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Supplementary Material (Online Appendix)
This Online Appendix presents robustness checks against reverse causation, unobserved country-level heterogeneity, control variable bias, omitted variable bias, and alternative operationalization of control variables, which cannot be reported in full detail in the article’s Robustness Checks section due to the space limit. In essence, the key point here is that the article’s main finding about human rights INGOs’ local engagement in Table 4 remains highly robust statistically and substantively, as seen in Tables OA1, OA2, OA3, and OA4 below.
Robustness Checks against Reverse Causation
In the article’s main statistical model, Human Rights INGO Ties and all the control variables are lagged by one year to avoid endogeneity bias arising from reverse causation (also known as simultaneity bias), and to ensure that Human Rights INGO Ties in the previous year explains the extent of Amnesty International’s special country reports in the current year. Models 1 and 2 in Table OA1 use a five- and ten-year lag for Human Rights INGO Ties, respectively, as additional robustness checks against reverse causation, while the other control variables are lagged by one year like in the article’s original model. In short, the main result for human rights INGOs’ local engagement remains highly statistically and substantively significant, regardless of the use of different lags for my key independent variable.
<Table OA1>

Robustness Checks against Unobserved Country-Level Heterogeneity
Models 1 and 2 in Table OA2 present two fixed-effects NB models to demonstrate that the main result for Human Rights INGO Ties is robust against endogeneity bias caused by unobserved country-level heterogeneity, given that unobserved heterogeneity may be correlated with both human rights INGOs’ local engagement and Amnesty International’s coverage (Green, Kim, and Yoon 2001). 
I implement Allison’s (2009, 65-68) hybrid approach that integrates the strengths of the fixed-effects and random-effects approaches. As the first step, I calculate the mean of each of all the time-varying variables for each Asian state, whether the variables are continuous or categorical. The second step is to compute the deviation by subtracting the mean variables from the time-varying variables. As Allison (2014) noted, the two steps should apply to time-varying dummy variables like Civil War and ICCPR Ratification just like continuous variables.
 The first step generates eight mean variables that estimate the determinants of “cross-country” variations in Amnesty International’s coverage: namely, Mean.Human Rights INGO Ties, Mean.Human Rights Protection, Mean.Democracy, Mean.Military Power, Mean.US Military Aid Share, Mean.US Arms Transfer Share, Mean.Civil War, and Mean.ICCPR Ratification. The second step produces eight deviation variables that capture the determinants of “within-country” variations: namely, Deviation.Human Rights INGO Ties, Deviation.Human Rights Protection, Deviation.Democracy, Deviation.Military Power, Deviation.US Military Aid Share, Deviation.US Arms Transfer Share, Deviation.Civil War, and Deviation.ICCPR Ratification. As the last step, I include both the mean and the deviation variables as predictors and estimate two NB models that allow for dependence among country-year observations for each state: namely, the random-effects panel NB model
 and the population-average NB generalized estimating equations (GEE) model with the exchange correlation structure
. 

Table OA2 presents the results of robustness checks against unobserved country-level heterogeneity. In all models, both Deviation.Human Rights INGO Ties and Mean.Human Rights INGO Ties are positively and highly significantly associated with Amnesty International’s human rights reporting. These results demonstrate that human rights INGOs’ local engagement is effective for explaining both within-country and cross-country variations in the number of Amnesty International’s special country reports. Thus, the article’s key finding about the role of human rights INGOs’ local engagement is robust against unobserved country-level heterogeneity.
<Table OA2>

Robustness Checks against Control Variable Bias and Omitted Variable Bias
Model 1 in Table OA3 presents a robustness check against control variable bias by dropping all the control variables from the main model. This is to ensure that the main finding about Human Rights INGO Ties is not an artifact of including certain control variables (Achen 2005).


Models 2 to 5 in Table OA3 demonstrate that the key finding about human rights INGOs’ local engagement is robust against omitted variable bias by additionally controlling for economic development, globalization, foreign policy similarity with the U.S., and governments’ oil rents. First, Model 2 controls for economic development as an additional source of state power. GDP per capita measures the natural log of purchasing-power-parity-converted real gross domestic product (GDP) per capita in constant 2005 US dollars for a state in a given year, using Penn World Table 7.1 (Heston, Summers, and Aten 2012). I use the version 7.1 of the Penn World Table data because of its greatest data coverage. It should be noted that the sample correlation between Military Power and GDP per capita is very low (the Pearson correlation coefficient r = 0.13), although they are two alternative measures of state power.
Second, Model 3 accounts for the modernization hypothesis that globalization fosters the sociopolitical changes necessary for embracing postmaterialist values such as human rights advocacy (Inglehart 2000). Globalization is a composite index measuring the economic, social, and political dimensions of globalization for a state in a given year on a 1 (the least globalized) to 100 (the most globalized) scale, using Dreher’s (2006) KOF Index of Globalization 2016.

