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Abstract
Over the past decade, international nongovernmental organizations (INGOs) have become increasingly active in authoritarian regimes as they respond to emergencies, assist with development, or advocate for human rights. Though these services and advocacy can challenge the legitimacy and power of the regime, many autocratic states
permit INGO activities, and INGOs continue to work in these countries despite heavy restrictions on their activities. In this dissertation, I theorize that the relationship between
INGOs and autocrats creates a state of amicable contempt, where each party is aware that
the other both threatens and supports their existence. After outlining the theory, I explore the factors that determine when autocracies will constrict the legal environment
for INGOs through de jure anti-NGO laws and the discretionary implementation of those
laws. I combine a set of statistical models run on a cross-sectional dataset of 100 autocracies between 1991–2014 with case studies of Egypt, Russia, and China to test the effect
of internal risk, external threats, and reputational concerns on the de facto civil society
regulatory environment. I find that autocracies constrict civil society regulations in response to domestic instability and as regimes become more stable and cohesive. I also
find that autocracies constrict civil society regulations in response to external threats
to the regime, including the pressures of globalization. I find no evidence of an effect
from reputational concerns. I then use results from a global survey of 641 INGOs to test
the determinants of international NGO behavior. I find that the conflict between principles and instrumental concerns shapes INGO behavior and influences its relationship

iv

to its host government. Finally, I combine the survey results with case studies of four
INGOs—Article 19, AMERA International, Index on Censorship, and the International
Republican Institute—to analyze how INGOs respond to two forms of government regulation. When facing gatekeeping restrictions designed limit access to the country, I find
that INGOs rely on their programmatic flexibility to creatively work around those restrictions. When facing restrictions aimed at capturing INGO programs, organizations
rely on their programmatic flexibility to protect against changes to their core principles
and mission.
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1
Introduction

Egypt underwent monumental political changes in 2011. On January 25, the Arab Spring
uprising shook the country as millions took to the streets, chanting al-shaʿb yurīd isqāṭ
al-niẓām!—“the people want the fall of the regime!” After 18 days of dramatic protests,
Ḥosni Mubarak—the country’s president for nearly 30 years—resigned and turned the
reigns of government over to an interim military council. The Supreme Council of the
Armed Forces, or SCAF, was charged with overseeing the formation of a new parliament
by the end of the year. The initial January uprising was dramatic and bloody, with an
estimated death toll of 800–1,000,1 and the unrest continued unabated under SCAF. In
2011, prisons filled as the new government convicted nearly 12,000 civilians in special
military tribunals (Human Rights Watch 2011b). Anti-SCAF protests continued in Cario’s
Tahrir Square throughout the year, culminating in a massacre of 28 Coptic Christians
holding a sit-in in front of the state media headquarters in October, weeks before the
first round of parliamentary elections.2
1. See “The Price of Protest, So Far,” The Economist, July 14, 2011, accessed August 2, 2017, http://www.
economist.com/blogs/dailychart/2011/07/arab-spring-death-toll.
2. See Sarah Carr, “A Firsthand Account: Marching from Shubra to Deaths at Maspero,” Egypt Independent, October 10, 2011, accessed August 2, 2017, http://www.egyptindependent.com/firsthand-accountmarching-shubra-deaths-maspero/.
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In this atmosphere of uncertainty, unrest, and repression, on the evening of December 29, 2011—a week after the second round of elections—heavily armed Egyptian state
police launched an impressively coordinated operation against multiple sites in Cairo,
Alexandria, Luxor, Asyut, and other cities across the country. These operations were not
targeted at local protesters or dissidents, though. State security simultaneously raided the
offices of Western human rights nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) that the government had invited to monitor and assist with the ongoing elections: Freedom House, the
National Democratic Institute (NDI) and the International Republican Institute (IRI).3 In
the hours-long raids, police arrested multiple staff members and confiscated equipment,
documents, supplies, and cash from each NGO. The raids set off a wave of anti-NGO
legal action and legislation, leading to the prosecution and sentencing in absentia of 44
NGO workers the following year (Loveluck 2013) and the closure and exodus of dozens of
domestic and international NGOs (INGOs). The legal environment for civil society organizations in post-revolutionary Egypt rapidly closed, and anti-NGO sentiment continues
to foment in the country today.
The INGO raids in Cairo are part of a growing global phenomenon of closing civic
space. Prior to his speech to the UN General Assembly in September 2013, US president Barack Obama convened a special roundtable event with representatives from 27
countries and civil society organizations. During this meeting, the participants discussed
how to respond to increasingly restrictive civil society regulations in repressive regimes
around the world. Obama observed:
Unfortunately, though, what we’re also seeing is a growing number of countries that are passing laws designed specifically to stifle civil society. They’re
forcing groups to register with governments, eroding human rights protections, restricting NGOs from accessing foreign funding, cracking down on
3. In all, Egyptian security forces raided 17 local and international NGOs. See Fadel and Warrick (2011).

2

communications technologies that connect civil society groups around the
globe. In more extreme cases, activists and journalists have been arrested on
false charges, and some have been killed. We’re also seeing new and fragile
democracies cracking down on civil society, which I believe sets them back
and sends a dangerous signal to other countries (Obama 2013).
The roundtable issued a joint statement declaring these governments’ commitment
to promoting the right to association and assembly, promising to “work in concert over
the coming year to ensure a robust, effective international response to the proliferation
of restrictions being placed on civil society” (Office of the Press Secretary 2013). In a
speech at the Clinton Global Initiative’s annual meeting in New York a year later, Obama
repeated his call for an international response, declaring that crackdowns on civil society “undermine the very idea of democracy” (Obama 2014). Subsequently, in 2014,
the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) partnered with the
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, the International Center for Not-for-Profit
Law (ICNL), and several other prominent INGOs to launch the Global Civil Society Legal Enabling Environment Program (LEEP). With support from the US government, the
LEEP initiative was designed to strengthen civil society rights “by providing technical
assistance, helping in-country partners enhance their capacity on civil society law, and
undertaking research on cutting edge legal issues affecting civil society” (International
Center for Not-for-Profit Law 2014). The program informed USAID policy, producing
guidelines for NGOs working in closed spaces (United States Agency for International
Development 2014), and contributed to in-depth research conducted by ICNL and the
Carnegie Endowment.4
4. See, for instance, ICNL’s Civic Freedom Monitor (http://www.icnl.org/research/monitor/), which provides detailed briefs of the regulatory environment in more than 50 countries, as well as the Carnegie
Endowment’s regular reports on closing space (Carothers and Brechenmacher 2014; Carothers 2015).
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Figure 1.1: CIVICUS Monitor civic space ratings, 2017

Despite these international efforts to expand civic space around the world and stem
the tide of anti-NGO regulations, the legal environment for civil society organizations is
becoming increasingly restricted. Crackdowns and restrictions on NGOs have increased
in frequency and severity. In 2015, Russia passed its Undesirable Organizations law,
giving the government the ability to blacklist any foreign or international organization
working in Russia and force them to shut down. In January 2017, China’s new Foreign
NGO law took effect, prohibiting organizations from engaging in any form of political
activity and imposing additional financial and regulatory burdens on NGOs working in
the country. In May 2017, Egyptian president ʿAbd al-Fattāḥ al-Sīsī signed legislation that
had sat in draft form since the 2011 uprising, imposing harsh jail sentences for any foreign NGO undertaking political activities or operating without paying a $16,500 registration fee. Kazakhstan, Azerbaijan, Myanmar, Cambodia, Bahrain, and other authoritarian
regimes have passed similar restrictive NGO laws in recent years.
In its 2017 report on global civic space, CIVICUS found that only 3% of the world’s
population lives in open societies with minimal restrictions on associational activity
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(CIVICUS 2017), with the majority living in countries with obstructed or repressed civic
space (see Figure 1.1).5 Restrictions are not limited to autocracies. In 2013 Canada
marginalized and attempted to revoke the charitable status of several civil society organizations working on environmental issues (CIVICUS 2013, 7), while in 2017 Israel
denied access to Human Rights Watch and other watchdog human rights INGOs (Human Rights Watch 2017). In the same report, CIVICUS added the United States to its
civic space watchlist, noting:
Since Donald Trump’s election in the USA, media freedoms have been significantly damaged by the President’s vilification of mainstream media houses,
while a growing number of states pass or prepare new laws to curtail protest
rights (CIVICUS 2017, 11).
However, amid this growing global crackdown on civil society, most authoritarian
regimes allow INGOs to work in their countries. Dictatorships often invite foreign election monitoring INGOs to observe their election (Kelley 2012)—Freedom House, NDI, and
IRI were originally in Egypt at the government’s request. INGOs assist with humanitarian crises in highly closed countries like North Korea, Myanmar, and Sri Lanka (Walton
2015), and China allows Greenpeace, a notoriously contentious environmental advocacy
INGO, to run an office in Beijing (Teets 2014). Continued INGO activity in authoritarian
regimes amid the global contraction of civic space in authoritarian regimes raises several
crucial questions. Why are dictators closing off space for associational life and restricting
foreign civil society? Why are so many INGOs allowed (or in some cases, even invited)
to remain in their countries despite the closing of civic space?
The space for civil society does indeed appear to be closing, but restrictions on INGO
activities do not necessarily lead to a cessation of their programs—some INGOs find creative ways to work around legal restrictions to continue their work. For example, the
5. See also https://monitor.civicus.org/findings/, accessed August 2, 2017.
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Cairo Institute for Human Rights Studies (CIHRS) had worked in Egypt since 1993 as a
think tank, research center, and hub for human rights advocacy for the larger Middle
East, encouraging governments throughout the region to adopt laws that adhere to international human rights standards. After the 2011 Arab Spring uprising, it expanded its
work and became involved in post-revolutionary political reforms in Egypt, Tunisia, and
elsewhere in the region. Between 2012–2014, however, the legal environment for INGOs
working Egypt became increasingly restricted and CIHRS faced significant threats and
legal pressure to end its research—workshops for regional activists were postponed because attendees were detained and deported at the airport, and funding from abroad was
severely limited. In response to this closed legal space, in December 2014 CIHRS moved
its regional and international operations to its newly registered offices in Tunisia.6 Civic
space had closed in Egypt, but CIHRS found a way around the restrictions and now continues to engage in research throughout the region, including in Egypt.
In Venezuela, a much smaller INGO found different ways around restrictions. In
2014, newly elected president Nicolas Maduro confronted a deep economic recession with
widespread political oppression, arresting hundreds of protesters and killing dozens of
dissidents. Amid the crackdown on civic space, prices for food and medicine skyrocketed, further exacerbating the crisis. International aid agencies, however, were generally
barred from the country. A group of Venezuelan-Americans founded El Programa de
Ayuda Humanitaria para Venezuela (PAHPV)—a 501(c)(3) nonprofit based in Florida—
as a response to the growing humanitarian crisis.7 Barred from setting up an office
in Venezuela proper, PAHPV holds regular campaigns in Florida, South Carolina, and
North Carolina (the home states of many of their volunteers) to collect donated medical
equipment, over-the-counter medicine, and basic first aid supplies. Lacking official legal
6. Cairo Institute for Human Rights Studies, “After 20 years: CIHRS moves its regional and international
programs outside Egypt,” accessed August 2, 2017, http://www.cihrs.org/?p=10298&lang=en.
7. See http://www.ayudahumanitariavenezuela.org, accessed August 2, 2017.
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status in the country, and thus prohibited from formally importing humanitarian aid to
the country, PAHPV tries to work with Venezuelan NGOs to obtain proper permits for
importing goods. When unable to obtain permission, PAHPV volunteers fly to Caracas
as tourists, carrying supplies and cash in their luggage and passing the conditions on to
local NGOs upon arrival. Civic space in Venezuela is closed to foreigners, but PAHPV
and similar organizations have still found their way in.
Lifting Hands International (LHI), a small single-employee INGO based in the United
States, offers another example of creativity in spite of closing space. LHI works in France,
Greece, Jordan, and Serbia to provide social services to refugees displaced by the ongoing
civil war in Syria.8 In Greece, LHI partners with the United Nations High Commissioner
for Refugees (UNHCR) and the Greek government to coordinate the delivery of food,
medical supplies, and education in one refugee camp. In May and June of 2017, however,
the government in Athens diverted UNHCR funds away from its partner NGOs, directing them instead to municipal governments. The central government also instituted an
onerous new registration process for any NGOs trying to work inside refugee camps,
and despite multiple attempts (and regular contacts with the US State Department and
members of the Greek parliament), LHI lost access to its camp. Unable to work in its assigned camp, LHI began teaching classes and distributing supplies in a local park down
the street from the main camp.9
CIHRS, PAHPV, and LHI are only a handful of examples of INGOs adapting and
adjusting their programs in the service of their core missions, in spite of closing civic
space—hundreds of other organizations face similar regulatory dilemmas and decide how
to respond to increasing government oversight of their programs. However, these adjustments impose significant organizational costs. CIHRS still engages in human rights advocacy in Egypt, but with a substantially limited scope and far fewer programs. PAHPV
8. See http://www.liftinghandsinternational.org, accessed August 2, 2017.
9. Interview 1034, June 30, 2017.
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continues to bring medical supplies to Venezuela, but only in small batches at an enormous cost, since items must enter the country in suitcases with paid travelers. In the
face of regulations designed to capture UNHCR funds for the Greek government, LHI
has significantly reduced the amount of services and programs it provides in its refugee
camp. Civic space is closing around the world, and NGOs are adapting, but not all adapt
equally or with the same success.
The global crackdown on civic space and INGOs’ subsequent adaptation presents a
fascinating puzzle. Though the services and advocacy provided by INGOs can challenge
the legitimacy and power of the regime, the majority of autocratic states allow INGO activities, and INGOs in turn continue to work in these countries in spite of the heavy legal
restrictions and regime attempts to limit their activities. In this dissertation, I theorize
that the relationship between INGOs and autocrats creates a state of amicable contempt,
where each party is aware that the other both threatens and supports their existence.
Autocrats see global civil society as a strategic player in their domestic political landscape. International NGOs can help autocrats maintain regime stability and remain in
power by providing services and expertise, bestowing a sheen of international legitimacy and reputation, and offset domestic institutional challenges. At the same time,
though, INGOs pose a risk to autocrats. Their missions and goals might conflict with
the regime—for instance, a human rights INGO might condemn a leader who relies on
torture to control dissidents. To address this dilemma, autocrats use specific and careful
strategies for enjoying the political, social, and other practical benefits of INGOs while simultaneously offsetting the costs and risks of letting these organizations operate in their
country. One of their primary methods for controlling INGOs is through regulation and
restriction.
International NGOs understand this contentious relationship with their host countries and work to adjust and adapt to the political environment. Parallel to the costbenefit calculus of their host governments, INGOs seek to balance their need to pursue
8

their work (often in opposition to the regime) against the risk of acting as a political
pawn of the regime and propping it up. Rather than passively accepting the regulatory
environment imposed on them, INGOs work to either shape that environment or adjust
their programs and strategies to maintain access to the country. Because of the costs
involved in confronting and adapting to their regulatory environment, not all INGOs are
able to make these adjustments, and organizations often adjust to fit regime preferences
or exit the country.
Anti-NGO regulations are increasing worldwide and the space for civic space and
associational life is contracting. But these new regulations have not completely ended
global civil society—autocrats will continue to benefit from NGOs, and many NGOs will
continue to adjust creatively to remain attractive and active. In this complicated state
of amicable contempt, with both parties reacting and adjusting, who wins? When can
regimes reap the benefits of INGO programming? What determines whether an INGO
can avoid co-optation and remain actively engaged in a country? How do INGOs adapt?
And how does this adaptation affect their strategies? Does it fundamentally change the
organizations themselves, and can autocrats keep the upper hand?

1.1

Dictators and activists: Reluctant bedfellows

Today, nearly 30 years since the collapse of the Soviet Union, early optimism for a global
“third wave” of democratization—the rapid transition of the world’s last remaining autocracies to liberal democracy—appears quite quixotic. Although most authoritarian
regimes hold democratic elections (Levitsky and Way 2010), allow for multiparty legislatures (Blaydes 2011), empower an independent judiciary (Ginsburg and Moustafa 2008),
or use independent central banks to set monetary policy (Boylan 2001), authoritarianism
remains durable. Instead of democratizing, dictatorships don “democratic garb” (Brownlee 2007, 25) and delegate authority to other domestic institutions in part to maintain
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their own power, offsetting domestic pressure and boosting their international reputation (Gandhi and Przeworski 2007).
Little research, however, has attempted to explain authoritarian treatment of domestic and transnational civil society through a similar institutional lens. By viewing civil
society as yet another institutional actor that autocrats have to balance, we can begin to
answer crucial questions: Why do self-interested autocrats allow INGOs to operate in
their borders, and what determines how autocrats regulate civil society in their borders?
1.1.1

Authoritarian institutional balancing

Dictators are rarely omnipotent or invulnerable. Autocrats must carefully balance external actors and institutions to remain in power (Levitsky and Way 2010), a phenomenon
I term institutional balancing (see Figure 1.2). This theoretical strain emphasizes the fact
that autocrats are often very precariously positioned—regimes can collapse if they are
unable to balance their rivals (Heiss 2012; Svolik 2009). In this view, authoritarianism
is a complex multi-level game played by the regime, elites, the opposition, international
actors, activists, and social movements. Instead of looking at a monolithic autocrat who
rules over everything in the polity with impunity, authoritarianism is best viewed as a
dynamic form of governance, with constant legislative, constitutional, and other pseudo
democratic institutional reforms (Stacher 2012, 31).
Political institutions lie at the core of modern authoritarianism. An autocrat interested in maintaining power over their population without turning to absolute totalitarianism can either (1) outlaw opposition to their policies through political repression, or
(2) improve the popularity of their policies by manufacturing political loyalty (Wintrobe
1990). Institutions are the primary mechanism for both of these strategies. Autocrats
can establish narrow institutions like consultative councils and executive cabinets to give
voice to elites and build patronage, or create democratic-appearing institutions like legislatures, elections, or civil society to generate popular loyalty and mitigate threats from
10
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Figure 1.2: Example of an authoritarian regime balancing multiple domestic and international
institutional actors

society or the opposition (Kendall-Taylor and Frantz 2014; Gandhi and Przeworski 2006,
2007). In either case, if “rulers counter [threats to their power] with an adequate degree of institutionalization, they survive in power” (Gandhi and Przeworski 2007, 284).
Ultimately, the persistence or collapse of authoritarian regimes depends on the quality
and management of their institutional restraints and rivals (Brownlee 2007, 202), not the
magnitude of repression or violence against their citizens.
Because it is infeasible and costly to rely solely on violent oppression to maintain
power, autocrats typically allow for a degree of institutional dissonance and competition (Brumberg 2002). However, this dissonance creates an interesting (and potentially
destabilizing) dynamic. If the political institutions in a regime are competitive enough,
opponents and activists can use them as a means for obtaining actual power within the
government (Frantz and Kendall-Taylor 2014). Under this form of competitive authoritarianism, there is genuine competition for power through elections, though the playing
field is generally skewed toward the incumbents (Levitsky and Way 2010). Political competition under authoritarianism is “real but unfair” (Levitsky and Way 2010, 5)—but still
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real. Efforts to influence, control, or diminish opposing institutions can often backfire,
highlighting the bidirectional relationship between the regime and external actors.
1.1.2

Civil society as a political institution

In addition to traditional regime-constraining political institutions like elections, judicial
systems, and legislatures, we can gain significant analytic and theoretical insight into
authoritarian politics by looking at civil society through an institutionalist lens. The idea
of a civil society has long been salient in political science, with commentators as early as
De Tocqueville theorizing on the importance of groups of citizens that actively engage
with their governments to advocate for reform, rights, change, and other services. Civil
society is traditionally defined as “an agglomeration of private, voluntary organizations
that have the capacity to assert the rights of individuals and groups,” (Cook 2007, 143) and
is most commonly operationalized as nongovernmental organizations (NGOs),10 or organizations that operate outside of both the private and public sectors, ostensibly filling
social gaps left by firms and governments (Ahmed and Potter 2006, 30; see also Hansmann 1980). Civil society need not be explicitly political or rights-focused—any sort of
association, including bowling clubs and parent/teacher associations, allows citizens to
come in contact with each other, build social capital, and aggregate individual preferences (Putnam, Leonardi, and Nanetti 1994).
While formal institutional theory has typically been applied to more traditional institutions such as constitutions, electoral systems, legislative committee assignments, or
judiciary structures, these theories can be usefully applied to non-traditional political
phenomena like civil society. In particular, institutional theory allows us to see how
civil society as an institution lowers transaction costs and promotes coordinated collec10. Though it is important to note that NGOs do not represent all of civil society; that is, all NGOs are
civil society organizations, but not all civil society organizations are NGOs (Yerkes 2012, 18).
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tive action against or in support of the state. Regimes must contend with, balance out,
and adapt to these organizations in order to survive.
Simply put, institutions are the collection of rules that define the parameters of social
activity, or the “humanly devised constraints that shape human interactions” (North 1990,
3). These sets of rules create equilibria and structure the relationships between rival political actors, dictate who can make decisions, which actions are allowed or prohibited,
and how obedience is rewarded and disobedience punished (Ostrom 1990, 51; Knight
1992, 126). Institutions can range from formal structures like constitutions and property
ownership regimes to informal social and cultural norms, practices, and traditions. Ultimately, institutions—both formal and informal—gain traction in society because they
reduce the transaction costs of social and economic interaction and help actors achieve
Pareto efficiency. Additionally, institutions can help foster trust between actors—when
players interact, they can trust that their counterparts will behave appropriately because
of the rules of the underlying institutional framework.11
Conceptualizing civil society as an institution yields the greatest theoretical advantage when considering how civil society organizations and NGOs relate to the states they
work in. Civil society has typically been defined in one of two ways.12 The first school of
thought, championed by Putnam, Leonardi, and Nanetti (1994), holds that vibrant associational life forges links that cross social boundaries—bowling clubs, parent/teacher associations, neighborhood groups, volunteer organizations, and other nonprofit groups tend
to include members from multiple social strata, thereby breaking down vertical social
boundaries and increasing social trust. This associational life increases civic engagement,
embeds norms of reciprocity into society, and helps improve democratic governance—in
11. This trust can also be described in game theoretic terms as a state of equilibrium, where institutional
arrangements structure the payoffs such that players have little incentive to move (Weingast 1997; Greif
and Laitin 2004; Calvert 1995).
12. Defined as “Civil Society I” and “Civil Society II” by Foley and Edwards (1996).
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other words, civil society ultimately strengthens and bolsters the state and reinforces the
equilibrium between state and society.13
Others have argued that civil society should stand in opposition to the state. The
deeper social connections formed by participating in associational life can allow members of these organizations to “stand up to city hall” (Jamal 2007, 4), to pursue their community self-interests, or to help maintain moral order and social norms. In this view, civil
society organizations act as watchdogs against the government (or private sector), providing members of society with a focal point for popular mobilization. While discussing
the institutional foundation for public morality—norms that shape the preferences and
payoffs for players in a society—Platteau argues:
A civil society helps to back trust whenever there is a sufficient number of
citizens who feel vengeful enough to work towards exposing publicly the
illegal acts or malpractices of both private and state agents, and towards
bringing enough pressure to sanction them even though such actions entail
significant costs to themselves (by denouncing economic crimes they produce a public good) (Platteau 2000, 308).
The fact that the denouncement of grievances is a public good is key to civil society’s
role as a social focal point. Ostrom (1990) convincingly argues that social norms (defined
as institutions) allow communities to police and regulate common-pool resources—rival
but non-excludable goods that behave similar to more traditional public goods. To prevent overfishing, communities of Turkish fishermen developed detailed social norms to
dictate where fishing is permissible on which days by which fishermen. Without those
norms, an aggrieved fisherman whose area on a lake is depleted by a rival has no recourse;
13. Antonio Gramsci offers a bleaker view, arguing that civil society actually contributes to “a more subtle
and sophisticated form of state power”—one that “serves as an outer perimeter of defense for a hegemonic
state” (Cook 2007, 7, 143).
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with these norms, the fisherman has recourse to social shaming, stigma, and compensation. Similarly, a single aggrieved citizen alone cannot directly challenge the state or a
firm with much efficacy. However, institutional structures allow them to address those
grievances, thus providing the public good of engagement with the state.
Weingast (1997) provides a more general explanation of how institutions can provide
this public good, arguing that institutions prevent rulers from infringing on the rights
of their citizens by organizing a “coordinated understanding” of the violation of those
rights and allowing citizens to more easily coordinate and respond to potential abuses.
That is, when citizens face government abuse, they face a coordination dilemma—they
must convince other citizens to band with them to seek redress against the government,
which is often difficult. Institutions solve this coordination dilemma in two ways: (1)
institutions such as constitutions, legal structures, and civil society provide mechanisms
that allow citizens to initially seek redress (e.g. an aggrieved citizen has a constitutional
right to sue the government; nonprofit organizations are legally allowed to provide community services the government may be unable to deliver, etc.), and (2) those institutions
generate a coordinated understanding—or the expectation that something must and shall
be done to address government abuses—among a nation’s citizens (Weingast 1997, 262).
Non-aggrieved citizens assist those who are victims of government abuse because (1)
there are institutions in place that allow for redress, and (2) the citizens who are not victims expect that the current victims will come to their aid in the future. Because of this
ability to rally popular support for collective action, civil society can be seen as a critical watchdog against government and private sector abuses and thereby protect citizens
against the state. This, in turn, can redefine the equilibrium between the two actors, as
states seek to regulate and reshape their relationship to civil society organizations that
pose potential threats to their ideal preferences.
It is more useful, however, to move beyond the normative debates over these two
extremes of civil society skepticism (that it serves only to build the state) and civil so15

ciety utopianism (that it serves only to protect against the state) and instead treat civil
society as simply an institutional vehicle for coordinating collective action. A key implication of this argument is that the relationship between institutions within a state is
rarely unidirectional—any political institution can either act independently or be acted
upon by other institutions, such as the ruling regime, legislature, or private sector. As an
institution, civil society can exert influence on a regime, pressuring and shaming it to follow specific norms. Conversely, civil society can also be directed, co-opted, or controlled
by the state to help ensure a regime’s survival.

1.2

International NGOs: yet another actor to be balanced

Authoritarian institutional balancing is not limited solely to domestic institutions. States
today confront a complex stew of domestic and international issues and actors, where
activists, bureaucrats, legislators, judges, firms, civil society organizations, intergovernmental organizations (IGOs), media organizations, and foreign states interact and influence domestic policy and behavior (Linos 2013; Slaughter 2004). Similar to their domestic counterparts, international NGOs can provide particularly acute pressure against
authoritarian regimes, especially as they work in concert with domestic NGOs to pressure and shame states that behave poorly. Domestic NGOs that are restricted or blocked
by their government will turn to allies in the international NGO community, who will in
turn lobby their home states to convince international organizations like the UN to put
high-level pressure on the offending regime, thereby creating an opening for the original
domestic civil society organizations to advocate for policy changes. This relocation of
advocacy power follows a boomerang pattern, moving from domestic NGOs to INGOs to
foreign states and international organizations to domestic NGOs again (Keck and Sikkink
1998).
With repeated boomerang-like pressure from domestic NGOs and INGOs, responses
to individual issues can evolve into human rights norms, resulting in the institutionaliza16

tion of new policies and practices within an offending state. Risse and Sikkink (1999) describe this process of norm socialization as a spiral, or a sequence of repeated boomerang
effects. Domestic actors repeatedly turn to INGOs and transnational networks for help
in their advocacy and slowly wear down the state. Initially the state denies the accusations of repression and claims that foreign human rights norms are invalid, but with
repeated domestic and international pressure, the regime will begin to make concessions
to the human rights network. Continued pressure helps formalize these concessions into
actual legislation, and as politicians adhere to these policies (again because of domestic and international boomerang effects), they internalize the human rights norms that
underpin the policies, thus resulting in long-lasting reform.
Relying on non-state actors as part of stability-seeking institutional balancing is fraught
with risk—INGOs are wildcards in authoritarian regimes (DeMars 2005). INGOs have
real effects on domestic politics and policies and pose significant risks to the regimes
that allow them to operate. Previous research has found that countries receiving negative evaluations in human rights INGO reports and press releases see a marked reduction
in foreign direct investment (FDI) inflows (Barry, Clay, and Flynn 2013) and tend to respond with better compliance to international human rights norms (Murdie and Davis
2012). Close networks of development NGOs and INGOs in countries with weak national
governments can even marginalize the state: in South Asia and Eastern and Southern
Africa, nations are far more dependent on aid than trade in part because of the activities
of development INGOs (Stiles 2002), while INGOs in countries like Haiti and Afghanistan
vie for control over territorial “fiefdoms” and rival the central government in power and
influence (Schuller 2012).
In spite of the risks of dealing with INGOs, authoritarians are increasingly opening up
their countries to INGO advocacy and services. Kendall-Taylor and Frantz (2014) show
that in general, institutionalization in authoritarian regimes has increased substantially
since 1970, as dictatorships permit pseudo-democratic electoral institutions, such as party
17
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politics and competitive elections. In Figure 1.3 I replicate their work and add a fourth
indicator to measure the institutionalization of INGOs in dictatorships. The figure shows
the percentage of dictatorships where more than 500 INGOs report having members.14
Since the 1980s, international associational life has grown to become a nearly universal
feature of autocratic rule—by 2004, 90% of dictatorships had at least 500 INGOs with
registered members in their countries.
1.2.1

Controlling civic space to curtail INGO influence

Though associational life has increased, regimes have worked to control its expansion
by imposing formal and informal restrictions on INGO activity. In a survey I conducted
with Judith Kelley (Heiss and Kelley 2016; Kelley 2017), 480 human trafficking NGOs
answered questions about their work in 133 different countries, and 24% reported feeling either somewhat or very restricted by the governments of 66 different countries.
14. This measure is based on a count of the number of INGOs citizens of a country have membership in,
as reported by the Yearbook of International Organizations (Union of International Associations 2017[b]).
The count was originally developed Hafner-Burton and Tsutsui (2005), and later expanded by Dancy and
Michel (2016).
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The nature of these restrictions varied, ranging from strict legal requirements to general
government antagonism or apathy toward INGO programming. For example, one INGO
working in Southeast Asia reported “[a]ll work must be approved and done in direct concert with government counterparts. [Our] presence in country [is] controlled and evaluated by government officials, even those who are not familiar with our work,”15 while
another stated that “we had to be certified and continue to submit to monthly reporting,
mandatory financial audits, site visits, social welfare approval, government regulations
regarding our aftercare property, work permits for all foreign volunteers, annual reporting and additional certifications.”16 Some NGOs responded that informal restrictions,
such as corruption and inefficiency in the police and government bureaucracy, also limit
the programming these organizations can do in-country. The responses from this survey
led me to investigate this phenomenon further, and in 2016 I conducted a survey of more
than 600 INGOs working in 148 countries.17 I found similar results—19% of responding
INGOs reported feeling moderately to extremely restricted across 72 different countries,
and many respondents complained of government intrusion into their programs.
One recurring theme in both these surveys is INGOs’ observation that government
restrictions are calibrated to help the regime, such that “[a]ll of our work is seen through
the lens of … party priorities.”18 Sovereign nations engage with international organizations and transnational civil society selectively, depending on rational calculations of
how that engagement might be beneficial to the regime. Authoritarian regimes in particular tend to follow international norms and allow INGO operations only when doing
so “allows the regime to (1) shore up its authority and legitimacy and to (2) deflect international pressures” (Hawkins 1997, 407–8, numbers added). Autocrats can use INGOs
15. Heiss and Kelley (2016), Response 1157.
16. Heiss and Kelley (2016), Response 1280.
17. I delve into the results of this survey in chapters 4–6.
18. Heiss and Kelley (2016), Response 1157.
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and other non-state actors to stabilize and reinforce their political power at home. For
example, because competition for foreign patronage created an absence of strong links
between Russian advocacy groups and the public, the Russian state has been able to restructure the civil society sector so that only NGOs that “work on issues that align with
the national interest” receive funding and support (Henderson 2010, 254), short-circuiting
international “spiral” pressure and silencing domestic advocacy movements.
Authoritarian regimes will also use INGOs and other non-state actors to improve their
international reputations. Kelley (2012) argues that because election monitoring has become a global norm, governments—even those who fully intend on cheating and manipulating the election—permit election monitoring INGOs as a way of appearing credible
and democratic to peer nations. To ensure that monitoring efforts do indeed improve
the regime’s reputation, authoritarian governments will try to circumvent international
monitors or purposely invite friendly (or bribable) monitors to counterbalance more objective organizations. Because of this, election monitors can ultimately “contribute to the
false legitimization of governments” (Kelley 2012, 155).
These rational strategies have the potential to backfire, however, since authoritarians
are rarely able to fully control all rival actors. Though inviting election monitors can
provide substantial reputational benefits, research has found that the presence of highquality monitors can make it more difficult to cheat and is associated with better election
quality, fewer violations of electoral law, and more incumbent turnover (Kelley 2012,
124)—rulers in competitive authoritarian regimes can lose monitored elections. In postrevolutionary Egypt, international human rights monitoring organizations like Human
Rights Watch and Amnesty International have benefitted from increased operational latitude as the different regimes have sought to bolster their international reputation. With
this greater flexibility, these organizations have been able to issue dozens of reports condemning the government for its human rights abuses. Increased transnational oversight
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into Egyptian human rights has led to increased international shaming and condemnation.
1.2.2

What influences INGO behavior?

As seen above, institutional theory provides a helpful lens for understanding why authoritarian regimes work with civil society organizations and invite INGOs to their countries.
Regimes factor these organizations into their stability-seeking calculus and can either
take advantage of INGO programs or expel INGOs to head off the risk of instability.
Thinking institutionally is also useful for analyzing INGO responses to authoritarian regulations. The political, social, economic, cultural, and regulatory environments INGOs
work in play a central role in shaping organizational strategy and behavior.
INGOs have long been treated as a “black box” in much of the existing academic work
on international institutions, and have often been assumed to act as altruistic bulwarks
against the state, filling policy and issue gaps in the international system, and run by
managers with only the best intentions (Corry 2010; Skjelsbaek 1971; Nye and Keohane
1971; Bartelson 2006). In the past decade, however, scholars have worked to move beyond this simplistic view and uncover the determinants and effects of INGO behavior,
looking at transnational actors as both normative and strategic (Cooley and Ron 2002;
Keck and Sikkink 1999; Kelley 2009). Prakash and Gugerty (2010b) helped formalize this
newer trend, arguing that advocacy INGOs should be seen as firms working in policy
markets, driven by normative and instrumental concerns, and motivated organizational
survival and growth. Seen in this more nuanced light, it is clear that, like firms, INGOs
are subject to interagency conflicts, face issues with accountability, compete for scarce
resources, and struggle to get their issues on the global agenda. Tana Johnson and I (2016)
provide a useful typology for this newer body of work (summarized in Figure 1.4), which
organizes these emerging structural determinants of INGO behavior into three related
and interlocking categories: (1) the internal structure of the INGO, (2) the external dy21
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Figure 1.4: A unified framework for analyzing INGO behavior (Heiss and Johnson 2016)

namics and relationships faced by the INGO, and (3) the institutional context that defines
the boundaries of INGO action.
1.2.3

Internal traits

A significant portion of INGO behavior is shaped by the preferences and ideals of its
managers, employees, and volunteers, who in turn shape the organization’s stated mission, vision, and values. Substantial research on nonprofit management looks precisely
at how organizations can optimize their managerial structure (Brown 2010; Herman and
Renz 2004), improve relationships with their boards (Renz 2004, 2010b), effectively and
ethically manage donations from individuals, corporations, governments, and foundations (Young 2010; Smith 2006; Kerlin 2006), train employees and volunteers (Watson and
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Abzug 2010), and clearly articulate their vision through a well-crafted mission statement
(Sheehan 1996). These internal traits of NGOs influence the success of their programming. For instance, Wong (2012) shows that INGOs can centralize or decentralize different forms of managerial power: the power to propose new goals and missions, the power
to enforce those goals, and the power to actually implement those proposals. Organizations that successfully centralize proposal power while decentralizing implementation
power are better able to pursue a central agenda without stifling local creativity, thus
leading to better success (Wong 2012).
1.2.4

Interactions with other actors

INGOs do not work alone. Even if an organization perfectly balances and refines its internal managerial structure, it still must interact with third-party actors as it pursues its
policy agenda. An INGO’s interactions with these other external actors shape its behavior. Early work on opening the INGO black box focused on many of these external factors.
For example, Cooley and Ron (2002) argue that competition among INGOs actually leads
to perverse outcomes and sectoral insecurity, as organizations will often undermine their
competitors, withhold information, act unilaterally, and seek government rents. Additionally, Clifford Bob shows that INGOs compete in a “harsh, Darwinian marketplace
where legions of desperate groups vie for scarce attention, sympathy, and money” (Bob
2002, 37). Organizations that are experts at emotive marketing, employ native English
speakers, use charismatic spokespeople, and craft their messages to fit Western sensibilities are far more effective in the global community than their competitors.
The relationships that form as organizations interact also have a direct impact on
INGO power and influence. Carpenter (2014) demonstrates the importance of the shape
and nature of INGO networks. INGOs are most able to push new normative ideas onto
the global agenda if they are connected to key nodes—or gatekeepers—in a network, who
then vet the proposals and give (or deny) them credibility and legitimacy. In general,
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the more connected or centralized an INGO is in relation to other organizations, the
more influential it will be. Murdie (2014b) provides additional evidence of the power of
INGO networks, finding that human rights INGOs that network and collaborate together
increase their advocacy output. The nature of these network relationships influences the
quality of this work, though—as more organizations free ride and rely on larger, more
prominent INGOs, advocacy output decreases.
1.2.5

Institutional environment

Beyond the influence of internal and external actors, INGOs are also shaped by more
ephemeral concepts—the political structures and institutions they interact with (Heiss
and Johnson 2016; Gugerty and Prakash 2010; Bloodgood, Tremblay-Boire, and Prakash
2014). INGOs are products of the legal regulations, historical precedents, political trends,
and cultural norms of both their home countries and the countries they target, all of
which define the boundaries for INGO operations.
In contrast with internal NGO traits and interactions with other actors, the effect of
the institutional environment on international NGOs is relatively understudied (Bloodgood, Tremblay-Boire, and Prakash 2014). Stroup (2012) shows that the organizational
structures and missions of INGOs are deeply tied to the cultural and legal environments of
their home countries. For example, she argues that CARE USA’s mission reflects American norms of efficiency and results-oriented pragmatism by using a professional staff,
securing large amounts of government funding, and avoiding anti-American advocacy.
In contrast, Amnesty International, based in the United Kingdom, eschews many of the
stricter norms of business-like efficiency and professionalization to focus more on advocacy work. Additionally, because Amnesty International refuses government funding
(in part because of the historical absence of government funding for charities), it focuses
much of its advocacy work on British and American human rights abuses.
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Emerging research on domestic nonprofit organizations in the United States can inform future research into INGO behavior, revealing how NGOs both (1) are adversely
affected by the rules, regulations, and institutional structures governing NGO activities,
and (2) manipulate those structures for their own benefit and organizational survival.
First, institutional rules and norms can create inefficiencies in nonprofit programming.
For instance, NGOs often change their behavior to obtain funding from governments and
private donors. Government grants can crowd out and replace private donations (Kim
and Van Ryzin 2014) and their strict reporting requirements can shift nonprofit priorities towards bureaucratic compliance and away from their core missions (Suárez 2011;
Bush 2015). Additionally, nonprofits are highly responsive to shifting donor demands
and can modify their stated missions in pursuit of consistent funding streams (AbouAssi
2013; AbouAssi and Tschirhart 2017). Programmatic and strategic demands from donors
can lead to suboptimal outcomes. For instance, government grant requirements often
insist that applicant organizations pursue specific behaviors, such as collaboration with
other organizations, even if collaboration is not the optimal strategy for the organization. In fact, because of this push for collaboration, regardless of its consequences, one of
the best predictors of a nonprofit organization receiving government funding is whether
or not it collaborates with other nonprofits (Suárez and Hwang 2008; Suárez 2011). As
these organizations create inefficient collaborative networks, organizational objectives
and missions are often dropped or discarded in pursuit of additional funding, resulting in
a market failure (Witesman and Heiss 2016). These inefficiencies are directly tied to the
structural incentives to collaborate, pushing organizations to adopt suboptimal strategies in the interest of securing funding. Foreign NGOs suffer similar inefficiencies and
crowding out effects (Gugerty and Kremer 2008), but work remains for research on international NGOs.
Second, rather than shift and adjust their organizational missions and values to fit
the legal environment, many American nonprofits maneuver within that environment
25

and find workarounds for their preferred strategies. That is, nonprofits in the United
States generally do not change their missions—they change their legal and organizational
structures to make their missions happen.19 In the United States, nonprofits typically incorporate initially as 501(c)(3) organizations. While this designation provides significant
tax benefits (i.e. full tax exemption), IRS regulations restrict some of the activities and
income generation strategies these organizations can pursue. In order to become more
politically engaged, nonprofits will often create a 501(c)(4) or (c)(6) subsidiary, which offers fewer tax benefits but allows for direct political advocacy. Similarly, IRS regulations
impose an operational test on nonprofits’ business activities. If an organization generates significant unrelated business income (UBI) it can fail this test and lose its exempt
status. To prevent this from happening, 501(c)(3)s can spin off for-profit subsidiaries that
channel income into the main organization (Daniel 2014; Sloan, Grizzle, and Kim 2015).
Ultimately, US nonprofits learn to deftly maneuver the legal regulatory environment to
maximize their revenue and carry out their preferred programs.20
Like their domestic counterparts, international NGOs also engage in creative and
strategic adjustments, taking advantage of the legal environment to shape their programming and protect their resources and funding. However, international NGOs working in
dictatorships face especially difficult choices. Maya Wang, a researcher with Human
Rights Watch in Hong Kong explains this dilemma:
To work around [authoritarian] restrictions NGOs can work on less sensitive
topics, with friendly government officials, partner with local organisations
and try to [find] funding sources that aren’t considered “sensitive.” All of
that is being done very creatively by many on the ground. But, we have
to ask ourselves whether doing so might compromise one’s original inten19. Interview 1053, February 25, 2016.
20. Interview 1053, February 25, 2016.
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tions. Helping the government maintain the status quo in some ways undermines long-term prospects, as ultimately civil society does need a free press,
a democratic government and freedom of association (Leach 2014).
Pushing the envelope with organizational and legal innovations in these countries is
a doubled-edged sword: if an INGO gets too creative in spinning off subsidiaries, partnering with domestic NGOs, or redefining its mission, it can either change its mission so
much as to support the government and help keep it in power, or it can run afoul of the
government and be expelled.

1.3

Amicable contempt: International NGOs and authoritarian regimes

The institutional environments of INGO target countries thus add an additional layer of
complexity to nonprofit mission fulfillment. INGOs are influenced by a host of factors
beyond their stated mission vision, values, and strategies. In addition to internal and
interactive behavioral determinants, INGOs face two sources of government-based pressure, with each source ultimately influencing organizational strategy (Heiss and Kelley
2017): in addition to the regulations of their home countries, INGOs must contend with
the institutional effects of their target countries.
Despite a rich and exciting literature on both authoritarian institutional balancing
and nonprofit organizational behavior, little existing research in international relations
or comparative politics combines the two concepts to examine how international NGOs
fit into a dictator’s stability-seeking calculus. Correspondingly, little nonprofit management research has looked at the effect of domestic authoritarian politics on INGO behavior. An INGO’s mission and menu of programs will often conflict with the preferences of
the regime. Accordingly, an organization must decide how to adapt its programming to
fit the requirements and needs of its host country. This decision can be difficult, pitting
conflicting organizational values against each other. If the organization is too antagonis27

tic, contentious, or principled, it runs the risk of expulsion, potentially leaving the INGO
unable to continue its work in the country. However if the organization is too cooperative, its selection of programs may not be credible or effective as the INGO kowtows to
the dictator’s demands.
I use an adaptation of negotiation theory (Raiffa 1982; Mayer 2010) to conceptualize this dynamic relationship between dictators and INGOs.21 I model the interaction
between authoritarian regimes and INGOs in any given issue area (human rights, development, advocacy, etc.) in simple two-dimensional policy space (see Figure 1.5). Each
actor has a preference for a certain level of advocacy or service provision, marked as solid
circles in the figure (Regimeideal and INGOideal ). Governments set and implement de jure
policies to prevent INGO programming from going beyond the regime’s ideal point,22
while INGOs will engage in programming that, when possible, fits within the bounds set
by the regime. In addition to these ideal points, each actor has a range of flexibility in
the implementation of their regulations or their programming, shown in the horizontal
lines flanking the ideal points.23 The space where the two preference ranges overlap24
determines both the regime’s de facto level of restrictions and the INGO’s actual mix of
programming in that country and constitutes the practical operating environment for the
INGO.
An authoritarian regime’s negotiation preferences comprise two components: (1) formal de jure legislation and policies, represented by the ideal point, and (2) de facto implementation of those policies, represented by the negotiation space around the ideal point.
Regimes establish a regulatory environment for international civil society that ranges
21. The best way to understand the theory is to visit an explorable explanation at ingorestrictions.org/theory/ and see the different outcomes dynamically (Gourarie 2016).
22. The reserve value or “best alternative to a negotiated agreement” (BATNA) in negotiation theoretic
terms.
23. “Negotiation space” in negotiation theory terms.
24. The zone of possible agreement (ZOPA) in negotiation theory.
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Figure 1.5: Programming preferences in two-dimensional policy space

in permissiveness—some countries allow for a large degree of contentious INGO activity, while others are highly restrictive and provide little room for dissonance. In turn,
and analogous to the regime’s preferences, an INGO’s negotiation preferences comprise
two components: (1) the organization’s normative principles and ideals, represented by
the ideal point, (2) the organization’s programmatic flexibility in actually implementing
those principles, represented by the negotiation space. INGOs have a desire to engage in
a certain level of advocacy, generally defined by their mission, vision, and values. INGOs
with more instrumental flexibility—that is, a diverse menu of programs, professionalized staff, consistent revenue streams, and collaborative relationships with governments,
IGOs, foundations, and other NGOs—can fine tune their programs to fit the regulatory
environments they face, while those with less flexibility are less able to make such adjustments.
The interaction between the actors’ negotiation positions introduces two additional
dynamics that are crucial for determining how authoritarian regimes regulate INGOs and
how well INGOs can respond correspondingly. First, the distance between the two parties
ideal points determines the contentiousness of their relationship. INGOs that engage in
programming close to the regime’s preferences are naturally more cooperative, either
providing services that the government needs or advocating for issues that are unlikely
to lead to political instability. Accordingly, INGOs that are more cooperative will be
compliant with the legal limits imposed by the regime. Organizations that pursue more
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Figure 1.6: Possible regulatory environments and regime–INGO relationships

contentious programming further from the regime’s ideal point, on the other hand, will
have an antagonistic relationship and will be more likely to openly resist the restrictions
imposed on them.
Second, the size of the two actors’ overlapping negotiation spaces determines the
practical operating environment for INGOs. This space falls along a continuum of restrictiveness, ranging from tolerance, or very few legal or actual restrictions on INGO
programs, to expulsion, or a complete ban of all INGO activities. The larger the practical
operating environment, the more tolerant the regime will be about international NGOs
working in their regimes, and vice versa—when there is no overlap, an INGO will face
expulsion.
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The relationship between INGOs and authoritarian regimes is dynamic, and shifts
in INGO flexibility and de factor regime civil society regulations can lead to a variety
of different practical operating environments, demonstrated in Figure 1.6. The majority
of INGOs throughout the world report feeling few restrictions in their target countries.
Recall that 24% of the global human trafficking survey respondents (Heiss and Kelley
2016) and 19% of the respondents to my global INGO survey report feeling restricted by
their host governments—by extension, 75–80% of INGOs do not feel restricted. This does
not mean, however, that all INGOs are inherently more cooperative with host regime
preferences. According to this model of amicable contempt, there are two circumstances
where INGOs will feel less restricted. First, as seen in the top left quadrant of Figure 1.6,
if the distance between the two parties’ ideal points is short and the negotiation spaces
overlap—as with INGOs providing non-contentious programming like disaster relief, humanitarian services, or education—INGOs will be compliant and cooperative and face a
tolerant operating environment. Because of preference alignment, these INGOs will not
need to rely on their flexibility to maintain access to their host countries.
More contentious organizations with preferences that diverge from the regime’s ideal
point, on the other hand, can also face a tolerant environment as long as they have a
large amount of programmatic flexibility (see bottom left quadrant of Figure 1.6). At the
extreme, INGOs with enormous foreign political backing and funding can completely
dominate government preferences and marginalize weaker states. For instance, in South
Asia and Eastern and Southern Africa, nations are far more dependent on aid than trade
in part because of the activities of development INGOs (Stiles 2002), while some INGOs
in countries like Haiti and Afghanistan vie for control over territorial “fiefdoms” and
rival the central government in power and influence (Schuller 2012). More often, though,
INGOs do not gain control over their host regimes. Instead, as chapters 5 and 6 will
show, advocacy organizations like Article 19 and IRI can advocate for democratization,
political reform, and increased respect for human rights by relying on networks of field
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offices, funded by dozens of private foundations and government grants—resources that
give these organizations the flexibility to remain in their host countries and maintain a
fairly tolerant operating environment.
Likewise, there are two circumstances where INGOs will feel restricted, or even expelled. Most often, organizations that face restricted operating environments engage in
contentious programming and work in countries where regimes have limited de facto
regulatory environments, leaving little room for negotiation or overlap (see bottom right
quadrant of Figure 1.6). Highly contentious organizations like Amnesty International and
Index on Censorship (explored in depth in chapter 6) can work effectively from abroad
to draw attention to human rights abuses. In contrast, INGOs that are naturally less contentious and more prone to compliance can face expulsion if they lack flexibility or it the
civil society regulatory environment is too constrained (see top right quadrant of Figure 1.6). Though China is currently in the midst of an unprecedented expansion of civil
society and has cooperated with dozens of international NGOs, the regime has shuttered
several small INGOs that work with seemingly innocuous issues like advocacy for the
disabled (Chin 2015). Importantly, an INGO’s flexibility and a regime’s civil society regulatory environment are not static, and changes in these negotiation spaces can lead to
unexpected changes in the practical operating environment. Organizations that work in
countries that face sudden changes to the civil society regulatory environment can unexpectedly find themselves expelled. For example, dramatic shifts in Egypt’s de facto civil
society regulatory environment following the 2011 uprising led to the expulsion of many
international NGOs. In chapter 5 I will explore how the practical operating environment
for AMERA Egypt / UK / International—a small INGO working with refugees in Cairo—
moved from tolerance to expulsion despite its low contention programing. Meanwhile,
in chapter 6 I will show how IRI—a far more contentious democracy promotion INGO—
also faced expulsion from its Egyptian field offices amid post-revolutionary unrest, but
was able to continue its mission from abroad because of its programmatic flexibility.
32

