two. Although Ecuador is contiguous with Colombia, it has still not adopted a NAP, even as its other neighbour (Peru) has now done so.
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