Third, Model 4 considers the foreign policy similarity between the U.S. and each state as an additional indicator of Asian states’ security linkages to the U.S. (Hendrix and Wong 2014, 41). US Foreign Policy Similarity measures Asian states’ voting similarity with the U.S. within the UN General Assembly in a given year, using Voeten’s (2013) data.

Finally, Model 5 controls for governments’ oil rents as an additional possible determinant of Amnesty International’s human rights reporting. Oil Rents per capita computes each state’s net total rents from oil and natural gas in constant 2005 US dollars divided by that state’s total population for a given year, and then takes the natural log of those values, using Ross and Mahdavi’s (2015) data.
Table OA3 shows the results of robustness checks against control variable bias and omitted variable bias. In Model 1, the key finding about Human Rights INGO Ties remains unchanged, regardless of the exclusion of all the control variables. In Models 2 to 5, the main result for Human Rights INGOs remains highly statistically and substantively significant in all models, regardless of the inclusion of those additional control variables.
<Table OA3>

Robustness Checks against Alternative Operationalization of Control Variables
Models 1 to 4 in Table OA4 revisit the article’s original model with alternative measures of regime type, military power, and Asian states’ U.S. foreign aid dependence to demonstrate that the main result for Human Rights INGO Ties does not rely on a particular operationalization of control variables. First, Model 1 changes my measure of regime type from dichotomous to continuous. As an alternative to Democracy based on Cheibub, Gandhi and Vreeland’s (2010) Democracy and Dictatorship data, Polity IV measures regime type on a –10 (full dictatorship) to +10 (full democracy) scale, using the Polity IV data (Marshall, Gurr, and Jaggers 2016). 
Second, Model 2 employs an alternative, trichotomous measure of regime type, using the Polity IV data (Marshall, Gurr, and Jaggers 2016). I construct three dichotomous variables for democracy, anocracy, and autocracy. Specifically, Democracy (Polity IV) is coded 1 if a state’s Polity IV score in a given year ranges from +7 to +10, and 0 otherwise. Anocracy (Polity IV) equals 1 if the Polity IV score ranges from –6 to +6 for a state, and 0 otherwise. Autocracy (Polity IV), the reference category, is coded 1 if a state’s Polity IV score ranges from –10 to –7, and 0 otherwise.
Third, Model 3 utilizes an alternative operationalization of military power, based on the COW Project’s National Material Capabilities 5.0 data set (Singer, Bremer, and Stuckey 1972). Following the COW Project’s own operationalization (Greig and Enterline 2017, 7-8), I compute a state’s share in a year of the world system total of military personnel and that state’s share in that year of the world system total of military expenditures, respectively, and then average out the values of the non-missing shares to produce the Composite Military Power score.

Finally, Model 4 uses an alternative operationalization of Asian states’ U.S. foreign aid dependence. US Foreign Aid Share measures a state’s percentage share of total US military and economic aid in a given year, using the United States Agency for International Development’s (2016) U.S. foreign aid data. 
Table OA4 shows the results of robustness checks against alternative operationalization of control variables. In brief, the main finding about Human Rights INGO Ties remains highly statistically and substantively significant, with the use of alternative measures of regime type, military power, and U.S. foreign aid dependence.

<Table OA4>

In conclusion, in all the models in Tables OA1, OA2, OA3, and OA4, the coefficient of Human Rights INGO Ties remains unchanged statistically and substantively. Thus, the key finding about the role of human rights INGOs’ local engagement in transnational human rights reporting is robust against reverse causation, unobserved country-level heterogeneity, control variable bias, omitted variable bias, and alternative operationalization of control variables.
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Table OA1. Robustness Checks against Reverse Causation: Determinants of the Extent of Transnational Human Rights Reporting in Asia
	
	Model 1
	Model 2

	Human Rights INGO Ties (5-year lag)
	0.693***
	

	
	(0.110)
	

	Human Rights INGO Ties (10-year lag)
	
	0.550***

	
	
	(0.097)

	Human Rights Protection
	–0.510***
	–0.481***

	
	(0.142)
	(0.149)

	Democracy
	–0.783***
	–0.639***

	
	(0.247)
	(0.236)

	Military Power
	11.001***
	12.097***

	
	(1.546)
	(1.609)

	US Military Aid Share
	0.005
	–0.004

	
	(0.025)
	(0.023)

	US Arms Transfer Share
	0.113***
	0.108***

	
	(0.029)
	(0.028)

	Civil War
	0.155
	0.205

	
	(0.259)
	(0.267)