1.4

Hypotheses and roadmap

By framing the relationship between INGOs and governments as a negotiation, I can
generate hypotheses and testable implications based on different elements of the amicable
contempt model.
As described previously, the nature of authoritarian institutional balancing takes on
many forms and is done with different purposes. Dictators will co-opt legislatures to
dole out the benefits of regime patronage to the elites and allow for better, more reliable monitoring of elite loyalty (Blaydes 2011); capture or co-opt domestic civil society organizations to enhance service provision and citizen monitoring; or tacitly permit
controlled popular protests to give citizens an outlet to vent their dissatisfaction with
the government (Chen 2012) or signal state intentions during international negotiations
(Weiss 2013). Each of these pseudo-democratic domestic institutions (elections, civil society, state-sanctioned popular protests) enhance regime stability. I contend that, just as
they do with other domestic actors and institutions, dictators must also carefully balance
and contend with international NGOs, maximizing the optimum level of foreign-based
advocacy in their countries without causing domestic instability.
Key to harnessing this institutional dissonance is the autocrat’s ability to manage and
control these external actors. When dealing with domestic challengers and institutions,
dictators have a wide array of policy choices to manipulate and control their influence,
ranging from formal legislation against certain activities to imprisoning and torturing recalcitrant legislators, judges, or activists. Autocrats have a more limited menu of policy
options for controlling international actors, however, because of their nationality. While
it maybe be easy to harass and imprison the family of a native activist, attempts to jail
or torture international advocates or aid workers are far more risky, as foreigners often
have the legal and political backing of their home states. Though there are a handful
of instances of authoritarian regimes attempting to formally prosecute foreigners (see,
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for instance, the December 2011 raid on Freedom House, IRI, and NDI), dictators generally only have one type of policy lever to control INGOs: increasing or decreasing legal
restrictions related to INGO advocacy and service provision.
I thus argue that the size of an autocrat’s civil society regulatory environment is directly related to the regime’s need for stability, leading to my first general hypothesis—
when authoritarian regimes perceive themselves to be more stable, they can risk expanding
their regulatory environments and allow for more dissonance. Conversely, when facing
increased pressure from other institutional actors, the space allowed for civil society will
shrink and regimes will be more likely to shift their ideal points away from NGO preferences. This hypothesis leads to two testable implications, each tied to an element of the
theoretical model:
• The de facto civil society regulatory environment (i.e. the negotiation space around
the regime’s ideal point) will be more restrictive in reaction to regime instability.
• Formal de jure legislation restricting international civil society (i.e. the regime’s
ideal point) will be passed in reaction to instability.
I test each of these implications in chapters 2 and 3 using an integrative mixed methods approach, nesting small-n case study analysis within a large-n statistical exploration
of the theory’s mechanisms (Lieberman 2005). In chapter 2, I use a set of statistical models to explore the effect of regime stability on the de facto civil society regulatory environment in 100 autocracies between 1991–2014. I divide the broad notion of “regime
stability” into three types. First, I examine internal stability, or the degree to which a
regime (1) can overcome tensions between government elite and maintain regime cohesiveness, and (2) can confront corruption, ethnic tensions, protests, and other broader
domestic conflicts. A highly internally stable regime entails tight regime cohesiveness
and low levels of domestic conflict. Second, I look at the effect of external stability, or
the amount of pressure a regime faces from foreign countries. In particular, I argue that
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domestic unrest in a country’s neighboring countries can threaten to spillover and affect
an autocrat’s institutional balance. Third, I consider the role of international reputation,
under the assumption that regimes often care about how they are perceived by the international community. A strong and positive international reputation can act as a signal of
regime cohesion and stability to an autocrat’s domestic audiences, and publicly cracking
down on rival institutions like civil society runs a risk of harming reputation.
The statistical models in chapter 2 only test how notions of stability influence the de
facto civil society regulatory environment. In chapter 3, I use the results of these models
to inform the selection of three countries—Egypt, Russia, and China—for deeper small-n
case study analysis. In these case studies, I examine both elements of the regime’s negotiating position simultaneously. First, because the results of the statistical model contradict some of my hypotheses, I continue to explore the relationship between a country’s de
facto civil society regulatory environment and internal, external, and reputational threats
to stability. Second, I trace the development of each country’s set of INGO-related de
jure regulations and explore how the same threats to stability shape an autocrat’s decision to formally shift its preferences for INGO action. Ultimately I find that formal legal
regulations are rarely applied universally, and instead serve as a signal of an autocrat’s
underlying preference to control or limit INGO programs. Formal laws give autocrats the
ability to employ significant discretion when confronting NGOs, providing them with a
menu of legal and administrative options to limit potentially destabilizing civil society
action.
Importantly, though, this model is a simplification of the general relationship between INGOs and dictators and represents a single dimension of the negotiation. In reality, regimes and INGOs constantly renegotiate this space, and decisions and events in
previous stages influence the agreed level of advocacy in the current stage. For instance,
domestic political instability has different effects depending on the length of time a ruler
has been in office—as will be shown in the case of Egypt in chapter 3, international civil
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society was treated differently immediately following the 2011 Egyptian uprising than it
had been in previous periods with longer-tenured leaders or greater domestic stability.
Similarly, the negotiation between INGOs and dictators is iterative, and interactions with
INGOs in previous periods have an effect on later regulations. For the sake of simplicity,
I keep this theoretical model parsimonious and simple in this dissertation.
Chapters 2 and 3 focus exclusively on the regime’s side of the amicable contempt
model, looking only at the factors that shape a government’s ideal point and negotiation
space. This sets the stage for examining the relationship between autocrats and INGOs.
In chapter 4, I shift the attention to the INGO side of the model and examine how the
conflict between mission and money (or principles and instrumental concerns) shapes an
INGO’s negotiation preferences and its subsequent relationship to its host government.
I also begin to explore how the two parties interact and argue that governments attempt
to regulate INGOs by targeting different elements of their presences.
Governments can mitigate the potential risks of international NGOs by employing
regulations designed to filter out organizations before they enter the country and limit the
scope of their activities once they establish operations. This leads to my second general
hypothesis: when authoritarian regimes perceive INGO programming as threatening, they
will limit the practical operating environment by reducing INGO flexibility. I argue that
regimes rely on gatekeeping regulations—including entry, registration, and programming
restrictions—to reduce INGO flexibility and make it difficult to continue working in the
country. This hypothesis results in several implications:
• INGOs with more antagonistic relationships with their host governments will face
more gatekeeping regulations
• INGOs with high flexibility will maintain their overlap with the civil society regulatory environment and will face a more tolerant practical operating environment
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• INGOs with low flexibility will not maintain their overlap with the civil society
regulatory environment and will face expulsion
I explore how INGOs respond to gatekeeping regulations in chapter 5, combining the
results from a global survey of more than 600 organizations with detailed case studies of
Article 19 and AMERA UK / Egypt / International. I draw on annual reports, financial
statements, press releases and key informant interviews with INGO staff to examine how
Article 19 and AMERA each relied on their programmatic flexibility in an attempt to
maintain a tolerant practical operating environment.
While gatekeeping regulations are primarily defensive and designed to protect the
regime against the risks of INGO activity by limiting their flexibility, regimes can also be
more proactive and try to take advantage of INGO missions. This leads to my third general hypothesis: when authoritarian regimes perceive INGO programming as potentially
beneficial, they will attempt to move the INGO’s ideal point closer to regime preferences
by targeting INGO missions. I argue that regimes use program capture regulations like
foreign funding restrictions and managerial requirements to coerce changes in INGO
missions. Again, this hypotheses leads to several testable implications:
• INGOs with more antagonistic relationships with their host governments will face
more program capture regulations when regimes see possible benefit in their programs
• INGOs with high flexibility will protect their missions by relying on that flexibility
to resist and work around program capture laws
• INGOs with low flexibility will be unable to resist program capture laws and will
either become co-opted or exit the country
I test each of these implications in chapter 6, again combining survey results with
case studies of two more INGOs: Index on Censorship and the International Republican
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Institute (IRI). I explore how both organizations drew on their programmatic flexibility to
protect their core missions in the face of unconventional government attempts at capture
and co-optation. I conclude with a summary of the argument in chapter 7.
Finally, a brief note on the scope and purpose of this theory and its empirical implications is warranted before examining the evidence. Presenting the relationship between
INGOs and their host governments as a negotiation or bargaining event yields conceptual
advantages. Each party has some core set of ideals or preferences and has some flexibility in pursuing those goals, whether it be how they differentially enforce laws or how
they make adjustments to their programming to protect against changes to their ideals
or to remain legally allowed in the country. I dedicate a chapter to defining and exploring each of these mechanisms, providing careful empirical evidence for their complexity
and the conditions under which each mechanism works. Importantly, these concepts,
however detailed their evidence, have limited generalizability. I do not try to make universal claims about how authoritarian governments relate to all institutional actors in
their purview, nor do I try present a grand unifying theory for international NGO behavior. Authoritarian states and INGOs both vary widely in their behavior, and technically,
neither actor actually “behaves”—both are organizational forms that comprise hundreds
(or thousands) of individuals, each with their own preferences and behaviors. Additionally, the world is messy and complicated. It is impossible to discover every institutional,
political, sociological, economic or psychological causal process that might influence organizational and governmental behavior.
My theory of amicable contempt, in this regard, is a type of middle-range theory
(Merton 1949). It provides a framework that allows me to engage in the messiness of
complicated empirical reality and enables me to explore the reach of the theory, identifying “the parameters within which [the] theory can be expected to be valid” (Ziblatt 2006,
9). The model provides a helpful shorthand for exploring a salient set of dynamics that
likely do explain government- and organization-level behavior, but its parsimony neces38

sarily limits the causal claims I can make. I undoubtedly leave out details and make some
gross simplifications, but this is by design. Simplification is necessary when looking at
the complexity of politics (Little and Pepinsky 2016), and “free-floating calls for nuance,
unconstrained by rules of method or logic, inhibit the process of abstraction that makes
theory valuable” (Healy 2017). This does not mean the evidence I offer is devoid of complexity or overly simple—I still attempt to “master the details, … understand the context,
and … illuminate the complexities of cases to spur better theorizing and empirical testing”
(Little and Pepinsky 2016, 444). Though the theory cannot make perfect predictions of
government or INGO behavior or describe every possible reason for their actions, it does
uncover important mechanisms driving the relationship between the two parties and the
decisions each make, which ultimately deepens our theoretical understanding of authoritarian and INGO behavior and provides helpful policy guidance for INGOs confronting
difficult regulatory environments.
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2
Authoritarian Institutions and Restrictions on
International Civil Society

LDS Charities—the official humanitarian wing of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints (Mormons)—has long struggled to obtain permission to legally provide its humanitarian services in countries ruled by dictators. The organization offers a variety of services, including neonatal resuscitation training, wheelchair delivery, eye exams, disaster
relief, and direct assistance to local orphanages, leprosariums, and medical centers, but
its legal status is often ambiguous. Beginning in the early 1990s, the LDS Church worked
with former Egyptian president Ḥosni Mubarak to allow LDS Charities to formally register as a foreign charity. Year after year, Mubarak would signal his approval, with the
caveat that his Coptic Christian council would ultimately have the final say. However,
this council regularly denied all requests for legalization until finally conceding in 2007.
Why did Mubarak, an ostensibly omnipotent dictator, defer to his Christian advisors?
He had the legal right to approve the request on his own, and given that Egypt was not
a democracy, there was arguably little need to show deference for such a small decision.
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Conversely, the Open Society Foundations (OSF)—a philanthropic organization backed
by American billionaire George Soros—has promoted democratization throughout the
world since at least the early 1990s, and has paid particular attention to pro-democracy
advocacy and activism in the former Soviet states of Eastern Europe. OSF funds an array of initiatives and programs intended to improve education, strengthen independent
media, bolster respect for human rights, and otherwise build democratic values in less
democratic nations. However, more authoritarian states such as Russia have long criticized OSF for meddling in domestic affairs, controlling grassroots NGOs, and imposing
foreign values in their countries. Despite this criticism, OSF has generally been able to
continue supporting its programs and regularly funds and supports local NGOs working
on these core issues. Surprisingly, in December 2015, OSF ceased all operations in Russia
after being labeled an “undesirable organization”—a legal designation created by a 2015
law that allowed the government to blacklist and expel any organization it deemed too
dangerous. OSF had been active in Russia for decades—why did the government wait
until 2015 to finally end their operations?
Though they have radically different missions, the experiences of LDS Charities and
the Open Society Foundations are indicative of a larger trend of closing civic space and
worsening restrictions on international nongovernmental organizations (INGOs). Other
examples abound—Greenpeace and The Asia Foundation work in China despite stricter
rules for foreign NGOs, and Human Rights Watch maintains field offices in Uzbekistan,
Tajikistan, and other Central Asian dictatorships under close government surveillance.1
Autocrats willingly allow these organizations to operate in their countries, but these
regimes set the terms for INGO action. It is likely that Mubarak used LDS Charities and
other humanitarian INGOs as pawns in domestic politics. Coptic Christians account for
10–15% of Egypt’s population and are both politically active and fearful of persecution.
1. Interview 1078, August 31, 2016, Durham, NC.
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By giving Coptic leaders some say in minor decisions, Mubarak could, in a way, placate
them and help maintain the stability of his regime. Copts, in turn, felt threatened by
foreign Christian groups that could change the balance of Eastern Christian dominance
in the country, and thus did not want more Western Christian organizations to work in
the country. Though the foreign organizations requesting access dealt with innocuous
issues that posed little threat to his regime, Mubarak benefitted from imposing restrictive
regulations on certain types of INGOs. Conversely, OSF and other foreign-backed NGOs
played an outsized role in Russian domestic politics as Russian leaders feared creeping
Western influence. Throughout 2015, Russia faced a flagging economy, nascent popular
political dissent, and continuing military operations in Ukraine. By restricting these foreign organizations’ operations and expelling them from the country, Putin helped shore
up the stability and unity of his regime during a time of extreme volatility. In both cases,
Mubarak and Putin regulated INGOs in pursuit of domestic regime stability.
Over the past decade, INGOs have become increasingly active in authoritarian regimes
as they respond to emergencies, assist with development, or advocate for human rights.
However, these services and advocacy can challenge the regime—INGOs that provide
essential services such as public health or education can undercut the regime’s role as
a provider of public goods, and INGOs that advocate for human rights can challenge
and embarrass regimes that regularly violate those rights. Despite these risks, the overwhelming majority of authoritarian countries continue to permit INGO activities. How
do these regimes limit their exposure to the risks of INGOs? What determines when an
autocrat will restrict civil society in their country?
In this chapter, I investigate these questions, ultimately seeking to identify the determinants of civil society regulations in authoritarian regimes. I zoom in on the first
element of the theory of amicable contempt—the regime’s negotiation space around its
ideal point (see Figure 2.1)—and explore how authoritarian regimes determine and adjust
the regulatory environment for civil society organizations in response to (1) anxiety over
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INGOIdeal

Policy space

Tolerance–Expulsion
Figure 2.1: Space around regime ideal point: civil society regulatory environment

internal social and government stability, (2) fear of contagion from political instability in
neighboring countries, and (3) concern about international reputation.

2.1

When do dictators restrict civil society?

As with other institutions, autocrats engage with international organizations and transnational civil society selectively, depending on rational calculations of how that engagement might be beneficial to the regime. Authoritarian regimes in particular tend to follow international norms and allow INGO operations only when doing so allows the government to “shore up its authority and legitimacy” and “deflect international pressures”
(Hawkins 1997, 407–8). Key to harnessing this institutional dissonance for stability, however, is the autocrat’s ability to manage and control these external actors. Through formal
regulations and legislation and the de facto implementation of those laws, autocrats can
use INGOs and other non-state actors to stabilize and reinforce their political power at
home. I argue that the restrictiveness of a regime’s civil society regulatory environment
(or CSRE) is a function of three general factors (see Figure 2.2), each connected to the
challenge of authoritarian institutional balancing and each a potential threat to regime
stability.
First, tensions and conflict within a country pose serious threats to regime stability,
given that regimes can collapse under the threat of competitive elections, intensification
of ethnic conflicts, or revolutions and uprisings (Heiss 2012; Svolik 2009). During times
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Figure 2.2: Determinants of a regime’s civil society regulatory environment

of domestic instability and unrest, autocratic regimes face increased threats from various
institutional actors. For instance, when facing civil or ethnic conflict, the behavior of the
military and opposition parties will be more uncertain, and when facing economic crises,
a nation’s central bank, labor unions, and general population will be more contentious
and unpredictable, making the act of institutional balancing much more precarious. To
maintain balance, dictators must consolidate against threats to stability and limit the allowable institutional dissonance. If the regime itself is unstable and incohesive—that is,
if fissions and fractures among the ruling elite threaten government stability—the regime
should have a similar response, constricting existing institutions and limiting their possible influence. This dynamic leads to the following hypotheses:
H1a : As a country’s domestic political instability increases, the more autocrats restrict the regulatory environment for civil society
H1b : As the internal cohesion of a regime deteriorates, the more autocrats
restrict the regulatory environment for civil society
Threats to a regime’s institutional balance are not limited to domestic, internal events.
Economic, political, military, ethnic, and humanitarian crises can spill over to neighboring states and can have a strong negative effect on a country’s political stability and
economic performance (Ades and Chua 1997). Beyond general political and military risk
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in neighboring countries, actual destabilizing events—in particular coups d’etat and popular protests—throughout a region likely influence a regime’s decision making and survival strategy. Protests leading to regime change have a propensity to diffuse through a
region—for instance, successful anti-regime protests in Egypt and Tunisia in 2011 triggered protests and unrest throughout the Middle East (Bamert, Gilardi, and Wasserfallen
2015). In particular, coups—either resulting from protests or military intervention—
represent the worst-case scenario for autocrats working to maintain stability, as they
force an irregular exit from power. According to data from Goemans, Gleditsch, and
Chiozza (2009), in the 100 countries I identify as autocracies, 790 executives have left
office since 1950. In 240 cases, or nearly one third of all exits, the exit from office occurred irregularly (i.e. not due to term limits or natural death). A clear majority of these
irregular collapses of executive power—182, or 75%—occurred as a result of military, political, or rebel coups. Coups are thus a notable threat for autocrats hoping to remain in
power, and seeing coup activity in neighboring countries likely alters a regime’s stabilitymaintaining calculus.
The second most common reason for unplanned autocratic exit is forced removal due
to popular protest, seen in 21 cases—nearly 10%—of all irregular exits. While protests do
not always lead to abdications of power, they can threaten to do so. Protests in neighboring countries are also a salient threat to stability, since, as seen during the string of
revolutions and uprisings in the Middle East beginning in 2011, popular protests have
a tendency to spread (Kuran 1995, 1989; Bamert, Gilardi, and Wasserfallen 2015; Patel,
Bunce, and Wolchik 2014). Thus, regimes wary of the destabilizing influence of events
outside their borders will attempt to insulate and protect themselves and change how
they regulate domestic actors, leading to the following testable implications:
H2a : As domestic political instability increases in neighboring countries, the
more autocrats restrict the regulatory environment for civil society at home
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H2b : As coup activity in neighboring countries increases, the more autocrats
restrict the regulatory environment for civil society at home
H2c : As popular protests in neighboring countries increase, the more autocrats restrict the regulatory environment for civil society at home
Finally, governments are not immune to outside influences. A growing body of research shows that states are quite concerned with their international reputations, and
condemnation, shaming, and public pressure from abroad can induce changes in domestic policies (Keck and Sikkink 1998; Burgerman 2001). Public reports and rankings issued
by INGOs and governments can often have a direct effect on policies: studies have found
that countries are more likely to criminalize human trafficking in response to the US
State Department’s annual Trafficking in Persons report (Kelley and Simmons 2015; Kelley 2017), more likely to undertake reforms that improve the ease of doing business in
their countries (Kelley, Simmons, and Doshi 2017), more likely to conduct fair elections
when monitored by foreign organizations (Kelley 2012), less likely to receive foreign direct investment when condemned by INGOs (Barry, Clay, and Flynn 2013), and more
likely to respect human rights when cajoled and censured by INGOs (Murdie and Davis
2012; Murdie 2014a).
Anecdotal evidence shows that regimes also care about how their civil society regulations are perceived internationally. For example, as the government of Kazakhstan
mulled over a more restrictive NGO law in 2005, US diplomats met with Kazakhstani
officials and used the specter of international reputation to argue that “the best way for
Kazakhstan to distinguish itself from its neighbors” was to respect international and domestic institutions, conduct fair presidential elections in 2006, and not pass the NGO
law (Embassy Kazakhstan 2005). Kazakhstan caved to the pressure and did not pass the
law. In fact, promoting and maintaining their international reputation continued to be a
strong driver of Kazakh policy thereafter. Throughout the mid-2000s, Kazakhstan worked
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to attain chairmanship over the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe
(OSCE), with the explicit hope of showing off its “high international reputation,” and the
country received the position in 2010.2 This leads to my final hypothesis:
H₃: As international shaming and condemnation of a regime increases, the
less autocrats restrict the regulatory environment for civil society

2.2

Data and methods

To test these hypotheses, I construct a new time-series, cross-sectional dataset of 100 autocracies from 1991–2014, compiling a set of variables from several well-established and
new data sources. Most importantly, I offer a new index for measuring the overall level
of de facto restrictiveness of a country’s Civil Society Regulatory Environment (CSRE).
2.2.1

Integrating mixed methods with nested analysis

There are important differences in how dictators regulate domestic and international civil
society. When dealing with domestic institutional challengers, dictators have a wide array of policy choices to manipulate and control their influence, ranging from formal legislation against certain activities to imprisoning and torturing recalcitrant legislators,
judges, or activists. Autocrats have fewer options for controlling international actors,
however, because of issues of jurisdiction, diplomacy, and global politics. While it may
be relatively easy for a dictator to harass and imprison the family of a native activist,
attempting to jail or torture international advocates or aid workers is far riskier, as foreigners often have the legal and political backing of their home states. Dictators have a
more limited menu of policy levers for controlling INGOs.
That said, at a legal and administrative level, the laws that govern civil society tend
to cover both domestic and international organizations, and regulations that are applied
2. See Akhmetzhan Yesimov, “High international reputation of Kazakhstan allowed our country to become chairman in the OSCE,” December 8, 2010, accessed August 2, 2017, http://almaty.gov.kz/page.php?
page_id=1780&lang=2&article_id=8967.
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to international NGOs are often the same as those applied to domestic NGOs. With a
few notable exceptions, regimes rarely craft legislation aimed primarily and exclusively
at regulating international NGOs. Accordingly, there is unfortunately no systematic way
to quantitatively disentangle the application of the civil society regulatory environment
to domestic and international organizations.
Measuring the determinants of international NGO restrictions, then, poses a methodological challenge—despite a host of cross-national data on autocratic institutionalization, no existing measure fully reflects the regulatory environment for INGOs. I address
this challenge by employing nested analysis, an innovative research design strategy that
tightly integrates large-n statistical work with detailed small-n case studies (Lieberman
2005).
Nested analysis differs from the more classical mixed methods research strategy proposed by King, Keohane, and Verba (1994). At its core, this more classical approach
combines regression results and case studies to triangulate a theory’s causal effects, answering the same empirical question multiple times with multiple methods and confirming (or disproving) the findings of the quantitative analysis. In contrast, nested analysis
is a form of integrative multi-method research and is part of the qualitative methodological movement succeeding King, Keohane, and Verba (Mahoney 2010; Weller and
Barnes 2014; Seawright 2016). The underlying logic in this type of research is integrative
rather than triangulative. Instead of seeking convergence in the results of quantitative
and qualitative work, there is a clear division of labor between the two methods. With
an integrative design, a study answers an empirical question once using multiple nested
methods to investigate different aspects of the underlying theory. The nested design allows for a sort of iterative folk Bayesianism (McKeown 1999), since the prior hypotheses
analyzed in the large-n analysis inform the posterior small-n case studies; hypotheses
that are proven correct (or incorrect) with statistical modeling are investigated further
with deeper qualitative analysis.
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In the large-n analysis presented in this chapter, I test the robustness of my hypotheses using parsimonious models with minimal controls. Here I am less interested in precise
effect sizes and more concerned with the overall trends of the various hypotheses and
the predictive performance of the model I construct. In the following chapter, I use the
results from this large-n model to help inform the selection of three cases—Egypt, China,
and Russia—for more intense analysis of my hypotheses and theory. The statistical findings of this chapter directly inform the qualitative work that follows, answering different
aspects of the same question. That is, I qualitatively study the regulation of international
NGOs in a handful of authoritarian regimes within a larger quantitative analysis of all
NGOs in all authoritarian regimes.
2.2.2
2.2.2.1

Dependent variable
Measuring civil society restrictions

Empirically measuring the severity and extent of civil society legal restrictions is difficult.
Scholars have used a handful of measures, including the CIVICUS Civil Society Index
(CSI),3 the Global Civil Society Index (GCSI),4 global and regional public opinion surveys,
and the CIRI Human Rights Data Project,5 but each of these variables faces substantial
issues with scope, validity, and consistency.
The CSI evaluates domestic civil society structure and values using country experts’
opinions regarding four dimensions,6 scores each dimension on a 1–3 scale, and provides
a final summative index—countries with a higher score ostensibly have a stronger civil
society sector. However, CSI data has been collected in a few 2–3 year waves in only
30–50 countries, and has not been updated since 2012, making it difficult to use in annual
3. See http://www.civicus.org/csi/, accessed August 2, 2017.
4. See http://ccss.jhu.edu/publications-findings?did=360, accessed August 2, 2017.
5. See http://www.humanrightsdata.com/, accessed August 2, 2017.
6. Specifically, “(1) the structure of civil society, (2) the external environment in which civil society exists
and functions, (3) the values practiced and promoted by civil society, and (4) the impact of activities pursued
by civil society actors.”
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cross-sectional analysis. In 2004, the Johns Hopkins Center for Civil Society Studies
created the GCSI as a rival index. Similar to the CSI, the GCSI rates civil society along
three dimensions7 and provides a final summative index to represent the strength of a
country’s civil society. However, the GCSI has not been updated since 2004, and it only
includes a handful of non-OECD countries, which makes it unsuitable for studying civil
society in authoritarian regimes.
Scholars have also used public opinion surveys such as the World Values Survey
(WVS)8 or regional projects like the Arab Barometer,9 Afrobarometer,10 and Asian Barometer11 to measure and analyze individual perceptions of associational life and participation in domestic and international NGOs (Jamal 2007; Bernhard and Karakoç 2007).
However, these surveys are not conducted annually12 and, like the CSI and GCSI, are not
suitable for large-n, country-level analysis.
Finally, the CIRI Human Rights project provides indices of human rights restrictions
based on close readings of annual US State Department Country Reports on Human Rights
Practices (Cingranelli, Richards, and Clay 2014). Among the rights measured by CIRI is
a measure of the restrictions on the freedom of assembly and association, or how easily
citizens can participate in trade unions, cultural organizations, or domestic and international NGOs. Countries can receive one of three scores each year—severely restricted,
limited, and unrestricted—based on the severity and universality of civil society restrictions within each country. CIRI data is available for nearly 200 countries annually since
1981, making it ideal for cross-sectional analysis. However, with only three possible out7. Specifically, (1) the sector’s capacity, size, and amount of effort, (2) the sector’s resources for financial
and strategic sustainability, and (3) the sector’s social, economic, and political impact.
8. See http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/, accessed August 2, 2017.
9. See http://www.arabbarometer.org/, accessed August 2, 2017.
10. See http://www.afrobarometer.org/, accessed August 2, 2017.
11. See http://www.asianbarometer.org/, accessed August 2, 2017.
12. The WVS is conducted every 5 years; regional barometers are conducted every 3–5 years.
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comes the data is sluggish and not granular, and it fails to pick up on slight changes in
the regulatory environment.
2.2.2.2

The Civil Society Regulatory Environment (CSRE) Index

These difficulties with data quality are not limited to civil society measures—many democracyrelated indicators, including elections, judicial independence, and legislative activity,
have spotty and inconsistent coverage over time and are not always reliable. A new
project—the Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem)—however, attempts to address these issues. V-Dem uses a sophisticated Bayesian measurement model to aggregate existing
published data and opinions from more than 2,500 country experts to provide hundreds
of robust democracy-related indicators and indexes. Most importantly, in contrast with
the CSI, GCSI, public opinion surveys, and CIRI, V-Dem indicators are available for most
countries from 1900–2015 and display variation over time.
V-Dem includes many variables related to the regulatory legal environment for civil
society, including measures of entry and exit regulations, repression, participatory environment, and the level of women’s participation in associational life. Scholars associated
with V-Dem used these indicators to generate a Core Civil Society Index (CCSI), which
measures the strength of civil society in a country given (1) the organizational environment for civil society organizations and (2) the level of citizen activism (Bernhard
et al. 2015). Following this lead, I construct my own Civil Society Regulatory Environment (CSRE) index to measure only state constraints on civil society, ignoring citizen
participation in associational life, based on the CCSI’s indicators for civil society organizational environment: (1) the level of state repression of civil society organizations and
(2) the level of state control over civil society organization entry and exit into public life.
The CCSI was constructed by aggregating several V-Dem variables using Bayesian factor analysis; for the sake of simplicity, my CSRE index uses only a sum of the relevant
V-Dem indicators.
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Figure 2.3: Mean CSRE for five highest and lowest autocracies from 2000–2014

While V-Dem’s unique combination of Bayesian modeling and detailed expert opinion makes the CSRE index arguably more robust and reliable than any single measure,
it also means that the index is more difficult to interpret, as it is essentially a sum of
scale-less vectors of model point estimates. Figure 2.3 provides some helpful context for
understanding this index, showing the average environment index for the five highest
and lowest autocracies from 2000–2014. The index ranges between roughly −6 and 6,
with more repressive countries receiving lower scores—the average index score for autocracies is 0.3, while democracies average 3.7.
To test the validity of the CSRE, I compare it with data that tracks the de jure regulations on NGOs in dozens of countries. Newer research on NGO regulations has taken
a different approach to measuring restrictions on civil society—instead of using country
reports, public opinion surveys, or expert opinion to measure the general environment
for civil society, scholars have begun to hand-code all legislation aimed at regulating or
restricting specific aspects of NGO operations throughout the world. Dupuy, Ron, and
Prakash (2014) and Christensen and Weinstein (2013) have each collected remarkable data
on regulations aimed at restricting domestic NGOs from registering, receiving foreign
funding, or engaging in advocacy, noting the specific bills, decrees, and constitutional
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Figure 2.4: Relationship between types of NGO legal barriers and the CSRE

laws that prohibit these activities. These databases of legal restrictions are not as comprehensive as the data available from V-Dem: Dupuy, Ron, and Prakash include foreign
funding restrictions in 45 countries from 1993–2012, while Christensen and Weinstein
include funding, registration, and advocacy regulations in 98 countries from 1909–2012.
Because the data collected by Dupuy, Ron, and Prakash only includes one measure of
civil society restriction for a smaller subset of countries, the relationship between their
data and the CSRE is non-existent. However, as seen in Figure 2.4, Christensen and Weinstein’s count of legal barriers for NGOs is negatively correlated with the CSRE and fits
with the logic of the index. In most years, most countries tend to only have a minimal
number of formal laws limiting civil society activity and, as shown by the superimposed
locally weighted average curves, moving from no barriers to one barrier only decreases
the CSRE marginally, since it is likely normal for governments to assert some sort of legal
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control over NGOs. But as the number of formal barriers increases beyond a minimal regulatory regime, the CSRE steadily worsens. The form of legal restriction appears to have
differential effects on the overall regulatory environment. Table 2.1 lists the coefficients
from a simple linear model predicting the CSRE based on the number of legal barriers.
The addition of any anti-NGO law predictably worsens the overall legal environment, but
imposing barriers to advocacy appears to have a greater influence than advocacy or entry, most likely because such laws target a subset of NGOs that pose more of a potential
threat to regime stability. The CSRE measure is correlated with the imposition of formal
legal barriers to NGO activities, as expected, given that de facto NGO restrictions are
enabled by de jure regulations. The CSRE has an advantage over a strict count of laws,
though, since it captures volatility in how those laws have been enforced over time. The
CSRE index is thus a valid—and arguably richer—measure of NGO restrictions.
Table 2.1: Coefficients from Bayesian OLS models predicting the CSRE with the count of legal
barriers to NGOs
Barrier

Posterior median β (SD)

P(β < 0)

-0.90 (0.07)
-0.20 (0.05)
-0.55 (0.05)
-0.24 (0.02)

1
1
1
1

Barriers to advocacy
Barriers to entry
Barriers to funding
All barriers

2.2.3
2.2.3.1

Explanatory variables
Identifying autocracies

I use two different methods to identify autocracies. First, I use the Unified Democracy
Score (UDS) scale to capture country-level democratization. Scholars have long used
data from the Polity IV project (Marshall and Jaggers 2014), which assigns democracy
scores ranging from −10 to 10 and categorizes countries into one of three regime types
based on those scores: autocracies (−10 to −6), anocracies (−5 to 5), and democracies
(6 to 10). Though these categories of democratization are useful at large magnitudes
(i.e. there is a clear difference between a country that scores a −8 on the Polity IV scale
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and one that scores a 6), marginal changes in democratization scores are often meaningless (i.e. a change from a level 5 anocracy to a level 6 democracy is rather imperceptible
and more susceptible to rater subjectivity). The UDS scale was created in 2010 to address the uncertainty inherent in measuring democratization (Pemstein, Meserve, and
Melton 2010). This scale uses Bayesian estimation and simulation to generate aggregate
democracy scores based on 10 other standard measurement scales (including Polity IV).
Instead of assigning each country a single score, the UDS provides every country-year
with a posterior score distribution ranging from −2 to 2, with more democratic nations
receiving higher scores. For the sake of analytic simplicity, I use a cutoff point of zero to
roughly classify countries as democracies and autocracies, resulting in 86 authoritarian
regimes.
Classifying regime type with an arbitrary numeric threshold is convenient, but can
lead to substantial analytic issues. In their research on autocratic breakdown, Geddes,
Wright, and Frantz (2014) found that in previous studies on autocratic breakdowns, using
Polity thresholds as a proxy for autocracy overestimated predictions of regime survival
by 100 percent, indicating that Polity’s parsimony and simplicity fails to capture the nuances of autocratic rule. Accordingly, I also identify autocracies using data from Geddes,
Wright, and Frantz (2014), who categorize 154 countries as various varieties of autocracies, including oligarchies, monarchies, and various combinations of personal, party, and
military rule.
These two approaches to identifying regime type yield slightly different categorizations—
there are 89 countries with UDS scores below zero and 86 countries labeled as autocracies
by Geddes, et al. To address this discrepancy and find the widest possible definition of
autocracy, I include all countries that appear in either dataset, resulting in 100 states.13
For the sake of completeness, I consider a country to be autocratic if it has ever been
categorized as such since 1991, meaning that countries that democratize or backslide are
included.
13. See Table B.1 in the appendix for a full list of countries included.
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2.2.3.2

Domestic conflict and regime cohesion

I hypothesize that political stability and internal regime conflict predict restrictions on
civil society. I measure two sources of regime stability: domestic political stability and
government cohesion. First, I use data from Political Risk Services’ International Country Risk Guide (ICRG) to measure the internal risk and stability of a regime (Political Risk
Services 2014). ICRG provides a monthly political risk rating for 143 countries based on
a weighted collection of indicators, including government stability, corruption, ethnic
tensions, and conflict.14 Risk ratings range from 0–100, with the most stable countries
receiving the highest scores, and the most unstable countries ranking around 30–40. As I
am interested in domestic regime stability, I omit the subcomponent of the score measuring external conflict, and to avoid issues with collinearity, I omit the subcomponent measuring democratic accountability, since I use other indicators of democracy, explained
below. Having removed these subcomponents, I rescale the risk score to have a maximum of 100 to generate a final internal political risk index.15 Finally in the interest of
clarity, because the term “risk” carries negative connotations and the ICRG risk index
increases as stability improves (i.e. as a country’s risk score improves, political conditions improve), I redefine domestic political risk as domestic political stability. Second, I
use the ICRG subindicator for government cohesion on its own, as it captures instability
within the ruling regime itself.
To demonstrate how shifts in domestic political stability and government cohesion are
actually represented, Figure 2.5 shows these values for three authoritarian states: Qatar
and Somalia, which have the maximum and minimum values of stability, respectively,
and Syria, which has seen the most volatility. In the 10 years prior to the Syrian war,
the country dropped 10 points in its domestic stability score, representative of a slow
14. Specifically, the political risk rating comprises 12 subcomponents: government stability (12 points),
socioeconomic conditions (12), investment profile (12), internal conflict (12), external conflict (12), corruption (6), military in politics (6), religion in politics (6), law and order (6), ethnic tensions (6), democratic
accountability (6), and bureaucracy quality (4).
15. My final internal political risk index includes the following components: government stability, socioeconomic conditions, investment profile, internal conflict, corruption, military in politics, religion in
politics, law and order, ethnic tensions, and bureaucracy quality.
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Figure 2.5: Changes in ICRG domestic political stability and government cohesion indexes over
time

deterioration and stagnation of internal stability. Syria’s government cohesion during
this time remained relatively high and constant, however. From 2010–2014, the country
dropped nearly 20 points in domestic political stability, and its government cohesion
dropped to roughly the same level as Somalia. Few countries have seen such dramatic
and precipitous drops in stability scores—in general, across all autocratic states between
2000–2014, the average difference between minimum and maximum domestic stability
scores was 10.6 and the average difference in government cohesion scores was 3.7.
Beyond aggregate regime stability, I include several variables directly related to domestic political institutions. I measure how many consecutive years the executive has
been in office with data from the World Bank’s Database of Political Institutions (Beck et
al. 2001), which indicates the longevity of the regime. I also include measures of regime
competitiveness. Using data from the National Elections Across Democracy and Autocracy (NELDA) project (Hyde and Marinov 2012), I calculate the number of years that have
passed since a country held a competitive election. Following Dupuy, Ron, and Prakash
(2014), I consider an election competitive if opposition parties were allowed to participate, if more than one political party was legal, and if the ballot provided voters with a
choice of candidates. I also count the vote share won by the largest opposition party, as
measured by the Database of Political Institutions (Beck et al. 2001).
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2.2.3.3

Stability of neighboring countries

I also hypothesize that external stability affects civil society restrictions within states.
That is, when a regime observes general instability, coups, and popular protests in nearby
countries, it will crack down on associational life and increase restrictions on civil society in an effort to minimize domestic institutional dissonance. I measure a country’s
exposure to external risk and conflict using the 0–100 domestic ICRG political stability
score (described above) of all other countries weighted by distance.16 Weighting risk by
distance permits me to assume that the level of internal stability in countries closest to
a given state has the greatest bearing on that regime’s behavior, while also allowing for
more distant unrest to influence a regime’s decisions.
To supplement the more general measure of ICRG stability, I include data on the number of coups and popular protests in neighboring countries. I measure the level of coup
activity by counting all successful and unsuccessful coups in a state’s neighbors in each
year (Powell and Thyne 2011). I define a country’s neighbors to include all states within
900 km of the closest border, rather than including only states that share a contiguous
border (Gleditsch 2002). I do not use the overall weighted average of coups, assuming
that coup activity in distant states has little effect on a given regime (i.e. coups in Sierra
Leone are not likely to worry officials in Tajikistan).
In contrast to the readily available (and more easily countable) data on coup activity,
measuring protests is more difficult. In an attempt to quantify global protest activity, I
use event data methods to construct new measures of violent and nonviolent protests in
a given state. Event data uses computational natural language text algorithms to parse
a text and determine who did what to whom where and when. After feeding millions of
news media stories into this algorithm, the resulting data identifies the main actors, actions, and locations in a story, and can be used to track any number of events of interest.
16. I used the cshapes package in R to calculate the minimum distance between country polygons and
then used standardized transformations of those distances as weights to generate a weighted average of
instability for each country (Weidmann, Kuse, and Gleditsch 2010; Weidmann and Gleditsch 2010).
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I use event data from DARPA’s Integrated Conflict Early Warning System (ICEWS),17
which tracks more than 14 million events from 1995 to 2016 and includes nearly 180,000
instances of both nonviolent and violent protest across the 100 autocracies I have selected.18
However, using these events in a statistical model is not a straightforward task. Because media reports form the foundation of ICEWS, event data is by nature biased by the
quantity of media coverage. Using a raw count of events in each country is not possible,
since larger, more covered countries will inherently see more events. Conversely, dividing the count of events of interest by the total number of events in a country to create
a percent-based index results in a measure that is biased towards less-covered countries.
For example, ICEWS records only two events in Barbados in 2015, one of which was a
nonviolent protest, meaning that a simple ratio would show that half of all events that
year were protests.
Instead of using counts or ratios, I generate a standardized measure by centering
and rescaling the count of events of interest in each country over time, resulting in a
variable that ranges roughly between 1 and 5—a value around 1 indicates that a country
experienced fewer events of interest in a year than what they typically see, while a 5
indicates that it experienced far more than normal.19 Figure 2.6 provides an example of
this rescaled measure, showing absolute and relative protest activity in both China and
Egypt. China’s low and steady hum of nonviolent protests remains roughly constant over
the time period, with a spike in 2008 due to both the Tibetan uprising and the Olympic
games. Violent protests peaked in 2012 due to ongoing tensions in Tibet and nationwide
anti-Japanese protests. The standardization process scales both of these peaks to roughly
five. A similar pattern occurs in Egypt, with a small uptick in protest activity in 2005 due
17. See https://dataverse.harvard.edu/dataset.xhtml?persistentId=doi:10.7910/DVN/28075, accessed August 2, 2017.
18. I use the machine-coded classification of events, or CAMEO codes, to identify protests, with nonviolent protests = general political dissent (CAMEO code 140), demonstrate or rally (141*), hunger strike
(142*), strike or boycott (143*), and obstruct passage, block (144*), and violent protests = protest violently
or riot (145*).
19. Specifically, I transform the raw count of each variable of interest using the following:
|min ( x−𝜇𝑥 )| + 1. I thank Shahryar Minhas for this idea.
|
|
𝜎𝑥
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Figure 2.6: Protest events in Egypt and China—raw counts and standardized index

to the country’s first competitive presidential election, and a significant spike during the
Arab Spring in 2011–2013. Though the counts of events are not comparable between the
two countries, the standardized measure can be used across countries, showing here that
the rapid increases in protests were indeed unexpected.
As with the general ICRG-based measure of neighbor instability, I calculated the
distance-weighted average for protests, since the reverberations of protests can be felt
further off. Whereas a regime observing a faraway coup will not likely worry as much
about contagion, the costs of participating in popular protests are generally lower than
outright revolution and media coverage of foreign protests is more readily available, thus
increasing the likelihood that dissidents will protest against the government.
2.2.3.4

International shaming

Finally, I argue that reputational concerns influence an autocrat’s decision to regulate
civil society. Notably, this hypothesis only accounts for reactive condemnation, or sham60

ing that succeeds a regime’s violation of international norms. In the previous example of
Kazakhstan, reputation was wielded preemptively and preceded (and possibly prevented)
a norm violation. Detecting preemptive reputational shaming, though, requires access to
documents and data that are generally impossible to find. Kelley (2017) creatively relies
on the 2009 Wikileaks dump of US State Department cables to trace the US’s behindthe-scenes preemptive shaming in its global fight against human trafficking. However,
locating instances of NGO-related shaming in Wikileaks cables is more difficult, especially given that the global crackdown on civil society began in earnest after Chelsea
Manning had leaked her cache of documents. Additionally, as discussed previously, a
growing body of research has shown that countries adjust their behavior in response to
international shaming. In these studies, shaming has typically been tied to specific reports, scores, and rankings issued by states, IGOs, and NGOs regarding specific policy
issues. Unfortunately, however, no country, IGO, or NGO publishes any index related to
civil society repression.
Since I cannot measure international shaming related to regimes’ treatment of civil
society specifically, I generate a more general measure that captures the overall level of
international condemnation faced by a country. Previous research on media and politics
has identified a “CNN effect” where increased international coverage of humanitarian
disasters can encourage states to intervene (Robinson 2011). Murdie and Peksen (2014)
find a similar effect for INGOs and use event data to show that more conflictual events
between INGOs and states raise the likelihood for armed foreign humanitarian interventions. Under the assumption that heightened media coverage of international condemnation represents a more general form of shaming, I identify roughly 80,000 events in
ICEWS where a state source condemns a state target in the 100 countries identified as
autocracies.20 As with the measures of protest activity in neighboring countries, I center
and rescale the count of shaming events in each country, where 1 indicates less shaming
than normal and 5 indicates substantially more.
20. I include all events categorized with CAMEO codes 11*, which includes accusations, disapprovals,
criticisms, and denouncements.
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2.2.4

Modeling decisions

Instead of testing my hypotheses with frequentist null hypothesis significance testing
(NHST), the standard statistical approach in much of the existing research on international relations and comparative politics, I estimate a series of Bayesian generalized linear
models. I use Bayesian methods primarily because they yield more meaningful inferences
(Kruschke 2010; Korner-Nievergelt et al. 2015; Gelman et al. 2013). Frequentist NHST
analysis determines the probability of the data given a null hypothesis (i.e. 𝑃(data|𝐻0 )),
yielding results that are often unwieldy, phrased as the probability of rejecting the null
if it is true. In contrast, Bayesian analysis determines the probability of a hypothesis
given the data (i.e. 𝑃(𝐻 |data)), resulting in probabilities that are directly interpretable,
phrased simply as the probability that the hypothesis is true. Similarly, Bayesian analysis provides more interpretable measures of uncertainty. Given frequentist-estimated
parameters, we can calculate a 95% confidence interval that indicates that if the data were
generated several more times, 95% of the resulting confidence intervals would contain the
true parameter.21 With Bayesian methods, uncertainty can be described with a credible
interval, which simply indicates that we can be 95% sure that the true parameter is with
that interval. Bayesian analysis is not a silver bullet for inference—the linear models I fit
must still be well specified and fit standard statistical assumptions (i.e. homoskedasticity
of errors, absence multicollinearity, etc.). However, the framework usefully provides a
more interpretable set of results.
I use weakly informative prior distributions for each of the coefficient parameters,
based on a Cauchy distribution with a location of 0 and a scale of 1. I obtain the posterior
distribution of the CSRE with Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) sampling and simulate values from the joint posterior distribution of the coefficient parameters.22 I use
21. It is often tempting to interpret frequentist confidence intervals in a Bayesian manner. In one study,
students and seasoned researchers alike failed to identify incorrect statements about the definition of confidence intervals, and roughly half of the participants confused confidence intervals with credible intervals
(Hoekstra et al. 2014).
22. I use Stan (Stan Development Team 2016b) through R (Stan Development Team 2016a; R Core Team
2016) to generate 4 MCMC chains with 2,000 iterations in each chain, 1,000 of which are used for warmup.
All chains converge; I assess convergence with visual inspection, and diagnostic plots are included in the
dissertation appendix.
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the medians of the simulated values from the MCMC samples as coefficient estimates,
and use the 2.5% and 97.5% quantiles as lower and upper limits for 95% credible intervals.
Finally, I declare an effect statistically significant if the posterior probability of being different from zero is larger than 0.95. However, I only discuss significance as a frequentist
convenience. Because Bayesian models estimate the probability of a given hypothesis,
there is no need to construct significance thresholds for rejecting null hypotheses. When
reporting the probabilities for estimates, I provide the posterior probability that the estimate is greater than zero.23 For the sake of consistency, when estimates are below zero,
I do not reverse the inequality sign, resulting in low probabilities.24 A completely null
result would yield a p-value of 0.5; “significance” throughout this analysis thus lies in the
tails (0–0.05 and 0.95–1).
As discussed previously, I employ model-building large-n analysis (LNA), which entails parsimonious model specification with minimal controls. I lead the CSRE by one
year in each model to capture the lagged effect of all dependent variables, and I include year fixed effects as the only control variable.25 While this is admittedly a rough
and naive identification strategy, these models are ultimately meant to demonstrate the
conjoint determinants of the civil society regulatory environment in general, and not a
precisely estimated treatment effect. Again, these results inform and complement the
model-building small-n analysis (SNA) of the following chapters, where I explore each
hypothesis in more depth.

2.3

Results

Figure 2.7 presents the estimates of two different model specifications. In the basic, most
parsimonious model, I measure the effect of internal determinants using only domestic
23. For example, 𝑃(𝛽1 > 0) = 0.98 indicates that an estimate has a significant probability of not being
zero.
24. 𝑃(𝛽1 > 0) = 0.02 means there is a 2% chance that an estimate is greater than zero, or a 98% chance
that the estimate is negative.
25. In the spirit of estimating as parsimonious a model as possible, I omit country fixed effects. I would
also omit year fixed effects, but because time is built into the model (i.e. because the lag of the dependent
variable is included as an independent variable), I account for year-specific with year fixed effects. The
estimates from the following models are thus time-invariant averages across all countries.
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Figure 2.7: Determinants of the civil society regulatory environment. Points indicate median
estimates of β; error bars indicate 95% credible interval

political risk and government cohesion measures, external determinants using only coups
and protest activity in neighboring countries, and reputational determinants using the
relative measure of international shaming. In the alternate model, I include additional
measures of regime stability and longevity as internal determinants and a more general
distance-weighted measure of neighbor instability. The full results of both models are
included in Table B.3 and Table B.4 in the appendix. Because omitting individual variables
from the full model (e.g. removing only duration in office) has little effect on the direction
and size of the coefficients, I include all measures of stability and cohesiveness in the
complete model.
2.3.1

Internal determinants

I begin by examining my first hypothesis—that autocrats restrict the regulatory environment for civil society more as they face more instability within their countries in general
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and within their regime specifically. In both model specifications, increased domestic stability is associated with improved scores in the CSRE in the following year, meaning that
CSRE is less restrictive in more stable countries. For every unit increase in the rescaled
domestic stability index, the CSRE increases by approximately 0.05 points, which is a
small but potentially potent change, given that the stability index ranges from 0–100 and
countries typically see more sizable changes in their stability over time. The left panel
of Figure 2.8 demonstrates this cumulative effect visually, showing the predicted CSRE
across the range of possible political stability scores, with all other model parameters
held at their mean values. All else equal, by only varying domestic political stability, the
CSRE can move from 0 to 3 (or vice versa, as stability decreases). There is therefore strong
evidence in favor of H1a (𝑃(𝛽 > 0) = 1)—the CSRE is more restricted in countries facing
instability and conflict, and conversely, civic space is more open and free in countries
with greater domestic stability.
The model offers contradictory evidence for H1b , however. I had hypothesized that
autocrats would restrict the CSRE as the internal cohesion of the regime deteriorated.
However, across both specifications of the model, autocratic government stability is significantly and negatively associated with the CSRE in the following year, resulting in a
decrease of nearly 0.2 (𝑃(𝛽 > 0) = 0). That is, as a regime consolidates its power and
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internal unity, it does not, in fact, increase the space for institutional dissonance for civil
society organizations. Instead, it appears that autocratic entrenchment and stabilization
leads to a more restrictive regulatory environment.
The three additional measures of regime longevity bolster this evidence. Executive
tenure is significantly and negatively associated with civil society regulations, and for every year in office, the CSRE will decrease by 0.1 on average (𝑃(𝛽 > 0) = 0). The number of
years that elapse between competitive executive elections has a similar effect, decreasing
the CSRE by nearly 0.05 each year, ceteris paribus. The right panel of Figure 2.8 shows the
substantial effects of these coefficients, demonstrating the predicted CSRE across a range
of possible government cohesion values for countries with executives in office for 2 and
30 years. Contra my hypothesis, the CSRE clearly worsens both when regime cohesion
increases and as autocrats remain in office longer.
Finally, the share of votes won by the opposition party is associated with an improved
CSRE (𝛽 = 0.4; 𝑃(𝛽 > 0) = 1). This may indicate a degree of endogeneity in the model—
autocratic regimes with more electoral competition are more likely to have better, more
open civil societies, regardless of executive tenure—but it is still a useful indication of
regime behavior towards institutions. In countries where institutionalization is encouraged or allowed (i.e. where opposition parties win elections), other institutions such as
civil society benefit, while countries with minimal institutionalization are more likely to
have executives with longer tenure and, correspondingly, more restricted civil society.
The results from the models have fascinating implications for the hypothesis. As expected, more domestic instability is indeed associated with a worse environment in the
following year, a sign that dictators clamp down on institutional dissonance when facing
domestic crises. Unexpectedly however, the CSRE tends to worsen as regimes become
more cohesive and remain in power longer. While this goes against my hypothesis, it reveals insight into the importance of civil society as an institutional actor—civil society is
possibly one of the first institutions to be jettisoned as autocrats figure out the appropriate level of dissonance. Because they have not yet consolidated their power or mastered
the balance of domestic institutions, young, less cohesive regimes tend to allow for more
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institutional dissonance, working with parliament, holding more competitive elections,
and allowing for more civic space. As I show in the next chapter, the civil society regulatory environment in Egypt was more open and accessible in the early days of both the
caretaker military government (SCAF) and President Morsi. As they consolidated their
power and faced increasing domestic tension, though, both SCAF and Morsi were better
able to move against civil society. SCAF did not raid Western NGOs until the end of 2011,
after having invited these INGOs months earlier, and Morsi did not propose draft laws
until near the end of his term. President Sisi, on the other hand, rode into power on a
massive wave of popular and military support following Morsi’s overthrow in 2013, and
because his regime has been more cohesive from the start, he has regulated civil society
more harshly already than either of his predecessors. Civil society therefore likely factors
in a regime’s stability-seeking calculus, but only in a more ancillary way—as regimes gain
more internal cohesion and remain in power longer, they face less of a need to remain
open to institutions with less political power and can thereby constrict the CSRE.
2.3.2

External risk

In my second hypothesis I propose that increased political risks in a state’s neighboring
countries are associated with a decrease in the CSRE in the following year. I test the
effect of regional instability in two ways, using counts of coups and protest activity in
the basic model with a more generalized measure of neighboring instability in the alternate model. The ICRG political stability of a country’s neighbors, weighted by distance,
has a clear negative effect on the civil society regulatory environment in the following
year, lowering the index by 0.04 points (𝑃(𝛽 > 0) = 0) for every unit increase in average
neighboring stability. While this effect is small, it again has a powerful cumulative effect,
and countries experiencing wide swings in neighborhood stability are expected to open
the space for civil society. The downward trend in the left panel of Figure 2.9 makes this
trend clear as the CSRE index drops. Notably, this finding goes contrary to H2a , showing
that autocrats restrict the regulatory environment for civil society as political stability
in neighboring country improves, not worsens. As with the effect of government cohesion and consolidation, autocrats again behave differently than anticipated, restricting
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the CSRE at home when they feel safe in the region. I explore possible reasons for this
divergence below.
The general ICRG-based measure of neighboring regime stability captures a range
of possible sources of instability, including corruption, military involvement in politics,
ethnic conflict, and civil wars. Under the assumption that different types of instability
matter more to autocratic stability-seeking calculus, I hypothesize that coups and protests
in neighboring countries have an effect on the CSRE. In both model specifications, coup
activity is associated with an improved regulatory environment—the presence of an attempted or successful coup in a close neighbor increases the CSRE by approximately 0.5
in the following year (𝑃(𝛽 > 0) = 1). The difference between the two lines in the left
panel of Figure 2.9 shows this effect, with countries seeing coup activity receiving higher
predicted CSRE scores. Again, this finding goes contrary to hypothesized expectations,
revealing the opposite of H2b —in general, autocrats expand the regulatory environment
for civil society when there are nearby coups.
Protests in the region are correlated with the CSRE, but in different ways. In both
model specifications increased relative violent protest activity in the region is negatively
associated with civil society regulations, indicating that autocrats constrict the CSRE
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as they witness violent protests among their peer nations. More violent protests than
normal results in a drop in the CSRE of roughly 0.2 (𝑃(𝛽 > 0) = 0.02 in basic model;
𝑃(𝛽 > 0) = 0.15 in alternate model). Conversely, autocrats expand the environment
when witnessing nearby nonviolent protests—unusually high levels of nonviolent protest
activity in the region is associated with an increase in the CSRE of 0.5 (𝑃(𝛽 > 0) = 1),
roughly the same magnitude of change seen when there are coups. The right panel of
Figure 2.9 demonstrates the divergent effect of distance-weighted violent and nonviolent
protest activity. These findings add some complexity to H2c , demonstrating that autocrats
restrict the civil society regulatory environment in response to violent popular protests in
neighboring countries, but expand that environment in response to nonviolent protests.
As with internal regime cohesion, autocrats behave differently than expected when
facing external threats. According to the model, an average authoritarian regime does
not generally restrict the civil society regulatory environment when facing regional unrest. The CSRE tends to be higher when there is more instability, more coups, and more
nonviolent protests in neighboring countries. This phenomenon contributes a possible
corollary to research by Weiss (2014), who shows that China selectively represses and
allows popular protests at home according to a balance of government needs. If protests
are too costly to repress and risk turning against the government, the regime allows them
to happen (albeit under a degree of supervision and control), thus allowing for a type of
pressure valve (Weiss 2014, 227). Protests and popular unrest abroad are inherently impossible to repress—an autocrat in one country has little control over revolutions next
door—and as such, autocrats allow for increased dissonance at home, including conceding more space for civil society and NGOs.
Importantly, managing this pressure valve is dangerous. Weiss argues that viewing
regime permissiveness as a pressure valve understates the danger that increased dissonance can pose to a regime stability-seeking calculus: “Valves can break,” Weiss stresses,
“with potentially disastrous consequences” (Weiss 2014, 227). In 2011, President Mubarak
permitted greater civic space in the early days of the Arab Spring uprising and did not
initially stop the mass protests, having just watched his Tunisian counterpart lose power
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in a coup. As the mix of institutional actors became more complicated and difficult to balance, though, his pressure valve strategy unravelled and he was forced to resign (Heiss
2012). The fact that the model shows that the CSRE is more restricted when there are
violent protests (as hypothesized) potentially shows that autocrats are aware of the risks
of using pressure valves—as long as neighboring protests are nonviolent, civic space at
home can be permissive, but once protests turn violent, autocrats crack down locally to
prevent the unrest from spreading and to stop the valve from bursting. The CSRE therefore again plays an important role in maintaining regime stability and longevity, but in
manner more nuanced than predicted.
2.3.3

Shaming

Finally, in my third hypothesis, I posit that autocrats expand the regulatory environment
for civil society as international shaming and condemnation of their regime increases.
The evidence for this hypothesis is inconclusive, however. In the basic model, an increase
in relative state-based shaming is associated with a lower CSRE index in the following
year (𝛽 = −0.22; 𝑃(𝛽 > 0) = 0), suggesting that autocrats respond to shaming with additional restrictions. However, when accounting for regime-based characteristics such as
time in office and the competitiveness of elections, this effect reverses, indicating that the
CSRE improves in response to increased relative shaming (𝛽 = 0.11, 𝑃(𝛽 > 0) = 0.95). Both
effects are substantially different from zero, but they are not consistent across models.
Figure 2.10 shows this uncertainty, with the CSRE alternately improving and worsening
depending on model specification. Given these findings, there is no conclusive support
for or against H₃.

2.4

Discussion

Civil society, both domestic and international, behaves as an institution within authoritarian regimes, and accordingly, is one of the many institutional challengers that dictators must control and balance to remain in power. In an effort to curb the potential
destabilizing risks associated with civil society organizations, autocrats limit civil society
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through legislation and regulations. The severity and restrictiveness of this regulatory
environment is likely a function of a regime’s cohesion and domestic stability, the level
of stability and conflict in a regime’s neighboring countries, and a regime’s concerns
over its international reputation. The results of this large-n statistical analysis contradict
many of my initial hypotheses, but they reveal important nuances in the determinants of
institutional treatment of civil society as a strategy for maintaining autocratic stability.
Table 2.2 summarizes each of the principal findings from this analysis.
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Table 2.2: Summary of all hypotheses
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Hypothesis

Findings

Implication

H1a : CSRE constricts as domestic
instability increases

True

States restrict civil society regulations in response to domestic instability

H1b : CSRE constricts as
government cohesion deteriorates

Opposite true

States constrict civil society regulations as regimes become more unified,
stable, and durable

H2a : CSRE constricts as political
instability increases in
neighboring countries

Opposite true

States constrict civil society regulations as neighboring countries become
more stable

H2b : CSRE constricts as
neighboring countries experience
coup activity

Opposite true

States expand the regulatory environment for civil society when neighbors
experience coup activity

H2c : CSRE constricts as
neighboring countries experience
more popular protests

True for violent protests;
opposite true for
nonviolent protests

States expand civil society regulations as neighboring countries experience
nonviolent protests; states constrict civil society regulations as neighboring
countries experience violent protests

H₃: CSRE expands as international
shaming of the regime increases

Inconclusive

Relationship depends on model specification; data is poor

Following my first hypothesis, autocrats should restrict civil society more in the face
of instability at home. These basic models provide conflicting evidence for this assertion.
Following H1a , the domestic political stability of a country is clearly positively associated
with civil society regulations. States facing political, economic, ethic, and social crises
and other direct threats to regime survival are more likely to crack down on domestic and
international civil society, while states facing calmer domestic politics are more likely to
make concessions to civil society and allow for more institutional dissonance. Internal
government cohesion (H1b ), on the other hand, plays a countervailing role in the calculus
to restrict civil society. Regimes that are more unified, stable, and durable appear to have
sufficient political capital to safely impose restrictions on civil society.
According to my second hypothesis, fears of contagion from instability in neighboring countries should lead an autocrat to restrict civil society. However, as autocrats
witness political instability and violence in their neighbors, they have an incentive to
make concessions to civil society and expand the regulatory environment for NGO activity. Coups (H2b ), nonviolent protests (H2c ), and general political instability (H2a ) abroad
likely encourage autocrats to permit increased institutional dissonance at home as a hedging mechanism or pressure valve, heading off the threat of contagion by allowing for
more robust associational life. Conversely, as with internal regime cohesion, having
more stable and safe neighbors appears to provide autocrats with cover to impose more
restrictions on civil society. Finally, autocrats react to violent protests differently (H2c ),
as these likely represent a more immediate threat to contagion and a risk to the safety
valve. While the influence of nonviolent protests abroad can be offset by permitting additional institutional dissonance at home, violent protests have a higher likelihood of
leading to regime change and thus result in a more constricted regulatory environment.
After coups in neighboring countries—the assumed endgame of violent protests—are a
fait accompli, it appears that autocrats attempt to mitigate future diffusion by expanding
the CSRE.
Finally, there is no conclusive support for or against the hypothesis that concerns
over international reputation influence the decision to expand or constrict institutional
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dissonance. Formal, high-level diplomatic shaming and condemnation from other states
is not consistently associated with changes in the regulatory environment for civil society. This null result could indicate that international shaming truly has no effect on
a country’s CSRE, but it is more likely an artifact of the data. Susceptibility to shaming is subtle and difficult to detect. Preemptive shaming through diplomatic efforts are
typically unobservable (except when leaked cables reveal them), and instances of reactive shaming to specific anti-NGO crackdowns are difficult to systematically count or
measure.
While these findings provide strong statistical evidence for some of the institutional
determinants of authoritarian civil society restrictions, other results run contrary to what
I had hypothesized. Within a nested analytical approach, though, such contradictory
findings are welcome and provide grist for deeper small-n case studies that investigate
these hypotheses further—these correct (and incorrect) hypotheses allow for iterative
folk Bayesianism (McKeown 1999) by adjusting my prior beliefs for in-depth qualitative
analysis that builds, rather than tests, the theoretical model. Before connecting these
results to the larger argument of determining what influences a regime’s decision to expand or constrict its civil society regulatory environment, we must first examine these
divergent findings in paradigmatic cases of international civil society restrictions.
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3
INGOs and Institutional Balancing in Egypt,
Russia, and China

While the statistical models in the previous chapter provide some preliminary evidence
for the internal, external, and reputational determinants of authoritarian restrictions on
global civil society, the preliminary large-n analysis did not produce robust and satisfactory results. Several of the mechanisms resulted in coefficients that went contrary
to my hypothesized expectations—for instance, increased internal regime cohesion and
neighborhood instability are associated with a more restricted civil society regulatory
environment.
In nested analysis, the outcome of the preliminary large-n analysis determines how
the specific cases should be selected (Lieberman 2005). Model fit is determined by plotting
the actual outcome variable against the predicted scores from the statistical model—if the
model perfectly predicts the outcomes of all cases, the predicted and actual values will
be highly correlated, while a poorly fit model will show less correlation. If the statistical model yields robust results, researchers should proceed with model-testing small-n
analysis on a subset of “on-the-line” observations that closely fit the predicted values. If,
instead, the preliminary model yields unexpected and unsatisfactory results, researchers
75

6

Actual CSRE

3

0

-3

-6
-4

-2

0

2

4

Predicted CSRE
China

Egypt

Russia

Other

Figure 3.1: Predicted vs. actual CSRE

should proceed with model-building small-n analysis on a set of cases that are both “onthe-line” and “off-the-line” to explore why the expectations of the original model do not
consistently fit and search for rival hypotheses or missing data.
In Figure 3.1, I plot the actual and predicted CSRE values from the basic regression
model in Table B.3. The figure clearly shows low correlation between actual and predicted
values—the model’s predictions generally range between −2 and 4, while actual CSRE
values have a wider range from –6 to 6. Since the model does not fit well, I select three
cases that fall both on the line and off the line. Ordinarily, case selection would be based
on the performance of a single observation, but because observations in this model are
country-years—and because countries might perform better in some years than others—
I plot a circle around all the possible years in a given country to check how well all
the years for a country fit. Three prominent countries that have imposed restrictions on
INGOs stand out in the plot. Russia fits the model fairly well, and the correlation between
its actual and predicted scores is positive and hews closely to the plot’s 45° reference
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line. The actual and predicted CSRE scores in China and Egypt, on the other hand, are
negatively correlated and do not follow the model’s expectations. Table 3.1 provides
a detailed summary of how each of the model’s mechanisms under- and over-predict
the CSRE in each case. Importantly, I did not select these cases at random—these three
countries are among the most salient examples of authoritarian regulation of INGOs and
as such, they provide helpful insights into my hypothesized mechanisms.
In this chapter, I conduct model-building small-n case studies of Egypt, Russia, and
China with three goals. First, I explore how the mechanisms of internal risk, external
threats, and international reputation have worked to determine the de facto civil society regulatory environment, comparing the predictions from the statistical model with
actual outcomes in each country. Second, because the CSRE index represents de facto
regulations for both domestic and international NGOs, I use the case studies to look
more closely at each country’s treatment of international NGOs specifically. Finally, the
CSRE only measures the de facto implementation of NGO laws, not the formal set of de
jure regulations in a regime. I therefore consider how domestic unrest, regional threats
to stability, and reputational concerns have determined and shifted each regime’s formal policy preferences for INGO activity, or the ideal point in the theory of amicable
contempt (see Figure 3.2).
Each case follows a similar structure. I first present a timeline that overlays changes
in each country’s internal, external, and reputational trends with each country’s civil
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society regulatory environment, key NGO-related regulations, tenures of heads of state,
and potentially destabilizing events such as wars, revolutions, and conflicts. I then rely
on secondary sources, existing data, and US State Department diplomatic cables from
Wikileaks to trace the role of internal, external, and reputational concerns individually
in the development of NGO-related laws over time. I conclude with a comparison of all
three countries and a discussion of how the small-n analysis complements and expands
the large-n analysis from the previous chapter.
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Table 3.1: Expected and actual outcomes with all restricting and enabling factors

Internal risk

Predicted Actual
mean
mean
CSRE
CSRE

External threats

Reputational concerns

Low

Moderate, then low

High

• Restricting factors (−): Moderate–low domestic stability,
high government cohesion (before 2011), many years in
office (before 2011), unsuccessful opposition
• Enabling factors (+): Low government cohesion (after
2011), short time in office (after 2011), frequent elections

• (−) High–moderate regional stability (before 2011), few
coups in region (before 2011), many violent protests in
region (after 2011), few nonviolent protests in region (before
2011)
• (+) Low regional stability (after 2011), coups in region (after
2011), few violent protests in region (before 2011), many
nonviolent protests in region (after 2011)

• High levels of
state-based shaming,
especially after 2005

High
• (−) High regional stability, few nonviolent protests in region
• (+) Coups in region (especially in 1990s), few violent
protests in region

Low
• Low levels of
state-based shaming
(with peaks in 2008
and 2014)

Moderate Moderate
≈ 0.75

≈ 0.5

Moderate

High

High

Low

• (−) High–moderate government cohesion, no elections,
unsuccessful/nonexistent opposition
• (+) High domestic stability, few years in office

• (−) High–moderate regional stability, few violent protests in
region
• (+) Coups in region, few nonviolent protests in region

• High levels of
state-based shaming,
especially after 2005

Very
low

≈ 0.5

≈ −2

Egypt
Moderate– Low
high
≈1

≈ −1

Russia
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Moderate
• (−) Moderate–low domestic stability (very low in 2000),
high government cohesion, many de facto years in office
(because of Putin’s shadow presidency during Medvedev’s
term)
• (+) Frequent elections, successful opposition
China

3.1

Egypt

Egypt illustrates the importance of internal regime consolidation and domestic political
unrest in a dictator’s decision to regulate domestic and international civil society. A persistent thread running through the development of Egypt’s NGO regulatory environment
is that of control—each law dealing with civil society was designed to provide maximum
political benefit to the ruling party by delineating the allowable space for NGO action.
The case also shows how different Egyptian regimes have prioritized civil society as a
political institution. Prior to the 2011 uprising, domestic and international NGOs were
treated as a low priority, something rules got around to regulating after consolidating
their power and balancing out other challengers to their stability. The kinetic political environment following 2011 Mubarak’s resignation, though, reshaped regime–civil
society relations. International NGOs that had previously been expelled, such as the International Republican Institute (IRI), were invited back to observe elections, along with
other prominent human rights INGOs like Amnesty International and Human Rights
Watch. After this initial and unprecedented opening of civic space, the door to international advocacy was slammed shut at the end of 2011. Fears of domestic unrest, as well
as shifting internal regime cohesion, led to a dramatic constriction of the country’s civil
society regulatory environment.
In this case study, I compare the predictions of the statistical model with qualitative
evidence from Egypt’s approach to regulating domestic and international civil society.
I trace how internal factors—regime cohesion and domestic unrest—propelled the the
development of Egypt’s regulatory and legal system. I also briefly investigate how regional political risk from abroad—including uprisings in Palestine in 2000–2005 and the
protests in Tunisia, Libya, and elsewhere in 2011—played an important (though lesser)
role in shaping Egyptian civil society regulations. Figure 3.3 shows an overview of the
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variables from the statistical models since 1995, overlaid with a timeline of Egypt’s different regimes and potentially destabilizing events.
3.1.1

Domestic unrest and regime cohesion

According to the results of the statistical model, regimes with greater internal cohesion
and longer tenure are more likely to restrict the civil society regulatory environment.
One possible explanation for this unexpected prediction is that though civil society is
one of many institutions dictators need to deal with, it is less important than other actors that pose more of an immediate threat. As regimes gain more power and stability,
they see less of a need to leave civil society unregulated, and domestic political crises in
older, consolidated regimes can lead to formal legislation that restricts civil society. The
experience of Egypt offers a prime example of this dynamic.
3.1.1.1

Civil society and internal threats to stability under Nasser

Egypt’s first foray into regulating civil society in 1964 came after years of political consolidation. After coming to power in the Free Officers revolution in 1952, president Gamal
Abdel Nasser spent the first decade of his rule balancing the most dangerous institutional challengers to his regime. In 1952, Nasser undertook massive land reforms that
redistributed land to the landless and increased the country’s agricultural production.
More importantly for the internal politics of his regime, though, the land reforms were
designed “to break any political opposition to the revolution from the ancien régime’s
pasha class” (Bush 2002, 9). The reforms granted the state the authority to seize land
from the former political ruling class and were thus instrumental in balancing out the risk
they posed to Nasser’s rule. In addition to neutralizing the economic ruling class, Nasser
limited opposition from political and religious elites by banning all political parties in
1953 and suppressing the Muslim Brotherhood in 1954, blacklisting former politicians
and arresting tens of thousands of Islamists (Jankowski 2002, 20–23). These swift and
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dramatic moves against potential institutional challengers allowed Nasser to consolidate
his party’s rule and remain in power for nearly two decades.
Having coopted and neutralized key political actors, Nasser turned to other institutional actors that posed less of an immediate threat. In 1964, after more than a decade
in office, Nasser helped pass the Law 32 of 1964, or the Civic Association Code—the first
piece of legislation related to NGOs in the Middle East. This new law followed Nasser’s
pattern of subsuming political institutions into the government. NGOs required government approval to be established, and officials were given unlimited discretion and
authority to grant or deny registration status. Additionally, officials could dissolve or
merge registered NGOs and could replace their boards of directors (International Center
for Not-for-Profit Law 2010, 2–3; Agati 2007).
Law 32 of 1964 established a pattern for all future NGO regulations in Egypt. The
law gave the government incredible control over Egypt’s nascent civil society, but it was
rarely followed to the letter. Law 32 served as a marker of the regime’s ideal level of NGO
activity—the ideal point in the model of amicable contempt—but the regime used discretion to expand or constrict the allowable space around that ideal point. Accordingly,
Egyptian civil society organizations found ways to work within that allowable space and
adapted to the new regulations. In the early 1980s, NGOs dealing with contentious issues like human rights and women’s empowerment avoided the jurisdiction of Law 32
by registering as “civil societies,” which were governed by the country’s civil code, rather
than associations, which fell under the purview of the Ministry of Social Affairs (Fouad,
Ref’at, and Murcos 2005, 105). Some NGOs were thus able to take advantage of the law’s
discretion and selected their own regulatory body (though, as I explore in more detail in
chapter 6, such a strategy is only possible when NGOs enjoy large levels of programmatic
flexibility).
Motivated primarily by concerns of domestic stability and internal regime cohesion,
the Egyptian government therefore formalized loopholes and discretionary authority into
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the law—the regime allowed for a degree of institutional dissonance from NGOs and civil
society, but reserved the right to step in and stop unwanted activities at its discretion.
3.1.1.2

Civil society and internal threats to stability under Mubarak

Under Nasser, civil society entered into the regime’s stability-seeking calculus only after more salient actors had been balanced and controlled. Regulating civil society was
put off until the regime had consolidated power. This pattern continued after Nasser’s
death in 1970. His successor, Anwar Sadat, did little to regulate civil society during his
presidency. Sadat reversed many of Nasser’s policies, diplomatically aligning Egypt with
the United States, signing a peace treaty with neighboring Israel, and launching a wave
of neoliberal economic reforms known as the infitaḥ, or “opening.” Driven by structural
adjustment programs sponsored by the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the infitaḥ
opened the country to international trade and created new capitalist industries, dramatically reshaping the Egyptian economy.
After Sadat’s assassination in 1981, newly-appointed president Ḥosni Mubarak spent
the first decade of his rule once again consolidating the regime’s power and balancing
out potential challengers. While Nasser had marginalized the old economic and political classes, as well as the Muslim Brotherhood, Mubarak faced a radically different
institutional landscape, thanks to Sadat’s neoliberal economic reforms. Fueled by economic expansion in the 1980s and early 1990s, labor unions and a growing capitalist
class posed a possible threat to Mubarak’s new regime, especially since capital and labor
have historically tended to be “the agents of democratization, not the allies of authoritarianism” (Bellin 2002, 2). To prevent these new economic classes from obtaining too
much power, Mubarak structured economic reforms in ways that linked both labor and
capital to his regime, supporting and co-opting labor unions, sponsoring industrial development projects, and incorporating capitalists into his cabinet and inner circle. As
a result, the government stunted these actors’ possible commitment to democratization
84

and neutralized their risk. Throughout this consolidation of labor and capital during the
1980s and 90s, Mubarak paid little attention to domestic or international civil society—it
was not a priority. This changed in the mid-1990s when, following the predictions of the
statistical model, escalating domestic instability at home and increasing internal regime
consolidation to set the stage for the first statutory constriction of civil society since 1964.
Between 1992–1997, militant Islamist groups carried out dozens of attacks throughout
the country, killing more than 1,000 Egyptian civilians during a five-year insurgency. The
offensive gripped the Egyptian media as the insurgents undertook high profile attacks,
including an assassination attempt on Mubarak during a state visit to Ethiopia in 1995.
At the height of the insurgency in November 1997, members of al-Gamaʿa al-Islamiyya
gunned down 70 people—including 60 foreign tourists—in front of the Temple of Hatshepsut in Luxor (Wright 2007, 243, 290–93). Following the Luxor massacre, the government
responded by limiting institutional dissonance across the board. In particular, because
insurgent groups had been receiving funds from abroad, any institution connected with
foreign countries became suspect—including domestic NGOs funded by foreign grants
and international NGOs run by foreign employees. In 1998, state-run newspapers and
television launched a media campaign linking foreign funding of NGOs to “dubious activities, corruption, profiteering” and labelled foreign-backed NGOs as threats to national
security (Fouad, Ref’at, and Murcos 2005, 113).
After stoking popular resentment against NGOs, Mubarak worked with the lower
house of parliament to draft and pass new legislation to replace Law 32 of 1964. The
subsequent Law 153 of 1999 allowed the regime to bring human rights NGOs under the
umbrella of the state, ostensibly closing off the loophole they had previously relied on to
avoid the jurisdiction of the Ministry of Social Affairs. The passage of this law shifted the
regime’s ideal point to the left, institutionalizing its reduced preferences for civil society
activity. Accordingly, following the model, the size of the overlap in preferences—or
the practical operating environment—shrunk. The provisions of the new law eliminated
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some of the “margin of free movement” that NGOs had previously enjoyed (Fouad, Ref’at,
and Murcos 2005, 120), gave the government jurisdiction over any organization “whose
objectives or activities were similar to those of NGOs, even if it assumed a legal form that
was different from that of NGOs and institutions,” and forced hundreds of organizations
to re-register (Fouad, Ref’at, and Murcos 2005, 118).
However, in a move that frustrated this attempt to gain more control over civil society,
the Egyptian Constitutional Court ruled Law 153 of 1999 unconstitutional the following
year, declaring that it had been passed without consulting the country’s upper house
of parliament and that its provisions limiting civic space violated constitutional protections guaranteeing freedom of association. Reeling from this setback, the regime quietly
tweaked the rejected law and passed it through both houses of parliament without public
fanfare, resulting in Law 84 of 2002, or the Law on Associations and Foundations (Agati
2007, 60). In addition to requiring that all NGOs register with the Ministry of Social
Solidarity, the new law imposed specific limits on international and foreign-connected
NGOs. Any revenue from foreign associations to nonprofit organizations working in
Egypt required both recipients and donors to submit multiple applications to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and state security, and the latter maintained ultimate veto power
over the approval process (Thabet 2004, 162).
In response to domestic crises and a spike in terrorism, the Mubarak regime formally
redefined its ideal point. But, as seen in Figure 3.3, the de facto CSRE remained constant
after 2002. Though it granted the government substantial oversight power over NGOs,
Law 84 also allowed for enormous discretion in enforcement. According to an Egyptian
academic cited in a 2010 US embassy cable, the vast majority of Egyptian NGOs adhered
to Law 84 obligations and registered with the Ministry of Social Solidarity. NGOs that
did not register generally worked on contentious human rights-related issues (Embassy
Egypt 2010), or had foreign connections. Though contentious foreign-sponsored and international NGOs were more likely to resist attempts at registering, many were able to
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navigate legal loopholes that Law 84 was supposed to have closed. Some NGOs registered as nonprofit “civil companies” rather than advocacy organizations, thus avoiding
oversight from the Ministry of Social Affairs (Embassy Egypt 2010). In 2007, there were
rumors that the government was considering closing this civil companies loophole (Embassy Egypt 2007b), but such reforms never materialized and organizations continued to
creatively maneuver the legal environment.
While it might appear that Law 84’s discretionary provisions gave NGOs substantial
latitude, discretion cut both ways. Allowing NGOs to register under different ministries
encourages registration, which in turn links organizations more directly to the government and creates a patron-client relationship, thus improving the government’s chances
of capturing NGO resources. One observer described the impact of this Law 84-enabled
patronage, explaining:
The government takes control by division and segregation and affiliates them
[NGOs] to a different minister. Everyone in civil society has a godfather.
Even if they’re useful, they’re corrupt. … Even the Boy Scout movement was
completely destroyed (Sissions 2005, 5).
Additionally, if an organization becomes too contentious and poses a threat to the
regime, officials can use minor infractions in more obscure parts of the law to fine or
shut down the NGO. For instance, the stated legal pretext for the December 2011 raids
on INGOs was that the organizations were not officially registered and thus in violation
of Law 84. However, as I will show in chapter 6, each of the organizations had registration
packets pending with the relevant ministries. The International Republican Institute, in
particular, first applied for formal registration status in 2006 and was told that they could
work in the country as long as the application was in process.1 When facing increased
1. Interview 1091, November 16, 2016, Washington, DC.
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domestic instability, though, ministry officials revoked this discretion and expelled the
organization.
3.1.1.3

Civil society and internal threats to stability after 2011

Maintaining institutional balance is essential for autocrats to remain in power. In their
early years, Nasser and Mubarak both focused their attention on coopting and neutralizing more powerful political actors, including politicians, parliament, the judicial system,
Islamist movements, capitalists, and labor unions. After consolidating their power, both
presidents turned to the management of civil society, which posed less of a threat to the
regime and thus was a lower priority. Mubarak’s Minister of Social Solidarity explained
as much in a conversation with the US ambassador to Egypt in 2007, noting that the government was considering revisions to Law 84, but that the issue was “ ‘not urgent’ like
the revisions to the election law or the new anti-terror law” (Embassy Egypt 2007a).
Following the 2011 uprising, however, the importance of civil society as an institution—
in particular foreign-connected and international NGOs—would reverse and take center
stage as the Supreme Council of the Armed Forces (SCAF), Morsi, and Sisi sought to consolidate power and regain regime cohesion and stability. The statistical model predicts
that domestic unrest leads to crackdowns on domestic and international NGOs, while
newer, less cohesive regimes are more likely to allow for more institutional dissonance
and expand the allowable space for civil society action. Both of these countervailing
forces have played a crucial role in post-revolutionary Egypt and help explain the closure of civic space in the country.
In the immediate aftermath of Mubarak’s ouster in February 2011, civic space in Egypt
saw an unprecedented opening and expansion under the rule of Field Marshal Mohamed
Hussein Tantawi, chairman of the Supreme Council of the Armed Forces. As seen in
Figure 3.3, the CSRE jumped from −1.7 in 2010 to −0.6 at the end of 2012, the highest in the
country’s history. Law 84 continued to govern state–civil society relations, but SCAF’s
88

arbitrary enforcement of the law decreased substantially. Following the model, SCAF’s
lack of internal cohesion and its short time in office contributed to its openness to civil
society. Evidence bears this out, as the military made public concessions to international
NGOs and local human rights activists in an effort to demonstrate its commitment to
reform and democratization. Domestic human rights NGOs and activist bloggers that
had been involved in the revolution continued their political advocacy and spoke up
against SCAF abuses and crackdowns. Citizens formed ligān shaʿbiya—informal popular
committees and unregistered NGOs—that engaged in contentious community advocacy,
mobilizing voters for constitutional referenda and parliamentary elections, demanding
improved social services for their neighborhoods, and exposing corrupt local officials
and police who had violated human rights (El-Meehy 2016).
International human rights NGOs played a growing role as well: Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch (HRW), IRI, NDI, and other organizations that had previously been banned or heavily restricted were invited to return. IRI and NDI consulted
with electoral committees to prepare for a slew of upcoming elections. Amnesty and
HRW held direct meetings with military officials and confronted them with reports of
human rights abuses. In June 2011, for instance, a delegation from HRW met with military officers and interim politicians to call on SCAF to pursue legal action against former
Mubarak-era officials, end its widespread use of military trials for civilians, and investigate allegations of torture and virginity tests used against protesters (Human Rights
Watch 2011a).2 That same month, Amnesty staff in Cairo met with General ʿAbd al-Fattaḥ
al-Sīsī (then a member of SCAF) about the charges of virginity testing. As a result of the
meeting, Sisi committed to ending the practice of testing women and promised to avoid
detaining women in the future. The general also urged Egyptians to hold the military
2. In March 2011, during demonstrations commemorating International Women’s Day, military officers violently cleared Tahrir Square. Eighteen of the women who were detained were “detained, beaten,
prodded with electric shock batons, subjected to strip searches, forced to submit to ‘virginity tests’ and
threatened with prostitution charges” (Amnesty International 2011).
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accountable, saying that “people alleging human rights abuses at the hands of the army
should complain to the military prosecutor, and can also post their complaints on the
SCAF Facebook page” (Amnesty International 2011). This apparent openness to popular
criticism was a small concession to domestic and international watchdog NGOs, but it
was mostly symbolic—in 2011 there were 4.7 million Egyptian Facebook users (Salem and
Mourtada 2011, 4)—representing only 6% of the country’s population—and SCAF heavily
moderated its page and regularly deleted comments.3
Amid this apparent expansion of civic space and the growing involvement of international civil society in Egyptian politics, at the end of 2011, domestic tensions and instability reversed the trend, fitting once again with the model’s predictions. In the interest of
consolidating its power, SCAF worked throughout the year to curtail protests and often
resorted to violence to break up demonstrations, including the massacre of 28 protesters
at the state media headquarters in October.4 For most of 2011, SCAF’s crackdown was
aimed at individual protesters, not at civil society organizations themselves. This changed
in December, though, when Egyptian security forces raided the offices of 17 local and
international NGOs (Fadel and Warrick 2011)—including Freedom House, NDI, and IRI—
and arrested dozens of domestic and international NGO employees. The domestic unrest
that had led to the October massacre continued to foment during the parliamentary elections, and protesters in turn continued to demonstrate in downtown Cairo. The tension
culminated on December 16, when military troops filled Tahrir Square to put down an
anti-SCAF demonstration. The breakup led to three days of intense clashes between the
3. See Zeinobia [pseud.], “SCAF Wants to Know Your Favorite Presidential Candidates,” Egyptian Chronicles, June 19, 2011, accessed August 2, 2017, https://egyptianchronicles.blogspot.com/2011/06/scaf-wantsto-know-your-favorite.html.
4. See Sarah Carr, “A Firsthand Account: Marching from Shubra to Deaths at Maspero,” Egypt Independent, October 10, 2011, accessed August 2, 2017, http://www.egyptindependent.com/firsthand-accountmarching-shubra-deaths-maspero/.
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military and protesters, with 10 civilians dead and 441 wounded.5 The military’s coordinated raids on INGO offices came two weeks later.
The interplay between regime consolidation and domestic stability explain SCAF’s
sudden closure of civic space and crackdown on international civil society. Prior to the
parliamentary elections, SCAF had been careful to allow for popular protests and court
INGOs like Amnesty and IRI. Showing deference to these actors helped with the caretaker
regime’s institutional balancing and allowed SCAF to show that it was responsive to its
citizens—an important strategy, given that the previous regime had just been overthrown
because of popular unrest and anger over Mubarak’s repressive government. As domestic
stability worsened during 2011, SCAF maintained a fairly open and courteous relationship with INGOs and local civil society until parliamentary elections began. In the first
two rounds of elections, politicians friendly to SCAF won—a sign that the regime’s internal cohesion was strengthening, that “the Egyptian public [was] on its side,” (Associated
Press in Cairo 2011) and that SCAF was mastering the institutional balance.
Egypt held its first post-revolutionary elections in June 2012, and Mohamed Morsi,
a member of the Muslim Brotherhood, won the presidency. The military—which had
cemented itself as a central and popular player in Egyptian politics—moved to the background but watched Morsi’s rule from the sidelines, ready to intervene when their interests were threatened (Cook 2007). Morsi’s short presidency was marked with internal
domestic chaos and rapidly collapsing regime cohesion. Following the statistical model,
Morsi should have held off from regulating civil society in his early years, focusing instead on neutralizing other political challengers like the parliament, courts, and military.
However, the unrest that SCAF had faced in 2011–2012 continued unabated—the military
was reluctant to hand off the reigns of government and dissolved the newly elected parliament; protesters still occupied Tahrir Square; and a growing insurgency in the Sinai had
5. See Associated Press in Cairo, “Egypt Clashes Continue Into Third Day as Army Cracks Down,” The
Guardian, November 18, 2011, accessed August 2, 2017, https://www.theguardian.com/world/2011/dec/18/
egypt-violence-day-three.
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killed dozens of police and soldiers. This overwhelming instability led Morsi to attempt
to challenge and balance out smaller institutional actors like domestic and international
civil society.
In December 2012, Morsi announced new draft legislation that would nationalize all
civil society organizations and fold them into the Ministry of Social Affairs—NGO staff
would be considered civil servants and would fall under complete control of the government (Egypt Independent 2012). The proposal was temporarily tabled following strong
backlash from dozens of human and civil rights groups, but it reappeared in February
2013 when the Ministry submitted a final draft of the law to parliament with additional
restrictions—prohibiting NGOs from participating in political activities, requiring the
retroactive registration of 40,000 organizations, and creating additional bureaucratic hurdles to receive approval for most aid projects (Halawa 2013; Cairo Institute for Human
Rights Studies 2013). In a display of its commitment to restrict civil society, the Morsi’s
regime completed the public prosecution of Case 173 of 2011—the trial against the 43
NGO and INGO workers arrested during the December 2011 raids. In June 2013, the
court sentenced the defendants (both Egyptian and foreign) to 1–5-year prison terms for
violating Law 84 and a handful of articles in the country’s penal code.
Despite this public show of force against international civil society, Morsi ran out of
time to push his draft legislation through parliament.6 Morsi ultimately was unable to
successfully balance rival institutions, and in the summer of 2013, the military reasserted
its power. During the last two weeks of June, military leaders conducted more than forty
attacks on Muslim Brotherhood offices and party headquarters, putting immense destabilizing pressure on Morsi’s regime in Cairo (Ketchley 2017). These attacks were followed
by a mass popular protest—on June 30, hundreds of thousands of protesters flocked to
Tahrir Square to demand the president’s resignation. However, this popular anti-Morsi
6. Interview 1075, September 22, 2016, Washington, DC.
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movement, named Tamarod (“rebellion”) was not spontaneous or autonomous—recent
research has found that this rebellion against Morsi’s regime was manufactured by the
military, who secretly funneled money and directions to Tamarod’s leaders (Ketchley
2017). Following Morsi’s resignation on July 3, the military arrested him and dozens
of members of his administration and rounded up party officials around the country.
Morsi’s treatment of civil society went contrary to what the statistical model predicts.
However, the circumstances of Morsi’s brief presidential rule seem to prove the exception
to the model and explain the divergence in the country’s actual CSRE and the model’s predicted CSRE. Previous regimes made concessions to civil society early in their terms, and
then later withdrew their support and imposed stricter laws to formalize their preferences
regarding their relationship to civil society. In the face of a deep domestic political crisis, though, Morsi moved against civil society—and all other political institutions—much
more quickly. In the end, he was unable to balance out any institutional challenger—
including civil society—and his regime ended.
In July 2013, under the command of General Sisi, the military installed Adly Mansour, the Chief Justice of the country’s Supreme Constitutional Court, as the temporary
president. Mansour in turn appointed Sisi as his Minister of Defense, and in June 2014,
Sisi won the first post-coup presidential election. As defense minister and as president
Sisi intensified Morsi’s attack on domestic and international civil society. This expanded
crackdown again goes against the model’s predictions—civil society restrictions should
come after a regime has been in power for a while. But Sisi was not new to Egyptian politics. Under his direction, the military had ruled behind the scenes since February 2011,
and he himself was a top minister during SCAF’s rule. As with the military’s crackdown
on international NGOs at the end of 2011, Adly and Sisi enjoyed immense popular support for their coup against Morsi and could thus afford to not make concessions to civil
society organizations.
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Additionally, growing domestic unrest provided additional pretext for expanding the
crackdown. Insurgent attacks in the Sinai intensified and dozens of soldiers were killed.
More importantly, though, the new regime faced growing opposition from the nowdisenfranchised Muslim Brotherhood. Members of the Brotherhood held regular protests
for weeks after the July 2013 coup, questioning the authority of the transition government and calling for early presidential elections. Between July and August 2013, military
and police forces killed more than 1,150 demonstrators, and wounded and arrested thousands more. In the most egregious case, on August 14, military personnel used armored
personnel carriers, bulldozers, snipers, and infantry in a raid on a Brotherhood encampment in Rābʿa Square in Eastern Cairo, killing between 800–1,000 protesters in a single
day (Human Rights Watch 2014a).
The regime’s cohesion and a domestic political crisis that was rapidly spiraling out
of control provided the conditions for a constriction of the civil society regulatory environment, and—in accordance with the model—Sisi quickly moved against domestic and
international human rights organizations. In July 2014, a month after taking office, Sisi
resurrected Morsi’s draft NGO legislation and added additional provisions to give the
government and security agencies the authority to dissolve existing NGOs if their activities threatened national unity or posed a threat to national security (Human Rights
Watch 2014b). The draft also included strong prohibitions and limitations on foreign
funding, restricting international NGOs from paying for their in-country operations or
from providing grants to local NGOs. While the Ministry of Social Solidarity worked on
refining the draft, Sisi constricted the CSRE by wielding the discretionary authority of
Law 84. In 2015 alone, the government shut down more than 500 NGOs, charging the
organizations with violations of Law 84, the penal code, terrorism and national security
laws, and a new anti-protest law, Law 107 of 2013 (Mada Masr 2015)—prosecutors “threw
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the book” at NGOs it identified as threats.7 International NGOs were not immune from
the crackdown. In June 2015, Sisi reopened Case 173 of 2011 to expand the charges that
had previously been filed against IRI, NDI, and Human Rights Watch.8 The directors and
staff of dozens of prominent Cairo-based human rights NGO and INGOs have had their
assets frozen, have been banned from traveling, or have been arrested since the expansion of Case 173.9 Having already consolidated his regime’s power, and spurred on by
domestic crises, Sisi thus moved against civil society early in his reign and has continued
to keep the institution neutralized.
Finally, on May 29, 2017—after years of languishing in draft form—President Sisi
signed Law 70 of 2017 on Associations and Other Foundations Working in the Field of
Civil Work (International Center for Not-for-Profit Law 2017b). The new law represented
a crystallization of Sisi’s preference for reduced civil society advocacy, shifting the government’s theoretical ideal point further to the left (in the model). Though Law 70 does
not completely subsume civil society into a government ministry, as Morsi had originally
proposed in 2012, it includes a host of statutory restrictions and penalties, including jail
sentences of up to five years and fines reaching one million EGP (≈$55,000). Notably, the
law heavily regulates international civil society. Registration fees for foreign NGOs are
exceptionally high, and local NGOs—a common recipient of INGO funds—are prohibited
from accepting foreign funding without approval from the National Agency to Regulate the Work of Foreign NGOs. This new government agency has 60 days to approve
the transfer of funds from abroad, and a lack of a response is considered a rejection—
a reversal from Law 84’s provision that a non-response constituted approval. Domestic
7. Interview 1085, September 22, 2016, Washington, DC.
8. See Cairo Institute for Human Rights Studies, “Urgent Action: Egyptian Government Begins Formal
Investigation Against CIHRS” (June 9, 2015), accessed August 2, 2017, http://www.ishr.ch/sites/default/
files/article/files/breifing.gov_.begins.investigation.of_.cihrs_.09.06.2015.pdf.
9. The Project on Middle East Democracy and Amnesty International each provide timelines detailing
these anti-(I)NGO actions at http://pomed.org/blog-post/egypts-escalating-campaign-against-the-ngocommunity/ and https://www.amnesty.org/en/latest/campaigns/2016/12/close-case-173/, accessed August
2, 2017.
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NGOs must also obtain permission from the Ministry of Social Solidarity before they “cooperate with, join, affiliate with, or participate with” any foreign organization, experts,
employees, or volunteers. Additionally, domestic NGOs cannot circumvent these laws
by becoming INGOs—organizations cannot open branches outside of the country without Ministry approval. It remains to be seen how restrictive Law 70 will be in practice.
The law allows officials to close any NGO that “may harm national security, law and order, public morals, or public health,” (International Center for Not-for-Profit Law 2017b)
giving the government significant interpretive discretion.
3.1.2

Regional threats

The development of INGO-related legislation in Egypt has been driven primarily by internal concerns over regime cohesion and domestic unrest. Civil society—including both
domestic and international NGOs—has played a role in each regime’s stability-seeking
calculus, and internal stability (or the lack thereof) shaped the establishment of formal
NGO laws and determined the level of de facto discretion used in enforcing those laws.
Regional politics have also played an important—albeit less prominent—role in the development of the legal regime for civil society. Contrary to my original hypothesis, the
statistical model predicts that the CSRE has a negative relationship with regional political stability—when a country’s neighborhood experiences more unrest, coups, and
nonviolent protests, it is more likely to make concessions to civil society and expand the
regulatory environment for NGOs.
Figure 3.3 shows two decreases in Egypt’s neighborhood stability: a slight drop in
the late 1990s–early 2000s, followed by a dramatic drop in 2011. Each of these periods
of regional instability influenced how Egypt regulated international and domestic civil
society. As discussed previously, the major impetus for Mubarak’s passage of Law 153 of
1999 and Law 84 of 2002 was the Islamist insurgency raging throughout the country. The
passage of new legislation gave Mubarak the ability to better control civil society in the
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name of national security, helping mitigate and balance out the Islamist threat. Events in
neighboring Palestine, however, also shaped the design and implementation of Law 84.
In September 2000, in response to Israeli Prime Minister Arial Sharon’s unexpected
visit to the Temple Mount in Jerusalem, Palestinians began the Second Intifada—or popular uprising—against Israeli occupation. Egyptians had long been sympathetic to Palestinians, but the methods used by the Palestinian resistance during the Intifada worried
the government. In the wake of the Islamist insurgency that ended in 1997, Mubarak
promised a controlled form of democratization, of which Law 84 was a part. As long as
terrorism was contained and warded off, the government would pass laws that appeared
to expand civil liberties. “Excessive democracy” could potentially empower terrorists
and insurgents, and accordingly, when domestic threats arose, the margin for freedom
constricted (Agati 2007, 61–62).
As the Intifada raged on, though, Palestinians carried out suicide bombings and other
attacks reminiscent of Egypt’s own 1992–97 insurgency. Human rights NGOs in Cairo
that supported Palestine thus posed a dilemma—by permitting popular protests in support of the Intifada and allowing NGOs to advocate for Palestinian issues tacitly, the government feared unintentionally endorsing tactics that Islamist insurgents had recently
used in Egypt. In 2000, thousands of students organized the Egyptian Popular Committee for the Support of the Palestinian Intifada (EPCSPI), which led boycott campaigns
against Israel and the United States, collected donations to send to Palestine, and held
dozens of street protests (El-Mahdi 2009, 93; Shehata 2012). The success of the EPCSPI
led to the creation of other similar committees in 2003 in response to the US invasion of
Iraq, and some have argued that these early student movements helped set the stage for
the mass uprising in 2011 (Shehata 2012).
Law 84 of 2002 helped Mubarak to thread a difficult needle. The student-led popular
committees fit well with Mubarak’s agenda of controlled democratization, but supporting them could potentially lead to an increase in domestic terrorism. Law 84 was a useful
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lever for controlling the allowable margin of democratization and dissonance—its builtin discretionary authority permitted officials to crack down on civil society as needed.
The passage of Law 84 amid unrest in Palestine goes against the prediction of the model.
More unrest abroad should, in theory, be associated with more concessions to civil society at home, but Law 84 ostensibly gave the government more power to regulate and
restrict civil society. Although the regime reduced its preference for civil society advocacy by shifting its ideal point to the left in Figure 3.2, the practical effect of this new
law on the CSRE was minimal because of the law’s incredible discretionary authority.
The CSRE remained stable throughout the 1990s and 2000s, despite the threat of Intifada
and the passage of Law 84. The discretion inherent in Law 84 permitted the government
to give the appearance of concessions to civil society, enabling organizations like EPCSPI to operate while simultaneously providing the government with the ability to target
individual NGOs.
In contrast, the more dramatic period of regional instability in 2011 follows the model’s
prediction that neighborhood unrest is associated with expanded civil society at home. In
the immediate aftermath of the 2011 uprising, this was indeed the case—domestic instability and the CSRE index are clearly negatively correlated in Figure 3.3, with each trend
line diverging sharply from the other. However, the chain of events does not provide
enough evidence to identify regional unrest as the cause of the expansion of the CSRE.
The revolutions in Tunisia and Egypt happened in rapid succession—Tunisia’s Ben
ʿAli resigned on January 14, 2011, and the protests in Cairo’s Tahrir Square began 11
days later on the 25th. It is likely that the Tunisian protests spread to Egypt in a sort
of revolutionary prairie fire (Kuran 1989), occurring too rapidly for Mubarak to even
consider making concessions to civil society. The statistical correlation between the CSRE
and neighborhood instability might have occurred after Mubarak’s resignation, but as
explored in detail above, SCAF and Morsi were overwhelmingly concerned with domestic
stability and regime cohesion. Unrest in Tunisia, Libya, Bahrain, and elsewhere in 2011
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was thus unlikely to further destabilize the country—it had already been affected by the
regional unrest and its new leaders were dealing with the consequences. Had Mubarak
not left office in 2011 and a similar sudden rise in the CSRE occurred in the following year,
the story that making concessions to civil society to protect against regional instability
would be more convincing. As it stands now, though, regional instability and the CSRE
are only correlated in 2011—there is most likely not a causal relationship.
Thus, regional instability is clearly linked with changes in Egypt’s CSRE, but for varying reasons. The second Palestinian Intifada helped encourage the passage of Law 84,
which created vast discretionary authority that allowed Mubarak to carefully balance
the popular desire to support Palestine against the threat of supporting domestic terror
groups. The 2011 uprising preceded Egypt’s largest ever improvement in the CSRE, but
the connection is better explained with internal domestic politics.
3.1.3

Reputational concerns

Finally, reputational concerns appear to have played a minimal role in shaping either
Egypt’s formal INGO-related legislation or its de facto civil society regulatory environment. Figure 3.3 demonstrates this—the country faced low levels of international shaming in the press until 2012–13, when Morsi’s crackdown on protesters, the anti-Morsi
coup, and the military’s massacre of Muslim Brotherhood members drew international
ire and condemnation. The drop in the CSRE correlates temporally with the increase in
shaming, but when the shaming subsided following Morsi’s abdication and Sisi’s eventual
rise to power, the CSRE did not rebound in turn.
It is possible that preemptive shaming and unobservable diplomacy could have an
effect on INGO regulations, but it is difficult to find evidence to support this. Wikileaks
cables offer a glimpse into Egypt’s reputational concerns. In August 2006, a delegation
from the United States met with Egyptian government officials in a series of wide-ranging
topics related to US foreign aid. During the meeting, the Egyptian Minister of Social
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Solidarity defended Law 84 and argued that the Egyptian government needed the law’s
powers to maintain a safe and healthy civil society regulatory environment. Distressed
by the treatment of domestic and international NGOs in Egypt under Law 84 (and concerned with USAID’s ability to partner with those NGOs when undertaking development projects), the National Security Council (NSC) Director for Democracy and Human
Rights responded by requesting that the US be allowed to provide comments on the law,
with the goal of “revising NGO legislation to bring it into compliance with international
standards” (Embassy Egypt 2006). The US wielded its diplomatic power to attempt to
influence NGO law reforms with an oblique reference to international reputation (i.e. appealing to the notion of compliance with international standards). However, no reforms
ever took place under Mubarak, and NGO-related statutes did not receive any statutory
updates until 2017. International reputation thus likely played little role in Egypt’s NGO
regulations.