	ICCPR Ratification
	0.084
	0.087

	
	(0.194)
	(0.214)

	Constant
	–2.171***
	–1.538***

	
	(0.342)
	(0.292)

	Number of States
	25
	25

	Number of Observations
	736
	724

	Log Likelihood
	–1464.67
	–1471.98

	Wald χ²
	346.52***
	289.70***

	Degrees of Freedom
	9
	9


Note: Coefficients are reported. Numbers in parentheses are robust standard errors clustered on state. All independent variables use a one-year lag, except Human Rights INGO Ties (5-year lag) in Model 1 and Human Rights INGO Ties (10-year lag) in Model 2. *** p ≤ .01; ** p ≤ .05; * p ≤ .10, in two-tailed tests.
Table OA2. Robustness Checks against Unobserved Country-Level Heterogeneity: Determinants of the Extent of Transnational Human Rights Reporting in Asia
	
	Model 1: Random Effects
	Model 2: GEE

	Deviation.Human Rights INGO Ties
	0.750***
	
	0.926***
	

	
	(0.096)
	
	(0.114)
	

	Mean.Human Rights INGO Ties
	0.774***
	
	0.790***
	

	
	(0.152)
	
	(0.177)
	

	Deviation.Human Rights Protection
	–0.474***
	
	–0.613***
	

	
	(0.089)
	
	(0.131)
	

	Mean.Human Rights Protection
	–0.520**
	
	–0.814***
	

	
	(0.210)
	
	(0.292)
	

	Deviation.Democracy
	–0.383***
	
	–0.520***
	

	
	(0.130)
	
	(0.184)
	

	Mean.Democracy
	–1.486***
	
	–1.597***
	

	
	(0.458)
	
	(0.569)
	

	Deviation.Military Power
	–0.760
	
	0.207
	

	
	(5.034)
	
	(4.863)
	

	Mean.Military Power
	6.938**
	
	9.232***
	

	
	(3.199)
	
	(2.590)
	

	Deviation.US Military Aid Share
	0.005
	
	–0.006
	

	
	(0.023)
	
	(0.041)
	

	Mean.US Military Aid Share
	–0.006
	
	–0.134
	

	
	(0.140)
	
	(0.145)
	

	Deviation.US Arms Transfer Share
	–0.008
	
	–0.015
	

	
	(0.023)
	
	(0.033)
	

	Mean.US Arms Transfer Share
	0.133***
	
	0.279***
	

	
	(0.047)
	
	(0.048)
	

	Deviation.Civil War
	0.161
	
	0.185
	

	
	(0.138)
	
	(0.189)
	

	Mean.Civil War
	0.396
	
	0.349
	

	
	(0.403)
	
	(0.506)
	

	Deviation.ICCPR Ratification
	0.438***
	
	0.393**
	

	
	(0.161)
	
	(0.200)
	

	Mean.ICCPR Ratification
	–0.159
	
	–0.212
	

	
	(0.256)
	
	(0.383)
	

	Constant
	–3.088***
	
	–2.798***
	

	
	(0.546)
	
	(0.590)
	

	Number of States
	25
	
	25
	

	Number of Observations
	740
	
	740
	

	Log Likelihood
	–1390.07
	
	—
	

	Wald χ²
	228.23***
	
	1611.74***
	

	Degrees of Freedom
	19
	
	17
	


Note: GEE denotes the Generalized Estimating Equations model. Coefficients are reported. Numbers in parentheses in Model 1 are standard errors, while those in Model 2 are robust standard errors clustered on state. All independent variables use a one-year lag. *** p ≤ .01; ** p ≤ .05; * p ≤ .10, in two-tailed tests.
Table OA3. Robustness Checks against Control Variable Bias and Omitted Variable Bias: Determinants of the Extent of Transnational Human Rights Reporting in Asia
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Human Rights INGO Ties
	0.656***
	0.712***
	0.837***
	0.766***
	0.822***

	
	(0.127)
	(0.126)
	(0.113)
	(0.110)
	(0.120)

	Human Rights Protection
	—
	–0.647***
	–0.623***
	–0.558***
	–0.524***

	
	
	(0.158)
	(0.142)
	(0.135)
	(0.139)

	Democracy
	—
	–0.841***
	–0.896***
	–0.750***
	–0.897***

	
	
	(0.247)
	(0.242)
	(0.235)
	(0.261)

	Military Power
	—
	10.580***
	10.639***
	10.818***
	10.574***

	
	
	(1.711)
	(1.883)
	(1.694)
	(1.573)

	US Military Aid Share
	—
	0.001
	–0.005
	0.007
	0.002

	
	
	(0.025)
	(0.028)
	(0.022)
	(0.025)