3.2

Russia

The case of Russia demonstrates how reactions to external threats can fuel a regime’s
decision to expand or constrict the civil society regulatory environment. Post-Soviet
Russia was a proving ground for an emerging global civil society, and as thousands of
Western funded NGOs began operations in the 1990s, tensions between domestic state
sovereignty, foreign states, and international non-state actors boiled up. This led to a
series of laws strategically tailored to curb international influence in Russia’s domestic
affairs, as part of Vladimir Putin’s agenda of pursuing “sovereign globalization”—working
with the international community on the country’s own terms. In this case study, I trace
the development of Russia’s regulatory environment for international and foreign-based
NGOs since 1990, comparing key legislative restrictions with the statistical model’s predictions of how internal, external, and reputational factors determine regulations. Figure 3.4 provides an overview of each of these factors.
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3.2.1

Domestic unrest and regime cohesion

Elected as Russia’s first post-Soviet president, Boris Yeltsin faced significant political instability in the early years of his presidency. Yeltsin struggled to consolidate his power
and balance out other challengers, and in the final months of 1994, regime cohesion
dropped to one of its lowest points (see Figure 3.4), following months of high inflation
rates, IMF-backed economic shock therapy, intra-regime conflict, and persistent constitutional crises. Most threatening to the regime’s stability, however, was the direct threat
of the Chechnya separatist movement, which had fomented since 1992. Yeltsin ordered
an invasion of Chechnya in December 1994, launching a two-year civil war that would
eventually end in stalemate.
Amid this domestic unrest and his struggle to contain divisions within his regime,
Yeltsin faced another growing challenge to his regime. Global civil society gained significant prominence in global affairs (Lipschutz 1992), and particularly so in newly democratizing Eastern Europe and Latin America (Munck 2010). Foreign foundations and
private donors interested in democratization flooded Russia’s nascent grassroots society organizations with aid in the early and mid-1990s, which provided hundreds of civil
society organizations with valuable equipment and training and substantially increased
their organizational capacity. This influx of foreign funds, however, changed the nature
of existing Russian NGOs and forged patron-client ties between international donors and
Russian recipients, strengthening vertical ties between NGOs and foreign nations, rather
than creating horizontal networks necessary for a more robust and socially responsive
civil society sector. Instead of a strong grassroots civil society, foreign democratization
aid in post-Soviet Russia helped created a “professionalized realm of NGOs, inaccessible
to most local groups and compromised by its links to a neoliberal vision of development”
(Hemment 2004, 215).
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In the first years of Boris Yeltsin’s presidency, the Russian legal system was ill-equipped
to handle this rush of foreign-backed grassroots civil society (Henderson 2003). The 1977
Soviet constitution contained provisions for creating social organizations to encourage
education, sport, and culture, and the Communist party controlled and oversaw all stateapproved organizations (Albertie 2004). With the collapse of the party and ancien régime,
however, the new post-Soviet NGO sector was governed by outmoded laws that both stifled activists and prevented the government from controlling the sector.
In the midst of this tumultuous political milieu, the two internal mechanisms of the
statistical model conflicted. The model predicts that civic space should constrict in response to domestic unrest, and should expand when rulers do not have strong regime
cohesion, as dictators make concessions to civil society organizations in an effort to maintain institutional balance. In 1995, Yeltsin faced high levels of domestic instability and
had incredibly low levels of regime cohesion. Confronting this dilemma, the president
imposed new restrictions on civil society, showing that fears of domestic unrest override
concerns over internal regime consolidation. The Russian Duma passed the 1995 Law
on Public Associations, providing a legal foundation for regulating civil society in modern Russia. The law delineated the relationship between the government and NGOs and
outlined bureaucratic procedures for establishing and maintaining NGOs (Albertie 2004).
Importantly, though the 1995 law was not specifically targeted at international NGOs, the
new regulations allowed the government to regain control over Russian domestic civil
society and limit foreign influence. The law forced the registration or re-registration of all
domestic and international NGOs by 1999, and failing to register led to liquidation and
closure. On its face, reregistration was intended to update administrative information
and improve government efficiency, but “in effect, the re-registration provision operated to eliminate troublesome and undesirable organizations” (Albertie 2004, 20), and in
particular organizations funded by foreign sponsors that dealt with human rights issues.
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Figure 3.5: Effect of 1999 registration requirement

Reregistration proved to be a difficult hurdle for many organizations. Government
bureaucrats wielded discretionary power in deciding which NGOs would be allowed to
register, and NGOs were denied official recognition because of arbitrary issues, such as
submitting applications with too many pages or an incorrect font size (Albertie 2004, 22).
Ultimately, the 1995 law dramatically reduced the size of Russian civil society, as seen in
Figure 3.5, (Grishina 2000). Thousands of public associations throughout the country—
many flush with foreign funds—shuttered their doors and ceased their work. As seen in
Figure 3.4, the 1999 registration deadline marked the start of the steady decline in Russia’s
civil society regulatory environment.
Following his inauguration in 2000, Vladimir Putin rapidly consolidated his power
and took direct control over the country’s political institutions. In 2002, he ended elections for regional governors and gave himself the power to directly appoint regional
bureaucrats, and thereby indirectly appoint their local legislative and judicial subordinates. Putin also took control of the country’s last independent television network,
threatened journalists (and allegedly assassinated the most vocal), and cajoled the country’s oligarchs into cooperating with the regime (Blitt 2008). Putin’s neutralization of
potential challengers followed the autocratic pattern of institutional balancing, and he
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moved quickly against the institutions that posed the greatest threat to the cohesion of
his regime. In Egypt, Nasser and Mubarak had passed formal legislation targeting NGOs
(in 1964 and 2002, respectively) after consolidating their power and attaining high regime
cohesion. Putin did the same, passing Federal Law No. 18-FZ in 2006 at the height of his
political consolidation. The new law imposed dozens of additional registration requirements for NGOs and granted government bureaucrats additional discretionary powers to
permit or deny legal status to applicants. While Putin’s internal regime cohesion paved
the way for stricter civil society restrictions, the 2006 NGO law in Russia is best explained
by fears of external threats, which I explore in the next section.
In 2008, Prime Minister Dmitry Medvedev succeeded Putin as president, and inherited
the former ruler’s formidable consolidated political scene. However, Medvedev struggled
to maintain that cohesion and work with the constellation of politicians, oligarchs, and
bureaucrats that were loyal to Putin. Accordingly, the regime’s stability dropped steadily
during his time in office (see Figure 3.4). To offset this decline, Medvedev attempted to
expand the space for civil society, consistent with the predictions of the model. In November 2008, he offered NGOs an olive branch in his inauguration speech, calling for closer
and more amiable cooperation between the government and civil society sector (Flikke
2015, 5). Medvedev met with NGO leaders in 2009 and promised to review the 2006 NGO
law, ultimately passing several amendments to ease some of the strictest regulations,
in particular not allowing bureaucrats to deny registration to organizations that threatened Russia’s cultural heritage or national interests (Jenkins 2012, 506–7). This newfound
openness did not last long. In 2010, unable to extract the necessary concessions from civil
society and unable to stem the decline in his regime’s cohesion, Medvedev increased discretionary and targeted restrictions on international and western-backed NGOs. By 2012,
the CSRE declined to its lowest level in Russian history, setting the stage for a new formalization of state–NGO relations.
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3.2.2

Regional and global threats

While Mubarak’s Law 84 of 2002 was driven primarily by increasing domestic tensions—
most notably the Islamist insurgency of the 1990s and the regime’s subsequent fear of
the spread of terrorism—the 2006 NGO law in Russia is best explained as a means of
containing revolutionary contagion and foreign influence from neighboring countries.
The government passed the law following three prominent Eastern European political
revolutions—the 2003 Rose Revolution in Georgia, the 2004–2005 Orange Revolution in
Ukraine, and the 2005 Tulip Revolution in Kyrgyzstan. In these Color Revolutions, thousands of protesters took to the streets in mass demonstrations that eventually led to the
overthrow of each ruling regime. Both international NGOs and Western-supported domestic NGOs played a critical role in each revolution. As in Russia, backed by millions of
dollars in democracy assistance aid, global civil society had established itself as a powerful institution in Georgia, Ukraine, and Kyrgyzstan, but unlike Russia, none of these
states had curbed the influence of the sector to the same extent. Subsequently, Western NGOs and civil society groups provided material support to aggrieved protesters and
helped shape post-revolutionary governments (Tudoroiu 2007).
Given their role in the Color Revolutions, Putin and his administration were concerned with the potential destabilizing influence of international NGOs, and the 2006
law appears to have been drafted explicitly to prevent and stave off revolutionary contagion from the region (Machleder 2006). Developments after the 2006 law provide some
evidence for Russian fears of contagion. In an effort to realign domestic NGOs with Russia, rather than Western foundations and INGOs, Putin attempted to make the state the
“primary financier” of the NGO sector (Crotty, Hall, and Ljubownikow 2014), thus heading off potential external influence. The government established the Public Chamber of
the Russian Federation, a bureaucratic body responsible for doling out all federal funding
to NGOs through competitive grants (Richter 2009b). In theory, the Chamber would have
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allowed the state to sever the financial ties between NGOs and Western organizations,
but ultimately, the Chamber has been wildly inefficient—in 2010, the Chamber awarded
one billion rubles to 604 of Russia’s 300,000 NGOs (Ljubownikow and Crotty 2014, 766),
and it has been widely criticized for its corruption (Richter 2009b).
Bureaucrats were empowered to deny registration to any international NGO if its
“goals and objectives … create[d] a threat to the sovereignty, political independence, territorial integrity, national unity, unique character, cultural heritage, and national interests of the Russian Federation” (International Center for Not-for-Profit Law 2006, 2). Additionally, the government gained new supervisory powers and required that domestic
and international NGOs provide details of all foreign funds, allow bureaucrats to observe
or participate in any public or private event or meeting held by the organization, and
ultimately determine whether an NGO’s programming is appropriate and nonthreatening. The law also imposed restriction on foreign nationals, preventing anyone not legally
residing in Russia from being a founder, member, or participant in any NGO (Maxwell
2006). As with the 1995 law, miscellaneous minutia placed burdens on foreign NGOs
and often led to the revocation of their legal status—for example, the new law required
that all registration materials had to be translated into Russian and certified by the government, but officials would often reject these certified translations, claiming they were
“repulsive” and done poorly, forcing INGOs to pay for multiple translations (Blitt 2008,
36).
More importantly, though, throughout his presidency Putin was not so much concerned with regional instability (which, as seen in Figure 3.4, has been incredibly stable
since 1995), as he was with global stability. Putin recognized the political consequences
of globalization early in his presidency, having seen firsthand the role Western governments and INGOs had played in the 1990s. Accordingly, Putin pursued an agenda aimed
at integrating Russia into global economic institutions on its own terms. Early in his
presidency, Putin recognized that globalization was inevitable and necessary for sus107

tained economic growth. In his annual speech to the Federal Assembly in 2003, he noted
that
No country today, no matter how big and how wealthy, can develop successfully in isolation from the rest of the world. On the contrary, the biggest
success comes to those countries that consciously use their energy and intelligence to integrate themselves into the world economy (Gould-Davies 2016,
9; Richter 2017).
Important in this statement is Putin’s emphasis on “consciously” integrating into the
world economy. Too little integration would not yield economic benefits, while too much
integration could introduce uncontrollable political economic actors into his stabilityseeking calculus (Richter 2009a). Putin resolved this dilemma by appealing to the Russian
political notion of gosudarstvennost, or sovereignty—the idea that the state should “act
as an internally coherent governing body” without outside intervention (Squier 2002,
166). This led to a strategy of “sovereign globalization,” (Gould-Davies 2016), where total
state control over its political institutions would protect it against global forces that it
necessarily had to confront. Putin summarized this idea clearly in 2015, declaring, “Either
we remain sovereign, or we dissolve and lose ourselves in the world.”10
Maintaining gosudarstvennost was the primary motivation behind Putin’s push to
nationalize and extend control over the country’s political, media, and business interests,
as well as its attempts at controlling civil society and insulating it from the influence of
international NGOs. Russia’s 2006 NGO law was an early foray into the state’s assertion
of sovereignty over the affairs of INGOs working their country, and spurred on by a desire
to expand that sovereignty, the regime further solidified its preferences for NGO activity
with new anti-NGO laws in 2012 and 2015.
10. Vladimir Putin, Message to the Federal Assembly, December 3, 2015, accessed August 2, 2017, http:
//kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/messages/50864, cited in Richter (2017).
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A few months following his second inauguration, Vladimir Putin signed the 2012 Foreign Agents Law, which contained a set of strict regulations aimed specifically at stigmatizing international NGOs and any domestic NGOs that received funds from abroad.
Similar to the original 1995 Law on Associations, the 2012 law required that any NGO
that either (1) received funding from or was based in a foreign country, or (2) engaged
in any form of “political activity” (broadly defined) had to reregister with the government as an inostranny agent or “foreign agent,” a legal term of art laden with powerful
symbolic meaning—traitorous spies working against the Soviet regime during the Cold
War received the same appellation.11 Beyond the registration requirement, the law also
required that foreign-connected NGOs prominently advertise the fact that they were foreign agents on all publications, pamphlets, and marketing. Failing to disclose this status
carried a fine of up to 500,000 rubles—roughly US $7,000 (Flikke 2015, 9).
Since the law was implemented in 2012, Russian authorities have enforced it far more
vigorously than previous NGO regulations, increasing spontaneous inspections and harassing and shuttering organizations that did not voluntarily register (Flikke 2015, 10).
By 2015, a third of foreign-connected NGOs in Russia had shut down and left the country.12 Subsequent regulations passed in 2014 sought to co-opt international NGOs, as
Putin restored and transformed the Public Chamber as the primary domestic source for
NGO funding, thereby attempting to dissuade domestic organizations from linking with
foreign powers. Most recently, the Duma passed a set of amendments to the 2012 law—
the 2015 Undesirable Organizations Law—which allowed the government to blacklist any
foreign-connected NGO that it considered exceptionally undesirable. Prominent INGOs
11. See Kate Lyons and Mark Rice-Oxley,
“Harassed and Shunned, the Russians Labelled Foreign Agents by Kremlin,” The Guardian, April 26,
2015, accessed August 2, 2017, http://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/apr/26/harassed-and-shunnedthe-russians-labelled-foreign-agents-by-kremlin.
12. See Charles Digges, “ ‘Foreign Agent’ Law Has Put 33 percent of Russia’s NGOs Out of Business,”
Bellona, October 20, 2015, accessed August 2, 2017, http://bellona.org/news/russian-human-rights-issues/
russian-ngo-law/2015-10-foreign-agent-law-has-put-33-percent-of-russias-ngos-out-of-business.
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such as the Open Society Foundations (OSF), the MacArthur Foundation, Freedom House,
Amnesty International, and the National Endowment for Democracy (NED) were all labeled as undesirable and subsequently expelled from the country.13
As it had been in 2006, protecting gosudarstvennost against foreign meddling was
the overriding factor driving the 2012 and 2015 laws, and the architects of the 2015 Undesirable Organizations law revealed as much. Konstantin Kosachev, the chair of the
committee responsible for designating INGOs as undesirable, argued in 2015 that
The scale of the foreign NGOs’ activities in Russia is of a destructive nature
and their aim is to overthrow the authorities in Russia. … Their main task
is to try and make a direct impact on Russia’s internal political processes,
intervene in them and in the long run ensure that a regime that is more loyal
to these states (that finance the NGOs in Russia) come[s] to power (Hamlett
2017, 7).
One of the law’s cosponsors, Aleksandr Tarnavsky, linked the harshness of the new
INGO restrictions to notions of gosudarstvennost, arguing that the legislation would protect Russian from Western intervention. Noting that Ukraine had become overly enmeshed in Western interests, Tarnavsky explained that
Events in Ukraine have offended me, like many other Russians. Western
countries audaciously spoke to us of friendship, while their secret services
staged a coup hoping to tear Ukraine away from us. You act like that to us,
then we’ll treat you the same. It’s pure pragmatism—nothing personal.14
13. See “Soros and MacArthur Foundations among 12 NGOs in ‘patriotic stop list’,” Meduza, July 8,
2015, accessed August 2, 2017, https://meduza.io/en/news/2015/07/08/soros-and-macarthur-foundationsamong-12-ngos-in-patriotic-stop-list.
14. See Andrey Kozenko, “Pure Pragmatism—Nothing Personal,” Meduza, May 21, 2015, accessed August
2, 2017, https://meduza.io/en/feature/2015/05/21/pure-pragmatism-nothing-personal.
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Tarnavsky argued that the strict 2015 regulations would loom large for INGOs, like
a “weapon hanging on the wall and that never fires,”15 forcing them to toe the government line and preventing them from disrupting Putin’s balance of institutional actors.
The 2015 law was thus conceived of as a type of defensive weapon to insulate Russian
gosudarstvennost from undue foreign influence.
3.2.3

Reputational concerns

Finally, like Egypt, interstate shaming of Russian actions appears to have little effect on
the country’s civil society regulatory environment. The country saw two spikes in international condemnation (see Figure 3.4), but the negative coverage in the press was in
response to Russian military operations, namely its 2008 invasion of Georgia and recognition of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, and its 2014 irredentist invasion and annexation
of Crimea and its subsequent military occupation Eastern Ukraine. The CSRE did not
change following either of these wars, and though the 2015 Undesirable Organizations
was passed in the year after the annexation of Crimea, there is not an obvious connection
between the country’s regional ambitions and crackdowns on INGOs.
As with Egypt, behind-the-scenes preemptive shaming provides a glimpse into how
reputation may have factored into Russia’s civil society regulations. At the same time,
similar to the results of the statistical model, reputational effects can go both ways—
expanding or constricting civil society space—and in the absence of stronger evidence,
the hypothesis remains inconclusive.
The passage of Law No. 18-FZ in 2006—the first law to specifically target international and foreign-connected NGOs—coincided with an EU-Russia summit in Sochi in
May, followed by the G8 summit in St. Petersburg in July. As the Russian government
prepared to host their counterparts from North America and Europe, some Russian offi15. See Andrey Kozenko, “Pure Pragmatism—Nothing Personal,” Meduza, May 21, 2015, accessed August
2, 2017, https://meduza.io/en/feature/2015/05/21/pure-pragmatism-nothing-personal.
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cials privately expressed their dismay that the newly passed 2006 law would not “project
a favorable image of [Russia’s] activities” at the summits (Embassy Moscow 2006a). In
meetings with government officials, the US ambassador took advantage of this unease
and appealed to Russia’s reputation and international image in an effort to lighten some
of the restrictions on US-related INGOs. In a meeting with the foreign minister in late
March (Embassy Moscow 2006c), and later in a meeting with Putin’s Special Representative for Issues of Development of Relations with the European Union in late April, the
US ambassador discussed how Russia could improve its international image. The ambassador suggested that the Russian government launch a media campaign to provide
details about the NGO registration process and that Putin dedicate a portion of his state
of the nation address to clarifying the reasons for passing the law (Embassy Moscow
2006a). Both the foreign minister and the special representative agreed with the ambassador and said they would bring up the suggestions with Putin. It appeared that appeals
to reputation could be a useful tactic.
However, in a meeting with one of Putin’s presidential aides in May, the US ambassador suggested that the Kremlin try to facilitate the registration of some prominent
INGOs prior to the G8 summit as proof that the law was not part of a broad assault on
NGOs. The aide rejected the idea, stating that Russia was “not inclined to ‘do favors’
for the West, which would pocket such steps and continue criticizing Russia with no
acknowledgment of positive moves” (Embassy Moscow 2006b). Putin feared losing control over Russian gosudarstvennost, and following US suggestions posed several risks to
Putin’s notion of sovereignty. If Putin complied with US requests, he would (1) be supporting US foreign policy and INGOs like the NED, NDI, and IRI that were subject to
registration, and (2) foreclose future opportunities to crack down on these organizations,
and (3) risk attracting international criticism and shame from the United States later on.
To protect Russia’s future reputation, Putin avoided broaching the issue of the 2006 law at
the G8 summit. The fact that Putin rejected US advice before the G8 summit in 2006, may
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indicate that he was likely less susceptible to reputational pressure. However, with the
evidence available, it is impossible to determine how influential reputational concerns
were in Russia’s regulation of civil society.

3.3

China

The case of China illustrates how authoritarian regimes can redefine their relationship
with international civil society in order to increase their domestic stability and boost their
international reputation. In contrast to the typical authoritarian response of attempting
to absorb rival political institutions into the regime, China’s strategy for balancing and
neutralizing the destabilizing effect of these different actors has been to give them limited, regulated autonomy. The preeminent example of this phenomenon has been the
country’s rapid capitalist economic expansion, which has been tightly regulated to ensure its compatibility with the ideology of the Chinese Communist Party (CCP). From
2004–2016, China treated some international NGOs similarly, partnering directly with
foreign NGOs to enhance service delivery, education, disaster response, and environmental protections throughout the country. International NGOs have been “caught up
in the larger struggle… to craft a stronger party and a stronger China” (International
Center for Not-for-Profit Law 2017a).
In this final case study, I outline the development of China’s regulatory environment
for international NGOs, once again comparing predictions from the statistical model with
qualitative evidence. I examine how domestic unrest and fears of regime cohesion have
been the primary motivation for China’s regulation of global civil society, ultimately
resulting in a 2017 law targeted specifically at INGOs. I also examine the minimal role
of external risk and the more substantial role of reputational concerns on the country’s
civil society regulatory environment. Figure 3.6 presents a timeline of each of these key
factors.
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3.3.1
3.3.1.1

Domestic unrest and regime cohesion
Corporatist civil society

In some aspects, China’s early regulation of civil society mirrored Egypt, though on a
much larger scale. Following the 1949 Chinese Revolution, Mao Zedong moved quickly
to consolidate his power and neutralize the most threatening institutional challengers
to his regime. As part of his Great Leap Forward program, Mao confiscated land and
property from the country’s landlord class and redistributed it to peasants, killing hundreds of thousands of landowners in the process (Rummel 1991). Mao moved against the
former Kuomintang (KMT) nationalist party in the Campaign to Suppress Counterrevolutionaries, executing as many as 2 million KMT members and arresting hundreds of
thousands more (Changyu 2005). In addition to targeting the country’s core economic
and political institutions, Mao dismantled social institutions, shuttering all civil society
organizations, including religious associations, professional societies, labor unions, and
a handful of early international NGOs like the Red Cross (Yin 2009, 521). These dramatic
and bloody moves against his rivals permitted Mao to consolidate his party’s rule and
assert direct control over most of the country’s institutions.
The Chinese Communist Party (CCP) dominated civil society until the 1970s, maintaining strict control over civic and associational life. Foreign associations were barred
from the country, and private citizens joined government-run social groups, or danweis,
which provided for their welfare needs. A handful of government operated NGOs (GONGOs) were permitted, including the Chinese Red Cross, trade associations, and cultural
exchange groups, but these were closely monitored and acted as extensions of the CCP
(Kallman and Clark 2016, 172). After Mao’s death in 1976, China launched a series of
liberalizing reforms that restructured the country’s economy and opened the country up
to the forces of globalization. In concert with the country’s economic expansion, Deng
Xiaoping and the CCP experimented with formally expanding civic space and passed reg115

ulations to create foundations and social organizations. The first formal Chinese foundation was opened in 1988, followed by dozens of social organizations, and by the end
of 2008, there were nearly 1,600 officially registered civil society organizations (Kallman
and Clark 2016, 173).
The relationship between these new forms of civil society and the government followed a corporatist pattern seen in other authoritarian states. The CCP was closely linked
to civil society, and regulations helped ensure that social organizations could work as
an arm of the government. In 1997, a government official described two purposes of
China’s growing domestic civil society, encapsulating its corporatist, regime-linked purpose: “first, to communicate the ideas of the people to the Party and government and,
second, to engage in activities that serve the public” (Hsia and White 2002, 331). Civil
society was thus created to serve the needs and expand the reach of the state. Domestic
social organizations were seen as a “transmission belt” for CCP policies, “rather than as
autonomous social actors that can monitor the government and ensure that disadvantaged groups are not ignored” (Hsia and White 2002, 332). The regulatory environment
for NGOs was highly restrictive (see Figure 3.6), and organizations were largely constrained by state preferences. International NGOs—including the Ford Foundation and
Save the Children—found ways around these strict corporatist laws and set up offices
in the country as private, for-profit “foreign enterprises,” but these organizations were
relatively limited in their reach.
The CCP managed this expansion of civic space carefully, paying attention to concerns of regime cohesion and domestic stability. Following the predictions of the statistical model, civil society remained highly restrictive as the government faced rising
domestic unrest and increasing regime cohesion between 1995 and 2000. Though the
CCP created legal avenues for formal civil society—ostensibly expanding civic space—it
ensured that these organizational forms were highly regulated and aligned with government preferences.
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3.3.1.2

Big Society, Small Government, and a departure from corporatism

In 2004, under the leadership of president Hu Jintao, the Chinese Communist Party endorsed an ambitious new agenda aimed at radically reshaping state–civil society relations. The CCP’s “Big Society, Small Government” initiative was designed to create a
system of social protection, including social security, social assistance, and
charitable undertakings [in which] civilian organizations have become bridges
and belts linking the Party and government with the mass, an indispensable force to promote economic development and social progress, and play
an important role in the harmonious development of a socialist civilization
(Boychuk 2007, 201).
The “bridges and belts” analogy in this 2004 pronouncement was consistent with
China’s previous corporatist approach to civil society, viewing it as a link between the
government and society. However, in practice, the “Big Society, Small Government”
agenda signaled a significant shift in how the CCP dealt with civil society, leading to a
redefinition of the two actors’ relationship. Over the next decade, strict corporatism gave
way to limited cooperation and autonomy. Under this new relationship—what Spires
(2011) has termed “contingent symbiosis” —as long as NGOs and civil society organizations helped advance the state’s goals and did not lobby explicitly for democratization,
the government provided significant allowance for innovation and even some degree of
advocacy.
Instead of treating civil society organizations as direct extensions of the state, the
CCP began to view their relationship within a vertical hierarchy of control, with highly
regulated GONGOs at the top and unregistered, autonomous, grassroots NGOs at the
bottom (Richter and Hatch 2013). This new arrangement was designed to encourage collaboration with the state in specific domains, providing organizations at the bottom of the
hierarchy with substantial freedom in pursuing their missions. The CCP enshrined this
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new relationship in a series of laws in 2004, 2006, and 2009 regulating foundations, social
organizations, and foreign enterprises, making it easier for domestic and international
NGOs to register, operate, and cooperate with government officials.
Growing domestic stability contributed to the CCP’s turn away from strict corporatism—
by the time Hu Jintao came to office in 2003, the domestic unrest of the late 1990s and
early 2000s had begun to improve. More importantly, though, the shift away from corporatism allowed the CCP to derive direct benefits from cooperating with domestic and
international NGOs, particularly in non-contentious issue areas like the environment,
disability rights, public health, and urban renewal. Making legal concessions to some
civil society organization could lead to enhanced state capacity, which in turn could
shore up the CCP’s legitimacy at home and improve its stability-seeking calculus. As
such, the CCP worked to cooperate with and “foster certain types of foreign NGOs and
to quell those with politically sensitive agendas” (Yin 2009, 536) in an effort to maintain
internal regime stability.
By operating within the bounds set by the government and working on safe regimecompatible issues, INGOs could enjoy substantial autonomy. In 2002, Hsia and White offered controversial advice to nonprofit practitioners interested in running international
NGOs in China, encouraging them to partner with local government officials. They note
that although maintaining close connections to these officials could lead to a relationship
that was too close for comfort, “working in isolation of the government [was] scarcely
an option [and] choosing helpful government agencies as partners [was] vitally important” (Hsia and White 2002, 347–48). In many cases, government officials turned a blind
eye to organizations’ legal status (or lack thereof). In 2004, China Development Brief—
a nonprofit organization that monitored nonprofit legal developments in the country—
explained how INGOs could avoid the bureaucratic red tape associated with registration:
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If you can show that you are cooperating with a recognised Chinese agency,
and if you are not doing anything that is particularly contentious or sensitive,
it is unlikely that you will encounter any kind of trouble arising from not
having official registration and status, apart from the practical difficulties of
not being able to open a bank account in the name of the organisation.16
Beyond simply staying within regime boundaries, some INGOs working under Hu
Jintao’s regime were able to push and redefine those boundaries, becoming co-architects
of those regulations (Teets 2014, 145). Research by Teets (2014) shows how several environmental INGOs have taken advantage of close connections with government officials to
create a more favorable regulatory environment, inviting officials to special conferences,
hiring retired officials with connections to sitting bureaucrats, and publicly shaming supervisory agencies that impose harsher regulations (Heiss and Kelley 2017).
However, the practical effects of this apparent move away from corporatism did not
register on the country’s CSRE index until the end of Hu’s presidency (see Figure 3.6).
Though NGOs saw some increased autonomy, and some well-funded, highly flexible INGOs were able to shape their regulations, for the vast majority of civil society organizations, the regulatory environment remained largely closed. Driven by the need to balance
out other institutional challengers and preserve regime cohesion, the CCP successfully
created a legal environment that allowed them to maximize the benefits of domestic and
international civil society activities while keeping the sector under careful control.
3.3.1.3

A return to corporatism?

After taking office in 2013, Xi Jinping faced declining domestic stability and the country
witnessed a series of violent attacks, large-scale protests, and a sharp economic downturn
throughout 2014–15. Spurred on by this growing domestic unrest (again, as predicted by
16. China Development Brief, “Frequently Asked Questions on Registering an International NGO in
China” (August 10, 2004), accessed August 2, 2017, https://web.archive.org/web/20060420085801/http:
//www.chinadevelopmentbrief.com/node/296.
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the model), Xi moved to close civic space and regain control over the balance of political
actors. At the end of 2015, Xi approved a new anti-terrorism law that was designed
to give the government more authority to respond to what it claimed was an increase in
violence from Uyghur separatists. Commentators noted, though, that the law also gave Xi
a pretext to assert more control over the popular unrest, taking advantage of a global rise
in terrorist attacks “to increase [the CCP’s] control over the domestic population.”17 In
addition to the terrorism law, Xi moved against international NGOs, proposing legislation
in 2015 that would constrict the limited autonomy some had enjoyed under Hu.
A key characteristic of Hu’s move away from corporatism was the differential treatment given to INGOs. Broadly speaking, organizations working on less contentious issues were treated differently from those working on human rights, freedom of expression,
democracy promotion, and other contentious topics. Xi proposed legislation that would
codify this differential treatment, formally cutting off contentious INGOs and closely
regulating non-contentious organizations. After months of debate within the ministries
charged with regulating INGOs, and consultation with prominent INGO staff and consultants,18 the law was approved in mid-2016 and took effect on January 1, 2017.
Article 3 of the 2017 Overseas NGO Law formally defines a specific subset of permissible issue areas and establishes the regime’s new ideal level of civil society activity:
Overseas NGOs that work in fields such as the economy, education, science
and technology, culture, health, sports, environmental protection and in areas such as poverty alleviation and disaster relief may carry out activities
that legally aid the development of public welfare in accordance with this
Law.
17. James Leibold, cited in Euan McKirdy, “China approves wide-ranging counter terrorism law,”
CNN, December 28, 2015, accessed August 2, 2017, http://www.cnn.com/2015/12/27/asia/china-terror-lawapproved/index.html.
18. Interview 1038, September 14, 2016.
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Beyond representing the CCP’s new ideal point, the new Overseas NGO Law has significant ramifications for the relationship between the government and INGOs, signaling
an end of contingent symbiosis, a possible return to corporatism, and more importantly,
“a closing to the world” (Sidel 2016). The law reframes INGOs as possible partners in development and civil society to potential security threats, requiring that all foreign organizations register with the Ministry of Public Safety instead of the Ministry of Civil Affairs.
Additionally, the law puts INGOs in incredibly close alignment with the regime, requiring that all foreign organizations find a pre-approved government agency or GONGO to
act as its Professional Supervisory Unit (PSU) prior to registering with the Ministry of
Public Safety. INGOs had previously been required to partner with PSUs under the “Big
Society, Small Government” laws, but the regulations were rarely enforced as long as the
organization stayed in the good graces of the CCP. Between 2004–2016, only 29 international NGOs managed to officially partner with a PSU (Shieh 2016), and since January
2017, INGOs have struggled to find PSUs willing to take them on. Because of the uncertainty, distrust, and possible security consequences associated with collaborating with
INGOs, many potential PSUs have declined to work with overseas NGOs out of fear of
risking their agency’s reputation and individual careers. As of April 2017, 62 INGOs had
successfully registered with the Ministry of Public Security—a fraction of the estimated
7,000 organizations affected by the law (Shieh 2017a; Wong 2016).
As with the 2015 terrorism law, rising domestic instability in China led Xi to reassert
control over international civil society and eliminate the legal grey areas INGOs had been
able to manipulate.19 The 2017 Overseas NGO Law marked the end of the move away
from corporatist regime–civil society relations (as minuscule as the 2004–2016 expansion
had been), signaling that “INGOs were no longer seen as helpful to Chinese civic life, but
instead as a threat” (Plantan 2016).
19. Interview 1094, August 8, 2016.
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3.3.2

Regional and global threats

In addition to the CCP’s predominant concern over domestic stability and regime cohesion, the rhetoric and symbolism undergirding the 2017 Overseas NGO Law shows that
the regime was also influenced in part by the threat of external risks. As with Russia, regional unrest appears to have had little effect—from 1995 to 2015, there was relatively low
protest activity in China’s neighboring countries, and the overall level of political stability
throughout the region remained low, but static. In 2011–12, disputes about sovereignty
over the South China Sea and the Senkaku Islands led to heightened tensions with Japan,
Malaysia, the Philippines, Taiwan, and other countries, but the conflict does not appear
to have influenced the debate over international NGOs.20 The CCP’s larger concern was
social, educational, economic, and political influence from the West, not revolutionary
contagion from neighboring countries.
By placing INGOs under the jurisdiction of the Ministry of Public Safety, the 2017
Overseas NGO Law formalized anti-Western sentiment that had been fomenting for years.
In 2006, an article in a CCP-owned newspaper warned that the growing presence of international NGOs would “undermine national security,” “destroy political stability,” “foster
corruption,” “propagate foreign practices,” and “spy on and gather information on China’s
military, political, and economic information” (Yin 2009, 534). The idea that INGOs would
“propagate foreign practices” had especially powerful salience, since increased exposure
to the West through international NGOs had the potential to “lead to adoption of Western ideas of liberty, further endangering government control over the populace” (Hsia
and White 2002, 337). There is some evidence to support the government’s fears. The
directors and presidents of dozens of China’s largest domestic NGOs have received doctoral degrees from and hold visiting appointments at Cornell, Duke, UNC-Chapel Hill,
Harvard, Yale, and other prominent US universities (Wang 2012, 108–9), and their train20. Interview 1094, August 8, 2016.
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ing and connections abroad have influenced their programming and advocacy at home.
In 2006, one Chinese NGO leader candidly explained that “foreign influence is definitely
great. There is conceptual influence. Foreign NGOs’ working methods also affect Chinese
NGOs” (Wang 2012, 110).
The 2017 Overseas NGO Law was designed to limit Western influence and insulate
China’s domestic NGO sector from foreign values, allowing the CCP to “better protect China from perceived external threats to its sovereignty and social stability” (Shieh
2017b). External threats from the West, rather than the region, thus played an important
role in shaping China’s NGO regulatory environment.
3.3.3

Reputational concerns

Finally, contrary to Egypt and Russia, there is evidence that concerns over international
reputation have influenced China’s treatment of international NGOs. As examined above,
the “contingent symbiosis” arrangement that gave a subset of INGOs the ability to creatively maneuver within China’s regulatory regime was enshrined in “Big Society”-era
NGO laws that attempted to restructure the corporatist relationship between state and
civil society. Part of this tolerance and flexibility in dealing with international NGOs,
though, was also based in China’s fear of tarnishing its international image (Wang 2012,
113). As it has opened up its economy to global markets and become a more prominent
actor in international politics, China has striven to be “recognized as a strong and responsible nation that can be influential in world affairs” (Yin 2009, 533). Accordingly, it has
faced increased reputational pressure to adhere to international standards and norms in
areas like human rights (Dingding 2009) and climate change (Hongyuan 2007). Prior to
2017, the flexibility accorded to friendly, regime compatible INGOs allowed the CCP to
project an image of openness to the international community (even if the de facto CSRE
in Figure 3.6 did not reflect this openness). However, in the wake of the 2017 Overseas
NGO law, it is unclear if appeals to international pressure and reputational concerns will
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continue to influence how the CCP regulates INGOs. Researchers recently noted that INGOs facing restrictions hope for support from their home governments, but that foreign
government pressure on the CCP “can probably only help in individual cases; it won’t
bring about fundamental change.”21 Fears of external influence and attempts at maintaining domestic stability and regime cohesion overrode China’s reputational concerns,
and the space for INGOs constricted.

3.4

Discussion

Balancing institutional challengers is crucial for autocrats to maintain power and remain
in office. Permitting a degree of dissonance and making concessions to rival institutions is
a common strategy for offsetting or neutralizing the political power of these other actors.
The statistical model in chapter 2 and the case studies of Egypt, Russia, and China in this
chapter demonstrate that civil society—and international NGOs in particular—fit into
authoritarian stability-seeking calculus. This analysis also shows what determines when
authoritarian regimes codify their preferences for INGO activity and expand and constrict
the allowable space for that activity. Notably, these cases complement and expand the
findings of the statistical analysis in chapter 2—Table 3.2 summarizes the revised findings
of each of the original hypotheses in light of these cases.

21. Kristin Shi-Kupfer and Bertram Lang, “Overseas NGOs in China: Left in Legal Limbo,” The Diplomat,
March 4, 2017, accessed August 2, 2017, http://thediplomat.com/2017/03/overseas-ngos-in-china-left-inlegal-limbo/.
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Table 3.2: Revised summary of all hypotheses
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Hypothesis

Large-n findings

Small-n
findings

H1a : CSRE constricts as
domestic instability increases

True

True

States restrict civil society regulations in response to domestic
instability

H1b : CSRE constricts as
government cohesion
deteriorates

Opposite true

Opposite
true

States constrict civil society regulations as regimes become more
unified, stable, and durable

H2a : CSRE constricts as
political instability increases in
neighboring countries

Opposite true

True; LNA
missed
effect

States constrict civil society regulations as neighboring countries
become more unstable

H2b : CSRE constricts as
neighboring countries
experience coup activity

Opposite true

True; LNA
missed
effect

States constrict the regulatory environment for civil society when
neighbors experience coup activity

H2c : CSRE constricts as
neighboring countries
experience more popular
protests

True for violent
protests; opposite true
for nonviolent protests

True

States expand civil society regulations as neighboring countries
experience nonviolent protests; states constrict civil society
regulations as neighboring countries experience violent protests

H₃: CSRE expands as
international shaming of the
regime increases

Inconclusive

Inconclusive Relationship depends on model specification; data is poor

Final implication

In all three cases, concerns over domestic and regime stability were paramount in
regimes’ decisions to regulate INGOs. In H1b , I hypothesized that regimes would expand
civil society more as they remained in office longer, since they would be more willing to
make concessions to institutional challengers. The statistical model showed otherwise,
and duration in office was negatively correlated with the CSRE—states constrict the CSRE
more as they become more unified, stable, and durable. Evidence from the case studies
supports this conclusion too. In general, the CSRE tended to be more open during rulers’
early years as regimes work to find the best balance between other rival actors. Nasser,
Mubarak, SCAF, Morsi, and Putin were either dismissive or tolerant of civil society in
their early, less cohesive years, and each focused instead on repressing and neutralizing
more pressing political, economic, and social threats. Later on, each turned their attention to codifying their preferences for allowable space in formal legislation. Regulating
civil society was important, but not generally urgent. The CCP followed a somewhat different pattern in China—Mao’s initial crackdown in the early 1950s targeted all domestic
institutions, ranging from landed property owners to religious organizations. After the
party consolidated its power, it began to open up to the forces of globalization while
simultaneously creating and restricting a new legal environment for domestic and international NGOs.
In H1a I posited that increased domestic instability was associated with a worsening CSRE, which the statistical model and studies bear out. In all three cases, domestic
crises and unrest were a trigger for increased regulation and harsher crackdowns on civil
society activity. In Egypt, both SCAF and Morsi held off from regulating civil society until popular protests and domestic terror attacks led to late night raids and public trials
of INGOs. Sisi—enjoying strong regime cohesion because of his behind-the-scenes involvement in Egyptian politics after the revolution—faced similar domestic crises, and in
response continued to close civic space, harass activists, and shut down international and
foreign-connected NGOs. The unrest eventually led to the passage of a strict anti-NGO
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law in 2017, providing him with even greater statutory authority to limit civil society. In
Russia, rising domestic unrest was closely linked to the 1995/1999 NGO laws—in the face
of an ongoing war in Chechnya economic collapse throughout the country, the regime
attempted to reassert control over civil society and return some balance to its constellation of political actors. China saw a similar trend. As economic recession, popular
protests, and domestic unrest and violence grew under Xi Jinping, the CCP reversed its
marginal transition away from its more symbiotic and discretionary relationship with
INGOs, enshrining corporatist regulations in its 2017 Overseas NGO law in an attempt
to gain more control over society.
In H2a–c I proposed that fears of instability abroad would lead to a construction of
the CSRE at home. With the exception of violent protests in neighboring countries, the
statistical model predicted the opposite relationship, showing evidence that increased instability, coup activity, and nonviolent protests in neighboring countries were associated
with an expansion of the CSRE. The case studies provide better insight into these conflicting findings, and demonstrate the importance of combining large-n analysis with small-n
investigation. Fears that the Second Intifada in Palestine could spill over and enable domestic terrorism within Egypt led to the passage of Law 84 of 2002, which granted the
regime enormous discretionary power over regulating NGOs, thus constricting the civic
space. The variables used to measure regional unrest, however, missed this—in Figure 3.3,
regional political stability actually increases during the Intifada, likely because stability
in Libya, Saudi Arabia, Tunisia, and elsewhere cancelled out the unrest in Palestine in
the mean-based index. The model also likely overstated the effect of the Arab Spring
on Egypt’s spontaneously improved CSRE in 2011–2012. While increased neighborhood
unrest did indeed precede the expansion of civil society—Tunisia’s Ben ʿAli was deposed,
after all—it is unlikely that fears of revolutionary contagion played a direct causal role
in the expansion of the CSRE. Mubarak did not expand the CSRE—SCAF and Morsi allowed for more civic space after taking office, largely in an attempt to consolidate power
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and regime cohesion, and not because they feared a spillover of protests from Tunisia or
Libya. Those protests had already spilled over.
The statistical model also missed the effect of the 2003–2005 Color Revolutions on
Russia’s restrictive 2006 NGO law. As seen in Figure 3.4, neither the CSRE nor the regional political stability index changed much between 2000–2010. For the regional index, this is likely again a symptom of the law of averages, with stability in countries
like Mongolia balancing out revolutions in the Balkans. Beyond this, though, the model
failed to take Russian gosudarstvennost into account. The case study shows that Putin
was far more concerned with global pressures on Russian sovereignty than he was with
spillovers of violence from neighboring countries (in fact, he caused domestic unrest in
Georgia, Ukraine, and Crimea). The model also failed to account for China’s parallel
concerns with foreign influence in domestic politics. The CCP was more worried about
Western influence in Chinese politics, economics, and society than revolutionary contagion. Thus, external risks do indeed play an important role in maintaining authoritarian
stability, but the case studies seem to suggest, contrary to the statistical model, that the
CSRE is more likely to constrict when regimes face pressure from abroad.
In my final hypothesis, H₃, I postulated that the CSRE would expand in response to
international shaming, given the theory that regimes care about their international reputation and image. The statistical models gave no clear evidence for this phenomenon,
again most likely because measuring international shaming on a large scale cannot capture specific instances of shaming connected to restrictions on NGOs. The case studies
show an inkling of a reputational effect, but again, in both directions. Russia rebuffed
American efforts to cajole it into showing leniency toward US INGOs preceding the 2006
G8 summit and was not swayed by appeals to the country’s image. American diplomats
in Cairo raised the specter of international reputation in discussions about possible negative reforms to Law 84, and the law ultimately was not reformed, but it is impossible to
draw a causal link between diplomatic pressure and the absence of legal reform. Ana128

lysts in China, however, do make an explicit connection between reputational concerns
and China’s treatment of INGOs, but evidence suggests that these concerns only played a
minor role. When facing more pressing challenges of deteriorating regime cohesion and
increasing external threats to stability, Xi passed the 2017 Overseas NGO law in spite of
international condemnation. My reputational hypothesis thus remains inconclusive.
Finally, beyond providing evidence for these CSRE-related mechanisms, the case studies reveal a crucial connection between a regime’s ideal point and its negotiation space.
One benefit of the CSRE index is that it separates de jure legislation from the de facto
implementation of that legislation—civil society is regulated by only a handful of laws
in each country, but the CSRE shifts more often and is more responsive to changes in
internal risk. The cases show that formal legislation does not typically apply to all NGOs
universally. Enshrining its preferences into law is a public signal that the regime has
shifted its ideal point. Often the de facto implementation of civil society laws does not
immediately affect the general level of NGO restrictions in a country. For instance, in
Egypt the CSRE index remained stable between the creation of Law 84 in 2002 and the
2011 Arab Spring uprising. Although civil society in general did not experience additional
crackdown after 2002, the regime reserved the right to constrict it on a case-by-case basis throughout Mubarak’s rule. Without the discretionary legal authority provided by
Law 84, the regime would likely have struggled to flexibly target and limit civil society
organizations that posed a threat. This is also the case in both Russia and China. China’s
“Big Society, Small Government” laws ostensibly signaled the country’s reluctance to
work with INGOs, but in practice, the CCP used enormous flexibility when enforcing
those laws, showing leniency toward friendly INGOs and ignoring infractions of the
registration laws. Aleksandr Tarnavksy described the purpose of formal authoritarian
anti-NGO laws best when declaring that the 2015 Undesirable Organizations law would
be a “weapon hanging on the wall and that never fires”—authoritarian regimes can use

129

discretion in regulating NGOs and expand the CSRE, all while holding legal “weapons”
in reserve, ready to move against civil society organizations that pose a threat.
Knowing what motivates an authoritarian regime to regulate civil society raises questions about INGO motivations. Autocrats have ulterior motivations in opening up space
for civil society—expanding and constricting INGO regulations helps balance out other
political challenges and contributes to the durability of the regime. Knowing that there’s
a risk that their services will be co-opted into the service of the regime, why do INGOs
choose to work in restrictive societies? How do they respond to increased restrictions on
their activities? More importantly, how do they protect themselves against co-optation
and capture?
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4
“We changed our strategy… without losing our
values, vision and mission”: Mission, Money, and
the Practical Operating Environment

As explained in the previous chapter, following the collapse of the Soviet Union in the
early 1990s, international nongovernmental organizations (INGOs), foreign foundations,
private donors, and scholars of international affairs flooded Russia with aid and technical assistance. Among the most prominent early foreign entrants into the country’s
nascent civil society and political sectors were the Open Society Foundations (OSF), a
philanthropic advocacy organization funded by American billionaire George Soros, and
the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace—America’s “oldest international affairs
think tank”1 —which created the Carnegie Moscow Center as a regional research hub.
Throughout Russia’s tumultuous post-Soviet history, OSF and the Carnegie Center were
influential proponents of political liberalization and democratization. The two organizations pursued different strategies—OSF funded and supported domestic NGOs working
on issues of education, freedom of expression, and human rights, while the Carnegie
1. See http://carnegieendowment.org/about/#history, accessed August 2, 2017.
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Center supported scholars and foreign policy experts in Russia and abroad, funding and
disseminating white papers, reports, and general research and advocacy for Eastern European liberalization—but the two shared the same fundamental goal of improving human
rights and the rule of law in Russia and the region.
In December 2015, after more than two decades of advocacy in the country, OSF
was forced to cease all operations in Russia, terminate all its ongoing programs, and
stop funding local Russian NGOs. While the Carnegie Center continues its research in
Moscow today, OSF had been deemed an “undesirable organization” earlier that year—a
legal designation created by the eponymous 2015 law passed by the Putin administration,
allowing the government to blacklist and expel any organization it felt was too dangerous and threatening. OSF’s expulsion in 2015 was the culmination of years of heavy
legal restrictions on international NGO activities, which started in earnest with the 2012
Foreign Agents law aimed at domestic human rights NGOs. The government’s initial
list of undesirable organizations included just five international NGOs: Human Rights
Watch, Memorial, Amnesty International, OSF, and the Carnegie Moscow Center, but
by the second draft of the list, the Carnegie Center had been removed and spared the
chopping block.2 Today, OSF does not support any NGOs in Russia or engage in any
direct advocacy in the country. The Carnegie Center, on the other hand, continues to
hold conferences, publish white papers, and advise government officials.
For decades, OSF and the Carnegie Center had shared similar experiences with harsh
legal restrictions in Russia, but in 2015, the two organizations diverged dramatically. Why
was one forced to leave the country while the other remained and continued its work?
According to a high-level OSF program officer, a crucial factor for deciding to support NGOs in a country is the safety of the activists and organizations they support.3 If
the Foundations’ support of an organization leads to jail time, harassment, or otherwise
2. See Meduza (2015) and Meduza (2015).
3. Interview 1057, February 10, 2016, Durham, North Carolina.
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impairs or imperils those they support, they withdraw or halt that support. OSF has a
clear, calculated, and rational vision for how it operates. The decision to stay or leave a
country is based primarily on how well the organization’s work promotes change. If OSF
can no longer make satisfactory change, whether because of the legal environment, local political developments, cultural shifts, wars, revolutions, or any other external factor
that influences their ability to affect change and reform, the organization reaches a tipping point where “the jig is up”4 and they withdraw and move their resources elsewhere.
OSF is motivated by cost-benefit utility function that determines how they allocate their
programming and funding. Through their “judicious calculus,” the foundation works to
balance the need to affect satisfactory change against the injunction to “do no harm” and
need to guarantee the safety of their partners. Pragmatism drives their organizational
decisions.5
In contrast, the Carnegie Center was motivated by a different set of core principles
and values. Because the organization has historically produced detailed research on international and regional political affairs, it has long prized its cozy access to Russian
government officials. As Putin’s regime began to crack down on INGOs in 2012, the Center adjusted its strategy and programming to remain in the country. Three of its most
outspoken liberal researchers and activists were let go between 2012–2014, replaced with
research fellows more friendly to Putin. Few of the Center’s public events since 2012 have
discussed internal Russian politics or Putin’s push to become a stronger regional power—
as Russia invaded Ukraine and annexed Crimea in 2014, the Center generally remained
silent (Kirchick 2015). The Carnegie Center’s desire to remain in the country drove its
organizational decisions, but at the cost of potentially compromising its reputation and
reducing the value of its programming.
4. Interview 1057, February 10, 2016, Durham, North Carolina.
5. Interview 1057, February 10, 2016, Durham, North Carolina.
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This sharp divergence between OSF and the Carnegie Center illustrates a broader
trend occurring on a global scale. Since the 1990s, INGOs have emerged as a cornerstone of global governance (Lipschutz 1992; Ahmed and Potter 2006) and have become
increasingly active in authoritarian regimes. Autocrats, in response to internal, external,
and reputational pressures, work to regulate and restrict the activities and programming
of international and foreign-funded NGOs working their countries. These regulations
and restrictions often force INGOs to make difficult organizational decisions. What determines when INGOs comply with legal restrictions (like the Carnegie Center), resist
government intrusions into organizational practices, or pull out of the country entirely
(like OSF)? Why do INGOs work in these regimes if their services and advocacy could
potentially help the regime? More generally, how do INGOs adapt to their institutional
context and what tactics do they use to stay in engaged in the countries they target?
To answer these questions, I shift the argument away from determining why autocrats regulate international NGOs and look instead at how the political, legal, and regulatory institutions of the countries INGOs work in affect these organizations’ strategies
and programming. In this chapter, I use evidence from a global survey of international
NGOs to operationalize and define each INGO-related element of the theory of amicable
contempt. I find that INGOs are primarily motivated by their core vision and values, but
that they have to balance the pursuit of their missions with instrumental concerns such
as fundraising, time, staffing, and collaboration. These concerns both limit and enable
INGO activities—without substantial instrumental resources and programmatic flexibility, organizations are unable to carry out their mission, while too much emphasis on resource concerns distracts organizations from their core programming and reduces their
effectiveness.
Amidst this internal struggle between mission and money, I then introduce how the
civil society regulatory environment of INGO host countries is designed to target each
element of this struggle. Gatekeeping regulations limit which organizations are allowed
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to enter the country and constrain the flexibility of organizations already present in the
country. These regulations are primarily defensive and are designed to protect the regime
against the potentially destabilizing effects of INGO advocacy and service provision. Program capture regulations, on the other hand, are more offensive and target organizational
missions instead of their flexibility. These laws are designed to co-opt and reshape INGO
programming to fall more in line with government preferences, allowing regimes to take
advantage of INGO activities. In the two chapters that follow, I combine survey data with
case studies of (1) Article 19 and AMERA International to examine how INGOs draw on
their flexibility to respond and adapt to gatekeeping regulations and (2) Index on Censorship and the International Republican Institute (IRI) to examine responses to regulations
designed to capture, change, and take advantage of NGO missions.

4.1

Data and methods: a global survey of international NGOs

Studying INGOs that work in authoritarian regimes poses a difficult methodological challenge. There is extensive cross-country research on the relationship between authoritarian regimes and domestic institutions like civil society (Frantz and Kendall-Taylor 2014;
Kendall-Taylor and Frantz 2014; Frantz and Ezrow 2011), as well as detailed case studies
of individual authoritarian regimes (Blaydes 2011; Chen 2012; Weiss 2013; Teets 2014;
Hildebrandt 2013; Brownlee 2007), and autocracies in general (Levitsky and Way 2010).
However, beyond newer case study work (Teets 2014), little research has looked at how
authoritarian regimes and international nongovernmental institutions interact.
Additionally, there is a dearth of structured data on INGO activities or behavior. These
organizations publish a wealth of unstructured data, such as annual reports, budgets,
press releases, or calls to advocacy, but few have systematically compiled these data
sources into usable datasets. Existing research either relies on event data parsed from
large corpora of news reports or highly specific in-depth case studies based on interviews and other unstructured data. Each of these approaches, however, pose method135

ological challenges. Event data often yields weak or uninteresting results since event
data algorithms were originally developed to track wars and interactions between global
elites—not NGOs—while case studies tend to be too focused on a handful of prominent
organizations, resulting in findings and theories that are likely not very generalizable
(Bloodgood and Schmitz 2013; Mitchell and Schmitz 2014). For example, human rights
INGO research has thus far been primarily concerned with Amnesty International and
other similar organizations, such as Médecins Sans Frontières (MSF), CARE International,
or Oxfam (Stroup 2012; Wong 2012). While there is utility in amassing thick descriptions
of INGO activities, more must be done. Mitchell and Schmitz (2014) argue that INGO
case studies need to be combined with large, more representative analyses to better understand the organizations that work on specific issue areas as a whole. To this end, I
test my theory of INGO behavior by conducting an online global survey of international
NGOs that work in authoritarian regimes.6
Complete technical details of the survey are provided in Appendix A. I define an
INGO as any organization that is not incorporated as a governmental entity or as a profitseeking private firm that conducts advocacy, provides services, or otherwise works in at
least one country other than the one it is headquartered in.7 Of the 17,590 organizations that potentially received an e-mail invitation to participate in the online survey,
537 completed the survey and 104 provided a partial (but usable) response. This yielded
a participation rate of 3.8%, which is admittedly low, but similar to that found in other
internet-based organizational surveys (Baruch and Holtom 2008). Survey questions were
divided into two general sections related to (1) individual organizations and (2) the countries that organizations target. Respondents were allowed to answer country-specific
questions for multiple countries, but only eighteen did so, thus yielding 641 organization6. A static version of the survey is available at https://notebook.andrewheiss.com/project/diss-ingosin-autocracies/ingo-survey-annotated/ .
7. A more complete discussion and justification for this definition is provided in Section A.1.1 in the
appendix.
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level responses and 659 country-level responses. The survey included 36 open-ended
questions, and most respondents answered between 8–16, providing a wealth of qualitative insights into INGO experiences with their host governments. To give voice to
these organizations, I quote extensively from these responses with minimal editing or
correction. I guaranteed respondents anonymity to encourage candor in responses and
to protect privacy. Accordingly, I assign each respondent a random four-digit ID number, and I strip all potentially identifying information from excerpts and quotes from
their responses. I also anonymize any country-specific information, replacing references
to country names with general regions (e.g. Ghana is reported as West Africa; Thailand
is reported as Southeast Asia).
Those who filled out the survey were quite familiar with their organizations’ work
and had an intimate perspective of their organizations’ experiences and strategies. More
than half of the respondents indicated that they were the executive director, president,
secretary general, CEO, or other high-level officer for their organization, and roughly a
third were staff members or program officers, with the remainder either public relations
officers or receptionists. Responding organizations span the globe and work on a wide
variety of issues and policies. The sample of INGOs have their headquarters spread across
93 different countries (see Figure 4.1), with roughly two thirds based in either Europe or
the Americas, primarily in the US, UK, and Switzerland (see left panel of Figure 4.2).
While comparatively few INGOs are headquartered outside the Global North, these
organizations have a worldwide reach. As described previously, the survey asked respondents to select all the countries they work in and then allowed respondents to answer
questions about their work in at least one. Though 20% of responding organizations indicated working only in one other country, the median number of countries was 6, with
a mean of 16 (see Figure B.1 in the appendix). In total, INGOs selected 169 different countries and answered questions about their work in 148. The regional distribution of INGO
target countries reflects their broader scope and is almost a mirror image of these or137
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ganizations’ home regions—nearly two-thirds of respondents answered questions about
their work in Africa and Asia (see right panel of Figure 4.2), the most underrepresented
regions for NGO headquarters. This disparity could reflect the fact that INGOs from the
Global South without a clear English-language internet presence were excluded from the
sample, but the pattern also corresponds to similar findings in other surveys of global
NGOs (Limoncelli 2016; Heiss and Kelley 2016; Foot, Toft, and Cesare 2015), reinforcing
the idea that Northern-based NGOs tend to focus their work in the South. Organizations
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also operate in a variety of political contexts. Unsurprisingly, given the concentration
of INGOs in the Global North, the vast majority of respondents (90%) are headquartered
in democracies. The countries these organizations work in, though, show more diversity in regime type—a third of respondents (219) answered questions about their work in
autocratic regimes.

4.2

Framework mechanisms

Multiple mechanisms explain an INGO’s response to government regulations, each of
which correspond to an element in the bargaining model of amicable contempt. Below,
I map the experiences of survey respondents onto each INGO-related element of the
model. I explore the tensions between core organizational principles and instrumental
constraints and introduce the concept of programmatic flexibility, expanding work done
by Mitchell and Schmitz (2014) and other nonprofit management scholars. I also consider
the overlap between organizational programmatic flexibility and a regime’s regulatory
environment, which constitutes the practical operating environment that INGOs must
work within.
4.2.1

Core mission

An organization’s foundational mission, vision, and values are represented by the ideal
point in the model (see Figure 4.3). What exactly these values are, though, has been the
subject of a decades-long debate over the role of NGOs in global politics. International
NGOs were initially seen as a “magic bullet” for global governance: highly principled voluntary organizations that promoted human rights, alleviated poverty, provided needed
services following disasters, and generally behaved altruistically under the leadership of
well-intentioned mangers (Reimann 2005; Skjelsbaek 1971; Nye and Keohane 1971; Bartelson 2006). This overly normative conceptualization of INGO motives was called into
question in the late 1990s and early 2000s, with research critiquing INGOs’ lack of public
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Figure 4.3: INGO ideal point: core organizational mission, vision, and values

accountability, potential for corruption, dependence on the financial support of governments they were designed to criticize, and emphasis on pursuing funding over mission
(Hulme and Edwards 1997c, 1997b; Marzouk 1997; Banks, Hulme, and Edwards 2015;
Reimann 2005).
Building on these critiques, a new trend emerged that treated transnational actors as
simultaneously normative and strategic (Cooley and Ron 2002; Keck and Sikkink 1999;
Kelley 2009). Mitchell and Schmitz (2014) summarized this debate with their theory of
nonprofit principled instrumentalism, or the notion that INGOs must balance their normative mission-driven principles against the instrumental needs of organizational survival. Unlike governments that work toward producing social value (such as maximizing
national security or promoting general welfare) and unlike firms that focus on financial
performance (such as maximizing profits for shareholders), nonprofit organizations face
a tradeoff between their social mission and their need for resources and must pursue
both concurrently—they must “instrumentally pursue their principled objectives within
the economic constraints and political opportunity structures imposed by their external
environments” (Mitchell and Schmitz 2014, 489).
INGOs are motivated primarily by their foundational mission and values, and they
structure their strategies around this vision to ensure that their programming furthers
their mission (Moore 2000a). In their landmark study of transnational NGO leadership,
Mitchell and Schmitz (2014) find evidence that organizations tend to focus principally on
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their core missions, and that concerns with money, fundraising, and other overhead,
instrumental concerns are secondary. In response to the question “In general, what
would you say your organization is trying to accomplish?,” only a quarter of transnational NGO leaders in Mitchell and Schmitz’s study mentioned fundraising as a core organizational strategy, with the majority emphasizing their advocacy, service delivery,
capacity building or research goals. I find a similar trend in my own survey. In response
to the same question about organizational goals, no respondents identified their core
mission as resource-oriented. Respondents described their core mission both in aspirational terms, including “fighting poverty and holding leaders accountable,”8 encouraging
“awareness and pro-action towards sustainable development,”9 and promoting “democracy and open society” and “governments’ respect for the human rights of children”;10
and through more specific statements, such as “improv[ing] healthcare, specifically neurological services, in the least developed nations,”11 or ending “the use of immigration
detention around the world.”12 Respondents categorized their missions within several
broad issues (see Figure 4.5). The top three issues—education, development, and human rights—account for more than 60% of the respondents and reflect the makeup of the
sample of organizations collected in my database. The remaining 40% of organizations
focus on topics that reflect other common issues addressed by global civil society, such
as public health, environmental advocacy, disaster relief, human trafficking, post-conflict
resolution, and cultural promotion.
The menu of programming INGOs provide generally aligns closely with their missions. Most respondents report a tight link between programs and missions, stating that
8. Response 1193.
9. Response 1267.
10. Responses 1328 and 1252.
11. Response 1257.
12. Response 1376.
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“[o]ur mission, values and vision are reflected in everything that we do,” that “all our work
is geared towards the accomplishment of this objective,” and that “our approach matches
our mission precisely.”13 For many organizations, the “mission and values are the reason we work on these objectives”14 —the normative goals of the organization provide
strong motivation to engage in pro-social advocacy and services. Specific programming
strategies are also closely linked to INGO missions. For instance, an organization working in South Asia has ambitions to “[b]uild the capacity of local organisations to equip
adolescent girls to access their rights and address gender inequality through sport.” As
expected, much of their programming is centered on sports education and leadership
training, but importantly, the organization makes a point that nothing they do is implemented directly: because their core mission is to build local capacity, they ensure that
“all the work we do is through local organisations.”15 Organizations thus work to ensure
that their strategies align with and reflect their core missions, visions, and values.
4.2.2

Ideal point distance and contentiousness

The distance between the government’s preferences for a given issue and an INGO’s
core vision for that issue determine how contentious their relationship will be, ranging from cooperative to antagonistic (see Figure 4.4). This distance, in turn, influences
how governments attempt to regulate and oversee INGO work. The alignment of organizational missions and strategies with government preferences, therefore, is crucial for
understanding government regulation of INGOs. Organizations working on issues that
in line with regime preferences will be treated more favorably and with less regulatory
pressure than INGOs working on more threatening, less aligned issues.
13. Response 1245, 1267, and 1272.
14. Response 1643.
15. Response 1799.
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To analyze the favorability of INGO programming to government preferences, I divide the self-reported respondent issues into two levels of potential high or low regime
contentiousness based on the potential compatibility of the issue with domestic politics
in the host regime. In her work on democracy assistance NGOs, Bush (2015) categorizes NGO programs according to their regime compatibility—activities that are highly
regime compatible are those that “the target-country leaders view as unlikely to threaten
their imminent survival by causing regime collapse or overthrow,” as opposed to nonregime compatible programs that pose a more imminent threat (Bush 2015, 60). I follow
a similar—though broader—definition when coding INGO contentiousness. While Bush
accounts for the immediate political threat of democracy promotion NGO programming, I
consider how regimes view NGO programming in the long run and how those activities fit
into authoritarian calculations of stability. I code programming as highly contentious if
it potentially targets government activities that are core to regime survival, thus posing a
direct threat to autocratic policies and stability. As seen in Figure 4.5, highly contentious
issues include human rights, advocacy, human trafficking, freedom of expression, conflict, and democracy assistance. Programming that aims to promote democracy, reduce
government oppression, elevate anti-regime voices, or criticize human rights abuses has
the potential to disrupt the balance of institutional actors described in previous chapters.
These highly contentious issues contrast with less contentious topics like education,
development, health, and the environment. Governments are more willing to accept in143
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tervention and assistance in these areas because doing so poses less of a direct threat
to regime stability and institutional balance. Providing a public platform for opposition
leaders can empower rival institutions; digging wells typically does not. It is easier for a
repressive government to improve its domestic reputation and offset institutional challenges to its political stability by embracing relief organizations, permitting community
sport organizations, or partnering with health and environment INGOs.
This division of INGOs into contentious and non-contentious programming aligns
well with the activities INGOs report engaging in. Figure 4.6 shows how frequently
responding organizations work on various types of programming.16 If the division of
contentiousness is correct, low contention INGOs should provide direct aid and services
and engage in research and public education most frequently, since these types of programming pose little threat to the target country regime. High contention INGOs, on
the other hand, should deal most often with more threatening activities like advocacy,
political mobilization, and government monitoring. There are substantial differences in
16. “Always” and “Most of the time” responses are collapsed to “Almost always”; “About half the time”
and “Sometimes” responses are collapsed to “Sometimes.”
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how frequently high and low contention organizations engage in these types of activities.
High contention INGOs are more likely to report always engaging in advocacy, monitoring governments, and mobilizing people than their low contention counterparts, which
tend to always provide direct aid.17 As seen in the figure, 60% of low contention organizations indicated they almost always provide aid, half almost always engage in research,
and less than 40% monitor the government or mobilize people. Interestingly, about half
of low contention organizations reported regularly engaging in advocacy. However, this
form of advocacy appears to still be non-contentious: respondents describe advocating
17. The probability that the difference in proportion of high and low contention INGOs selecting “Almost
always” is greater than zero is generally substantial: high contention organizations = advocacy (𝑃(Δ > 0) =
0.01), monitoring (𝑃(Δ > 0) = 0.03), and mobilizing (𝑃(Δ > 0) = 0.13); low contention organizations = aid
and services (𝑃(Δ > 0) = 0.87); there is no substantial difference between the responses of high and low
contention organizations for engaging in research and public education (𝑃(Δ > 0) = 0.47). All posterior
probabilities are available in Table B.5 in the appendix.
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for “expanded public health programs,”18 “agr[i]culture,”19 “volunteerism,”20 “girls completing secondary education,”21 or expanding “access [to] health and justice.”22
As expected, high contention organizations are most likely to report always engaging
in advocacy (63%) and monitoring government policies (53%), including advocating for
the recognition and safety of human rights defenders,23 assisting with the “rehabilitation
of repentant terrorists,”24 promoting religious freedom and human rights, 25 and “holding … leaders accountable” for their policies and actions.26 In aggregate, these more
contentious organizations engage in research and public education as the third most
common primary activity (53%). The educational activities respondents describe clearly
pose more of a threat to the government and are more focused on human rights, such as
maintaining a death penalty policy database,27 organizing activist training sessions and
hackathons,28 or developing country-specific media literacy training programs.29 These
organizations only sometimes provide direct aid and services, in contrast to their low
contention counterparts. Finally, both kinds of INGOs are least likely to report always
engaging in political mobilization, which is understandable for low contention organizations but surprising for those working on more contentious issues. INGOs may have
conflated this kind of work with engaging in research—organizations mentioned political
18. Response 1385.
19. Response 1605.
20. Response 1472.
21. Response 1419.
22. Response 1448.
23. Response 1339.
24. Response 1233.
25. Responses 1304 and 1703.
26. Response 1193.
27. Response 1558.
28. Responses 1487 and 1660.
29. Response 1643.
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mobilization and campaigns in many of their explanations of their research and public
education work.
This categorization is by no means perfect. As seen in the case of China in the previous chapter, education INGOs can pose a threat to regime stability as governments
fear the spread of foreign influence among their youth, and development INGOs can rival weak central governments and create territorial “fiefdoms” to supersede the regime
(Schuller 2012). However, while the division between low and high contention issues
is fairly simplistic, it does appear to accurately capture (1) the broad types of programs
that INGOs engage in, and (2) the range of possible objections governments are likely to
raise (or not raise).
Though a substantial number of organizations engage in contentious programming,
in general, INGOs have a fairly positive relationship with their host governments (Figure 4.7), since maintaining some level of government tolerance is essential to staying in
the country. Only 10% of respondents report having a somewhat or extremely negative
relationship with their host governments, while the remainder either have a positive relationship or are ambivalent.30 Opinions of the positivity of this relationship depend on
the type of government and the contentiousness of the INGO’s issue. 60% of INGOs that
reported a negative relationship work in autocracies, while only 20–30% with a positive
or ambivalent relationship work in similar regimes.31 Similarly, 50% of organizations
with a negative relationship work on contentious issues. In fact, 17% of high contention
INGOs have a negative relationship with their hosts, in contrast to only 8% of low contention organizations.32
30. “Extremely negative” and “Somewhat negative” are collapsed to “Negative”; “Somewhat positive” and
“Extremely positive” are collapsed to “Positive.”
31. This difference is significant: 𝑃(% NegativeAutocracies − % PositiveAutocracies > 0) = 0.97.
32. This difference is also significant: 𝑃(% NegativeAutocracies − % PositiveAutocracies > 0) = 0.97.
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Organizations working on low contention issues that align with government needs
report having a close and cordial working relationship with their hosts. A health organization working in West Africa explains that “[w]e work very closely with government
hospitals and universities, [and we meet with] various health ministers [regularly],”33 and
a development organization working in Central America reports that “[w]e work very
closely with the trade unions, many of whom have representatives in the National Assembly,” and that they have a good relationship with the host government’s foreign ministry
and with their ambassador in the organization’s home country.34 Government officials
are often enthusiastic about NGO work and sometimes “verbally express their gratitude
to work with” foreign NGOs.35 One education INGO working in a South Asian dictatorship summarizes the experiences of many low-contention organizations optimistically:
“We really do not have any problem with them, mater [sic] of fact they work with us so
well that when we need any kind of help they are there for us to assist. We have a great
relationship.”36
Not all organizations enjoy such a warm relationship with the government. Some low
contention organizations have poor relationships with their host governments because of
33. Response 1189.
34. Response 1192.
35. Responses 1243, 1253, 1284 and 1323.
36. Response 1507.

148

poor governance, with one disaster relief INGO working in Southeast Asia reporting that
“[t]here is a lot of bureaucracy and corruption. We spend so much time to get approval
in the projects. We don’t agree to pay bribe[s], which makes or [sic] work even more
difficult.”37 More commonly, though, highly contentious INGOs working in authoritarian
countries having a more negative relationship with the regime government activities are
often the raison d’être for contentious programming. A human rights INGO in Latin
America notes dryly, “most typically, [governments] are the driving force of the human
rights abuse we document.”38 An organization working in Central Africa also identifies
their programming as the source of this poor relationship:
we document and report human rights violation, we organise presse conference to denounce and alert the peoples on pertinent cases, the government
is against this and task us to be instrumantalised by europeans and americans, we undergo threats of all forms and some times watch our meetings
monitored. [sic]39
This organization’s mission to report on human rights violations makes its relationship with the government naturally combative, and the government responds by conflating INGO programming with former imperial influence and by closely following the
organization’s activities. The link between contentious programming and poor relationships is reiterated by other human rights INGOs working in Oceania and the Middle East:
We are highly critical of them and their policies and laws. We are human
rights defenders at risk of prosecution for our work in sharing information
with the UN human rights mechanisms. We are monitored by the security
agency.40
37. Response 1224.
38. Response 1375.
39. Response 1339.
40. Response 1408.
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The government does not want us to document violations of human rights
and fundamental freedoms, including systematic torture and abuse of civilians, civil society activists and women rights defenders.41
The distance between the government and INGO preferences explains the potential
contentiousness of the relationship between the two parties—the wider the distance, the
more antagonistic the relationship. Evidence from the survey shows that contentious INGOs are more likely to face stricter regulations, increased scrutiny, and worse relationships with their host governments. Interestingly, however, half of contentious INGOs
report strong and positive relationships with the government despite their ideological
distance. Differences in preferences thus do not fully account for the de facto relationship. For a more complete explanation, we must look at interplay between two other
elements of the model: an organization’s programmatic flexibility and its overlap with
government regulations.
4.2.3

Programmatic flexibility

For Mitchell and Schmitz, organizations are primarily driven by their missions and constrained by instrumental concerns: worries about money and other resources get in the
way of pursuing deeper normative principles. I argue, however, that this view of instrumentality is insufficient. Instrumental concerns, including time, money, or political
connections, are not simply constraints. These resources are what allow INGOs to pursue their principled ideals in the first place—they provide organizations with the flexibility to engage in programming and adapt to the political and regulatory environments
they face. The region surrounding the organization’s ideal point represents its reserve
of programmatic flexibility (see Figure 4.8), or the organization’s ability and willingness
to make changes to its programs in response to regulations. This differs from Mitchell
41. Response 1458.

150

Cooperation–Antagonism

RegimeIdeal

INGOIdeal

Policy space

Tolerance–Expulsion
Figure 4.8: Space around INGO ideal point: instrumental flexibility

and Schmitz’s concept of instrumental constraints, which can be seen in the model as the
institutional forces curbing the outer limits of an organization’s flexibility, such as changing regulations (e.g. laws restricting NGO activity) or norms for nonprofit organizational
behavior (e.g. fears of spending too much time and effort on fundraising).
Flexibility has a dual function. First, it is what allows an INGO to carry out its core
mission. Programmatic flexibility is influenced by instrumental concerns, including an
organization’s size, diversity of funding sources, professionalization of staff, knowledge
of the host country—essentially any resource-oriented strategy that permits an organization to implement its mission effectively in dynamic environments. This flexibility is
also a function of organization norms—INGOs must be willing to use their instrumental
resources to make appropriate adjustments to stay in the country. In some cases, an organization might have substantial income and highly professional staff, but will purposely
choose to not engage in advocacy in a restrictive country because of its organizational
vision or norms (i.e. its ideal point). The link between an organization’s ideals and its
flexibility represents a tension unique to third sector organizations. INGOs must balance their normative principles against the instrumental need of organizational survival.
Nonprofit organizations must concern themselves with resources: ignoring necessary
overhead concerns in favor of pursuing its vision will limit the organization’s ability to
effectively fund or carry out that mission (see Moore (2000a), 195). At the same time,
the pursuit of flexibility is constrained by nonprofit norms. Dedicating too much time
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to expanding flexibility through overhead activities like fundraising, professionalization,
and marketing can erode public trust in the organization.
Second, programmatic flexibility provides INGOs with a protective margin around
their core missions, and their reserve of resources determines how effectively they can
respond to different forms of government restriction and regulation. When host regimes
constrict the allowable space for INGO activity and put pressure on their ideal points,
organizations can respond by relying on their programmatic flexibility to make marginal
adjustments to their non-core programming—organizations can marshal new resources,
collaborate with more partner organizations, request the support of more powerful external actors, relocate their programs to other countries, or pursue other strategies to
circumvent, mitigate, or otherwise reduce the impact of those constraints. The more
flexibility an INGO has, the better they can adapt and the more creative and antagonistic
they can potentially be; the less flexibility they have, the less so.
Recall from Figure 4.7 that despite their potential to pose domestic political challenges, the majority of INGOs maintain a positive relationship with their host countries.
This is the “amicable” side of the theory of amicable contempt—organizations can help
guarantee their access to the country by acting friendly towards the regime, even if their
programming might challenge the regime. But the need for amicability does not mean
that organizations must give up on their core vision and mission, taming their programs
to completely match their host governments’ preferences, nor does it entail that governments will always be friendly to the INGOs they allow in: half of organizations with
negative host-country relationships work on contentious issues, but by extension, half of
the INGOs at odds with the government engage in less contentious programming. The
ability of INGOs to remain in their host countries, avoid restrictions, and maintain positive relationships with the government does not depend entirely on ideal preferences.
Both actors can emphasize the “contempt” of amicable contempt by making changes to
the space around their ideal points.
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The survey reveals multiple sources of programmatic flexibility. Most of the organizations that responded to the survey were small, with half employing eight or fewer staff
members. This does not mean, however, that the INGO sector as a whole employs few
people—because of dozens of large organizations with hundreds (and even thousands) of
employees, the average staff size is 50. These larger, better-staffed organizations inherently need to have access to more financial resources to pay their employees, which entails a greater need for consistent revenue flows. At the same time, having more employees provides these larger organizations with more flexibility in the face of restrictions—if
an organization is limited in one country, it can more easily shift programs and staff
around to work in other countries or on other topics. In addition to full time staff, the
majority of INGOs (93%) rely on volunteers to help implement their missions and programs. Half of responding INGOs use 25 or fewer volunteers, and the average (290) is
again inflated by large, well-funded INGOs that can afford to train, equip, and manage
many more volunteers. Notably, 20% of responding organizations employ no formal staff
and instead rely completely on volunteers. Having no employees does not necessarily
entail an exact substitution of paid staff for unpaid volunteers. Because managing and
retaining volunteers requires a substantial investment of resources, time, and training
(Hager and Brudney 2004; Brudney and Meijs 2009), organizations with no staff tend to
use fewer volunteers (median = 20, mean = 242) than their staffed counterparts.
Variation in funding sources also helps determine an organization’s flexibility. Government grants—from host countries, target countries, and other donor countries—are
the most common stream of income reported by respondents, followed by individual donations, grants from NGOs and foundations, and corporate giving (see Figure 4.9a). Additionally, dozens of respondents report generating their own income through fundraising
efforts, member fees, consulting services, and unrelated business income. The size of the
organization is related to the funding sources it relies on. Organizations that employ
more than 50 people selected an average of 4 streams of funding, while smaller orga153
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Figure 4.9: Level of reliance on sources of funding, divided by organization size

nizations reported an average of 3. The mix and selection of funding sources can also
depend on organization size (see Figure 4.9b). Smaller organizations are most likely to
rely primarily on fundraising, member fees, and individual donations, and less heavily
on grants from NGOs, foundations, and corporations. Additionally, nearly two thirds
of smaller organizations explicitly eschew government funding, relying instead on other
sources of revenue. Larger organizations also rely on fundraising, individual donations,
and foundation grants, but are also far more likely than their smaller counterparts to
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draw money from governments, IGOs, and corporations. Larger INGOs tend to juggle
more revenue streams to support their additional staff and programming, and these organizations are more likely to rely on government funding, which can come with more
conditions and strings attached than private donations. Diversification in income sources
provides flexibility—if an organization fails to obtain a government grant, it can turn
to foundations, fundraising, or other sources to compensate. Organizations with more
sources of funding are thus likely more flexible when facing restrictions on their programs abroad.
INGOs can also find flexibility in collaborative relationships. Organizations that work
in isolation can find it difficult to make adjustments or offload programs and projects
when facing restrictions and limitations on their work, while those that work closely
with other organizations can benefit from their expertise, support, and social networks.
Most organizations indicate collaborating with at least one other actor; only nineteen
respondents explicitly stated that they do not collaborate at all. INGOs tend to collaborate most frequently with other NGOs, followed by IGOs, governments, and corporations
(Figure 4.10). As with funding, organization size is associated with patterns of collaboration. Smaller organizations are more likely to collaborate with NGOs, while larger INGOs
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Figure 4.11: Length of time in host country, divided by regime type

collaborate more frequently with governments and corporations, mirroring patterns in
funding sources seen previously.
A final source of operational flexibility is the familiarity an organization has with
the country it targets. INGOs that have a longer presence in a country tend to have
deeper institutional knowledge of that country and can better work with local officials
and NGOs and navigate the bureaucracy. Responding organizations vary in how long
they have been active in the countries they answered about (see Figure 4.11). Organizations working in democracies are most likely to have been in those countries for more
than a decade, while those working in autocracies are equally likely to either be newer
entrants (with a presence of 1–4 years) or have a more longstanding presence.
Flexibility is self-reinforcing. The presence of some forms of flexibility, such as a
professionalized staff with employees dedicated to fundraising, make it easier to obtain
additional resources (Fogal 2010), and vice versa—the absence of flexibility imposes a host
of challenges to INGO missions. Nearly 70% of respondents identified funding as the primary obstacle to pursuing their mission (see Figure 4.12), followed by other instrumental
obstacles like needing to professionalize staff, struggling to work well with local employees and staff, and coordinating efficiently with other NGOs. Without consistent funding,
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organizations struggle to hire staff, train volunteers, build relationships with local bureaucrats and politicians, or engage in long-term programs in their host countries. A
health advocacy organization working in East Africa notes the dampening effect a lack
of funding has on its flexibility, stating that the biggest obstacle to fulfilling its mission
is
[c]ore funding so we can do our work and stop spending so much time on
raising money to do our work. We are activists, researchers, communications
experts, we don’t want to spend our lives raising money, schmoozing funding
partners and writing proposals.42
These obstacles and challenges to flexibility shape and limit how well INGOs can
pursue their missions, but INGOs do not generally redefine their missions in response to
these challenges. Rather, when organizations make strategic adjustments to enhance access to funds, professionalize staff, or improve programmatic flexibility in general, they
attempt do so without modifying their core missions. “The overall goal of the organization should remain the same,” explains an anti-human trafficking INGO working in
Southeast Asia, while “strategies to achieve that goal should change and grow on a reg42. Response 1211.
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ular basis, in order to adapt to the development of trends and new technologies.”43 Similarly, a development INGO in the Caribbean identified a need to adjust instrumental
strategies while maintaining their core mission: “Our goals are sound, and the way we
do our work is effective, but I feel we need to revamp our fundraising strategy.”44 Protecting the core mission is essential in the face of financial constraints, and organizations
will engage in creative adjustments to maintain their values. For instance, a development
INGO in Latin America relates that “[f]unding is always an issue, but in the last 5 years
we have changed our strategy to work as a consultancy firm (without losing our values,
vision and mission) so we can achieve our annual budget.”45 Even though it changed its
legal organizational form, the organization claims that the shift enabled it to more effectively “improve the business ecosystem” and “create value to society” throughout Latin
America.
The amount of flexibility an organization enjoys influences the variety of programs
and strategies it is able to implement. For instance, Figure 4.13 shows the frequency responding organizations engage in four broad types of operations: funding local NGOs,
partnering directly with local NGOs, maintaining an office staffed by locals, and main43. Response 1194.
44. Response 1574.
45. Response 1225, emphasis added.
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taining an office staffed by foreigners. Most respondents partner with domestic NGOs
and maintain locally-staffed countries when possible. Organizations with more flexibility, however, selected more strategies. On average, employing more staff, drawing from
more funding sources, and collaborating with more partners are each associated with
a greater number of operational strategies. Organizations with 50 or more employees
selected an average of 1.5 broad strategies, while organizations with fewer than 50 employees selected an average of 1.3.46 Figure B.2 in the appendix visually demonstrates
how the number of funding sources and collaborative partners is associated with the
number of strategies selected—INGOs with few partners or revenue streams are the least
likely to have a diversified set of strategies. Better funded and staffed INGOs can afford
to manage offices in multiple countries and fund and partner with local organizations,
and can thus confront external challenges to their missions more effectively.
A human rights INGO working in Latin America summarizes the importance of flexibility succinctly, explaining that the largest obstacle to carrying out their mission is “the
small size of the organization and the lack of economic resources to ensure the maintenance of activities independently of the public authorities.”47 Without robust programmatic flexibility, INGOs risk losing both access to their host countries and independence
from interference by their host countries.
Thus, international NGOs are generally driven by their core missions and principles,
but must pursue their programming within instrumental constraints. The results from
the survey strengthen previous work by Mitchell and Schmitz (2014) and others, demonstrating how INGOs find themselves caught in a dilemma between principles and instrumentality. I add to this work by arguing that instrumental concerns are not always
constraints—the pursuit of resources enables INGO missions in the first place and provides organizations with programmatic flexibility. Additionally, flexibility allows orga46. The difference in means is significant (𝑃(Δ > 0) = 0.01).
47. Response 1188, original in Spanish.
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nizations to protect their core missions and avoid changing them in the face of obstacles.
The difficulty for nonprofit organizations is to strike the proper balance—focusing too
much on mission and ignoring the need for resources can lead to untenable and unfunded programming, while focusing too much on obtaining resources and enhancing
flexibility can become an inferior substitute for an organization’s more principled goals.
4.2.4

Practical operating environment

Even under favorable political circumstances, all nonprofit organizations—international
NGOs included—walk a difficult tightrope between the dual pressures of mission and
money. This balancing act becomes even more difficult when the institutional and political environments INGOs work to constrict, target, and limit their programming. Beyond
financial and staffing constraints, a third of respondents indicated that domestic politics,
laws, bureaucracies, corruption, and conflict also pose substantial burdens to their programming (see Figure 4.12). Respondents note that they are limited by “shrinking civil
space”48 and “increasingly restrictive laws in countries where our members operate”49 in
the countries they target, by “[c]onstant attempts by public and private actors to restrict
freedom of expression and media freedom”50 and by direct government interference in
their activities.51
As shown in previous chapters, autocratic governments are highly concerned with
regime stability and longevity, and changes in a country’s Civil Society Regulatory Environment (CSRE) and in its formal set of laws and regulations are closely tied to shifts in
internal politics, external threats, and reputational pressures. INGOs must keep up with
changes in the regulatory environment of their host countries and be aware of statutory
and bureaucratic reforms in order to ensure that their activities fall within the bounds
48. Response 1296.
49. Response 1428.
50. Response 1317.
51. Response 1193.
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set by the regime. The overlap of an organization’s flexibility and a government’s CSRE
determines the practical operating environment for the INGO. NGO regulations are not
inherently limiting—many regulations exist to help regularize INGO-state relations and
represent a large overlapping space. As the size of the overlap decreases, however, the
practical operating environment for INGOs becomes constrained and organizations risk
expulsion.
Because governments set the initial conditions for operating, being aware of the regulatory environment is crucial for INGOs to make appropriate adjustments and maintain
legal status their host countries. INGOs tend to be quite aware of the regulatory environment of their host countries, with more than 80% of respondents somewhat or very
familiar with the laws regulating their activities (see Figure 4.15).52 Familiarity is affected by the type of regime organizations work in. More than 75% of respondents who
answered that they do not know anything about regulations work in democracies, while
those most familiar with the regulatory environment are split roughly equally between
democracies and autocracies.53 INGOs working in dictatorships are the most likely to
be the most familiar with regulations, likely because deep knowledge of the legal envi52. It is important to remember that this high percentage is likely tied to who responded to the survey—
as explained previously, more than 50% of respondents were the organization’s CEO, executive director, or
other high-level officer.
“Extremely familiar” and “Very familiar” are collapsed to “Very familiar”; “Moderately familiar” and
“Slightly familiar” are collapsed to “Somewhat familiar.”
53. 𝑃(% Very familiarAutocracies − % Not familiar at allAutocracies > 0) = 0.99.
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ronment is more essential to operate safely and effectively. The contentiousness of the
issues INGOs work on does not help determine their familiarity—high contention INGOs
are not more or less likely to be more aware of the legal environment.54
INGOs report that the regulatory environment can change frequently—half of respondents report that regulations and laws change every few years, and nearly 20% say
regulations change at least once a year (see Figure 4.16).55 The regime type of the host
country is closely related to how frequently INGOs see changes in regulations. Nearly
two thirds of the INGOs that report changes at least once a year work in autocracies,
which contrasts starkly with the two thirds of INGOs that experience a static legal environment in democratic host countries.56
Given their frequency, the regulatory changes INGOs observe do not necessarily correlate with formal statutory developments. For instance, as described previously, Egypt
has only formally passed civil society laws in 2002 and 2012. These laws give bureaucrats
and politicians significant interpretive leeway, however, and allow them to reshape the
regulatory environment for international NGOs. Because of this dynamic discretionary
de facto environment, INGOs actively seek out information about changes in laws, rules,
54. 𝑃(% Very familiarHigh contention − % Not familiar at allHigh contention > 0) = 0.45.
55. “Once a month” and “Once a year” are collapsed to “At least once a year.”
56. 𝑃(% At least once a yearAutocracies − % Rarely or neverAutocracies > 0) = 0.97.
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and regulations (see Figure 4.17). International NGOs are most likely to hear about new
legal changes from other NGOs in the country, both from their local partners and from
other foreign organizations. They also receive news about changes directly from government officials, sometimes at inopportune moments. One INGO working in East Africa,
unaware of any changes in regulations, discovered new funding requirements for foreign
NGOs when requesting permits to expand their operations in the country—the organization ultimately decided to not expand as a result.57 INGOs also find out about changes in
laws through the media and through internet research, including websites that aggregate
information about civil society regulations like Civicus and the International Center for
Not-for-Profit Law (ICNL). The fact that INGOs tend to seek out the latest information
about their regulatory environment shows that these organizations are active participants in their relationship with their host governments, regularly measuring and testing
the acceptable boundaries for their work.
Not all changes in NGO laws lead to restrictions on activities, however. In work
with Suparna Chaudhry, I find that the global increase in NGO laws is partly attributable
to the routinization of NGO–government relations (Chaudhry and Heiss 2017; see also
Bloodgood and Tremblay-Boire 2016). For example, governments may require NGO registration in an attempt to formally define their relationship with civil society, and those
57. Response 1211.
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registration laws will not necessarily be burdensome. Data from Christensen and Weinstein (2013) helps demonstrate this difference in restrictiveness. Figure 4.18 shows the
prevalence of NGO registration laws in 98 countries from 1990–2013. Roughly the same
proportion of autocracies and democracies require that NGOs register, and both types of
countries have increased this type of legislation at similar rates over time. However, far
more autocracies make these registration laws burdensome, at a much faster rate. This
suggests that there is an imperative to regularize state-NGO relations around the world,
implying that the changes in laws that INGO respondents observe are not necessarily
harmful. At the same time, there is a move to increase the burden of these more benign
laws in autocracies, making it more difficult for NGOs to operate in these contexts.
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Survey respondents confirm this. Nearly two-thirds of INGOs feel the most restricted
and constrained by government regulations work in autocracies, compared to 25% of
organizations that report facing no restrictions in similar regimes (see Figure 4.19).58
The relationship between host country regime type and feelings of restriction is quite
marked, with the proportion of respondents working in autocracies decreasing steadily
as the feeling of restriction decreases. Interestingly, there is not as clear of a relationship
between the contentiousness of INGO programming and feelings of restriction. Half of
highly restricted organizations work on contentious issues, but there is no significant
difference between the other levels of restriction—roughly 25% of organizations that did
not consider themselves highly restricted engage in contentious programming. It thus
appears that the findings in Figure 4.18 hold true—governments are increasingly passing
routine NGO laws, but those laws are far more burdensome in autocracies where they
are designed to restrict NGO activities.
The overlap of INGO programmatic flexibility and a government’s de facto regulatory
environment thus determines the practical operating environment for INGO activities,
which in turn imposes additional constraints on these organizations. All nonprofit organizations face an internal conflict between mission and money, but nonprofits working
as guests in repressive host countries are subject to regulatory vagaries linked to do58. “Very restricted” and “Extremely restricted” are collapsed to “Very restricted.”
𝑃(% Very restrictedAutocracies − % Not restrictedAutocracies > 0) = 1.
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mestic political struggles. INGOs spend resources to remain aware of changes in the
regulatory environment and generally work to ensure that their programs do not lead
to expulsion. For most INGOs, maintaining access to the country is critical for successfully undertaking their missions, and as a result, most organizations—including half of
the more contentious respondents—try to uphold somewhat of a good relationship with
their host governments.

4.3

Aims of government regulation

Thus far, we understand why governments regulate INGOs—previous chapters showed
that autocratic regimes see international NGOs as an institutional actor that plays a role
in their stability-seeking calculus, and governments pass new laws and selectively adjust
existing regulations in response to internal, external, and reputational threats to stability. Understanding the mechanisms of the amicable contempt framework from the perspective of the INGO—including the conflict between mission, money, and the resulting
practical operating environment—now allows us to explore how governments regulate
INGOs, and more importantly, how INGOs respond to these attempts.
Government regulation of international NGOs can be categorized into two general
types—gatekeeping and program capture—each corresponding to an element of an INGO’s
theoretical preferences and flexibility (see Figure 4.20). Gatekeeping regulations are designed to limit the amount of programmatic flexibility an NGO can exercise, thus reducing the size of the practical operating environment and creating a less tolerant relationship. These regulations are not primarily intended to change how an organization
runs. Instead, these laws impose barriers to entry—mainly through complex registration requirements—that give the government the ability to keep potentially destabilizing
organizations out or to later revoke the permission of organizations that become politically dangerous after initially registering. Gatekeeping laws also limit the potential

166

More cooperative
Capture

Gatekeeping

RegimeIdeal

Less tolerant

INGOIdeal

Policy space

Figure 4.20: Goals of government regulation of INGOs: gatekeeping and program capture

risks of INGO programming by establishing barriers to assembly, advocacy, and speech,
prohibiting NGOs from engaging in undesired activities.
Gatekeeping restrictions can also occur in more indirect ways, as regimes create
their own parallel NGOs to crowd out independent organizations. Government operated
NGOs (GONGOs) are typically lead by first ladies (Heydemann 2007) or close regime allies
(Stacher 2012, 79) who use the organizations as platforms to explicitly support the government, often bestowing the regime a humanitarian veneer. These organizations tend to
deal with apolitical issues that attract global attention and praise, such as “service provision, education, training, sports, [and] youth development,” (Heydemann 2007, 8) as well
as issues affecting women and children. For example, as the former head of the National
Council of Women and the Suzanne Mubarak Women’s International Peace Movement,
the former Egyptian first lady gained wide international praise for her humanitarian and
social efforts (Yerkes 2012, 22). Similarly, Jordan’s Queen Rania has launched dozens of
initiatives and GONGOs focused on childhood education, women’s issues, and refugee
support, also to much praise (Carapico 2002, 392). While these GONGOs can engage in
important humanitarian work, they also permit the regime to siphon government and
private funding away from the independent civil society sector—essentially allowing the
ruler to intercept donations and weaken the programmatic flexibility of existing domestic and international NGOs. For instance, the 2013 Jordanian budget allocated 1 million
dinar ($1.4 million) for government funding of civil society organizations, but 450,000
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dinar were reserved for organizations headed by the queen and royal family, cutting the
pool available for other NGOs in half (Abdel-Samad 2017). Creating and funding GONGOs does not help regimes take control over international NGOs, but is a useful strategy
for starving them of resources and limiting their scope. Gatekeeping regulations exist
to limit NGO activity and offset its risks by targeting organizational flexibility, forcing
organizations to spend significant time and money to remain in the country. These kinds
of laws are not designed to change how organizations are managed or run.
Regulations focused on program capture, on the other hand, are created (often explicitly) to encourage realignment of organizational missions and pull INGO ideal points
closer to government preferences, thus creating a more cooperative relationship (see
again Figure 4.20). Reaping the benefits of INGO services requires some alignment of government and INGO preferences, and regimes can use two different regulatory strategies—
control and co-optation—to induce changes in and assert power over INGO programming. First, a regime can take outright control over the civil society sector or impose
strict limitations on its activity that force it to align with the government. As discussed
previously, in December 2012, President Mohamed Morsi announced new legislation that
would nationalize all civil society organizations working in Egypt and treat them as part
of the Social Affairs Ministry. NGO staff would be considered civil servants and would
fall under complete control and oversight of the government (Egypt Independent 2012).
Though this proposal was eventually tabled, new legislation was passed in early 2013
that prohibited NGOs from participating in political activities, required the retroactive
registration of 40,000 organizations, and created additional bureaucratic hurdles to receive approval for most projects (Halawa 2013; Cairo Institute for Human Rights Studies
2013). Strong backlash from domestic and international human and civil rights groups
prevented the law from being fully implemented in both 2013 and 2014 (Associated Press
2014), but elements of the draft made it into the final version approved by parliament
in 2016 and signed into law in 2017. Organizations are prohibited from engaging in any
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activities that the government deems harmful to “national security, law and order, public
morals, or public health,” and organizations cannot conduct surveys or publish reports
without first obtaining government approval of the results (Egyptian parliament 2016),
thus providing the regime with editorial control over the content of NGO activities.
Government attempts to unabashedly nationalize civil society are rare and generally limited to domestic organizations, as taking direct control over international NGOs
poses difficult jurisdictional legal issues. Instead, governments can impose their preferences and oversight on NGOs through less direct means. The foreign NGO law that took
effect in China in January 2017 now requires that all non-Chinese NGOs work with a
professional supervisory unit (PSU), or a dedicated government agency approved by the
Ministry of Public Security. PSUs and other government offices have the responsibility
to report on the activities of their partner NGOs and have the ability to approve or deny
“visits, international cooperation, foreign donations, and other contact with foreign organizations or donors” (International Center for Not-for-Profit Law 2017a). Thus, while
not fully nationalized, INGOs in China are severely limited by bureaucratic whims and
regime preferences.
Regimes can also exert control over NGO programming by positioning themselves
directly in organizations’ governance structures. In 2006, for instance, a banker and an
academic in the Dubai founded a secular-leaning human rights NGO named the Emirates
Human Rights Association (EHRA). They initially had the government’s tacit permission, but the ruling regime soon modified the legal requirements for the organization to
continue. Fearing the outcome of the organization’s advocacy and shaming (the NGO’s
founders noted that “the government is afraid of us”), the government attempted to pack
the organization’s board with its own representatives, demanding that the NGO “accept five current and former members of the security apparatus into our board, and the
sheikhs in Abu Dhabi hinted that they wanted us to choose Mohammed Fahd Al-Dehim,
another person affiliated with the security agencies, as our chairman” (Embassy United
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Arab Emirates 2006). The founders discovered a legal technicality to deny Al-Dehim the
chairmanship and the other five security officials subsequently withdrew from the board,
but the NGO worried about future government incursions, turned to the US State Department for advice, and continues to have a contentious relationship with the government
today. While EHRA is a domestic NGO, in chapter 6 I will explore how governments use
similar strategies of board packing with international NGOs.
Controlling INGOs, either through nationalization or through enhanced administrative involvement, is costly and requires substantial government effort and coordination.
A more common and subtle strategy for controlling both domestic and international civil
society is co-optation. Instead of attempting to directly control NGOs, the regime offers
benefits to potential challengers in exchange for loyalty (Frantz and Kendall-Taylor 2014;
Moore 2000b; Corntassel 2007). For civil society organizations, these benefits are primarily financial, and regimes can manage NGO funding channels to ensure that formal
civil society organizations are vertically linked to the state’s central authority. This phenomenon has been seen in domestic contexts. For example, in post-Oslo Palestine, hundreds of new associations and nonprofits appeared in the wake of the new peace process,
but access to resources was limited by these organizations’ connections to Yasser Arafat’s
ruling Palestinian National Authority (PNA). Palestinian associations that supported the
PNA received more funding from the government and national donors. As such, many
Palestinian association leaders built vertical networks linking their organizations to the
state, rather than with members of the communities they served. In one instance, a
sports club in Ramallah transformed into a community office linked directly to the PNA,
allowing its members to access medical assistance and other unrelated benefits from the
government. The PNA successfully insinuated itself into society and transformed civil
society into a vertical patronage network (Jamal 2007, 52–56).
Funding laws in Russia serve a similar purpose. In 2004, President Putin established
the Public Chamber system, which established regional offices responsible for mediating
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state-civil society relations and for distributing funds to organizations. Russia’s subsequent anti-NGO statutes in 2006, 2012, and 2015 have strengthened the role of the Public
Chamber, shaping it into one of the only legitimate means for domestic NGOs to obtain financial support (Flikke 2015). In an effort to collect funds from this government
office, NGOs must either “re-orientate themselves to the aims of the state or look for
other sources of funding,” and as a result of forced government funding of civil society,
NGOs are increasingly acting as “the agents of social policy, not the influencers of it”
(Crotty, Hall, and Ljubownikow 2014, 1264). Eliminating avenues of funding and acting
as the sole distributer of NGO resources, therefore, allows governments to co-opt these
organizations.
Controlling funding is not the only strategy for linking civil society to the regime—
aspirations for political power or promises of financial stability can also be dangled as
an incentive to work closely with the government. Liverani (2008) argues that Algerian associational life was too closely linked to the ruling regime to have any impact on
genuine democratization, while Wiktorowicz and Farouki (2000) and Blaydes (2011) similarly show how Islamist political parties in Jordan and Egypt follow an almost identical
pattern, changing their ideological agendas to gain political power within the authoritarian regime. Ultimately, co-optation is a “reorganization of existing structures of state
authority” (Marzouk 1997, 195) where civil society organizations become the “mediators
between the people’s demands and the administration’s offers” (Néfissa 2005, 8)—the
state successfully institutionalizes NGOs as tools of regime stability.

4.4

INGO reactions to types of government regulations

International NGOs are motivated by different concerns when contemplating how to
react to government restrictions, and institutional and organizational characteristics—
namely the contentiousness of the INGO–government relationship and the amount of
programmatic flexibility enjoyed by the INGO—help determine these organizations’ re171

actions. Authoritarian governments design their civil society regulatory environment
to target different elements of an INGO’s organizational preferences—gatekeeping regulations keep potentially harmful organizations out of the country and seek to limit the
practical operating environment by reducing organizational flexibility, while program
capture regulations allow regimes to take advantage of their guest organizations and seek
to distort organizational values. Table 4.1 provides a helpful overview of these different
pressures, concerns, and reactions.
Table 4.1: Goals of government regulation of INGOs and corresponding INGO responses
Type of
government
regulation

Purpose of regulation

INGO
concern

Gatekeeping

Control which organizations
are allowed in and limit their
effects

Stay in
country

Program
capture

Control or co-opt programs
of already-allowed
organizations

Protect
core
mission

Expected INGO reactions
• High flexibility INGOs: Creatively
work around laws
• Low flexibility INGOs: Hide, exit
and end work, or avoid country
• High flexibility INGOs: Resist
attempts at control and co-optation
or work from abroad
• Low flexibility INGOs: Exit or
concede to government

When confronting gatekeeping regulations, an INGO’s primary concern is to gain
or maintain access to the country. An INGO’s level of contentiousness, in concert with
the government’s civil society regulatory environment, determines how much regulatory
pressure the INGO will face. Highly contentious organizations will face higher scrutiny
as regimes attempt to limit their access to the country, head off potential political threats,
and make the practical operating environment more difficult. In response, organizations
that enjoy greater programmatic flexibility can make creative adjustments on the margins
of their missions (i.e. without redefining their core) to adapt to these laws. Organizations
with less flexibility, on the other hand, are less likely to be able to adjust to the operating
environment and will cease their work, exit the country, avoid entering the country in
the first place, or maintain a low profile and avoid contact with the government as much
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as possible. Correspondingly, because they pose less of a political threat to the regime,
low contention organizations will face less pressure and scrutiny and should not need to
make as many creative adjustments to remain in the country.
In contrast, when facing regulations designed to capture their programs, INGOs are
concerned with protecting their core mission and ensuring that complying with government regulations, cooperating with the host government, and allowing for a degree of
control or co-optation does not conflict with their values. While gatekeeping regulations
are designed to target all potential organizations and act as a filter, program capture
regulations target only those organizations allowed in the country. Organizations with
high programmatic flexibility will be able to resist or adjust to government attempts at
co-optation, while those with fewer resources and less flexibility will be more likely to
either concede to government demands or exit the country. High contention organizations face a different dynamic. INGOs that are able to overcome gatekeeping regulations
and enter the country are more likely to have high flexibility, and are thus more likely to
be able to resist co-optation, while INGOs that remain outside of the country and work
from exile because of strict gatekeeping laws also are more likely to have high flexibility
and can more easily resist co-optation.
In the following two chapters, I integrate large-n and small-n analysis to explore
INGO reactions to gatekeeping and program capture regulations. Previously, I used
nested analysis to determine when and why authoritarian regimes regulate INGOs: the
results of the large-n statistical models informed the selection and analysis of international NGO regulations in Egypt, Russia, and China. I employ a similar approach here,
combining the results from the global survey of INGOs (large-n analysis) with more detailed process tracing and analysis of specific cases on INGOs that have worked in repressive regimes (small-n analysis). This method differs from the nested approach outlined
by Lieberman (2005), though, in one crucial aspect—I do not use the results of the largen analysis of to guide the selection of the small-n cases. I diverge from standard nested
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analysis for two reasons. The first is practical: I promised survey respondents anonymity
to encourage candor and I did not want to inadvertently expose private information by
conducting more detailed case studies about selected survey respondents. The second is
methodological: standard nested analysis requires that small-n cases be selected from a
statistical model based on how well observations fit (or do not fit) the model’s predictions. The open-ended and non-representative nature of the INGO survey does not lend
itself to regression analysis, thus making it impossible to select cases based on model
performance. I thus follow the spirit of integrative mixed methods, if not the exact letter.
I identify reactions and trends in the INGO survey and compare them to the experiences of four paradigmatic INGOs: Article 19, AMERA UK / Egypt / International, Index
on Censorship, and the International Republican Institute (IRI). I follow a similar approach in each of the case studies. After briefly describing the history, purpose, and
mission of each organization, I use tax filings and annual reports to identify each organization’s primary sources of flexibility, tracing the number of employees, income,
expenditures, regional offices, and types of programs offered over time. I then combine
information from annual reports with anonymous interviews with INGO staff to examine how each organization has (or has not) relied on programmatic flexibility to maintain
access to its host countries and adapt to government regulations of their activities.
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5
“They do not want us to operate there”: INGO
Responses to Gatekeeping Regulations

In chapter two, I argued that authoritarian regimes see international NGOs as an institutional threat to regime stability. INGO experiences reinforce this finding, reflecting
how many authoritarian host governments clearly see foreign NGOs as dangers. Survey
respondents note that their relationship with the government is often affected by the political atmosphere of their host countries1 and that international NGOs in particular are
seen as risky political actors.2 The foreign provenance of international NGOs appears to
be the overriding trigger of fears for stability. A conflict resolution INGO working in East
Africa argues that it is difficult to work with the host government because “any organization or investor from […] another country is viewed as a threat to the government of [the
country], especially on issues resolving conflicts and human right[s].”3 Governments are
especially wary of foreign organizations that work directly with citizens—for instance,
one human rights INGO in East Africa feels like the government considers it a threat to
1. Response 1678.
2. Response 1541.
3. Response 1751.