	US Arms Transfer Share
	—
	0.101***
	0.124***
	0.124***
	0.116***

	
	
	(0.031)
	(0.031)
	(0.028)
	(0.029)

	Civil War
	—
	–0.114
	–0.057
	0.086
	0.111

	
	
	(0.221)
	(0.225)
	(0.223)
	(0.251)

	ICCPR Ratification
	—
	0.273*
	0.271*
	0.144
	0.086

	
	
	(0.157)
	(0.147)
	(0.206)
	(0.182)

	GDP per capita
	
	0.092
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.157)
	
	
	

	Globalization
	
	
	–0.006
	
	

	
	
	
	(0.006)
	
	

	US Foreign Policy Similarity
	
	
	
	–0.910
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.644)
	

	Oil Rents per capita
	
	
	
	
	0.0005

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.050)

	Constant
	–1.482***
	–3.107***
	–2.682***
	–2.494***
	–2.768***

	
	(0.498)
	(1.002)
	(0.347)
	(0.407)
	(0.388)

	Number of States
	25
	23
	23
	24
	25

	Number of Observations
	761
	676
	654
	672
	740

	Log Likelihood
	–1627.16
	–1334.00
	–1280.71
	–1292.05
	–1454.45

	Wald χ²
	26.50***
	399.05***
	360.28***
	296.22***
	355.63***

	Degrees of Freedom
	2
	10
	10
	10
	10


Note: Coefficients are reported. Numbers in parentheses are robust standard errors clustered on state. All independent variables use a one-year lag. *** p ≤ .01; ** p ≤ .05; * p ≤ .10, in two-tailed tests.
Table OA4. Robustness Checks against Alternative Operationalization of Control Variables: Determinants of the Extent of Transnational Human Rights Reporting in Asia
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	
	
	
	
	

	Human Rights INGO Ties
	0.782***
	0.770***
	0.799***
	0.828***

	
	(0.164)
	(0.158)
	(0.142)
	(0.116)

	Human Rights Protection
	–0.489***
	–0.376**
	–0.584***
	–0.531***

	
	(0.161)
	(0.154)
	(0.143)
	(0.141)

	Democracy
	(replaced)
	(replaced)
	–0.890***
	–0.902***

	
	
	
	(0.248)
	(0.252)

	Military Power
	8.799***
	11.624***
	(replaced)
	10.459***

	
	(1.579)
	(2.022)
	
	(1.611)

	US Military Aid Share
	–0.067*
	–0.020
	0.0003
	(replaced)

	
	(0.039)
	(0.032)
	(0.024)
	

	US Arms Transfer Share
	0.108***
	0.106***
	0.108***
	0.116***

	
	(0.033)
	(0.027)
	(0.032)
	(0.030)

	Civil War
	0.034
	0.293
	0.007
	0.121

	
	(0.263)
	(0.234)
	(0.257)
	(0.245)

	ICCPR Ratification
	–0.014
	0.012
	0.150
	0.087

	
	(0.213)
	(0.196)
	(0.186)
	(0.179)

	Polity IV
	–0.057***
	
	
	

	
	(0.019)
	
	
	

	Democracy (Polity IV)
	
	–1.255***
	
	

	
	
	(0.268)
	
	

	Anocracy (Polity IV)
	
	–0.203
	
	

	
	
	(0.252)
	
	

	Autocracy (Polity IV)
	
	(reference)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Composite Military Power
	
	
	16.152***
	

	
	
	
	(2.565)
	

	US Foreign Aid Share
	
	
	
	–0.023

	
	
	
	
	(0.053)

	Constant
	–2.776***
	–2.464***
	–2.695***
	–2.780***

	
	(0.629)
	(0.524)
	(0.519)
	(0.386)

	Number of States
	23
	23
	24
	25

	Number of Observations
	665
	665
	656
	740

	Log Likelihood
	–1399.51
	–1386.34
	–1357.18
	–1454.23

	Wald χ²
	137.72***
	346.97***
	282.88***
	392.52***

	Degrees of Freedom
	9
	10
	9
	9


Note: Coefficients are reported. Numbers in parentheses are robust standard errors clustered on state. All independent variables use a one-year lag. *** p ≤ .01; ** p ≤ .05; * p ≤ .10, in two-tailed tests.
� According to Allison (2014), “Dummy variables get treated just like any other variable–subtract the individual-specific mean to get a deviation score. Then include both the mean and deviation score in the model (but not the standard deviation). Despite this transformation, the interpretation of their coefficients is the same as if they were dummy variables.”


� I use “xtnbreg, re” in Stata, as recommended by Allison (2009, 66).


� I employ “xtnbreg, pa corr(exchange) vce(robust)” in Stata, as recommended by Allison (2009, 66).
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