175

national security when staff conduct trainings in the community.4 Fears of foreign influence are not limited solely to contentious organizations. An education INGO working
in Southern Africa reports government suspicion of their pro-education advocacy and
training, noting that “[t]he government is security and politically conscious, and have a
negative view to gatherings of people. They take gatherings as opportunities for political
influence.”5
Repressive governments have an incentive to limit the foreign influence of guest INGOs and mitigate their potential political risks. Recall, though, that the bulk of de jure
civil society regulations in authoritarian countries target domestic, rather than international, NGOs. It is more difficult to directly regulate or control non-domestic organizations, since international NGOs are incorporated and managed by the laws of other
countries. Attempts to control INGO activities within the host country can incur opposition from foreign countries, international organizations, and other larger international
NGOs.
Governments can mitigate the risks of international NGOs by employing regulations
designed both to (1) filter out organizations before they enter the country and (2) limit
the scope of their activities once they establish operations. These gatekeeping laws are
not designed to distort or capture INGO missions, but rather to create a less inviting,
less tolerant practical operating environment (see Figure 4.20). Gatekeeping laws are
designed to make life difficult for INGOs, introducing barriers to registration and adding
obstacles to effectively undertaking their missions. An education organization working
in Europe summarizes the effects of these laws succinctly, noting that “[t]hey do not
have any major impact on pursuing our mission, they just regulate our administrative
functioning, like registration, staff contracts and working hours, etc.”6
4. Response 1751.
5. Response 1541.
6. Response 1402.
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In this chapter, I use evidence from the global survey of INGOs to explore two forms
of gatekeeping restrictions: entry laws that regulate the registration laws for INGOs, and
program laws that regulate the content of INGO activities. I find that INGOs facing these
kinds of restriction are most concerned with maintaining their access to the country. The
amount of regulatory pressure INGOs face depends in part on the contentiousness of their
relationship with their host governments. Gatekeeping regulations do not typically impose large burdens on non-contentious INGOs, as government and NGO preferences are
aligned. Non-contentious organizations will typically maintain a good relationship with
the government, follow registration laws, and keep their programming within the legal
bounds set by the government. Gatekeeping laws put more pressure on high contention
NGOs in an effort to limit their potentially destabilizing effects. Organizations with more
programmatic flexibility will find creative ways to work around these restrictions or continue their work from abroad. INGOs with more limited resources, on the other hand,
are less able to defend against regulatory intrusions into their flexibility and face more
difficult choices, often hiding from the government or ceasing their programs and exiting
the country.
After investigating how respondents respond to gatekeeping regulations, I then look
at two detailed case studies of international NGOs that have confronted repressive gatekeeping laws with diverging outcomes. Article 19—one of the most prominent freedom
of expression advocacy international NGOs—has lobbied for improvements in expression
rights in dozens of countries in the face of increasingly repressive laws, and in general,
has successfully maintained its access to those countries. AMERA International, on the
other hand, a small-scale INGO that provided legal advice for refugees living in Cairo,
lost its access to Egypt because of uncertain registration laws and a more difficult practical operating environment. I conclude the chapter with a brief comparison of the two
organizations’ experiences.
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Figure 5.1: Severity of gatekeeping regulations, divided by contentiousness

5.1

Entry gatekeeping: regulating registration

Registration is the form of regulation most clearly linked to goals of gatekeeping, and
is one of the most common forms of government regulation of NGO activities—as seen
previously in Figure 4.18, more than half of countries worldwide require that NGOs register with a government agency. NGO experiences with registration are mixed. More
than two-thirds of responding organizations report feeling moderately or substantially
affected by registration laws (see Figure 5.1), and as expected, organizations working
on contentious issues are slightly (though not significantly) more likely to face substantial restrictions:7 repressive governments place more pressure on organizations that are
more likely to pose a political threat.
However, feelings of restriction and actual registration are not necessarily linked—
roughly half of respondents are not formally registered in their host countries (see top
panel of Figure 5.2), and there is no significant difference between the registration sta7. The probability that the difference in proportion of high and low contention INGOs is greater than
zero is low for all of the possible levels of restriction, but the direction of the difference follows expectations: high contention organizations lean toward more substantial pressure (𝑃(Δ > 0) = 0.19) while
low contention organization lean toward moderate pressure (𝑃(Δ > 0) = 0.79). There is no difference between the proportion of high and low contention organizations reporting no regulatory pressure to register
(𝑃(Δ > 0) = 0.56). All posterior probabilities are available in Table B.6 in the appendix.
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tus of INGOs working either in autocratic regimes or working on contentious issues.
Registration status is correlated, however, with organizations’ overall perceptions of restriction (see bottom panel of Figure 5.2). In both types of regimes, organizations that
report not feeling restricted are the most likely to not be registered, while those that feel
moderately restricted are the least likely to register. In the absence of strict registration
laws, many INGOs can fly under the radar and avoid formal registration. For example,
a development INGO in Latin America reports, “We’re not registered… we just ‘do our
own thing’; so far the government has paid no attention to us in any way.”8 As governments increase their enforcement of registration laws, INGOs feel more restricted and
are more likely to be registered. However, the relationship between registration status
and perceptions of restriction diverges for the most restricted INGOs. Organizations that
report feeling the most restricted are just as likely to be registered as their unrestricted
(and largely unregistered) counterparts, generally because it is exceptionally difficult and
costly to formally register.
The experiences of responding NGOs reveals much about the effects of registration
requirements on programming decisions. Organizations working in democratic contexts
generally face little trouble in registering, noting that the process tends to require “just
some formalities… [and] administrative work,” such as submission of annual reports,
board minutes, and basic financial statements to government authorities, which does
not ultimately have any negative impact on their daily work.9 Those working in more
difficult political environments shared differing experiences. Common complaints about
registration dealt with its duration, cost, and arbitrary process. Organizations explain
that “it takes a large number of steps to become registered [and] rules are not clearly
articulated.”10 INGOs working in highly autocratic countries like Cameroon, Congo,
8. Response 1494.
9. Responses 1230 and 1703.
10. Response 1300.
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Figure 5.2: Registration status in host country by regime type and issue contentiousness

Ethiopia, Haiti, and Nigeria report registration processes that take 3–7 years to complete, days of travel to government offices in capital cities, and thousands of dollars in
fees and side payments.11 Others also face arbitrary registration requirements invented
by local officials, saying that “conditions have been added randomly on our NGO without any basis.”12 In some countries, international organizations face a double registration
requirement—an education INGO working in Latin America spent several years obtaining registration status only to discover that even with formal registration, they had to
11. Responses 1217, 1487, 1489, 1575, 1622, 1699, 1700, and 1809
12. Response 1700. See also Response 1489.
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incorporate a domestic NGO to gain legal personhood and access to the banking system
and courts, a process which took another four years.13 The bureaucratic bottlenecks do
not necessarily end after this initial registration—a religious humanitarian services INGO
working in the Caribbean spends at least three months every year working to secure annual renewal of that status, which imposes substantial administrative costs and causes
delays in importing food and medical supplies.14 When facing gatekeeping restrictions
like registration laws, INGOs use their programmatic flexibility to make marginal adjustments to their programming to maintain overlap with regime preferences.
Often, no programmatic adjustment is needed—most low contention organizations
already overlap with regime preferences and willingly comply with registration regulations without issues. One development INGO working in East Africa represents the
experiences of many other organizations, reporting that “because [our organization] is
supported and invited by the […] governments themselves, we do not have problems with
the ability to pursue missions. Being invited means that we are welcome to operate and
pursue each mission,” and because of their clear overlap with government preferences,
they are “in complete compliance … with these rules and regulations without falter.”15
When the distance between regime and ideal points is more distant and the relationship more antagonistic, INGOs use their flexibility and resources to act more creatively.
Some organizations, for instance, seek out the friendliest and most amenable bureaucrats when registering or communicating with the government. A development INGO
working in Oceania that was struggling to obtain permission to work in the country and
import aid supplies stopped approaching ministry-level officials after repeated failure.
Instead, they turned to local bureaucrats, who in turn obtained permission from their
13. Response 1699.
14. Response 1197.
15. Response 1323.
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respective ministry heads.16 This workaround depends on the organization’s programmatic flexibility, though, and is only possible with some knowledge of intragovernmental
relationships—the INGO had to cultivate and understand those relationships over time
in order to take advantage of them to expedite registration.
More often, rather than creatively navigate the bureaucracy, organizations actively
limit their contact with the government. It is important to note that this active avoidance of the government is different from the experiences of INGOs that are allowed to
“do [their] own thing.” In those cases, the preferences for both the government and
INGO overlap and governments see no need to require registration or regular contact. In
contrast, INGOs react with active avoidance when the government pulls back the civil
society regulatory environment in an effort to control INGO activity. INGOs must wield
and extend their flexibility to cope with this shift. Organizations will “avoid any contact with government officials”17 and work carefully to “reduce [their] visibility”18 in
circumstances where registration and other gatekeeping rules are too restrictive, and respondents report that exceptionally strict regulations can drive INGOs underground and
severely inhibit their ability to carry out their mission.
Sometimes INGOs change their headquarters within their host countries in response
to increased government scrutiny. One organization working in Southeast Asia moved
its headquarters to a more remote part of the country after local authorities became aware
that they were not fully compliant with all regulations, while others working in Eastern
Europe and Central Asia relocated to avoid uncooperative and “not ethical” officials who
decided that the INGOs were not compliant.19 Finally, some organizations—particularly
16. Response 1522.
17. Response 1386.
18. Response 1425.
19. Responses 1328 and 1686.
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those with more contentious missions—move out of the country completely and work in
exile because of the arbitrary (and targeted) enforcement of registration requirements.20
INGOs require sufficient resources and flexibility to engage in these strategies of active avoidance. Moving headquarters is expensive and time-consuming, and the organizations that report doing so tend to have more streams of revenue, employees, staff,
or collaborative relationships than the average respondent. In general, in the face of increased regulations, organizations with more employees respond with a greater variety
of strategies. Figure 5.3 shows the proportion of survey respondents indicating they had
made a change in how they implemented programs in their host countries, including
moving in-country offices or changing the issues they work on. The proportions are divided by organization size, with six employees (the median value) as the cutoff between
small and large organizations. For almost every strategy, larger organizations (i.e. those
with more programmatic flexibility) are more likely to make adjustments. Table 5.1 provides the difference in proportion of small and large INGOs making each adjustment.
Notably, larger organizations are significantly more likely to turn to more local staff
(𝑃(Δ > 0) = 0.04) and change the issues they work on (𝑃(Δ > 0) = 0.01), and fairly more
likely to shift their funding sources (𝑃(Δ > 0) = 0.12) or change the locations where they
work (𝑃(Δ > 0) = 0.18). Having more staff provides organizations with greater ability to
make the changes needed to creatively adapt to changing regulations.
Table 5.1: Differences in proportion of large and small INGOs reporting different reactions to
regulations and restrictions (accompanies Figure 5.3). Posterior probability that the proportion is
greater than 0 given in parentheses.
Reaction to regulations

Difference

Changed communication with donors
Changed communication with
government
Changed issues

20. Responses 1207, 1428, and 1731.
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-0.05
(0.21)
-0.08
(0.09)
-0.13
(0.01)

Reaction to regulations

Difference

Changed location of country office
Changed locations of work
Changed sources of funding
Used more foreign staff
Used more local staff

0.03
(0.79)
-0.06
(0.18)
-0.06
(0.12)
-0.01
(0.42)
-0.14
(0.04)

An organization working in the Middle East illustrates the importance of having increased flexibility to deal with registration restrictions.21 The INGO provides humanitarian aid to refugees fleeing the Syrian civil war and their host government is hostile
towards it. The organization reports that “they do not want us to operate there” and
that registration is difficult. As a result, the INGO actively avoids any contact with government officials and flies under the radar as much as possible. Though hiding from
the government puts the organization at risk for expulsion and forecloses officially sanctioned streams of revenue from government ministries, the organization is able to sustain
itself legally and financially through connections to other larger IGOs and INGOs like the
World Food Programme, the Red Crescent, and large American churches, which provide
the INGO with substantial funding and legal support.
In contrast, a humanitarian aid INGO working in the Caribbean provides an example
of how low programmatic flexibility limits organizational effectiveness under strict registration regulations.22 The organization is not officially registered with the government,
which leads to difficult legal consequences. The respondent says:
It is a very complex and lengthy process to register a foreign organization. It
cost over $10,000 and many, many trips into the capital to complete. It meant
that for our first 7 years of operation, we were not an official organization
and could not purchase property or vehicles in the org’s name.
21. Response 1386.
22. Response 1574.
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Figure 5.3: Frequency of INGO reactions to regulations, divided by organization size; organizations could select multiple reactions

In the absence of legal standing and access to the courts or property registration system, the organization keeps its programming hidden as much as possible and even avoids
putting logos on their vehicles or advertising their work to the public. While the organization is able to fulfill its mission of improving health in rural communities, it feels
held back by its precarious legal situation and is unable to scale up, fearing the legal
ramifications “if we grow big enough where we can no longer fly under the radar.” The
respondent identifies low funding as the primary barrier to both emerging from the regulatory shadows and to scaling up its operations. With more opportunities for fundraising
and grant writing, the organization would be able to register and find firmer legal standing, but the absence of these resources “is holding back growth.” The organization has
not shifted its core mission to become friendlier to the regime, but its lack of flexibility
has relegated it to the margins.
Finally, INGOs can find other bureaucratic loopholes and remain engaged in the country while in exile. Stymied by a complicated registration process, an organization working in East Africa gave up and began funding local NGOs instead of opening an official
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office in the country.23 Another working in Latin America hires consultants who are
nominally associated with the organization, allowing the INGO to ensure that they have
no legal organizational presence in the country.24 Other organizations try to maintain
some presence in the country, but outsource compliance with laws to domestic partners that are better positioned to stay on top of the changing regulatory environment.
Another INGO working in East Africa explains “[w]e partner with a local NGO which
handles the internal regulations,”25 while one in Central Africa maintains an office in the
capital city staffed entirely by locals, allowing the organization to follow domestic labor,
tax, and organizational laws instead of stricter regulations targeted at international organizations.26 Regulatory outsourcing can enhance an organization’s flexibility, as local
staff are best positioned to “know the law… and the practices (traditions, curruption to
avoid, conflicts to not engage in, etc.) [sic]”27 At the same time, managing in-country
operations from abroad is costly and requires significant time and resources to remain effective. Organizations with greater programmatic flexibility can successfully work from
abroad, while those that struggle with small staff, few volunteers, or limited funding can
falter.
A human rights INGO working in the Middle East illustrates the importance of high
flexibility when working from exile. The organization faces two layers of strict gatekeeping regulations. Because the target country has banned the international NGO from
opening an office in the country, the organization remains in Europe and partners with
member organizations based in the target country. Recently, though, their partner organizations have also been banned from working in their own country and now work
in exile as well. This imposes significant costs on the organization and has made their
mission far less effective. Repressive gatekeeping laws limit the INGO’s domestic part23. Response 1700.
24. Response 1499.
25. Response 1245.
26. Response 1492.
27. Response 1777.
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ner organizations’ “access to information, their ability to protect victims of human rights
violations in the country, and to engage in advocacy with the public of [their country],
all of which of course affects [our] ability to do the same.”28 Despite these substantial
barriers, the INGO has been able to continue its work in the repressive country because of
highly professionalized staff and consistent external funding—it receives donations from
dozens of OECD countries and large foundations like the Ford Foundation and the Open
Society Foundations. Though its target country severely limits the practical operating
environment, the organization can draw on its programmatic flexibility to continue its
mission.
Thus, because these laws are aimed at controlling access to the country, INGOs facing registration restrictions strive to maintain their access. INGOs that have a more
cooperative relationship with their host governments generally do not face difficulties
complying with these regulations. When the relationship is more antagonistic, INGOs
react to stricter registration regulations by drawing on their programmatic flexibility to
creatively confront the rules or avoid the government entirely, all in the hope of avoiding
shifts in their core missions.

5.2

Program gatekeeping: regulating assembly and speech

Registration laws are not the only mechanism for controlling INGOs. Once organizations
are allowed in, governments can use laws that restrict freedom of assembly and speech
to exercise gatekeeping power over the types of programs that are permitted. This allows governments to limit potential risks of foreign influence that could stem from INGO
programming. Laws restricting assembly and speech are typically designed to prevent
mass political and social protests, but these laws also affect many NGO programs, especially those of high contention organizations (see Figure 5.1)—low contention INGOs
are marginally more likely to face no program gatekeeping regulations, while high contention INGOs tend to face substantial regulatory pressure.29
28. Response 1428.
29. The probability that the difference in proportion of high and low contention INGOs is greater than
zero is low for all of the possible levels of restriction, but the direction of the difference follows expecta-
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One INGO working in Southern Africa explains that “the government is security and
politically conscious, and have a negative view to gatherings of people. They take gatherings as opportunities for political influence. … The government associates international
NGOs with politics which is not entirely true.”30 Organizations engaged in more contentious advocacy are especially prone to enhanced government scrutiny and fears of political influence. The majority of respondents who reported substantial or moderate difficulties with limits on assembly and speech work on contentious issues (see Figure 5.1),
but non-contentious organizations also get caught up in these additional restrictions. An
organization in South Asia providing disaster relief downplayed government fears of the
potential political influence of NGOs, condemning its host government’s “hue and cry
about foreign money and agenda with out any evidence.”31
The potentially political nature of INGO programming leads to stricter limitations
on assembly. In a few highly repressive cases, there is a ban on all meetings, rallies, and
protests,32 but such prohibitions are rare. Instead, respondents report that bureaucrats set
the terms for the gatherings and grant or deny permission to meet. In most authoritarian
countries, NGOs need police or government clearance to hold any public gathering or
assembly.33 Activities must be pre-planned and demonstrably well organized, and even if
all rules and regulations are followed, applications and permits can be denied or revoked
arbitrarily and without explanation.34 INGOs also face restrictions on speech—a media
development organization working in Eastern Africa has to receive ministry approval
for all their scripts and training materials35 Even with permission to engage in speech or
tions: high contention organizations lean toward more substantial pressure (𝑃(Δ > 0) = 0.17) and more
moderate pressure (𝑃(Δ > 0) = 0.3), while low contention organizations are more likely than high contention organizations to face no pressure in assembly, speech, and advocacy (𝑃(Δ > 0) = 0.85). All posterior
probabilities are available in Table B.6 in the appendix.
30. Response 1541.
31. Response 1683.
32. Responses 1205, 1328, and 1731.
33. Responses 1448, 1537, and 1545.
34. Responses 1299, 1470, and 1809.
35. Response 1226.
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advocacy, there are still substantial risks: one human rights advocacy INGO working in
Southeast Asia reported that ten of its members were arrested and imprisoned because
they had participated in a peaceful political protest, despite the organization’s formal
registration status.36
How do INGOs react to and accommodate these restrictions? Again, because INGOs facing gatekeeping restrictions are most concerned with maintaining access to the
country, organizations confront restrictions on assembly and speech by drawing on their
instrumental resources and flexibility. However, unlike registration laws, which many
organizations are able to skirt by flying under the radar and avoiding contact with the
government, hiding more public activities like workshops, meetings, and rallies imposes
heavier costs on organizations and carries a higher risk of punishment for noncompliance. As such, the majority of respondents lack the ability or will to marshal resources to
challenge these laws and instead tend to comply with speech and assembly regulations
and make their political neutrality quite public.
Organizations whose core missions do not involve large gatherings and protests actively eschew the appearance of politics: a human trafficking organization working in
Southeast Asia noted that they “do not have problems with freedom to assembly since
we are not engage in leftist activities [sic],”37 while a children’s INGO in Eastern Europe
sidesteps restrictions through the “simple use of discretion (avoid politically motivated
gatherings) [sic].”38 Respondents also engage in frequent self-censorship to signal their
benign intentions to their host regimes. Organizations are aware of “unwritten limitations to how much [their] advocacy work can go” and fear being seen as anti-regime,
since crossing unstated government red lines encourages “government operatives [to]
start looking for trivial faults as [a] way [of] shutting us up.”39 Most INGOs “take care
36. Response 1525.
37. Response 1478.
38. Response 1761.
39. Response 1448.
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not to cross” these lines and pay deliberate attention to the phrasing of their public statements, avoiding any overt criticism of their host countries.40
Similarly, organizations that are inherently more contentious—that cannot avoid the
appearance of politics, or that offer public activities involving many participants—maintain
access to the country primarily by following regulations regarding speech and assembly.
Even many of the most contentious human rights INGOs attempt to obtain permits and
official permission for their public-facing programming. For instance, in response to the
arrests of its members and because of its inability to formally register in the country, the
human rights INGO working in Southeast Asia changed how it trains its partners within
that country and now communicates with activists online through Facebook Messenger
and Skype.41 Other organizations make marginal adjustments to their programming to
adhere to assembly laws without actually changing the core purpose of that programming. One organization implements its mission of teaching peace building and interfaith
cooperation in countries facing religious and ethnic conflict by holding large-scale public
events and workshops with thousands of attendees. Because speech and assembly laws
in one of the Southeast Asian countries the INGO targets prohibit such events, though,
the organization breaks these workshops into smaller, more frequent events, working
with “hundreds, not thousands” at a time.42
INGOs are able to make these adjustments only when they have sufficient flexibility
to do so. The human rights INGO in Southeast Asia works closely with European politicians and UN diplomats and has access to lawyers that can bring human rights abuse
cases to local, European, and international courts. It also has the technical knowledge
to help domestic activists access the internet safely, allowing for secure remote trainings and workshops. Similarly, the peace building INGO in Southeast Asia has sufficient
money, time, and staff to host many small events in part because of its many collaborative relationships with several IGOs and large Western foundations. Without these
40. Responses 1498, 1499, 1684, 1731, and 1809.
41. Response 1525.
42. Response 1253.
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resources, these organizations would not confront or adapt to the restrictions on assembly and speech and would struggle to maintain their access to their respective target
countries.
Thus, as with registration restrictions, INGOs facing assembly and speech restrictions are concerned primarily with maintaining access to the country. Confronting these
laws, however, is more costly, risky, and not always necessary. When their core mission
does not entail a political threat to the government, INGOs react by engaging in selfcensorship or publicly demonstrating their political neutrality. When INGO programs
are inherently political or are directly threatened by these regulations, organizations rely
on their programmatic flexibility to avoid changing to their core missions.

5.3

Article 19

The idea of amicable contempt predicts that INGOs with greater flexibility—that is, organizations that are larger, better funded, that collaborate with other organizations, and
have close relationships with local government officials—will be best positioned to adapt
to changing gatekeeping regulations. Programmatic flexibility is especially important
for organizations that find themselves further from their target governments’ ideal preferences. By relying on its instrumental resources, INGOs can maximize the practical
operating environment of the countries they work in and remain in the country without
making changes to their core principles. Survey respondents provide a useful aggregate
view of how INGOs are both affected by gatekeeping regulations and how organizations
rely on their flexibility to maintain access to their target countries. The experiences of
Article 19 illustrate this phenomenon in greater depth.
5.3.1

Mission and strategy

Article 19 was founded in 1987 by the children of American businessman and philanthropist J. Roderick MacArthur, who himself was the son of John MacArthur, a famous
American philanthropist whose endowment established the Chicago-based John D. and
Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation. The younger philanthropist was a champion of civil
rights who “believed that foundations should be at the cutting edge of social change”
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(Nielsen 1996, 132). Before his death in 1984, he laid out his vision to establish an international organization to combat censorship (Fein 1992). Though he died before the
organization was incorporated, his children provided a $500,000 seed grant and founded
what has become one of the most prominent freedom of expression NGOs in the world.
The organization takes its name from the UN’s Universal Declaration of Human Rights,
which establishes that
[e]veryone has the right to freedom of opinion and expression; the right
includes freedom to hold opinions without interference and to seek, receive
and impart information and ideas through any media regardless of frontiers
(United Nations 1948, art. XIX).
In its 30 years of advocacy work, Article 19 has been motivated by a clear vision,
working toward a world “where people are free to speak their opinions, to participate in
decision-making, and to make informed choices about their lives.”43 The practical contours of this vision have evolved over time. In its early years, Article 19 litigated and
lobbied for imprisoned journalists, but over time has expanded its mission to encompass
advocacy for all speech and information. Today, its stated mission is to “work so that
people everywhere can express themselves freely, access information and enjoy freedom
of the press.”44 The organization has a wide-ranging portfolio of programs that cover
each of the three pillars of its core mission. First, a substantial portion of Article 19’s
attention is focused on protecting individual expression. The organization publishes research papers, issues statements, and releases advocacy letters that call on governments
to maintain assembly and speech rights and discourage repressive regimes from passing laws to abrogate those rights. Article 19 also gets involved directly with litigation
and lobbying, working with local lawyers to defend the rights of people imprisoned for
self-expression and advising politicians and bureaucrats as they draft new laws to regulate expression. Second, the organization is concerned with ensuring access to information. Article 19 consults governments and lobbies for Right to Information (RTI) laws
43. Article 19, “Vision,” https://www.article19.org/pages/en/vision.html, accessed August 2, 2017.
44. Article 19, “Mission,” https://www.article19.org/pages/en/mission.html, accessed August 2, 2017.

192

that guarantee access to public information and promote government transparency and
accountability. The organization also advocates for progressive Information and Communication Technology (ICT) laws that guarantee access to the internet. Finally, Article
19 focuses on maintaining and promoting freedom of the press, again lobbying and consulting governments as they draft media laws, advocating for minimal press regulation,
and shaming regimes that engage in violence against the press. The organization has had
substantial success, setting international standards for freedom of expression and working directly with dozens of countries to establish and reform domestic laws regarding
speech, assembly, and expression (Landman and Abraham 2004, 32).
5.3.2

Sources of flexibility

Repressive governments employ gatekeeping regulations to keep contentious INGOs outside of their countries or severely limit their activities within their countries. Article 19
has been successful in creatively adapting to the gatekeeping restrictions in the dozens of
countries it targets because of its deep supply of programmatic flexibility. The organization’s flexibility comes from multiple sources: reliable donors with deep pockets, regional
offices located in stable countries near more repressive target countries, and dozens of
professionalized staff with close connections to the government officials and bureaucrats
best positioned to support freedom of expression-based legislative reform.
Since its initial $500,000 grant from the J. Roderick MacArthur foundation, Article
19 has enjoyed a relatively steady flow of revenue. Though it accepts individual donations, the bulk of Article 19’s funding comes from governments and large organizations.
Roughly half of its income comes from various British government agencies (Stroup 2012,
180), including the UK Foreign and Commonwealth Office, the UK’s Department for International Aid (DFID), and British embassies. The remainder comes from other foreign
governments—primarily Sweden and Norway—intergovernmental organizations like the
Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) and the European Commission, and large American foundations and nonprofits such as the Open Society Foundations (OSF), the Ford Foundation, the William and Flora Hewlitt Foundation, and the
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Figure 5.4: Article 19’s income, expenditures, and full time staff, 2004–15

National Endowment for Democracy (NED). Article 19 has been able to maintain a relatively steady flow of revenue over time, shifting and seeking out new grants as needed.
For instance, after 2004, funding from the Open Society Foundations dried up, but the
organization was able to replace it with grants from the Ford Foundation (Stroup 2012,
180). In general, the organization has maintained a balanced or surplus budget, which
has allowed it to expand its operations to a global scale (see top panel of Figure 5.4).
More importantly than steady revenue, however, is the alignment of Article 19’s vision with that of its donors. To avoid mission drift, the organization seeks out foundations that already have a history of funding freedom of expression and anti-censorship
work, such as OSF and the Ford Foundation. Article 19 consults with its donors to ensure that their visions and missions align. This is particularly important for the type
of legislative advocacy Article 19 engages in—lobbying is expensive, time consuming,
and runs a high risk of failure, even in democratic political systems. Article 19 staffers
noted that foundations looking for guaranteed quick returns on their social investments
can lack the patience and flexibility to fund the organization’s lobbying efforts. One
compared the slowness of their work with the Polish Solidarity movement in the 1980s,
which received funds from Western donors while making little visible progress in pro194

moting human rights until the fall of communist rule in Poland. The staffer observed
that Solidarity would not have existed had donors thought about the movement like they
do today, with donor emphasis on results-based outcomes.45 Evidence from Bush (2015)
supports this view, showing that donors’ increasing emphasis on professionalization and
measurable results has led to a taming of confrontational democracy assistance programs.
Accordingly, Article 19 seeks out donors with longer time horizons and more permissive
standards of results to ensure that their programs are not tamed by donor demands.
Another key source of flexibility is Article 19’s geographic proximity to the countries
it targets. Since at least the early 2000s, Article 19 has divided its advocacy work primarily by region, assigning staff to portfolios of countries in Africa, Asia, Europe, Latin
America, and the Middle East and North Africa,46 each overseen by an expert program
officer. The organization also maintains issue-specific programs focused on law, operations, and digital advocacy,47 covering its work across all regions. Prior to 2005, beyond
a few small regional offices in Latin America, most of Article 19’s staff were based in
London, with program officers traveling regularly to their assigned regions and communicating with implementing partners remotely. In 2004, under the direction of executive
director Agnès Callamard, the organization established a 5-year strategic vision that included a goal to strengthen Article 19’s global presence, starting by exploring options
for creating permanent local offices in each region (Article 19 2006, 41). By 2007, that
goal had crystalized into a more specific target of establishing “a presence in all five regions by 2010, including through posting of staff, opening of local/regional offices, and/or
institutionalised partnership (franchise) with local NGOs” (Article 19 2008, 18).
Between 2007–08, Article 19 established four regional offices in Kenya, Mexico, Brazil,
and Bangladesh. Regional offices were later established in Senegal and Tunisia, and the
organization today has a nearly global reach (see Figure 5.5). Each local Article 19 office
45. Interview 1056, October 13, 2016, London.
46. The Middle East and North Africa program was separated out of the Africa program in 2006 to allow
for more intense focus on the region (Article 19 2007); the first program officer was hired in 2007 (Article
19 2008, 19).
47. Article 19’s digital advocacy program is its newest, established in 2015.
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Figure 5.5: Article 19’s headquarters and regional offices

is governed by its own local board of directors that is charged with implementing the programs organized and proposed by the central London office. Article 19’s regional offices
are less independent than the country-based affiliates of other human rights advocacy
organizations like Amnesty International, whose country offices have enormous implementation power and strategic latitude (Wong 2012). Article 19’s organizational strategy
is coordinated and overseen in London by its executive director and senior management
team (Landman and Abraham 2004, 30) and supported by a core of roughly 20–30 permanent staff members.
Beginning in 2013, under the leadership of its new executive director Thomas Hughes,
Article 19’s focus became substantially more global. The organization had previously
spent the majority of its programming expenses on programs in Africa, with a peak in
2013 of nearly £1,000,000 (see Figure 5.6a). Since then, however, African spending has
been reduced while programs in other regions have seen increased funding. Looking
at the percent of money spent on regional programs highlights this shift more clearly.
African programs had consistently accounted for roughly a third of all regional expenditures until the organization’s global turn in 2013–14. By 2015, all regions received
between 12 and 22 percent of the organization’s expenses, with no clear outliers (see
Figure 5.6b). Article 19’s focus on global advocacy was made possible because of its
network of regional and national offices. In conjunction with the normalization of its re196

Global

Africa

Asia

Europe and Central Asia

Latin America

Middle East and North Africa

£1,000,000

Reported expenditures

£750,000
£500,000
£250,000

£1,000,000
£750,000
£500,000
£250,000
2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

(a) Actual expenditures
Global

Africa

Asia

Europe and Central Asia

Latin America

Middle East and North Africa

Percent spent on region

30%
20%
10%

30%
20%
10%
2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

(b) Expenditures as percent of total

Figure 5.6: Article 19’s expenditures by region, 2011–15

gional focus, Article 19 expanded its staff substantially between 2011–2013, quadrupling
the number of full time employees (see bottom panel of Figure 5.4) and spreading its new
staff to its regional offices. More staff and regional experts deployed in national offices
gives the organization increased access to government officials, enhances their ability
to lobby governments, and allows them to stay abreast of regulatory changes. Article
19 systematically reanalyzes the legal environment of its host countries every few years
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and relies on its country experts to understand how changes in the practical operating
environment might influence its ability to continue to engage in advocacy.48
A final source of Article 19’s programmatic flexibility is its close collaborative relationships with more than 90 different governments, IGOs, and INGOs.49 In addition
to working closely with the British, Norwegian, and Swedish governments (who are its
largest governmental funders), Article 19 was a founding member of the International
Freedom of Expression Exchange (IFEX), a global network of advocacy NGOs created in
1992 (Sharpe 2000, 46). Today, IFEX boasts more than 100 organizational members, including prominent human rights organizations like the Electronic Frontier Foundation,
Human Rights Watch, Reporters without Borders, and PEN International.50 Participation
in issue networks like IFEX boosts Article 19’s lobbying and litigation capacity and grants
it access to countries and resources that are closed off due to gatekeeping regulations.
5.3.3

Maintaining access to restrictive countries

Restrictions on individual freedom of expression have increased in concert with restrictions in civic space and associational life—authoritarian states are increasingly cracking
down on both speech and civil society. While Article 19 is primarily concerned with
maintaining freedom of expression, it must also confront the more restrictive legal operating environments in the countries it works in. The organization recognizes this, noting
that “civic space isn’t closing—it’s closed.”51 In the past few years, Article 19 has become more conscious about maintaining access to repressive target countries. Its 2014
annual report, entitled “Protecting Civic Space,” not only outlined the organization’s legislative and advocacy accomplishments from the previous year, but explained how more
restrictive anti-NGO legislation had made it more difficult to engage in their work. Paddy
Coulter, chairman of the organization, observed that “2014 was a year of growth for us:
48. Interview 1056, October 13, 2016, London.
49. Article 19, “What we do,” https://www.article19.org/pages/en/what-we-do.html, accessed August 2,
2017.
50. IFEX, “Our Network,” https://www.ifex.org/our_network/, accessed August 2, 2017..
51. Interview 1056, October 13, 2016, London.
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growth in the threats to information and media freedoms around the world but also in our
capacity to respond” (Article 19 2015b, 3). This willingness and “capacity to respond”—or
what I term instrumental flexibility—has allowed Article 19 to creatively adapt to increasingly burdensome gatekeeping regulations over the past decade. In particular, the organization has made specific strategic shifts to allow it to cope with restrictions targeting
both entry and its programs.
5.3.3.1

Responses to entry restrictions

On its face, moving strategic planning and implementation away from the organization’s
central offices in London was designed to enhance the organization’s access to remote
partners, allowing it to “respond more swiftly to opportunities or crises, … be closer
to [its] partners, work more closely with them, and thus be more capable to respond
to their demands and strengthen interactions and capacities” (Article 19 2009, 38). Beyond enhancing the organization’s programmatic efficiency by moving its experts to the
field, decentralization also provided legal and regulatory benefits and allowed Article
19’s central offices to better handle the complexities of each country’s gatekeeping and
registration regulations. These offices were formally registered according to each country’s foreign NGO regulations, and to smooth the registration process, each office was
established as part of projects funded by large donors. Article 19 Mexico, for example,
was created in 2008 as part of a Right to Information (RTI) advocacy campaign funded
by the Hewlett Foundation—its local registration was incidental to the overall program.
The other regional offices followed a similar pattern: Article 19 Brazil and Article 19
Bangladesh were both incorporated in 2008 while implementing RTI programs funded
by DFID, while Article 19 Kenya was registered in 2007 to undertake a project in Sudan funded by the European Commission and the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs
(Article 19 2009, 38). Article 19 collaborated with its funders to overcome and avoid
registration hurdles. Not only did bundling the registration of its regional offices with
larger grants sponsored by governmental aid agencies like DFID and the European Commission expedite the registration process in each country, linking registration to grant
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fulfillment imbued Article 19’s regional offices and programs with international backing
and legitimacy.
Article 19 further ensured the success of their remote registration status by strategically selecting countries with the most amenable and navigable civil society regulatory
environments, essentially choosing the “best house in a bad neighborhood” (Barry et
al. 2015). As mentioned previously, Article 19 reanalyzes legal trends in its various host
countries to ensure that its mission aligns with the regulatory environments of its various target countries. Gatekeeping regulations factor into their decisions to expand to
other countries. In the past decade, the organization has considered establishing a more
formal presence in countries like Egypt and China, but concluded that the regulatory
environments for INGOs in these countries would require too much effort and too many
legal resources to keep any offices open.52
When deciding where to expand its regional offices, Article 19 selects countries where
it can have the most impact—both in-country and throughout the region—with the least
amount of government interference. Brazil, Bangladesh, Mexico, Kenya, Senegal, and
Tunisia each have more relaxed and friendlier laws than their regional neighbors. Registering as an international NGO in India, Ethiopia, Sudan, or Egypt, for instance, is more
expensive, complicated, and risky than working from Bangladesh, Kenya, or Tunisia. The
organization formally registered its office in Tunisia in 2011 precisely because it was the
“safe option.”53 Because post-revolutionary laws regarding NGO registration were more
open than any other country in the region, Tunis became a safe central home base for
Article 19’s Middle Eastern work.
Article 19 can afford to be selective in where it places its regional offices because of
its large budget and international flexibility. Since it already has an established headquarters in London, it can take time to deliberate and debate possible regional offices.
With consistent revenue, it can take more risks as it expands its programs. The Tunis
office was formally incorporated in 2011, but as explained below, Article 19 has been ac52. Interview 1056, October 13, 2016, London.
53. Interview 1056, October 13, 2016, London.
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tive in Tunisia since at least 2004. Rather than establish regional offices from scratch, the
organization builds on existing work and connections. Additionally, because it has multiple programs spread across the world, the organization can close and relocate its offices
more easily. In the 1990s, prior to the organization’s official policy of decentralization,
it incorporated Article 19 South Africa as a regional subsidiary organization. Rising operational costs and increasing difficulties with coordination led to the office’s closure in
2004 (Stroup 2012, 180; Article 19 2005b), but leaving the country did not have an overly
negative effect on Article 19’s programs in the region. From its base in London, the organization continued to hold workshops, lobby politicians, consult bureaucrats, and litigate
against censorship throughout the region in 2004 (Article 19 2005a, 2006). While it has
not yet been forced out of any of its current regional offices because of gatekeeping regulations, past experience shows that Article 19 would likely be able to absorb and adapt
to such a change because of its flexibility, shifting resources and staff around to different
regional or home offices.
5.3.3.2

Responses to programmatic restrictions

Gatekeeping laws exist not only to filter out organizations that can cause potential political risks—governments can enact legislation or arbitrarily implement existing regulations
to make life difficult for organizations already in their countries. While registration laws
predominantly affect Article 19’s regional offices, the organization must contend with
regulations that target and restrict the organization’s programming in all countries where
it engages in advocacy, including countries where it does not have a permanent formal
presence. In its 2014 annual report, dedicated to closing civic space, Article 19 noted
that programming restrictions—particularly legal and security threats against in-country
staff—were one of the most urgent challenges to undertaking its mission. Executive director Thomas Hughes observed, “Unfortunately, 2014 was marked by a deteriorating
security environment for us and our partners. Threats against staff increased, mirroring the global trend of greater suppression and restriction of individuals and institutions
defending human rights” (Article 19 2015b, 4).
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Article 19 has responded to rising security threats by increasing its spending on security services, hiring and contracting additional guards, translators, fixers, and support
staff. This additional security support has allowed the organization to continue its work
in its various target countries, but it has imposed significant costs and increased expenditures by roughly 10%.54 For instance, in 2014 one staff member was detained in Ethiopia
on his way to conduct a safety training workshop. Immigration officials confiscated his
passport and phone and denied him access to legal advice (Article 19 2015b, 15). In response, Article 19 had to unexpectedly increase its Ethiopian advocacy, lobbying against
the government both for imprisoned journalists and bloggers and for the safety and continued access of program staff in the country. Similarly, following the passage of a new
anti-terrorism and national security law in Kenya that granted the government the ability
to arbitrarily reexamine or cancel the registrations of civil society organizations,55 Article 19 increased both its security spending and its litigation against the regime, responses
made possible by the organization’s reliable access to revenue and its professional legal
staff.
In many of its target countries, laws and regulations prohibit Article 19 from engaging
in different forms of advocacy. The organization has a diverse menu of possible advocacy
activities, and it selects which programs to offer based on both the needs and the practical
operating environment of the target country. Because Article 19 works in dozens of
different countries and engages in a wide variety of forms of advocacy, it can match its
programming to its host legal environment, continue its mission, and maintain some
access to the country without fundamentally changing its vision.
For instance, Article 19 faces intense opposition to its pro-speech litigation in countries with strict blasphemy laws. In Sudan in 2008, the organization created the Khartoum
Advocacy Centre Blog and worked with local lawyers to advocate on behalf of a journalist
imprisoned on charges of blasphemy. However, in 2009, following government hostility and threats, Article 19 closed down the blog and helped its local partners leave the
54. Interview 1056, October 13, 2016, London.
55. Human Rights Watch, “Kenya: Security Bill Tramples Basic Rights,” December 13, 2014, accessed
August 2, 2017, https://www.hrw.org/news/2014/12/13/kenya-security-bill-tramples-basic-rights.
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country (Article 19 2010, 7). The organization adopted a “new strategy of interventions”
targeted at Sudan and has continued its advocacy efforts from exile, criticizing the country for censorship and speech-based discrimination through regular reports and through
presentations before the African Commission on Human and Peoples’ Rights (Article 19
2010, 2012). In the case of Iran, which prohibits all speech that promotes homosexuality,
all of Article 19’s LGBT-focused advocacy occurs online only, and the organization makes
no attempt to have a physical presence in the country.56 Gatekeeping laws focused on
INGO programs keep Article 19 out of the country, but through regular contact with
exiled activists and their prolific use of internet publishing (as seen in Figure 5.7, Iran
receives the most published attention in the Middle East), the organization continues to
engage in its mission of promoting freedom of expression. Article 19’s diverse menu of
programming enables it to creatively respond and adapt to regulations that restrict its
in-country activities.
As Article 19 regularly notes, the rights of expression and assembly are deeply linked:
“the defence of freedom of expression and access to information is essentially the defence
of civic space” (Article 19 2015b, 8). Because improvements to expression rights lead to
improvements in assembly rights, one of Article 19’s more unique responses to legal
restrictions on civil society is to lobby the government for regulatory and statutory reforms in both expression and assembly, advancing “progressive interpretations of human
rights laws that allow people to gather, speak, and seek information” (Article 19 2015b,
8) and “embed[ding] freedom of expression in the infrastructure of government” (Article
19 2016, 31). Article 19’s litigation and consultation on issues of freedom of expression
allow the organization to shape the legal environments of its target countries. This, in
turn, has powerful knock-on effects: improving the legal environment in one country
allows the organization to maintain its access throughout the region.
Tunisia provides a prime example of this phenomenon. Article 19 began working
in the country in 2005 as part of the Tunisia Monitoring Group (IFEX-TMG), a special
eight-year endeavor organized by IFEX. Working with regional and international part56. Interview 1056, October 13, 2016, London.

203

ners such as the Arabic Network for Human Rights Information, Index on Censorship,
Freedom House, and the Egyptian Organization for Human Rights, IFEX-TMG sent regular fact-finding and consulting missions to Tunisia, culminating in multiple reports outlining legislative recommendations to enhance media freedom, end censorship, and improve the rights of association, assembly, and movement (IFEX-TMG 2005, 2010). Under
President Zine El Abidine Ben ʿAli, few of the recommendations had a change of being implemented. However, following the president’s overthrow during the 2011 Arab
Spring uprising, Article 19 was ideally positioned to influence human rights policy in the
country, and it opened a formal regional office in Tunis. Building on relationships established during IFEX-TMG missions, newly-elected Tunisian politicians solicited technical
advice from Article 19 on issues related to freedom of expression and human rights more
generally. The organization held workshops for legislators, offered regular comments
on the nascent constitution, and worked with the president and party chairs to ensure
that the legal environment for speech and assembly in the newly democratizing country would be safe and inviting (Article 19 2013). In January 2014, the country’s National
Constituent Assembly (NCA) adopted a new constitution that generally accorded with
international human rights standards. Prominent politicians cited Article 19’s assistance
throughout the drafting process, including interim president Moncef Marzouki and NCA
president Mustapha Ben Jafar (Article 19 2015b, 16).
The final post-revolutionary constitution was not perfect, and subsequent governments have continued to infringe on expression rights. However, secure in its legal status, Article 19 has been able to maintain the contentiousness of its work in Tunisia, issuing 87 advocacy letters and statements since the fall of Ben ʿAli in 2011 (see Figure 5.7),
condemning government abuses, censorship, and arrests of journalists and activists. The
organization’s close connections with local politicians—as well as the more permissive
legal environment for advocacy in general—allow Article 19 to continue its mission and
litigate against the government.
Additionally, Article 19 has been able to use Tunisia as a regional home base. Egypt,
Syria, Bahrain, and other Middle Eastern countries have all imposed strict gatekeeping
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Figure 5.7: Advocacy letters, reports, legal analyses, policy briefs, press releases, statements, and
updates published by Article 19 in the Middle East, 2011–2017

regulations, either by preventing registration or by imposing rules that make human
rights advocacy illegal. To get around these restrictions, Article 19 brings regional activists to its Tunisia office for training and research, rather than sending staff to those
more restrictive countries.57 As a result, despite closed and dangerous civic space, Article 19 has been able to maintain the contentiousness of its post-Arab Spring advocacy,
issuing reports and policy briefs to countries throughout the region (see Figure 5.7). Using its Tunisian office as a regional hub and tool for circumventing gatekeeping laws,
however, is only possible because of the organization’s programmatic flexibility. Collaboration with IFEX-TMG, politicians, and local NGOs in the years prior to the revolution,
consistent government- and foundation-based funding, and highly trained staff allowed
Article 19 to rapidly establish an office in 2011 and have positioned the organization to
remain active in the region.
The laws impeding Article 19’s work are not generally designed to take control over
its mission—rather, these regulations are designed to make operating an INGO abroad
more difficult and costly. Article 19 has been able to adapt to these increasingly onerous gatekeeping regulations by relying on its large budget, its large menu of possible
programs, its longstanding host government partnerships, and its network of regional
offices. By drawing on these resources, the organization has been able to maximize the
theoretical overlap with regime preferences and remain active in dozens of countries.
57. Interview 1056, October 13, 2016, London.
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5.4

AMERA UK / Egypt / International

Article 19’s reserves of programmatic flexibility allowed it circumvent gatekeeping regulations and maintain its antagonistic relationship with its target countries. Following
the theoretical argument, INGOs that are more cooperative and undertake programs that
are more aligned with regime preferences will face less regulatory pressure, and subsequently require less flexibility to stay active in their target countries. However, maintaining a small, low-budget INGO carries risks, even if the organization engages in regimealigned programs. The case of AMERA International demonstrates how changes in a
country’s civil society regulatory environment can shrink the practical operating environment so much that naturally cooperative INGOs find themselves at risk of expulsion.
5.4.1

Mission and strategy

In the wake of mass displacements of people in India and Pakistan in 1947 and Korea in
1950, the United Nations held a Conference of Plenipotentiaries on the Status of Refugees
and Stateless Persons in 1951. This conference issued the 1951 Refugee Convention (later
expanded with a 1967 protocol), which established the Office of the United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), created legal standards for designating displaced
people as refugees, and laid out the responsibilities of signatory states in protecting
refugee rights. Specifically, the Convention and subsequent Protocol define a refugee
as someone who is out of their country of nationality, has a well-founded fear of persecution because of race, religion, nationality, social group, or political opinion, and is
unable to return to their home country for fear of persecution (UNHCR 2010). Recipient countries have a responsibility to provide a standard of care for refugees, but legal
refugee status is not automatic—recipient countries must determine the cause and extent
of the fear of persecution and the reason behind that persecution.
As a result of this ambiguity, the contemporary legal landscape for refugees is fraught
with complications. Determination of asylum status is expensive, time consuming, and
fraught with risk, as recipient countries are often unwilling to accept refugees. Refugees
are also particularly vulnerable to sex and labor trafficking, especially since many are
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dependent on smugglers to leave their home countries (Gallagher 2002). Obtaining legal
services is cost prohibitive and asylum seekers are often unable to access their rights as
refugees.
After 15 years of fieldwork among refugees in West Africa, British anthropologist
Dr. Barbara Harrell-Bond founded the Refugee Studies Centre at Oxford, one of the first
academic research centers focused on the modern complexities of refugee law. Following
her retirement, she moved between Kenya, Uganda, and Egypt, establishing legal assistance programs for refugees in those countries. Building on her years of expertise in
studying and working with refugees, in 2003, Dr. Harrell-Bond and a board of trustees
founded Africa and Middle East Refugee Assistance UK (AMERA UK), driven by the belief that “legal aid … is the right of all refugees.”58 AMERA’s mission is to “provide pro
bono legal aid for refugees in countries where such services are non-existent or limited
and where legal representation might assist them in actualizing their rights.”59 Since its
incorporation in 2003, AMERA UK (now AMERA International)60 has provided a variety of programs designed to assist refugees, including pro bono litigation and advocacy,
refugee status determination, social support for survivors of human trafficking and sexand gender-based violence, resettlement assistance, and assistance for unaccompanied
minors. True to its name, AMERA has worked exclusively in the Middle East and North
Africa, operating primarily in Egypt and Uganda, with new partnerships in Cameroon
and Morocco beginning in 2012 (see Figure 5.8).
5.4.2

Sources of flexibility (and inflexibility)

When compared with Article 19, AMERA has had a far more tumultuous experience
with anti-INGO laws, despite its less contentious mission. The fall of former Egyp58. AMERA UK, “Objectives and History,” https://web.archive.org/web/20130820091141/http://amerauk.org/index.php/who-we-are/objectives-a-history, accessed August 2, 2017.
59. AMERA International, “Background,” http://www.amerainternational.org/background/, accessed
August 2, 2017; AMERA International, “Who We Are,” http://www.amerainternational.org/who-we-are/,
accessed August 2, 2017.
60. As described below, there is technically a legal distinction between AMERA UK, AMERA Egypt, and
AMERA International. For the sake of narrative simplicity, I refer to the organization simply as AMERA
unless describing something specific to the organization’s operations in the UK or Egypt.
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AMERA UK (2003–2013) / AMERA International (2015–)
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Refugee Law Project (2003–)

Figure 5.8: AMERA’s offices and primary partners

tian president Ḥosni Mubarak during the 2011 Arab Spring uprising marked a crisis for
the organization and eventually led to its exit from the country. AMERA’s lower levels of instrumental resources meant that as the civil society regulatory environment in
post-revolutionary Egypt shrank, the practical operating environment—or the overlap
between AMERA’s flexibility and the Egyptian regime’s tolerance for INGO services—
constricted accordingly. AMERA had multiple sources of flexibility while working in
Egypt, including well-trained staff and close collaborative relationships with similar refugee
rights organizations, but because of irregular and uncertain revenue, it was unable to
continue operating in the new legal environment. Between 2013–14, AMERA UK closed
down its AMERA Egypt office, transferred its operations to the Egyptian Foundation for
Refugee rights, a local Egyptian-run NGO, and rebranded itself as AMERA International.
AMERA enjoyed multiple sources of flexibility that were valuable in maintaining its
access to Egypt for so long. First, the organization had a small staff, ranging from 20–
30 full time employees between 2004 and 2013, split between AMERA UK and AMERA
Egypt (see bottom panel of Figure 5.9).61 The organization also relied on volunteer interns
to help with paralegal, administrative, and translation work. Staff and volunteers were
diverse, well-trained, and fit the needs of the organization’s constituents. For instance, in
61. AMERA’s fiscal year ends on January 31 of the following year. To align its financial reports with a
January–December calendar year, I shift all reported numbers back one year. Thus, financial figures for
the year ending on January 31, 2009 are marked as 2008.
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2010, the ten staff and volunteer members of AMERA’s refugee status determination legal
team consisted of five Americans, and one each from Rwanda, France, Ireland, Palestine,
and Egypt. The team’s language skills and legal expertise helped it provide legal aid
and representation to nearly 1,400 clients (AMERA UK 2011, 3). All other departments
saw similar diversity in the nationality of their staff—again in 2010, the psychosocial
counseling department was led by British, Somali, Italian, and Egyptian psychologists,
while the community outreach department was headed by an Egyptian assisted by staff
from Sudan, Somalia, Ethiopia, and Eritrea, each of whom were able to maintain close
contacts with refugees from their respective countries (AMERA UK 2011). Egyptians
on staff gave AMERA resources to confront the changing legal environment, while staff
and volunteers from East Africa allowed the organization to maximize its impact in the
refugee community in Cairo.
AMERA also cultivated many partnerships with various refugee and human rights
organizations in Egypt, including the Egyptian Foundation for Refugee Rights, Refuge
Egypt, Caritas, the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), St. Andrews Refugee
Services, Catholic Relief Services, and the El Nadeem Center for Psychological Rehabilitation of Victims of Violence and Torture. In partnering with these organizations, AMERA
Egypt was able to connect refugees with additional psychological, financial, and legal
support, as well as shelter, food, family reunion services, education, and medical care.
More importantly, this collaboration put AMERA at the center of a growing network of
refugee-related NGOs in Cairo (AMERA UK 2014, 2), a position that later proved instrumental for continued service provision after the organization left the country.
Unlike Article 19, which operates in dozens of different countries from its home and
regional offices, AMERA did not enjoy geographic flexibility, primarily because the type
of programming the two organizations offer is fundamentally different. While Article
19 can send activists and researchers into countries to gather information and data, AMERA’s refugee assistance requires direct one-on-one legal advocacy on the ground. As
such, the organization was naturally more limited in the geographic scope of their work.
AMERA UK was created to be an overarching international umbrella organization for as209
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Figure 5.9: AMERA’s income, expenditures, and full time staff, 2004–15

sisting with refugee rights throughout the region, serving “as a model and catalyst for the
development of new refugee legal aid programs throughout the global south” (AMERA
UK 2008, 3). AMERA UK began its work in Uganda and Egypt, establishing the Refugee
Law Project and AMERA Egypt respectively as the main organization’s in-country headquarters. Due to their labor-intensive programs, running these offices required significant funding and time to build up connections to funders, partners, and refugees. AMERA’s work in Uganda was an early success, and the Refugee Law Project was soon spun
off into an independent NGO. AMERA UK stopped including updates about the Refugee
Law Project in its 2010 trustees’ report, and its fundraising commitments ended in 2013
(AMERA UK 2011, 3; 2014). In 2012, AMERA UK identified and began working with
new partners in Morocco (Droit et Justice) and Cameroon (Refugee Welfare Association
Cameroon, or REWAC) (AMERA UK 2013), but due to budget crises and legal challenges
in Egypt, the expansion has been slow. Moving its programs between countries that impose legal restrictions, therefore, is a cumbersome and long process and has not proven
to be an effective response to legal crackdowns.
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AMERA’s most significant obstacle to maintaining its programmatic flexibility in the
face of repressive regulations, however, was its inconsistent and unpredictable revenue
(see Figure 5.9). Since its inception, the organization has received the majority of its
funding from donations from Comic Relief, a UK-based nonprofit that raises millions
pounds during its annual Red Nose Day celebrity-heavy comedy specials broadcast on
the BBC. As seen in the middle panel of Figure 5.9, grants from Comic Relief accounted
for roughly 85% of AMERA’s income in 2004, and has constituted between 50–90% of the
organization’s revenue since then. Comic Relief funding sharply decreased in 2013, just
as AMERA Egypt faced the most pressure and scrutiny, and by 2015 the two organizations’ partnership appears to have ended. Recognizing the lack of diversification in its
income, AMERA sought out other sources of revenue and between 2005–07, it received
grants from the Sigrid Rausing Trust, the Amberstone Trust, and the Ford Foundation.
In 2007–08, AMERA UK hired its first executive director with the intention of stabilizing
the organization’s revenue (AMERA UK 2009, 2). AMERA received grants from many
other family foundations and NGOs like the ICRC, and sought out grants from foreign
governments, ultimately receiving money from the Swiss and US embassies in Cairo and
the US State Department’s Bureau of Population, Refugees, and Migration (PRM). In 2008,
AMERA’s income peaked at more than £600,000, but in following years, the organization
slowly lost foundation and government funding, and by 2015, it was funded exclusively
by a grant from PRM and £5,000 in private donations. Losing its funding from Comic Relief and struggling to maintain regular foundation and government funding put AMERA
in a precarious situation as it confronted legal and safety challenges in Egypt, and the
organization’s lack of flexibility in revenue was a key factor in leaving the country.
5.4.3

Reactions to registration restrictions and losing access to Egypt

AMERA faced few programmatic restrictions while working in Egypt—laws regulating
speech, assembly, and advocacy were rarely an issue for the organization, as it dealt
primarily with individual refugees confronting the international and Egyptian legal systems. Its most challenging legal obstacle, and the issue that led to its withdrawal from
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the country, was its inability to formally register as a civil society organization, which
in turn posed a threat to its safety and continued operations in Egypt. Unlike AMERA’s
Refugee Law Project in Uganda, AMERA Egypt was never able to become fully independent because of unclear and uncertain gatekeeping laws.
As described in chapter 3, prior to the bevy of draft legislation in the wake of the
2011 uprising, civil society organizations in Egypt were governed solely by Law 84 of
2002. Law 84 ostensibly required that all civil society organizations—both domestic and
foreign—be registered with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and prohibited informal or
unregistered associations. In practice, however, Egyptian officials enforced this law with
great discretion, and many NGOs did not register. AMERA UK began the process of
registering AMERA Egypt as its official branch in Cairo in 2010, having already worked
in the country for several years (AMERA UK 2011, 3). The organization did not feel overly
rushed to complete the process, and it received little pressure from the government. One
AMERA director noted that “[b]ecause we were doing what the government was happy
to have done, the government tolerated us,”62 despite the lack of official registration.
AMERA Egypt partnered with a local law firm that provided pro bono legal support for
the registration process (AMERA UK 2012, 7), and it waited for its application to work
through the slow Egyptian bureaucracy.
In January 2011, however, the practical operating environment for AMERA and all
international NGOs working in Egypt changed dramatically. AMERA Egypt periodically
shut down its main offices during the worst political unrest, and staff met with clients
offsite to continue the organization’s work with as few interruptions as possible (AMERA
UK 2012, 2). Despite the unrest, AMERA continued to assist with asylum applications, legal consulting, and victim counseling, but at the same time, the trustees began to set aside
reserves to ensure that the organization could “meet the costs of closure or wind-down”
if circumstances warranted it (AMERA UK 2012, 5). The registration application with
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs stalled amidst the political upheaval and the organization
continued to wait.
62. Interview 1036, August 17, 2016.
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AMERA continued its work through 2012 and 2013, but a large influx of refugees from
Syria, an increasingly restricted and dangerous practical operating environment, and a
dramatic drop in funds put incredible pressure on the organization. To cope with these
challenges, AMERA Egypt increasingly relied on assistance from its partners, working
with ten different NGOs to supplement their services. The organization’s registration
application remained in flux, and President Morsi’s draft legislation targeting foreign
funding raised the specter of uncertainty. Without formal registration as a civil society
organization, AMERA Egypt would not be able to obtain permission to receive funding
from AMERA UK, and the organization would need to close.
The relationship between AMERA Egypt and the Egyptian government was amicable—
police never raided their offices, detained staff, or confiscated resources. Every time the
organization communicated with its contacts at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, they
were told that the application was in order, but final approval from the Ministry never
arrived and their registration status was perpetually pending. However, beginning in
2013, AMERA UK worried that the détente would soon come to an end. The Ministry
had upped its pressure on other international humanitarian organizations like Oxfam,
and state security forces regularly raided local NGOs receiving foreign funding.63 By the
end of 2013, AMERA UK “saw the handwriting on the wall,” assumed that its legal status
would never be secured, and began the process of transferring the operations of AMERA
Egypt to the Egyptian Foundation for Refugee Rights (EFRR).64
As AMERA’s practical operating environment in Egypt shrunk (i.e. the overlap of
its programmatic flexibility with the regime’s civil society regulatory environment), the
organization lacked sufficient resources to maintain its access to the country—in particular because of its irregular and uncertain income. In 2014, AMERA UK closed AMERA
Egypt, temporarily reincorporated as the International Refugee Rights Initiative (IRRI)
in the UK (IRRI 2015), and continued to send grants to EFRR, though with little input
into the management of its programs. In October 2014, EFRR took full control over all
63. See, for instance, Euro-Mediterranean Human Rights Network (2013).
64. Interview 1036, August 17, 2016.
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programs, and in 2015, IRRI completed its drawdown from Egypt, changed its name to
AMERA International, and slowly began to expand its fundraising and training activities
in Morocco and Cameroon (AMERA International 2015).

5.5

Conclusion

Autocratic governments rely on gatekeeping regulations to limit the potential destabilizing influence of international NGOs working in their countries. Laws regarding registration, assembly, speech, and general INGO programming allow governments to filter
out unwanted organizations, either by gumming up INGO operations and making life
more difficult and costly, or by preventing INGOs from entering their countries in the
first place.
Findings from the survey show that INGOs confronting gatekeeping regulations are
most concerned with entering or remaining in the target country. Organizations that
undertake issues that are aligned with regime preferences willingly register, engage in
self-censorship, and publicly demonstrating their political neutrality to demonstrate their
compliance. As the relationship between INGOs and governments becomes more antagonistic, compliance becomes more difficult. Under these circumstances, INGOs draw on
their range of programmatic flexibility to either creatively adapt to the regulations or
avoid the government entirely.
Importantly, in the case of both Article 19 and AMERA, the governments imposing
gatekeeping laws do not attempt to assert control over or induce changes to their programs. Rather, these laws are designed to make it more costly to operate in the organizations’ target countries. INGOs that can afford to spend additional resources to maintain
access do so. Article 19 was successful in proactively reshaping the associational and
speech laws in Tunisia because of its longstanding relationships with key government
officials and its deep connections with local partners and larger networks of similar INGOs. As a result of the more open legal environment in Tunisia, the organization has
been able to maintain the contentiousness of its work there and throughout the region.
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Smaller and less contentious organizations do not typically face additional gatekeeping burdens because of their alignment with regime preferences—their relationship with
their host regimes is naturally more cooperative. When political contexts change and
regulations become better enforced, small INGOs cannot adapt effectively. AMERA’s
departure from Egypt occurred because of a worsening civil society regulatory environment. Facing the threat of political instability in the wake of the Arab Spring uprising,
Presidents Morsi and Sisi constrained the allowable space for civil society advocacy by
threatening to pass (and later, actually passing) additional gatekeeping laws to keep foreign NGOs out of the country. Even though AMERA’s refugee assistance activities were
closely aligned with regime preferences, in the face of regulatory uncertainty, it transferred its key programs to other organizations and left the country.
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6
“Some state officials want your services”: INGO
Responses to Program Capture Regulations

Gatekeeping regulations provide repressive governments with tools to filter out unwanted
international NGOs and reduce the effectiveness of the organizations they allow in their
country. Rules that emphasize gatekeeping are defensive and allow regimes to balance
and control the constellation of political institutions they face. Repressive governments
are not limited to regulatory defense, though. Governments can take advantage of the
foreign organizations working in their countries and use their services to boost their own
public image at home and abroad. The presence of foreign organizations in failed states
can signal growing stability and instill confidence in potential investors. For example, an
education INGO working in East Africa reports:
The [g]overnment is desperately seeking any form of cooperation with foreign countries to re-establish a resemblance of normality in a war-ravaged
country that is slowly trying to lift off. Therefore any international action is
warmly welcomed by top brass executives of any political side.1
1. Response 1412.
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The presence of foreign NGOs can also act as a signal of compliance with international
norms to domestic audiences. INGOs provide specialized services and expertise that are
often not offered by domestic firms or local governments. Government ministries tend
to partner with INGOs “whenever they need… services”2 to take advantage of improved
services and to access better resources. One disaster relief INGO working in South Asia
reports having a close and productive relationship with the government, since it “has
recognized how quickly and efficiently our nonprofit was able to provide relief services
and has supported partnerships with us in many areas related to our programs of health,
education and [disaster] recovery.”3 Finally, government officials will also use foreign
NGO services and expertise for personal political gain—a public health INGO working
in West Africa notes that “some state officials want your services to be in their home
villages and community”4 as a form of pork barrel politics, securing aid and services for
their constituents, while an education INGO reports that the Latin American government
they work with generally ignores them, except during elections, when “politicians will
visit the partner we work with for photo ops.”5
Governments can reap the benefits of international NGOs by employing regulations
designed both to (1) capture the resources and programmatic outputs of INGO activities
and (2) co-opt INGOs to act more amenably to regime preferences. In contrast with gatekeeping laws, regulations focused on program capture are designed to distort INGO missions, reducing the distance between the two parties’ ideal points by nudging the INGO’s
core values closer to the government’s preferences (see Figure 4.20). Laws related to
oversight and funding open the door for increased government control over INGO activities, potentially giving regime officials authority over organizational management and
2. Response 1464.
3. Response 1608.
4. Response 1307.
5. Response 1775.
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in-country budgets. INGOs can get locked into their programs and lose access to streams
of foreign revenue. Additionally, governments can selectively use NGO regulations to
generate public support for their regimes, either through positive public relations campaigns and photo opportunities, or by holding up INGOs as scapegoats and symbols of
foreign intervention.
As with gatekeeping restrictions, the level of regulatory pressure from capture restrictions depends on the contentiousness of their relationship with the government. Low
contention organizations generally fall within the regime’s negotiation space and do not
need to be induced to change—these kinds of organizations already provide the regime
with direct benefits, offering aid, education, and other services the government needs.
Since confronting government abuses and advocating for reform is not a priority for low
contention organizations, these INGOs tend to not be as concerned with capture-focused
regulations and instead focus on just carrying out their missions—many explicitly shape
their programs to meet government needs to avoid regulatory burdens. INGOs involved
in more contentious programs, though, must confront program capture restrictions. As
with gatekeeping regulations, INGOs draw on their programmatic flexibility when responding to restrictions aimed at capturing their programs. However, there are subtle
differences in how organizations rely on these resources. INGOs’ primary goal when
responding to registration laws is to maintain access to the country. Article 19 lobbied
the Tunisian government to improve its civil society regulatory environment so it could
safely remain, while AMERA worked for years to formally register and was hesitant to
leave—exiting the country was its last option. Program capture restrictions elicit a different response. Instead of working to stay in the country, INGOs ensure that their missions
are not compromised or co-opted. For organizations that can afford to do so, exiting the
country and working from abroad to avoid resource, managerial, or public relations capture is a common response. Organizations with more resources are better able to resist
changes to their missions and mitigate negative publicity.
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In this chapter, I continue to draw on evidence from survey respondents to investigate the strategies INGOs use to resist capture and co-optation. I then explore two more
international NGOs in greater depth: (1) Index on Censorship, a small magazine-cumadvocacy INGO that shames and lobbies against censorious governments from its headquarters in London, and (2) the International Republican Institute (IRI), a large democracy
promotion INGO that monitors elections and advocates for political rights and civil liberties in more than 80 countries. I explore how these two INGOs move their programs in
and out of target countries to protect their missions against government attempts to control their resources, capture their management, and use their advocacy as fuel in public
relations campaigns.

6.1

Nonprofit mission evolution and the importance of agency

Before looking at how governments work to capture INGO programs and how organizations respond and react to these attempts, a brief discussion of nonprofit mission
evolution is helpful. Nonprofit missions can and should evolve in response to changes
in the institutional environment, including revisions to government regulations, shifting
donor preferences, and developments in stakeholder needs. Successful nonprofit strategy
is “contingent on appropriate interpretation of environmental conditions and formulating an organizational response to address those conditions” (Brown 2010, 207; Mintzberg
1979; Moore 2000a). To be effective, strategic evolution must take external trends and
political developments into account (Bryson 2010; Poister and Streib 1999). Importantly,
research has found that organizations interested in maximizing effectiveness, changes in
strategy should be purposeful and aligned with organizational values (Scheimann 2009).
Survey respondents describe a variety of reasons for strategically shifting and refining
their core missions over time. Organizations report that they “respond to issues in soci-
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ety,”6 “change [their] programming based on the needs and suggestions of the villagers”7
and “flex [their] priorities and reorganize in accordance with the immediate needs at the
time they had arisen,”8 strategically changing their core missions to better align with the
social environment and needs of their stakeholders.
Others change their missions in response to shifting donor demands (Bush 2015).
Sometimes this involves a minor retooling of programs. For instance, organizations that
previously received funding from large development IGOs like USAID, DFID, and UN
agencies restructured their programs focused on accomplishing the UN’s Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs) to instead target the new Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) that form the foundation of the UN’s anti-poverty 2030 Agenda.9 Aligning with
donor preferences can also require more substantial programmatic changes—one respondent laments, “I hope we evolve to meet changing needs, but, alas, we also evolve to meet
changing donor priorities.”10 Despite organizations’ attempts to strategically respond to
stakeholder needs, donor priorities are often more salient and receive higher priority,
leading to mission drift (Jones 2007).
Adapting to stakeholder and donor demands is not an insurmountable challenge, as
both parties’ preferences are generally aligned with INGO missions—though their priorities might shift, donors concerned with prosocial issues tend to remain focused on
similar issues. Additionally, ideally INGOs will voluntarily choose to respond to changes
in their environments and maintain a degree of agency when designing their strategies.
However, when working in repressive political contexts where government and INGO
preferences are not aligned, conscientious strategic planning becomes more difficult and
6. Response 1221.
7. Response 1608.
8. Response 1323.
9. Responses 1237, 1340, 1418, 1607, and 1758.
10. Response 1783. See also Response 1361.
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the threat of externally-imposed mission drift looms larger. Maintaining organizational
agency and autonomy is more difficult, and changes in programming can be brought
about involuntarily. Not only do authoritarian regulations serve to limit access to INGO
target countries, as shown in the previous chapter, these laws are also designed to distort the missions of their guest INGOs and reshape them in the government’s favor. In
order to gain or maintain access to the country, INGOs can reshape their goals and missions to align better with their host governments’ preferences: one highly contentious
conflict resolution INGO working in Southeast Asia restructures its mission to maintain
legal status in its host country, explaining that “[w]e have to comply with regustration
regulations, and have to provide information / shape our programme to be able to be
registered [sic].”11 Making these changes can conflict with INGO core values and result
in a loss of control or agency over their strategies. Repressive governments are aware
of this and can structure their regulatory environments in a way that allows them to coopt or capture the programs of their foreign guests. Governments and INGOs thus find
themselves in a state of amicable contempt, adding an extra dimension to the challenge
of strategically adapting to the political environment.

6.2

Resource capture: regulating funding and resources

First, governments use regulations to capture and control INGO funding. Resourcefocused restrictions are as common as restrictions on registration—only a third of responding organizations report not feeling any effects of resource-related laws (see Figure 6.1).12 By regulating and limiting access to funds, governments are able to directly
target a crucial element of instrumental flexibility—a diversity of reliable revenue streams
11. Response 1486. See also Response 1541.
12. The probability that the difference in proportion of high and low contention INGOs is greater than
zero is low or null for all of the possible levels of resource and funding restrictions: high contention organizations lean toward more substantial pressure (𝑃(Δ > 0) = 0.26) but there is no substantial difference
between high and low contention organizations feeling moderate (𝑃(Δ > 0) = 0.68) or no restrictions
(𝑃(Δ > 0) = 0.5). All posterior probabilities are available in Table B.7 in the appendix.
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Figure 6.1: Severity of program capture regulations, divided by contentiousness

lends INGOs stability, and losing access to those streams can pressure organizations to
become more aligned with government preferences.
At first glance, regulations aimed at limiting funding and resources appear to be related to gatekeeping, since controlling revenue sources can reduce an organization’s level
of programmatic flexibility and can allow regimes to restrict INGO access to their countries. However, funding regulations are more likely to target organizational values and
coerce changes in programming and strategy. In some cases, some respondents hesitantly reported that they had changed the issues they worked on and become friendlier
with government demands in response to laws dealing with financial regulation and foreign donations.13 Much more commonly, though, government oversight over resources
enables regimes to extract monetary benefits from guest INGOs and co-opt their activities for political gain. Attempts to co-opt or capture resources and revenue challenge
core organizational values, and in response to these regulations, INGOs focus more on
protecting their missions than on maintaining access to the country.
Governments can use regulations to directly capture resources by channelling money
from INGOs into regime coffers. As one human rights organization in Central Africa
13. Response 1672.
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notes, many restrictive states act as though “international [organizations] do not have
the right to grant a certain amount of funds without passing through them,”14 and accordingly, states structure their regulatory environment in ways that encourage the capture
of foreign money. According to survey respondents, strict laws related to resources—
that notably need not be designed specifically with NGOs in mind—are the first step in
a chain of events that allow restrictive governments to potentially seize resources and
compromise organizational values.
First, governments use both (1) indirect regulations such as import controls and payroll taxes, and (2) laws directly targeted at NGO funding sources as a method for imposing financial inefficiencies to slow down INGO activities and skim from their resources.
These types of resource-related laws place pressure on low contention organizations that
focus on humanitarian assistance and disaster relief, since governments are better able to
tap into the raw materials that these organizations deal with. For example, a humanitarian assistance INGO working in the Caribbean describes how import laws limiting foreign
goods obstruct their activities, stating that it “[c]osts money while waiting for containers of goods to clear customs and the processing of our annual report that includes our
Import List, which must be pre-approved annually taking months for approval delays
our shipments and customs clearance even more.”15 A development organization in East
Africa faces similar laws restricting imports: “Imported resources are heavily taxed even
though the resources are targeting vulnerable communities in the country. Rather than
making things easier for such work, legal obstacles are put forth.”16 Employment laws
can also adversely affect international NGOs. One organization working in Latin America notes that government-mandated pay increases and changes in employee benefits for
local staff “hurt us financially and results in the need to raise more funds while at the
14. Response 1339.
15. Response 1197.
16. Response 1700.
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same time cutting costs in some areas,”17 while one working in the Caribbean explains
that compulsory contributions to state social security and insurance schemes impose unnecessary costs and inefficiencies for their local employees.18
More prominent than these indirect types of resource-focused regulations, though,
are laws limiting foreign funding for NGOs. Since the late 2000s, many countries have
passed laws severely limiting or banning funding from foreign donors. This emphasis on
foreign funding laws is warranted—as discussed above, registration laws can be benign
and do not necessarily adversely affect INGOs, and restrictions on assembly and speech
target a specific subset of advocacy- and politics-oriented INGOs that non-contentious
NGOs. Foreign funding laws, on the other hand, explicitly limit foreign influence on
domestic activities and cause direct harm to all international NGOs, which are internationally funded by definition. Perhaps more than any other factor, the international community’s focus on a global crackdown on civil society gained prominence in response to
laws that specifically targeted foreign funding and connections, including Russia’s 2012
Foreign Agents law, China’s 2017 Foreign NGO law, and Egypt’s 2017 anti-NGO law.
Foreign funding laws have an obvious gatekeeping function, and in previous chapters I
showed that authoritarian regimes use them in concert with the de facto civil society regulatory environment to control which INGOs are allowed in the country. Organizations
working in highly repressive regimes are often prohibited from contacting international
organizations and can face “prosecution for receiving foreign aid and cooperation with
international NGOs.”19 Governments are also suspicious of foreign funding “in part because they know terror groups receive funding this way, but also because they look down
upon any outside influences.”20 Chaudhry (2016), Dupuy, Ron, and Prakash (2015), and
17. Response 1197.
18. Response 1574.
19. Response 1328.
20. Response 1374.
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Dupuy, Ron, and Prakash (2016) find similar results: states overwhelmingly take political
concerns into account when deciding to limit the activities of NGOs.
In addition to their gatekeeping goals, foreign funding laws are also designed to coopt NGO programs and capture NGO resources. Many governments create avenues—
both legal and extralegal—for non-contentious organizations to receive foreign funds,
but according to respondents, these roads allow the government to be “unjustly confiscatory”21 and can redirect funds from NGOs to the government. Transferring foreign
funds to the government can happen at a formal, de jure level. Similar to the Russian
Public Chamber system, which forces NGOs to channel all resources through a government agency, respondents note that working through India’s Foreign Contribution Regulation Act (FCRA) is the only way to legally obtain foreign money. The FCRA allows
the government to dictate which organizations can receive money and gives it the ability
to seize or freeze the assets of unwanted organizations, thus capturing NGO resources
(Press Trust of India 2015).22
Transfers to the government can also happen at an informal level through corruption. Respondents report that government officials in authoritarian regimes “solicit for
opportunities to benefit unconditionally from international NGO resources”;23 for many
INGOs that rely on foreign funds, “either you give the government money or you are
out.”24 The inefficiencies imposed by resource-related laws lead to the second step in
the process for capturing resources and compromising values: the temptation to turn to
extralegal methods for avoiding delays. An INGO working in the Caribbean reports that
“every regulation or law gives a potential pretext for an official or policeman to attempt
21. Response 1783.
22. Response ID numbers omitted for the sake of anonymity.
23. Response 1541.
24. Response 1725.
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to solicit a bribe.”25 These bribes and side payments act as “speed money,” (Bardhan
1997, 1323) allowing organizations to dodge bureaucratic hurdles while simultaneously
allowing regime officials to take foreign money.
However, enriching repressive governments and using informal and illegal backchannels to avoid inefficiencies can challenge INGOs’ core values. Several respondents reported that they resist efforts to co-opt their organizations through corruption and capture, but that the resistance hurts the effectiveness of their missions. For instance, a
disaster relief INGO working in South Asia notes “[t]here is a lot of bureaucracy and corruption. We spend so much time to get approval in the projects[.] We don’t agree to pay
bribe, which makes or work even more difficult [sic]”26 —the organization’s reluctance to
accede to overtures of corruption means that they are stuck with inefficiencies. A development INGO working in the Caribbean describes how avoiding contact with inefficient
and expensive bureaucrats directly conflicts with their values:
We are supposed to be signed up for [national social security], however all
the workers want no part of it because they say that people pay in, but nobody can ever collect payment unless they are friends with a senator. We
have not signed up, and are therefore out of compliance with the law. There
is also … [national] employee medical [insurance]. If an employer pays into
that, the employees have to go to [government] hospitals and can’t receive
care otherwise. The closest hospital is 90 minutes away and has 1 doctor. The
employees asked if they could please stick with the current system, which
is simply that the organization directly manages care and pays all bills for
work related injuries. We are out of compliance, and in principle I don’t like
being out of compliance.27
25. Response 1574.
26. Response 1224.
27. Response 1574, emphasis added.
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This organization’s struggle to balance its preference to avoid government corruption
and bottlenecks against its preference to comply with government regulations is emblematic of regimes’ larger effort to encourage shifts in INGO missions through co-optation
and control. Resource regulations purposely create inefficiencies to force INGOs to funnel additional money through their host governments, which in turn potentially distorts
INGO values. In the end, this INGO chose to not comply with government demands for
control and co-optation, but in exchange, the scope of their programming is inherently
more limited as the organization avoids all contact with the government and hides its
activities as much as possible.
The pressure to concede to government demands is particularly strong for non-contentious
organizations: import controls, bribes, and employment regulations target organizations
that have a physical presence in the country and that deal with physical goods like aid
and development supplies. Unlike their high-contention counterparts, these types of organizations are generally less concerned with forcing political changes and are therefore
more likely to follow government regulations and allow for some degree of capture. INGOs with low instrumental flexibility—those with few employees, few sources of revenue,
and limited partnerships—are especially prone to threats of co-optation and capture.
Many small, low-contention respondents indicated that they had changed their funding structure to allow for increased government control. Several reported that they had
begun receiving funding directly from government offices (similar to Russia’s Public
Chamber system), either channeling foreign donations through those offices or receiving
government money directly.28 Another explained that they “looked [for donations] more
within [their host country] and less for funding support linked to foreign [donors]” in
response to stricter laws related to funding and employment.29 Organizations are often
aware that partnering with the government can lead to resource and program capture,
28. Responses 1343, 1361, 1544.
29. Response 1361.
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but with limited resources, they are unable to avoid it—INGOs must spend “a lot of [time
and money] to organzie [sic] so as to not be covered by the regs.30 Rather than fight
against regulations, low flexibility organizations reluctantly follow along in pursuit of
their mission.
Organizations can limit the degree of capture they face, though, by drawing on their
flexibility. One agricultural assistance INGO working in Central Africa complained that
“[w]e are supposed to partner with government services in the field, but they have no
budgets and no vision.” Regardless, the organization pays the necessary fees to bureaucrats and funnels money through specified government channels, in compliance with
regulations. As expected, this money disappears and their government partners “do not
deliver invoices to prove their expenses,” since “[m]ost of the time they are only looking
for control over the means and predating on the income of the farmers or of any kind
of economic activity” by guest INGOs.31 At first glance, it appears that bureaucrats successfully capture a portion of the INGO’s resources and limit their effectiveness in the
country. However, because the organization has a high degree of flexibility—dozens of
staff members in their home country, hundreds of volunteers in their target countries,
and substantial funding from large UN agencies—it moves around the country to remote
areas far from the capital, where capture and co-optation would be more severe. The
INGO is able to draw on its resources to optimize its various in-country headquarters to
minimize the amount of money bureaucrats can take.
An education INGO working in East Africa follows a similar strategy and operates in
remote and neglected areas of the country without consent from the country’s Ministry
of Education. The organization is happy to do so to avoid capture: “We think it’s better
like that, because if we ask for permission, we should certenly pay a lot (admistrative fees
30. Response 1759.
31. Response 1605.
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for nothing !) [sic].”32 This INGO differs from the organization that allowed a modicum of
capture, though, in the amount of flexibility it enjoys. While the organization in Central
Africa has a large budget backed by prominent IGOs, the organization in East Africa
receives the bulk of its funding from individual and corporate donors, which have been
volatile revenue streams, with many donors ending their support following the financial
crisis of 2008–09. As a result, the organization is unable to afford the necessary minimum
administrative fees or bribes to merit increased access to the country, thus reducing the
“visibility and recognition” of its work in the country. The organization gladly protects
against captured revenue and coerced changes to its programs, but without sufficient
flexibility in revenue, it remains on the margins.
When facing laws that increase government control of resources, INGOs can adjust
how they fund their work to prevent capture. A humanitarian assistance INGO working in a Middle Eastern country that taxes large foreign transfers avoids these additional
fees by funding their organization irregularly and in smaller tranches, effectively hiding
these transfers from government bureaucrats on the lookout for consistently large sums
of money.33 Other organizations limit the amount of money their in-country offices
handle and instead “transfer funds to activists and other NGOs within the country.”34
Transferring money to other actors helps the INGO stay off the government’s radar, but
it is also limiting for organizations with fewer resources. One human rights organization
working in Southeast Asia sends the majority of its money to activists, but it struggles
to maintain regular funding streams. The INGO only has one employee that deals with
fundraising, with “no one behind the [employee] to support his work, or to succeed him
if he leaves the organization with some institutional knowledge.” Assigning all the organization’s fundraising efforts to one person, especially when much of the funding cannot
32. Response 1777.
33. Response 1778.
34. Response 1374.
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be retained in the INGO itself because of the organization’s strategy of avoiding funding restrictions “makes it difficult to accomplish current goals or to plan for the future.”
With greater funding and flexibility, the organization could better avoid restrictions and
“accomplish significantly more work.”35

6.3

Managerial capture: regulating oversight

Approximately three fourths of respondents indicated that they face moderate to substantial restrictions on their operations once they are set up in their host countries (see
Figure 6.1).36 One common form of operational restriction occurs through oversight regulation, which allows governments to weigh in on INGO programming and influence
their programs. Governments can be closely—and sometimes directly—involved in INGO
management, particularly in authoritarian contexts. The left panel of Figure 6.2 shows
that organizations working in both types of regimes tend to be in fairly regular contact
with the government, with the majority of INGOs meeting with officials at some level
of government at least once a year. This diverges from how often INGOs claim to be
required to submit formal reports to the government in the right panel of Figure 6.2.
The majority of organizations working in democracies—roughly 40% of all respondents—
do not have any official reporting requirements, while a little over 15% of organizations
working in democracies are required to report annually. In contrast, organizations that
target autocracies are much more likely to need to report, more likely to check in at least
annually with the government, and are more likely to need to report more than once
35. Response 1374.
36. As with resource and funding restrictions, the probability that the difference in proportion of high
and low contention INGOs is greater than zero is low or null for all of the possible levels of operations
restrictions: high contention organizations lean toward more substantial pressure (𝑃(Δ > 0) = 0.21) but
there is no substantial difference between high and low contention organizations feeling moderate (𝑃(Δ >
0) = 0.68) or no restrictions(𝑃(Δ > 0) = 0.52). All posterior probabilities are available in Table B.7 in the
appendix.
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Figure 6.2: Frequency of contact with government and formal reporting to government

a year. Autocracies thus have a heavier hand in INGO affairs, requiring more formal
reporting and oversight than their democratic counterparts.
In addition to demanding oversight through reporting, one common method states
use to manage international NGOs is to position government officials within the governance structures of these organizations.
In the previous case study on China, I described how the Chinese government now
requires that all international NGOs have a formal sponsor from the Communist Party.
Many responding organizations report similar arrangements in their countries. In Eastern Europe, an MP who chairs the education committee personally monitors the educational programming of one INGO,37 a foreign affairs minister works directly with an
education INGO in South America,38 and the former president of a European nation is a
member of and consults for a human rights INGO, representing the diplomatic interests
of their country through the NGO’s programming.39 The consequences of going against
37. Response 1207.
38. Response 1301.
39. Response 1455.

231

government preferences when officials are so closely involved in INGO decisions are
unclear—few respondents with bureaucrats and politicians in their organizations opted
to describe what might happen. However, a human rights INGO working in East Africa
explained that officials “could close down the project” if government demands are not
met.40
Regulations can give bureaucrats final say in INGO programming even without formal participation in governance. An advocacy organization working in West Africa must
have its work checked and approved by the government and its programs are sometimes
vetoed and “over powered,”41 while other organizations are required to get final ministrylevel approval for their activities, programs, and publications.42 In other cases, regulations dictate that INGO programming falls under the direct supervision and control of
local governments, leaving organizations with little flexibility in how they operate, essentially turning them into arms of the government—an organization working in West
Africa had several of its programmatic themes subsumed by the government,43 with bureaucrats determining which activities the NGO should handle.
Finally, regulations regarding INGO management and operations can inadvertently
give governments control over some aspects of their advocacy and programming, in particular when regulations do not map directly onto INGO strategies. An orphanage working in Central Asia provides a helpful example. The organization’s host country requires
that all international NGOs dealing with orphans guarantee full funding for each child for
a full calendar year, beginning in January each year. This rule provides stability for the
country’s foreign-supported orphans and gives the government the ability to lock in and
capture INGO programming. In accordance with the host country’s requirements that
40. Response 1411.
41. Response 1193.
42. Responses 1189, 1226, 1383, and 1653.
43. Responses 1205 and 1219.
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orphans be funded for a full calendar year, the INGO encourages its private and corporate
donors to sponsor children for a full twelve months, but donors can donate at any time
during the year (not just in January), and donors “may pull out of their sponsorship at
anytime of the year.” When sponsorships dry up or appear irregularly, the organization
faces difficult financial decisions:
We are not allowed by the … government to withdraw the names of orphans
sponsored until the end of each year even if we did not receive funding for
that orphan but we still must pay for that orphan until the end of each year.44
This regulation puts substantial strain on the organization’s resources and allows the
government to force the orphanage to dip into its general fund to guarantee its services.
Other respondents report similar instances where host governments use bureaucratic delays and rules to lock INGOs into their programs—significant delays in different stages
of project approval force an INGO working in South Asia to “keep the project running
without the funds. We need to use our limited NGO resource to implement the project.”45
This indirect form of control allows the government to guarantee access to INGO services
regardless of donor cash flow, but imposes significant financial burdens on those organizations.
How INGOs respond to government attempts to become involved in organizational
decisions depends on their reserves of programmatic flexibility. In the absence of reliable
funding, well-trained staff, or support from larger organizations, INGOs can involuntarily shift their programming in the regime’s favor. The Central Asian orphanage is locked
into its programs because it cannot control donor behavior and has no other consistent streams of income, while other organizations deplete their limited budgets to keep
projects active, again because of a lack of flexibility in revenue.
44. Response 1352.
45. Response 1224.
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As they do in response to other types of regulation, INGOs can hide within or withdraw from the country to avoid more direct managerial capture. Doing so, however, requires additional resources to pay for relocation and remote management. For instance,
an INGO advocating for HIV patients in Southern Africa faced recurrent “[p]olitical intrusion and manipulation from [a] local Member of Parliament,” which led the organization
to “be more selective on focus locations” and move its offices to avoid managerial oversight.46 This regular relocation puts financial strain on the INGO, though, and makes it
difficult to “hav[e] enough finances and resources” to undertake their work—maintaining
programmatic flexibility remains a challenge for the organization. In another case, a
children’s rights and education INGO in India works from abroad to avoid managerial
capture. To register as an international NGO, the organization would need to have “a
fully Indian board of directors,”47 which would open it up to indirect government control (with bureaucrats on the local board). To prevent this type of capture, the INGO is
registered as a “liaison office,” which prohibits direct implementation of activities, but
permits direct collaboration with domestic NGOs. Working in exile forces the organization to spend considerable time managing its domestic partners while simultaneously
maintaining contacts with oversight authorities to ensure that its collaboration remains
legal. Because it is funded primarily by grants from its home government, the INGO
has enough financial resources to dedicate staff time to remotely manage its myriad incountry partnerships—without this flexibility, the organization would likely struggle to
effectively operate from abroad.
Having bureaucrats involved in organizational decision making does not always disadvantage INGOs. Teets (2014) has shown that INGOs working in China systematically
shop for the optimal oversight agency, work carefully to build positive relationships with
their local officials, and seek to provide tangible benefits for their government sponsors
46. Response 1541.
47. Response 1518.
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by providing needed services and offering crucial expertise. INGO respondents confirm
this finding, with many describing their efforts to cultivate relationships with politicians
and bureaucrats. A human rights INGO working in Western Africa learned that the current and former ministers of justice were both personally opposed to the death penalty.
The organization built rapport with the ministry and provided information, tools, and
advice to the ministers to help them work toward national abolition of the death penalty.
These close connections have subsequently helped the INGO obtain legal status in the
country. In 2016, one of the INGO’s local partner organizations faced a noticeably smooth
registration process because of its work with the government, and as a result, the larger
organization has faced little pressure to tone down their abolition efforts.48
As explained in the previous chapter, one common reaction to gatekeeping regulations is to outsource compliance with those laws to domestic partners who can deal with
labor, tax, and other regulatory issues required to enter and stay in the country. INGOs
follow a similar strategy to protect against managerial capture by stacking their local
offices with staff who are the most knowledgeable and best positioned to work with the
organization’s assigned government liaisons. At one extreme, a European human rights
INGO working in East Africa purposely does not employ European staff in its country
offices due to concerns of foreign staff safety when working with bureaucrats. Instead,
the organization ensures that only locals “deal with the government official [sic],” since
they are most aware of the dangers of doing so.49
More commonly, INGOs outsource their operations to local staff in response to increased managerial oversight not out of concerns of safety, but to improve their relationship with their host governments and improve their chances of program success. A
youth development organization working in the Middle East reports that the government
is “not really trusting of youth organizations, especially international organizations.” To
48. Response 1558.
49. Response 1282.
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overcome this trust gap, the organization purposely increases its contact with the government officials tasked with its oversight. The INGO relies on a local team to contact
and lobby the government and ensures that officials are invited “to be a part of our programs.”50 Other INGOs pursue similar strategies, inviting government staff, officials,
police, and judges to serve in advisory positions on specific projects and programs and
encouraging bureaucrats to participate in stakeholder meetings, with the explicit goal of
increasing their influence and standing with key decision makers.51
Cultivating relationships with government officials requires time and resources. Thus,
when they enjoy sufficient flexibility and are able to make consistent and positive contact
with oversight agencies, INGOs can harness and shape direct government involvement
in their favor, pushing back against—and even reversing—regime attempts to shift or
tame organizational missions and ideals. In the absence of flexibility, though, INGOs are
more likely to find themselves locked into expensive programming that benefits the host
regime or come under direct government management.

6.4

Index on Censorship

Evidence from the survey shows the variety of creative strategies INGOs use to counteract government attempts at capture. Because INGOs are concerned primarily with
protecting their missions rather than remaining in the country, working in exile is a
fairly common response to capture-related regulations. Index on Censorship is a prime
example of an international NGO working almost exclusively from abroad, using its headquarters in London to aggravate and shame repressive governments while avoiding supporting their regimes.
50. Response 1615.
51. Responses 1436, 1535, 1563, 1615, 1683, and 1760.

236

6.4.1

Mission and strategy

In 1972, amid American debates over the newly leaked Pentagon Papers and a Soviet
crackdown on dissident writers such as Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn and Natalya Gorbanevskaya,
British authors Stephen Spender and Michael Scammel began publishing a quarterly magazine entitled Index on Censorship.52 The editors laid out their primary motivation in
its inaugural issue, declaring that “[f]reedom of expression is not self-perpetuating, but
rather has to be maintained through the constant vigilance of those who care about it.”53
The magazine was designed to serve as a vehicle for this constant vigilance in three different ways. First, the journal solicits articles that “record and analyse all forms of inroads into freedom of expression,” publishing political and legal research related to antifreedom of expression laws around the world (Spender 1972, 13). Second, the journal
acts as sort of literary magazine, providing an outlet for censored artists, writers, poets,
and musicians by publishing their work on an international platform. Finally, the organization uses the journal as an advocacy tool with its annual “Index Index,” where it
highlights and chronicles arrests, instances of censorship, and other violations of freedom of expression around the world, with the intention of shaming the states that engage
in these crackdowns.
Since 1972, Index on Censorship has evolved into a fully fledged nonprofit advocacy
organization and a prominent voice in promoting freedom of expression rights around
the globe. The mission of today’s Index on Censorship, under the leadership of CEO
Jodie Ginsberg, comprises four components: informing, influencing, debating, and supporting.54 Index informs the public about ongoing threats to freedom of expression by
52. Index on Censorship, “About Index on Censorship,” archived on January 20, 2011, https://web.
archive.org/web/20110120140649/http://www.indexoncensorship.org:80/about-index-on-censorship/, accessed August 2, 2017.
53. Originally published in Index on Censorship (1972). See also Index on Censorship, “About Freedom
of Expression,” https://www.indexoncensorship.org/about-free-of-expression/, accessed August 2, 2017.
54. Index on Censorship, “What We Do,” https://www.indexoncensorship.org/what-we-do/, accessed
August 2, 2017.
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continuing to publish the Index on Censorship magazine on a quarterly basis, in addition
to publishing regular reports and analysis on their website and social media accounts.
The organization influences policy by selecting topics and countries where they feel they
can have the most impact—due to staff expertise in the region or issue, or because few
other organizations have taken up the issue in the given country—and by launching advocacy campaigns to shame offending governments, call for the release of prisoners, or
lobby for changes in laws. Its Index Index and its Mapping Media Freedom project55 —
the modern incarnation of the Index Index which collects real-time crowdsourced reports
of threats and violations of media freedom—are also central to the organization’s advocacy and influencing mission. Index encourages debate about issues of expression by
hosting public events such as talks, concerts, and performances in their headquarters in
London. Finally the organization supports those facing censorship by presenting annual
jury-selected Freedom of Expression Awards to organizations and individuals that it feels
deserve special recognition for their journalism, activism, or art.
6.4.2

Sources of flexibility

Publishing more than 250 magazine issues while simultaneously lobbying and advocating against censorious governments requires a substantial amount of resources. Complicating its mission, repressive governments limit Index’s access to their countries with
gatekeeping laws and attempt to capture the organization’s resources and harness its
programs for their own benefit. When facing program capture regulations, INGOs are
primarily concerned with protecting their missions and resisting government efforts to
control or co-opt their programs. Index on Censorship’s instrumental flexibility—with
its consistent income, small staff, and wide networks of freelancers and collaborators—
allows it to protect itself and its foreign partners from threats of capture.
55. See https://mappingmediafreedom.org/, accessed August 2, 2017.
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Figure 6.3: Index on Censorship’s income, expenditures, and full time staff, 2008–15

Compared to Article 19, with its regional offices spread throughout the world and
multi-million pound budget, Index on Censorship is a lean organization, with an average
income of roughly £850,000 over the past eight years (see top panel of Figure 6.3). Index’s
budget has been relatively stable over time as well—the largest recent fluctuation in its
income occurred from 2011–13 with an influx of grants for projects in the post-Arab
Spring Middle East. Index’s income comes from multiple sources, including donations
from individuals; smaller foundations such as the Eranda Foundation, the David & Elaine
Potter Foundation, and Fritt Ord; larger foundations like the Open Society Institute; and
corporations like Google, Twitter, Facebook, and The Guardian. The organization also
benefits from sales of its Index on Censorship magazine.56
In contrast with Article 19, Index tends to avoid income from government agencies.
It does not eschew them entirely—its Mapping Media Freedom project is funded, in part,
56. Index on Censorship relies on two separate legal entities to publish its magazine. The bulk of the
organization’s operations fall under the purview of the Writers & Scholars Educational Trust, which is
registered as a UK-based charity. Index outsources the publication and distribution of the magazine to
Writers and Scholars International Limited, a subsidiary non-profit company limited by guarantee. Index
reports the the activities of both entities in its annual reports, and it transfers revenues, profits, and debts
between the Trust and its subsidiary as needed.
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by the European Commission (Writers & Scholars Educational Trust 2015, 6)—but it is
extremely careful in how it pursues them. In most cases, Index shies away from government funders because their income could pose a direct threat to the organization’s
programs. When the organization does accept government funds, it maintains a Chinese
wall between itself and its funders, limiting their involvement in its projects “so they
don’t get to have any kind of influence on what we do [on] the ground.”57 This influence
from government funders can work in two ways. First, receiving government funds can
have a chilling effect on the programs of human rights INGOs. Sarah Stroup (2012) finds
that American human rights organizations like Human Rights Watch are more reticent in
their criticisms of rights violations committed by the United States because they receive
substantial funding from US government grants. Meanwhile, UK-based organizations
like Amnesty International—which, like Index, does not rely on government funds—have
been far less reluctant to criticize rich, democratic countries. Since it does not fear the loss
of government revenue, Index has likewise been critical of Western democracies. Index
presented its 2001 Award for Services to Censorship to the UK’s Ministry of Defense for
prosecuting a whistleblower,58 and in 2004 named US Attorney General John Ashcroft as
the Censor of the Year for his role in defending the USA PATRIOT Act and arguing for
the legality of the Guantanamo Bay military prison.59 Second, government funding can
influence the perceptions of the organization’s programs in more repressive countries.
Taking money from the US State Department, for example, would harm Index’s efforts
in nations in conflict with the United States, allowing regimes to discount Index’s advocacy as merely an arm of American foreign policy.60 Avoiding government grants thus
57. Interview 1050, October 14, 2016, London.
58. Index on Censorship, “Freedom of Expression Awards 2001,” accessed August 2, 2017, https://www.
indexoncensorship.org/2001/03/awards-2001/.
59. Index on Censorship, “Freedom of Expression Awards 2004,” accessed August 2, 2017, https://www.
indexoncensorship.org/2004/03/awards-2004/.
60. Interview 1050, October 14, 2016, London.
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allows Index to remain contentious toward democracies and maintain its independence
and perceptions of objectivity when targeting autocracies. The organization’s consistent
streams of revenue from private donors, foundations, and corporations provides Index
with the flexibility to avoid controversial and potentially damaging government grants.
Index on Censorship’s London office is run by a small staff of 8–14 people who develop the organization’s mission and strategy and oversee its operations (see top panel of
Figure 6.3). Much of the organization’s work, however, is done through freelance journalists and activists associated with Index. The magazine commissions work from foreign
correspondents and the organization’s research teams communicate with researchers in
the various countries they target. Index’s small staff limits the number of countries the
organization can target simultaneously. In accordance with its mission to influence freedom of expression policy, Index selects two to three countries each year that necessitate special attention. These countries are chosen deliberately based on staff expertise,
personal connections with domestic NGOs, activists, and journalists, or alignment with
specific funders.61 Index then works to “influence the policy makers and the general media to put pressure on those governments” and attempt to induce reforms by supporting
freelance journalists and activists in these countries, protesting against those governments’ embassies in the UK, and by creating resources in London that can be delivered to
people on the ground.62 In the lead up to the first European Games, held in Azerbaijan
in June 2015, Index participated in protests outside the Azerbaijan Embassy in London,
“calling for an end to the ongoing human rights crackdown in Azerbaijan, and the release
of the country’s jailed journalists and human rights defenders” (Article 19 2015a). The
organization also created special “guidance packs” that it distributed to foreign sports
correspondents on their way to cover the games in Baku, offering warnings about how
61. For instance, Index worked intensively in Iraq from 2009–2011 because it had received a large grant
from the United Nations Development Program (Writers & Scholars Educational Trust 2012, 2).
62. Interview 1050, October 14, 2016, London.
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to stay safe and advice on how to best cover the country’s human rights abuses. In spite
of its small size, Index’s intense needling prompted a perturbed response from Azerbaijan’s ambassador, and the organization considered the campaign a success (Writers &
Scholars Educational Trust 2015, 7).
Index expands the reach of its advocacy through its annual Freedom of Expression
Awards. These awards are well suited to the organization’s small size, as they require
minimal staff resources to undertake, but have the potential to empower and boost the influence of recipients. Index solicits nominations for awards celebrating activists involved
in arts, political campaigning, digital activism, and journalism, and winners are selected
by a panel of volunteer judges. Since 2001, Index has given 79 awards to recipients in
42 different countries, predominantly in more restrictive autocracies (see Figure 6.4). Index promotes award winners through press releases and media coverage (especially in
The Guardian, one of Index’s corporate sponsors), and highlights their work in its magazine, providing winners with international recognition and allowing the organization to
shame recipients’ home countries.
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Relying on the awards for a deliberate expansion of Index’s global advocacy work,
however, is impossible, as the selection committee has no control over who is nominated. In a given year, award winners rarely come from countries where Index engages
in deeper advocacy work. For instance, in 2016, Index ran targeted campaigns in Azerbaijan, Bahrain and Turkey, but its five award winners came from Burkina Faso, China,
Pakistan, Syria, and Yemen. As such, the awards are often not linked to Index’s overall
advocacy strategy. However, the global distribution of award recipients can provide the
organization with additional resources in the future, and award winners can assist with
Index’s more formal advocacy efforts. In 2012, the organization presented its advocacy
award to the president of the Bahrain Center for Human Rights (BCHR), Nabeel Rajab, who gained international prominence for his role in protesting against the Bahraini
government during the 2011 Arab Spring uprisings. Index was able to draw on its relationship with Rajab and BCHR when it helped lead a successful campaign to release
Maryam Al-Khawaja—a Bahraini activist and daughter of one of the founders of BCHR,
Abdulhadi Alkhawaja—after she was imprisoned in September 2014 under charges of assaulting a police officer (Writers & Scholars Educational Trust 2015). Though the award
had been presented two years earlier, Index had maintained its relationship with Rajab
and was well positioned to continue to advocate for human rights activists in the country,
continuing through the organization’s ongoing Bahrain campaign.63
Finally, Index cultivates collaborative relationships with organizations beyond its
awards program. For instance, Index is a member of the International Freedom of Expression Exchange (IFEX) and has partnered with member organizations to engage in
country-specific advocacy campaigns. Prior to the Arab Spring uprisings, Index worked
with Article 19 and other groups in IFEX’s Tunisia Monitoring Group (IFEX-TMG) and
contributed to the Group’s reports and recommendations, relying on the cover of the
63. See Manning (2017); Index on Censorship (2017). Rajab was also a judge for Index’s 2016 awards.
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working group to gain safe access to the country. Additionally, by partnering with IFEXTMG members and local Tunisian and Egyptian NGOs, Index built on those relationships and sponsored training sessions for media rights activists throughout Tunisia in
2011 (Writers & Scholars Educational Trust 2012, 4). Collaboration thus plays a key role
in Index’s flexibility. With few permanent employees and a single office in London the
organization by necessity has to rely on other organizations and activists to effectively
engage in its programming.
6.4.3

Protecting mission from abroad

Survey responses revealed several methods governments use to capture the benefits and
resources of INGOs in their country. Resource-related regulations attempt to take some
control of the money, expertise, and programs of guest INGOs, while oversight regulations allow governments to assert managerial control over some programming decisions.
These laws can pull an organization’s core mission, vision, and values closer in line with
government preferences, leading to tamer, less confrontational programming. Index on
Censorship takes a unique approach to avoiding program capture regulations: it protects its core mission by running all its campaigns and advocacy from its base in London,
thereby avoiding the influence of repressive countries.
This strategy is rooted, in part, to Index’s historical legacy as a magazine. For decades,
Index has been a publisher and a platform, acting as a gadfly from London and using its journal to distribute its criticisms globally. The organization’s later advocacyfocused programs have continued in this vein. In parallel with its strategy of publishing
works from authors in other countries, Index has made a “very conscious decision not to
parachute in a bunch of foreigners to assess the situation and then report back,”64 and instead relies on activists, journalists, and authors in other countries to report on violations
of expression rights and lobby for policy improvements. The organization thus protects
64. Interview 1050, October 14, 2016, London.
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against intrusions on its own core mission by not attempting to maintain a legal presence
in its target countries. Not only would such a process be time- and resource-intensive,
it could compromise its ability to effectively shame governments and support dissidents
journalists, musicians, and artists, since such support would run afoul of gatekeeping
regulations and risk its registration status.65 Index’s small budget, lean staff, and large
network shape the organization’s strategy and programs—it cannot target all countries
in the world, but maintains a global footprint from its headquarters in London. These resources provide the organization with flexibility to avoid government-induced changes
to its programming and help it maintain the contentiousness of its advocacy.
Generally, governments try to avoid the shaming and negative attention from INGOs
like Index on Censorship. As explored previously, countries care about their reputations
and often bristle when they receive poor rankings in global indexes or when they are
compared negatively to peer nations (Kelley 2017; Kelley and Simmons 2015). To protect
themselves against the potentially destabilizing effect of negative press, governments
will limit INGOs with gatekeeping laws. However, organizations like Index circumvent
gatekeeping laws by working with domestic partners. While Index insulates itself from
program-related regulations by remaining in London, it is also aware that its foreign
partners—its freelancers, award recipients, and partners—are susceptible to closure, capture, or co-optation. Not only do foreign partners connected with Western NGOs face
the possibility of arrest, the perception of Western support ensures they are targets for
resource capture, as governments use foreign funding restrictions, import regulations,
and visa rules to limit or seize payments and award money.
At the same time, repressive governments can benefit from having international attention, spinning negative press into a demonstration of positive developments. Index
has come across this in its own work, noting that some of the central Asian countries it
65. Interview 1026, October 14, 2016, London.
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has targeted have highlighted the fact that activists have received international awards.
Allowing a handful of dissident media outlets and activists to operate unencumbered can
lend regimes legitimacy and assist with institutional balancing—repressive governments
can essentially say, “Hey! We still have investigative outlets. We still have some human
rights organizations. You can’t say we’re completely authoritarian.”66 Governments can
thus derive some benefit from Index’s advocacy, capturing and reversing the purpose of
its programming.67
Index works closely with its foreign partners to ensure that (1) the organization’s
freelancers, award recipients, and collaborators remain safe, (2) the resources the organization provides to its partners are protected from resource capture, and (3) its partners
control the public relations narrative of their advocacy. When communicating with its
foreign contacts, the organization’s staff in London try to follow cryptographic best practices, relying on virtual private networks (VPNs) and encrypted services such as Signal68
or PGP69 to bypass internet filters and avoid surveillance by repressive regimes.
To enhance its support of award recipients and institutionalize methods for avoiding
resource capture, in 2015 Index expanded its awards program and now provides recipients
with a one-year fellowship of personalized support, including a weeklong training in
London and continued assistance with practical issues, such as website design, digital
security, and professional networking (Writers & Scholars Educational Trust 2015, 5). By
bringing recipients to London, the organization can avoid visa rules that limit its access
to recipients’ home countries while circumventing foreign funding and import control
laws, giving awards and specialized training to recipients in person. Finally, in an effort
66. Interview 1026, October 14, 2016, London.
67. Albeit without relying on specific regulations—this sort of capture is a public relations move.
68. See https://whispersystems.org/, accessed August 2, 2017.
69. PGP, or Pretty Good Privacy, is a form of public key cryptography used to encrypt e-mails, messages,
and files. See Electronic Frontier Foundation, “PGP,” https://ssd.eff.org/en/glossary/pgp, accessed August
2, 2017.
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to ensure safety and to control the narrative about the recipient’s activism (thereby preempting any public relations capture), Index consults with each collaborator about how to
best present its award and frame the announcement in its press releases and subsequent
media campaign.70

6.5

International Republican Institute

To protect the contentiousness of its anti-authoritarian mission from government attempts to limit or capture its programs, Index on Censorship relies on its global network
of journalists and activists to work from abroad. Not all contentious INGOs work so
strictly in exile, however. Many INGOs that deal with issues that have the potential to
destabilize their host regimes work within those regimes, even when facing heavy restrictions. The experience of the International Republican Institute (IRI) demonstrates how
INGOs can effectively work within restrictive countries while simultaneously conserving
their contentiousness.
6.5.1

Mission and strategy

In 1983, as part of President Ronald Reagan’s push for increased global democratization,
Congress passed the National Endowment for Democracy (NED) Act, which established
an eponymous charitable foundation backed by more than $30 million from the US State
Department.71 The NED was “premised on the idea that American assistance on behalf of
democracy efforts abroad would be good both for the U.S. and for those struggling around
the world for freedom and self-government,” (Lowe 2017) and since its creation, it has
poured hundreds of millions of dollars into democratization and political development
projects around the world. The NED does not engage in practical, on-the-ground democ70. Interview 1050, October 14, 2016, London.
71. Department of State Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1984 and 1985, Public Law 98-164, US Statutes at
Large 97 (November 22, 1983): 1017–1063. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/
STATUTE-97/pdf/STATUTE-97-Pg1017.pdf.
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racy promotion advocacy—instead, it channels its government grants through four main
partner organizations: the Center for International Private Enterprise (CIPE), backed by
the US Chamber of Commerce; the Solidarity Center, associated with the AFL-CIO; the
National Democratic Institute of International Affairs (NDI), loosely affiliated with the
US Democratic Party; and IRI, loosely affiliated with the US Republican Party (Bush 2015,
110).72
In the 1980s, IRI used its NED funds to engage in democracy promotion activities primarily in Latin America, and following the collapse of the Soviet Union in the early 1990s,
it expanded its operations to Eastern Europe. Today it runs programs in 86 countries
throughout the world (see Figure 6.5). Since its creation, IRI’s work has been centered
on elections, and the organization has become of the world’s most credible international
election monitoring organizations (Kelley 2012, 120), observing more than 200 elections
in 57 countries.73 In addition to monitoring elections, IRI also trains candidates and political parties in the election process, provides technical assistance for election commissions,
and helps with general election preparedness. In the late 1990s and early 2000s, elections
became a standard fixture of authoritarian politics, though, and the politicians that won in
IRI-observed elections were regularly swept out of power in subsequent less-democratic
elections. IRI adjusted by expanding the scope of its election-focused programming.74
Instead of appearing on the scene a few weeks before an election, IRI began working
with election officials six to twelve months in advance and staying actively engaged for
several months after the election.
Beyond longer-term election monitoring, IRI’s mission today encompasses a more
expansive vision of democracy promotion:
72. CIPE, NDI, and IRI were all created with the establishment of the NED in 1983; the Solidarity Center
took the place of the American Institute for Free Labor Development in 1997, which had previously been
an outlet for NED funds.
73. International Republican Institute, “Election Observation & Assessment Reports,” accessed August 2,
2017, http://www.iri.org/election-observation-assessment-reports.
74. Interview 1072, November 11, 2016, Washington, DC.
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IRI encourages democracy in places where it is absent, helps democracy become more effective where it is in danger, and shares best practices where
democracy is flourishing.75
Today, IRI’s programing is designed to improve the political and social infrastructure for electoral democracy. The organization continues to engage in election-focused
work, including trainings in multi-party political systems and governance in emerging
democracies. But much of IRI’s work is now aimed at cultivating civil society, increasing citizen involvement in government, and engaging marginalized groups—in particular
women and youth—in the political process.76
6.5.2

Sources of flexibility

IRI’s close affiliation with the NED and the US democracy promotion establishment provide the organization with multiple key sources of flexibility, including large and reliable
75. International Republican Institute, “FAQs,” http://www.iri.org/who-we-are/faqs, accessed August 2,
2017.
76. Interviews 1092 and 1072, November 16, 2016, Washington, DC. See also International Republican
Institute, “What We Do,” http://www.iri.org/what-we-do and International Republican Institute, “Civil Society Initiatives, http://www.iri.org/program/civil-society-initiatives, accessed August 2, 2017.
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sources of income, deep connections with the US government, and a wide global presence. This programmatic flexibility, in turn, allows the organization to maneuver within
the uncertain regulatory, political, and social environments of the countries it works in
and resist government attempts at capturing their programs.
Compared to Article 19, AMERA, and Index on Censorship, IRI’s budget is massive—
its average income from 2004–2015 was $70.4 million, more than 18 times larger than
the other three INGOs combined (see Figure 6.6).77 Nearly 100% of its revenue comes
from government grants, primarily from the State Department, USAID, and the NED.
While this guarantees access to a substantial pool of resources and allows IRI to have a
global presence, its reliance on government funds also poses potential barriers to its advocacy abroad. First, IRI’s revenue is deeply connected to trends in domestic American
politics and can reflect the priorities of US foreign policy. For instance, in his 2004 State
of the Union Address, in the early days of American military intervention in Iraq and
Afghanistan, President George W. Bush proposed doubling the NED’s budget in order to
“to focus its new work on the development of free elections, and free markets, free press,
and free labor unions in the Middle East” (Bush 2004). Accordingly, IRI’s revenue more
than doubled between 2004 and 2005, peaking at nearly $100 million in 2009–2010, including $18.5 million in two State Department grants to fund its observation of the 2010 Iraqi
parliamentary elections (IRI 2009–2010). Under President Barack Obama, however, IRI’s
income declined steadily as its programs in Iraq wound down and the NED’s priorities
shifted elsewhere. Domestic politics can also deplete IRI’s funding—the Trump administration’s proposed 2018 budget proposes a 40% cut in funding to the State Department,
USAID, and the NED, which would subsequently lead to a substantial drawdown in IRI’s
programming if approved by Congress (Toosi and Everett 2017; Wadhams 2017).
77. IRI’s fiscal year runs from October 1–September 30. To align its financial reports with a January–
December calendar year, I use the second year of reporting period. The IRS 990 form is dated from the first
year of the period. Thus, all data marked as 2010 in the following figures come from IRI’s 2009 990 form.

250

Reported amount

$100,000,000
$75,000,000
$50,000,000
$25,000,000
$0

Full time Percent of income from
employees
government grants

2004

2007

2010
Expenses

100%
75%
50%
25%
0%

2013
Income

2004

2007

2010

2013

2004

2007

2010

2013

300
200
100
0

Figure 6.6: IRI’s income, expenditures, and full time staff, 2004–15

Second, reliance on government funds influences perceptions of IRI’s autonomy and
objectivity. IRI claims to be nonpartisan and independent, but it has struggled to shake
off perceptions of US government influence. In the 1980s, scholars argued that it was
being wielded as a weapon in the “ ‘war of ideas’ between communism and democracy”
(Carothers 1994, 134) and that it has been too closely linked to US foreign policy interests.
Its missions since then can also be traced to US foreign policy goals—President Bush
strategically used the NED, and IRI in turn, throughout his presidency to help reshape
political structures in concert with American military action in the Middle East. The
organization also maintains a close affiliation with conservative political figures and is
often accused of promoting right-wing values (Shelley 2000, 227). Republican US senator
John McCain has been chair of IRI’s board since 2003, and the board includes many former
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and current Republican members of Congress including Kelly Ayotte, Tom Cotton, Kay
Bailey Hutchison, and Mark Kirk.78
Despite these political and perceptual hurdles, IRI’s complete reliance on government
funding provides it with financial flexibility as it adapts its programs to the changing
political contexts of its target countries. Funding from nominally independent donors like
the NED gives IRI access to countries that USAID and the State Department either cannot
access or are uninterested in. IRI has used NED funds to work in countries like China,
Cuba, and Sudan, where the US government has been banned by law from providing
foreign aid (Epstein 1999, 2), and it has relied on NED grants to work in smaller countries
like Gambia that pose less strategic interest for the State Department or USAID.79
Similar to Article 19, which relies on a handful of in-country offices to improve the
reach of its mission, a second source of IRI’s programmatic flexibility is its global presence. The scale of IRI’s international work, though, is enormous. The organization works
in more than 80 different countries and maintains 30–35 field offices staffed by 200–400
in-field employees. Working in its target countries is an essential part of IRI’s mission.
IRI makes a claim similar to Index on Censorship, which makes a conscious effort “not
to parachute in a bunch of foreigners”80 when working abroad, but takes a different
approach—Index remains in London, while IRI embeds itself abroad. With its shift away
from basic election monitoring, rather than parachute into a country and present a preset
menu of democratization programs, IRI now makes long-term commitments to the countries it works in and plans on remaining for many years. Recognizing that democracy is
a “long term, iterative process,”81 IRI develops networks of domestic civil society and political leaders to further its mission of democratization. IRI’s dozens of field offices allow
78. International Republican Institute, “Board of Directors,” accessed August 2, 2017, http://www.iri.org/
who-we-are/board-of-directors.
79. Interview 1091, November 11, 2016, Washington, DC.
80. Interview 1050, October 14, 2016, London.
81. Interview 1092, November 16, 2016, Washington, DC.
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Figure 6.7: IRI field offices and field employees, 2009–2015

the organization to maintain robust in-country presence and keep in contact with domestic partners that help the organization pay attention to the political, economic, legal,
and social contexts of its host countries.
While some of its field offices are more permanent, many are set up temporarily according to the needs of the country and proximity to other states in the region. For
instance, for several months in 2016, IRI maintained a small temporary office in Gambia,
and from a single field office in the Sahel, IRI runs trainings and works with activists in
multiple neighboring countries because of linguistic, cultural, and geographic proxim253

ity.82 Figure 6.7 demonstrates the volatility of the distribution of IRI’s regional offices
and employees, with rapid shifts in personnel and headquarters over time, particularly
in the Middle East and Asia, where many countries have passed restrictive NGO laws.
IRI’s large network of field offices enables it to respond quickly to changing needs and
remain embedded in its target countries for the long term. Crucially, it also allows the
organization to effectively confront anti-NGO crackdowns and avoid regulations aimed
at capturing their programs.
6.5.3

Protecting mission with flexibility

Changes in the civil society regulatory environment of IRI’s target countries influence
the types of programming IRI can engage in. Because IRI has a large amount of programmatic flexibility, though, the practical operating environment—or the overlap in
IRI’s and the government’s preferences—tends to be large, even amidst regulatory pressure and anti-NGO crackdowns. IRI draws on its reserves of resources to insulate its
mission from regime capture and remain engaged in its democratization efforts despite
some governments’ attempts to shut them down.
IRI’s deep connection to the US government provides the organization with legal and
political support in its target countries. In order to obtain grants from government agencies like USAID and the State Department, IRI must prove its compliance with local laws,
and they are encouraged by their funders to “play ball, follow regulations, and get registered.”83 As such, IRI is in the process of registration or has completed its registration
in all the countries it works in.84 Complying with gatekeeping rules is often streamlined
because, like Article 19, IRI bundles registration with large donor-funded projects and
can work with the local US embassy to speed the process along. US support is not a
82. Interviews 1072 and 1092, November 16, 2016, Washington, DC.
83. Interview 1091, November 16, 2016, Washington, DC.
84. Interview 1053, November 16, 2016, Washington DC.
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panacea for gatekeeping laws, and getting through the registration process can still be
slow, arbitrary, and uncertain. To register its offices in Kyrgyzstan, IRI needed to obtain
a live signature from a government employee in Washington, DC—a digital, stamped,
or reproduced signature was unacceptable. One of the documents in their thick application packet was deemed invalid, however, because Kyrgyz officials found a stamped
signature, the organization’s application was denied and delayed for nine months. Once
the registration was finally approved, though, IRI faced few regulatory hurdles, and it
continues to work in the country.85
Having obtained formal legal status in its target countries with the assistance of the
US government, IRI can continue to rely on the cover of the US government to avoid
program capture. Bilateral treaties and Congressional mandates can limit foreign government control over IRI’s resources and management.86 For instance, in 2010, Congress
approved legislation ordering that all NGOs implementing NED-sponsored democracy,
human rights, and governance programs “shall not be subject to the prior approval by
the government of any foreign country.” (“Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2010” 2009,
§7034(m)(4)). Though the US government does not have jurisdiction over Egyptian law,
this statutory protection provides INGOs implementing democratization aid with political and moral support, thus helping these organizations from laws that give target governments the ability to deny foreign funding. For instance, in its official press statement
regarding its 2011 expulsion from Egypt, IRI cited this congressional provision in its condemnation of the Egyptian government (International Republican Institute 2012, 2). As I
will explore below, this statutory protection from managerial and resource capture grew
out of IRI’s experiences in Egypt from 2005–2009—stymied by foreign funding laws, IRI
wielded its legislative connections to pass laws that grant it (and other NGOs) additional
protection when working abroad.
85. Interview 1010, November 16, 2016, Washington, DC.
86. Interview 1053, November 16, 2016, Washington DC.
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Finally, IRI’s large budget and relationships with government aid agencies provide it
with the ability to respond quickly to political and legal changes in its target countries.
For example, IRI does not sign traditional contracts when working with USAID, opting
instead to work under more flexible cooperative agreements. USAID contracts lay out
a set of specific deliverables and provide little implementation flexibility. Cooperative
agreements, on the other hand, consist of a list of broader goals and objectives for the
grant, providing a margin for adapting to changes. After unforeseen political events or
elections, IRI’s intermediate goals might change, but the long term goals outlined in the
cooperative agreement remain the same and USAID funding can continue.87
6.5.3.1

Reacting in Russia

This donor-based flexibility was an essential element in IRI’s response to its 2012 closure
in Russia. In December 2012, Russia announced that IRI had been designated as a foreign agent under the country’s newly passed anti-NGO law (Rogin 2012). As explored
in chapter 3, Russia’s 2006, 2012, and 2015 anti-NGO laws were part of Vladimir Putin’s
gosudarstvennost nationalist agenda, and labeling organizations as undesirable foreign
agents played into the regime’s public image. Similar to the positive spin governments
use when they are shamed by Index on Censorship, using award recipients as proof of a
free press, prosecuting foreign NGOs is a form of public relations capture—by expelling
INGOs, Putin’s regime could further its Russia-first agenda by proving that foreign organizations meddle in politics.
Despite their expulsion, IRI’s Russia programming did not end in 2012. The organization moved its Russia staff and operations to a neighboring country in Eastern Europe
and trained Russian politicians, activists, and civil society leaders from abroad. The number of people they trained decreased substantially, since providing participants with safe
87. Interview 1092, November 16, 2016, Washington, DC.
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Figure 6.8: IRI’s expenditures by region, 2009–15

transportation out of the country is costly, but their programs nevertheless continued88 —
so much so that in August 2016, the Russian prosecutor general declared that IRI was an
undesirable organization in an attempt to further limit its remote work (International
Republican Institute 2016).
IRI’s rapid retreat and reestablishment in the wake of Russian attempts at negative
public relations capture was possible because of the organization’s flexible funding arrangements and its large network of field offices. Because their work in Russia was
funded under cooperative agreements (and not contracts), USAID was quite permissive
in allowing them to move their staff and change short-term programmatic priorities and
objectives without modifying the terms of the original grant.89 Additionally, as seen in
Figure 6.7a, IRI has the greatest number of field offices and employees in Europe and the
former Soviet Union, and the organization could therefore choose to relocate to one of
several possible countries. Due to its large budget, IRI could afford to move its extensive Russian operations quickly and leaving the country caused minimal disruption to
88. Interview 1010, November 16, 2016, Washington, DC.
89. Interview 1092, November 16, 2016, Washington, DC.
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IRI’s overall operations—Figure 6.8 shows relatively consistent program expenditures in
Europe and Russia since 2012.
6.5.3.2

Reacting in Egypt

IRI’s experience in Egypt provides another example of using flexibility to prevent managerial and public relations capture. In early 2005, then-President Ḥosni Mubarak announced the first competitive presidential elections, which were then followed by three
rounds of regularly scheduled quinquennial parliamentary elections. The general feeling
in the country was hopeful—though Mubarak’s challenger Ayman Nour only received
roughly 10% of the vote, “it appeared that the Egyptian government had made political
reform a priority and was committed to opening the door to greater political competition” (International Republican Institute 2005a, 3). However, IRI’s final reports of the
presidential and parliamentary elections were critical of the process and the organization
noted dozens of irregularities (International Republican Institute 2005a, 2005b). Subsequently, Mubarak ordered IRI to close its offices and leave the country (Bush 2015, 36).
As it would later do in Russia, IRI quickly pulled its staff from the country, moved to
other regional offices, and continued its work.
In 2006, IRI faced new restrictions on its work in Egypt, despite working from abroad.
The Egyptian government began to selectively enforce the foreign funding provisions of
Law 84 of 2002 against IRI, demanding that it be allowed to approve the flow of the organization’s grants to local Egyptian NGOs. In response to this attempt to capture the organization’s resources, IRI and other NED-funded NGOs in Egypt worked with Congress
to draft a provision that would protect them from Egyptian control over NGO budgets.
In the 2005 budget, Congress included a clause in its appropriations for USAID and NED
funds that specifically targeted Egypt, declaring that “democracy and governance activities shall not be subject to the prior approval of the Government of Egypt” (“Consolidated
Appropriations Act, 2005” 2004, 2976). This Egypt-specific clause remained in the budget
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from 2006–2009 until it became a universal injunction for all NED-associated NGOs in
all countries in 2010 (“Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2010” 2009, §7034(m)(4); Sharp
2012, 8). Because of its close ties to the US government, IRI thus enjoyed Congressional
support for its remote work in Egypt until formally returning in 2011.
After the Arab Spring uprisings in January–February 2011, IRI continued its work in
from a field office in Cairo, assisting with post-revolutionary electoral reforms, preparing
candidates, activists, and political parties for the 2011 parliamentary elections, ultimately
training thousands of participants.90 As explored in chapter 3, the regulatory environment for INGOs under the Supreme Council of the Armed Forces (SCAF) was uncertain
and regulations based on Law 84 of 2002 were still as applied arbitrarily as they had been
under Mubarak. IRI’s legal partners in Egypt had advised the organization to apply for
formal legal status in 2006. By 2011, the organization still had not been officially registered and it restarted the process.91 The absence of formal registration was not overly
concerning, though. INGOs working in Egypt understood that there would never be any
real end to the registration process and that having an application under review was
ordinarily sufficient.92
On December 29, 2011, however, Egyptian security used IRI’s lack of registration as a
pretext to raid its three offices in Cairo, Alexandria, and Luxor, arresting 17 staff members
and confiscating the organization’s equipment, supplies, and cash (International Republican Institute 2012). The raids on IRI were part of a larger anti-INGO operation that included NDI, Freedom House, and the International Center for Journalists. The raids led to
a year-long public trial in absentia for the NGO staff involved, and in June 2013, 43 NGO
employees—including 17 Americans—were sentenced to 1–5 years in prison (Loveluck
90. Interviews 1053 and 1072, November 16, 2016, Washington, DC.
91. It was rumored that IRI’s registration packet had been inadvertently incinerated during the revolution
when protesters stormed and burned down the headquarters of Mubarak’s National Democratic Party
during the January–February uprising. See Interview 1091, November 26, 2016, Washington, DC.
92. Interview 1091, November 16, 2016, Washington, DC.
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2013). Most foreign NGO staff avoided prison and left the country before the trial, including IRI’s country director Sam LaHood, who took refuge with several other IRI employees in the US embassy until the end of January 2012, when they were flown out on a
State Department plane (Fadel 2012).
On its face, Egypt’s sudden NGO raid in 2011 appears to be motivated by gatekeeping
concerns, with authorities trying to remove organizations it had deemed problematic.
While this may be true to some extent, the incident has an element of public relations
flair, similar to Russia’s 2012 expulsion of its foreign agent NGOs. During the actual
uprising in January–February 2011, the regime blamed much of the violence on ʾaydi
ʾajnabiyya, or foreign hands—shady Western organizations93 that had conspired to bring
down the Egyptian government. As SCAF faced increasing political instability, ongoing
riots and violence, and an uncertain future, reviving the foreign hands trope by cracking
down on NGOs appeared to be a way to renew its popular support. IRI and other INGOs
thus faced program capture by non-regulatory means, becoming political pawns in a
negative public relations campaign designed to induce changes in their mission.
Government officials and state media, led by Mubarak-era Minister Fayza Abou elNaga, accused IRI of “working to sow unrest in Egypt” and working as part of a joint
American and Israeli plot to divide the country (Fadel 2012). In the court case, prosecutors used a confiscated IRI map that had separated Egypt into four shaded regions as
proof that the organization was working with the CIA to split up the country—though,
the divisions were simply mapping out IRI’s plans to distribute observers for the parliamentary elections. Several years later, Sam LaHood spoke of this campaign, noting
I was smeared in public by the ludicrous accusations that I was advancing
Israeli interests, seeking to break up Egypt and working against the aims of
93. Including Kentucky Fried Chicken. See Keating (2011).
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the Egyptian revolution. … These accusations would have been comical if
they didn’t have such serious consequences (LaHood 2014).
In a distortion of this chapter’s title—“some state officials want your services”—SCAF
hoped to capture the services of its guest INGOs and hold them up as proof of foreign
machinations. By selectively enforcing its gatekeeping laws, drumming up popular support through conspiracies, and scapegoating foreign INGOs, the Egyptian regime was
able to boost its popular support at home.
IRI relied on its programmatic flexibility to insulate itself from the negative campaign
and attempts at capture. As they had done in 2005, IRI took advantage of its US government connections and its network of field offices and relocated its Egypt operations either to neighboring countries or back to its headquarters in Washington, DC. Unlike the
2012 crackdown in Russia, which had minimal impact on IRI’s work in the region, IRI’s
presence in the Middle East dropped significantly. Figure 6.8 shows a substantial drop
in expenditures in the Middle East, falling from $15.3 million in 2011 to $8.6 million in
2013.94 IRI’s physical presence in the region also decreased during the same time period
(see Figure 6.7b). In 2011, the organization had more than 100 employees working in 10
field offices, and one year later, it had 40 employees in 6 offices. By 2013, IRI ran a single field office with 3 employees (though in 2014 its operations began to pick up again).
Though it no longer maintained a regional presence, IRI worked with its project funders
to get permission to shift its Egypt-focused programming abroad, and the organization
continued offering out-of-country trainings and support for Egyptian politicians and activists.95 IRI’s relationship with the US government, its large budget, its accommodating
donors, and its wide geographic reach all allowed the organization to respond quickly to
the raids and continue its work in Egypt.
94. The $40 million peak in 2010 is unrelated to Egypt, the revolution, or the NGO raids—until 2010 the
majority of IRI’s Middle Eastern programming was focused on large grants in Iraq.
95. Interview 1053, November 16, 2016, Washington, DC.
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6.6

Conclusion

Autocracies can use NGO-related legislation to capture and co-opt INGO programming
in their favor. These laws can give governments some degree of control over INGO funding and resources by imposing taxes, import controls on foreign workers and goods.
Authoritarian regimes use foreign funding restrictions to either limit or take control of
INGO revenue. Uneven application of civil society regulations can also force INGOs to
pay bribes to circumvent legal restrictions, transferring money directly into government
coffers. Repressive governments can also capture elements of INGO management, forcing organizations into programs they cannot continue to afford and placing government
bureaucrats on INGOs’ boards of directors. Finally, governments can selectively enforce
NGO laws to boost public support for their regimes, either by praising their guest INGOs and holding them up as a sign of compliance with international norms, or by using
INGOs as a scapegoat and proof of foreign conspiracies.
As with gatekeeping laws, INGOs rely on their programmatic flexibility to adapt to
program capture laws. However, unlike their response gatekeeping laws, which is primarily focused on maintaining access to the country, continued presence in the country
is not the ultimate goal for INGOs facing capture restrictions. Under these circumstances,
organizations rely on their flexibility and act creatively to protect their missions, often
opting to work in exile to avoid government intrusion. INGOs that can afford to spend additional resources to maintain their programs from a distance do so. Due to its relatively
consistent revenue, its small cadre of highly trained London-based staff, and its large
network of freelancers, collaborators, activists, and award recipients, Index on Censorship continues its effective globally-focused advocacy from the UK and generally avoids
formal contact with governments.
In contrast, as part of its strategy to promote democratization worldwide, IRI tries
to embed itself in its dozens of target countries and makes multi-year commitments to
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working in-country. Strengthening civil society, observing elections, and empowering
marginalized groups can pose political risks to repressive regimes, however, and governments often try to limit or take control of elements of IRI’s operations. As it faced
increasing restrictions in Egypt in 2005, IRI relied on its deep ties with the NED and USAID to codify legal protections against foreign funding laws and managerial capture. Six
years later, after Egyptian security forces raided their offices, IRI turned again to its government connections and secured protection and safe passage for its staff. It then used
its flexible donors and its substantial income to quickly set up field offices in neighboring
countries, continuing its work in Egypt from abroad, despite a negative public relations
campaign designed to bolster popular support for SCAF. This rapid reaction was only
possible because of IRI’s immense flexibility—its deep pockets, powerful political allies,
and worldwide network of field offices. Significant flexibility is thus critical for contentious organizations to effectively work in repressive autocracies, both in-country and
from abroad.
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7
Conclusion

Since the beginning of the Syrian civil war in 2011, millions of refugees have fled to
neighboring countries to escape the violence. By March 2017, Turkey had registered and
accepted 2.9 million Syrians as refugees, nearly 60% of the roughly 5 million that had
left by then.1 Because this massive influx of people has placed an enormous strain on
Turkish social services, President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan allowed dozens of international
NGOs into the country to provide humanitarian assistance. Mercy Corps, a US-based
refugee assistance INGO, set up offices in southern Turkey in 2012 and quickly became
one of the most prominent INGOs to help with the relief effort, providing humanitarian
assistance, education, social, and economic services to more than 100,000 Syrian refugees
in 2016 alone. In March 2017, however, the Turkish government revoked Mercy Corps’
registration due to a vague technicality. The INGO rapidly shuttered its offices, laid off
20 Turkish staff, and left the country, leaving hundreds of thousands of refugees in a
1. UNHCR, “Syria Regional Refugee Response” (Inter-agency Information Sharing Portal, March 2017),
accessed August 2, 2017, http://data.unhcr.org/syrianrefugees/country.php?id=224.
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lurch.2 Turkey had been swept up in the apparently growing global wave of authoritarian
crackdowns on international NGOs.
In 2015, James Savage, the director of Amnesty International’s Human Rights Defenders Programme noted with dismay:
This global wave of restrictions has a rapidity and breadth to its spread we’ve
not seen before, that arguably represents a seismic shift and closing down of
human rights space not seen in a generation. There are new pieces of legislation almost every week—on foreign funding, restrictions in registration
or association, anti-protest laws, gagging laws. And, unquestionably, this is
going to intensify in the coming two to three years. You can visibly watch
the space shrinking.3
So far, Savage has been right. Civic space is indeed shrinking. As I have shown in this
dissertation, Egypt, Russia, and China have all imposed strict regulations on international
NGOs working in their countries. Dozens of other countries, including Cambodia, India,
Jordan, Kazakhstan, Myanmar, Pakistan, Tajikistan, and Uganda have all passed or are in
the process of passing similarly restrictive laws.
In spite of this global closing of civic space, international NGOs continue to work
in these restrictive countries and make creative adjustments to their programs in order
to remain effective. Though it has been expelled from Egypt twice and its employees
were subject to a widely televised public trial, IRI has continued its democracy promotion programming in Egypt from abroad. Index on Censorship criticizes and antagonizes
governments that infringe on freedom of expression rights, targeting countries with some
2. Rick Gladstone, “Turkey Halts Mercy Corps, Charity at Aids Over 500,000 Syrians a Month,” New York
Times, March 8, 2017, accessed August 2, 2017, https://www.nytimes.com/2017/03/08/world/middleeast/
turkey-syria-mercy-corps.html.
3. Harriet Sherwood, “Human Rights Groups Face Global Crackdown ‘Not Seen in a Generation”” The
Guardian, August 26, 2015, accessed August 2, 2017, https://www.theguardian.com/law/2015/aug/26/ngosface-restrictions-laws-human-rights-generation.
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of the most restrictive anti-NGO laws, like Azerbaijan. Article 19 moved into the Middle
East shortly after the 2011 Arab Spring in an attempt to preemptively shape the legal
environment for INGOs before it became restricted. Closing civic space has not put an
end to INGO advocacy.
In this dissertation, I have argued that the relationship between INGOs and autocrats
creates a state of amicable contempt, where each party is aware that the other both threatens and supports their existence. Autocrats see global civil society as a strategic player
in their domestic political landscape. International NGOs can help autocrats maintain
regime stability and remain in power by providing services and expertise, bestowing international legitimacy and reputation, and offsetting domestic institutional challenges.
At the same time, though, INGOs pose a risk to autocrats, since their goals and programs
can conflict with regime preferences. To address this dilemma, autocrats use gatekeeping
and program capture regulations to expand and constrict the allowable space for global
civil society activity, allowing them to enjoy the practical benefits of INGOs while simultaneously mitigating the risk of letting these organizations operate in their country.
International NGOs understand this contentious relationship with their host countries
and adapt to the political environment. Instead of passively accepting the regulatory
environment imposed on them, INGOs work to either shape that environment or adjust
their programs and strategies to maintain access to the country.

7.1

Summary of the argument

At the beginning of this dissertation, I posed a series of questions: Why do regimes allow
INGOs to work in their country? What influences INGO decision making in restrictive
environments? How do regimes reap the benefits of INGO programming? How do INGOs adapt to restrictions? I briefly examine how the statistical, survey, and case study
evidence has begun to answer these questions and lay the foundation for future modeltesting research on the relationship between INGOs and authoritarian regimes.
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Figure 7.1: The theory of amicable contempt

7.1.1

Why do regimes allow INGOs to work in their country?

Autocrats maintain power and stability by balancing a host of institutional challengers.
Dictators co-opt and control pseudo-democratic domestic institutions, such as legislatures, judiciaries, elections, and even popular protests, to enhance regime stability. The
statistical model in chapter 2 and the case studies of Egypt, Russia, and China in chapter 3 demonstrate that civil society—and international NGOs in particular—fit into au267

thoritarian stability-seeking calculus. Dictators must carefully balance and contend with
international NGOs, maximizing the optimum level of foreign-based advocacy in their
countries without causing domestic instability.
Regimes harness the stability-enhancing benefits of international NGOs by creating
regulations to manage and limit their in-country activities. Governments establish de
jure legal regulations to prevent INGO programming from going beyond the regime’s
ideal point. This statutory level of advocacy is not followed strictly, though, and regimes
rely on enormous amount of discretion in actually implementing those laws. In the beginning of this dissertation, I explored my first general hypothesis: when authoritarian
regimes perceive themselves to be more stable, they can risk expanding their regulatory environments and allow for more dissonance, or, stated differently, that regimes can afford to
employ more discretion and leniency when they are stable and have balanced out other
institutional challengers. Figure 7.1b shows how three factors influence a regime’s civil
society regulatory environment (CSRE).
Preliminary evidence has shown that internal concerns of over domestic instability
are associated with a worse and more constricted CSRE, as autocrats retrench and limit
institutional dissonance. The data also shows that the CSRE worsens as regimes become
more consolidated and cohesive, suggesting that autocrats allow for (or ignore) civil society while they balance out other more pressing economic and political challenges, and
that they eventually get around to addressing civil society later. However, domestic crises
can accelerate a regime’s turn against civil society. In Egypt, both SCAF and Morsi held
off from regulating civil society until popular protests and domestic terror attacks led
to late night raids and public trials of INGOs. Between 2015–17, the CCP reversed its
marginal transition away from its discretionary relationship with INGOs in the face of
economic recession, popular protests, and domestic unrest and violence grew. Initial
evidence from the case studies suggests that concerns over external instability and encroachments on sovereignty help determine the size of an autocrat’s CSRE. In Russia,
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Putin invoked notions of gosudarstvennost and reduced the allowable space for civil society in an effort to protect his regime’s sovereignty from foreign pressures. China was
also concerned with Western influence in politics, economics and society, and its 2017
Overseas NGO law was designed to curb this influence.
Finally, regimes may be influenced by reputational concerns when regulating INGOs.
However, the evidence for this hypothesis was unsatisfactory. The statistical measure I
used in chapter 2 was too broad and failed to capture any positive or negative effect. The
case studies in chapter 3 reveal contradicting evidence, as well—Russia rebuffed diplomatic efforts to cajole it into showing more openness to international NGOs, and China
passed strict anti-INGO legislation despite international condemnation.
7.1.2

What influences INGO decision making in restrictive environments?

In chapter 4, I explored how INGOs face their own balancing dilemma. Instead of maintaining appropriate levels of dissonance among rival political actors, INGOs must balance
their normative mission-driven principles against the instrumental needs of organizational survival. I use data from a global survey of INGOs to show how organizations are
motivated primarily by their foundational mission and values, and how these organizations structure their strategies around this vision to ensure that their programming furthers their mission. At the same time, INGOs must balance the need to pursue the goals
of their missions against the need to obtain resources to pay for those missions. Worries about money, fundraising, staff training, and other resources can get in the way of
pursuing deeper normative principles and constrain INGO missions. Focusing on instrumental concerns enables organizations to carry out their missions in the first place while
a reserve of programmatic flexibility provides INGOs with a protective margin around
their core missions, subsequently enabling INGOs to respond to government regulations
in constrained regulatory environments.
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7.1.3

How do regimes reap the benefits of INGO programming?

In chapters 5 and 6, I explored my second and third general hypotheses: when authoritarian regimes perceive INGO programming as threatening, they will limit the practical
operating environment by reducing INGO flexibility and when authoritarian regimes perceive INGO programming as potentially beneficial, they will attempt to move the INGO’s
ideal point closer to regime preferences by targeting INGO missions. Each of these arguments correspond to different forms of INGO regulations that autocrats rely on to (1)
prevent INGOs from adversely influencing their institutional balance, and (2) to reap the
benefits of their programs (see Figure 7.1c). Data from the global survey of INGOs and
from INGO case studies shows that regimes rely on gatekeeping regulations—including
entry, registration, and programming restrictions—to reduce INGO flexibility and make
it difficult to continue working in the country. Restrictions on registration and programs
are defensive and designed to filter out organizations before they enter the country and
limit the scope of their activities once they are in the country.
I also provide tentative evidence that regimes can be more proactive, rather than defensive, and attempt to take advantage of INGO services by implementing regulations
designed to capture, co-opt, and coerce changes in INGO missions, bringing them into
closer alignment with regime preferences. Restrictions on resources (including foreign
funding) and rules governing the management of guest INGOs give governments some
degree of control over INGO strategies. Additionally, I show that governments can distort INGO missions by capturing their services for public relations purposes, either by
praising their guest INGOs and holding them up as a sign of compliance with international norms, or by using INGOs as a scapegoat and proof of foreign conspiracies.
7.1.4

How do INGOs adapt to restrictions?

Finally, I used case studies and survey data to show how INGOs adapt their strategies to
each of these types of restrictions, relying on their reserves of programmatic flexibility
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to protect changes in their core missions. When confronting gatekeeping regulations,
INGOs are primarily concerned with maintaining access to the country. An INGO’s level
of contentiousness determines the level of gatekeeping pressure they face. Contentious
organizations face higher scrutiny as regimes attempt to limit their access to the country,
head off potential political threats, and make the practical operating environment more
difficult. In response, organizations that enjoy greater programmatic flexibility can make
creative adjustments on the margins of their missions to adapt to these laws. Results from
the survey show how INGOs find creative workarounds to registration and programmatic
laws, partnering with friendly government officials, training activists from abroad, and
dividing up larger programs to avoid attracting too much government attention. The
case of Article 19 shows how the organization has confronted gatekeeping regulations by
relying on its budget, its diverse portfolio of programs, its relationships with activists and
host government officials, and its network of regional offices to maximize its theoretical
overlap with regime preferences and remain active and effective.
Organizations with less flexibility, on the other hand, are less likely to be able to
adjust to the operating environment and can be forced to maintain a low profile and
avoid contact with the government, or cease their work and exit the country. In the case
of AMERA, post-revolutionary politics and unrest led to a constriction of the civil society
regulatory environment, and, unable to adapt to stricter gatekeeping requirements in the
absence of substantial flexibility, the organization left the country. Evidence from the
survey also showed that smaller, poorly funded INGOs will hide from the government,
but doing so makes their programs less efficient, since “if [they] grow big enough …
[they] can no longer fly under the radar”4 and they would subsequently face enhanced
regulation.
4. Response 1574.
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On the other hand, when facing program capture restrictions, INGOs are concerned
primarily with protecting against changes to their core missions and ensure that complying with those regulations does not conflict with their values. Organizations with high
programmatic flexibility will be able to resist or adjust to government attempts at cooptation while continuing their programming with minimal changes. Survey responses
were replete with examples of how INGOs have drawn on their flexibility to protect
their core missions and prevent government capture. For instance, some have skirted
foreign funding regulations by adjusting how they send money to their target country
offices, wiring smaller amounts more frequently to avoid government scrutiny, while
others have relocated their in-country offices to escape overbearing local officials that
had demanded increased managerial oversight. The cases of IRI and Index on Censorship
both demonstrate how INGOs can avoid public relations capture. Both organizations use
their substantial incomes and collaborative partnerships to lobby and advocate against
repressive regimes without playing into regime demands.
Organizations with less flexibility, however, are more likely to concede to the regime
and align their programs with government preferences. Many small, low contention
survey respondents reported that they had changed their funding structure to allow for
increased government control, turning to government-sanctioned sources of funding and
funneling foreign donations through requisite government agencies. Instead of fighting
against regulations, many low flexibility organizations reluctantly comply capture regulations along in pursuit of their mission.

7.2

Theoretical contributions and avenues for future research

At the end of chapter 1, I set out to build a middle-range theory, creating a framework
that would allow me to engage in the messiness of the complicated relationship between
INGOs and dictators. Ultimately, the model of amicable contempt presented in this dissertation provides a helpful shorthand for exploring the most salient set of dynamics that
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define the relationship between these two actors—regime preferences, regime discretion,
INGO norms, INGO programmatic flexibility, contentiousness, and the practical operating environment. This parsimony, however, necessarily limits the causal claims I am able
to make.
Moreover, the findings here serve to build and develop a theory of INGO-dictator relations. Due to a paucity of data, I was unable to rigorously test specific elements of the
theory. As seen in chapters 2 and 3, several of my original hypotheses about the determinants of authoritarian regulation of the civil society worked differently than I had
thought. Similarly, due to the nature of researching a broad range of international NGOs,
the survey data was not based on a random sample of organizations and the results, therefore, are not completely representative of the INGO world as a whole. As such, evidence
from both the statistical models and the survey serves to help with model building rather
than testing.
Despite the explicit lack of model testing, the findings from the statistical analysis,
case studies, and global INGO survey provide a theoretical foundation for more robust
empirical research into the mechanisms of amicable contempt. Additionally, the evidence
presented here deepens our understanding of multiple existing political science and nonprofit management theories. First, I find that traditional political institutions such as
legislatures, elections, or judicial systems are not the only actor autocrats must account
for in their stability-seeking calculus. Civil society—and international civil society in
particular—can usefully be seen as yet another a political institution that authoritarian
regimes must balance and contend with. The findings also suggest a possible rank ordering of the institutional threats to authoritarian stability. In the statistical analysis
and the case studies, newly-installed autocrats generally moved quickly to neutralize or
co-opt the military, business elites, and politicians and only turned to civil society regulations after obtaining a degree of political stability within their regimes. The delay in
regulating civil society could be a result of institutional prioritization, since the desta273

bilizing potential of domestic and international NGOs is much lower than the power of
other more threatening actors. Autocrats might get around to regulating NGOs only after other more salient threats have been balanced out. The regulatory delay could also be
purposeful—restricting associational life immediately after taking office, especially after
a dramatic revolution, carries a risk of backlash. In the case of post-revolutionary Egypt,
SCAF was hesitant to impose additional restrictions on domestic and foreign civil society,
potentially because the military was worried about domestic criticisms of such a move.
Only later, in the face of greater domestic instability (and after much of the revolutionary
fervor had waned), did SCAF raid the offices of IRI, Human Rights Watch, and other INGOs. Regardless of which story is ultimately true, the intricacies of both can be explored
by treating international civil society as a political institution.
Second, the findings add to debates in international relations scholarship over the
role of foreign non-state actors in domestic politics. Sovereign nations can rarely isolate themselves from outside influences, and domestic policies are often influenced by
the preferences and experiences of non-citizens, other states, IGOs, and others. Slaughter (2004) argues that interactions in international forums between judges, bureaucrats,
and legislators lead to changes in domestic policy. Linos (2013) recently has countered
the mechanisms of this argument, claiming that, more than direct interactions between
state officials, domestic policies and elections can be influenced indirectly, with regular
media coverage encouraging the adoption of international policy norms into domestic
policies. In both of these arguments, foreign non-state actors shape domestic politics.
My model of amicable contempt contributes to this theoretical strain. I have argued that
authoritarian regimes shape their civil society regulatory environment and pass formal
NGO-related legislation in response to their interactions with the international NGOs
working in their countries. Additionally, I have shown preliminary evidence that INGOs
can sometimes explicitly work to shape the regulations they face, partnering with the
most ideal government officials in the case of China, or, as with Article 19 in Tunisia,
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even directly lobbying their host governments to reform. Authoritarian regimes regulate INGOs to prevent undue influence on domestic policy, yet despite these restrictions,
some INGOs are able to shape that policy in reverse.
This research also sheds light on the mechanisms of the ongoing global crackdown on
civil society. While it is true that civic space is shrinking in countries around the world,
not all anti-NGO regulations are equal. Some are aimed at preventing organizations from
entering the country, and others are designed to make life more difficult for guest NGOs
as a way to discourage their advocacy and work. At the same time, as seen in chapter 6,
other NGO regulations are designed to allow for INGO activities while simultaneously
capturing the benefits of those activities. Even if an INGO faces minimal barriers to
entry and low regulatory burden when working in a country, its host regime can still
restrict or distort its activities through program capture laws. Most countries continue
to allow INGOs to work, despite the global closing of civic space, and discussions of
this crackdown would be enriched by taking these different regulatory purposes into account. NGO-related laws in authoritarian regimes are thus more complicated than what
they might appear on their face—laws might explicitly prohibit certain activities, allow
activities with some restrictions, or allow most activities, with the unstated assumption
that those programs will ultimately support the regime.
Finally, the findings from this research deepen our understanding of the tradeoff between organizational principles and instrumental concerns. According to Mitchell and
Schmitz (2014), nonprofit organizations often find themselves caught between the desire
to pursue their principled missions and the need to focus on instrumental concerns (such
as fundraising, hiring, training, etc.) to carry out those missions. My research finds that
instrumental resources are necessary not only because they provide the necessary funds,
training, and expertise for program implementation, but because they provide programmatic flexibility. In authoritarian contexts in particular, additional resources provide organizations with a protective margin around their missions which allows them to make
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adjustments to their programs without threatening their core missions. Instrumental resources fuel programmatic flexibility, which in turn allows organizations to carry out
their missions.
7.2.1

Future research

Beyond these contributions to our theoretical understanding of authoritarian politics and
international nonprofit management, the model of amicable contempt paves the way for
many fruitful future research avenues where each of these mechanisms can be tested
more rigorously.
7.2.1.1

Reputation

For instance, though there is insufficient evidence for or against the influence of reputational concerns on civil society regulations, there may be something to the story of
reputation. Research by Judith Kelley and Beth Simmons demonstrates how countries use
scorecards, ratings, and grades to encourage political reforms in other countries (Kelley
2017; Kelley and Simmons 2015). Following in this vein, CIVICUS launched its Monitor
project in 2015 in an attempt to quantitatively measure, track, and rate the phenomenon
of closing space, categorizing countries’ civic environments as closed, repressed, obstructed, narrowed, or open.5 If the CIVICUS Monitor continues to be updated, it could
provide a productive avenue for looking more closely at the effect of international shaming specifically on a country’s civil society restrictions.
7.2.1.2

Direct and indirect diffusion

Future research should also examine other strategies authoritarian governments use to
control INGOs beyond either de jure or de facto regulations. It is possible that more
influential regional powers could encourage their peers and neighbors to regulate the
5. See https://monitor.civicus.org/, accessed August 2, 2017.
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INGOs within their borders as a strategy for mitigating the threat of INGOs in their own
countries. Given that previous research has found that INGOs tend to flock to countries with the friendliest regulations in a given region (Barry et al. 2015), states intent on
limiting the influence of foreign advocacy NGOs may encourage their peers to impose
harsher regulations on INGOs in an effort to deny these organizations a regional safe
haven. Future research should look at diplomatic efforts between authoritarian regimes
to see if this is a possible strategy. The case of Article 19 is instructive—it was able to
take advantage of political unrest following the Tunisian revolution to obtain a safe regional stronghold in Tunis, thus providing it with a base of operations for its programs
throughout the region. The topic of civil society likely comes up at regional summits
or Arab League meetings—if Egyptian diplomats have broached the subject of stricter
INGO controls with their Tunisian counterparts, it would provide evidence of an alternative, non-legislative (and non-domestic) strategy for limiting the potential influence of
international civil society.
The influence of larger regional powers could also be more indirect, with countries
purposely adopting laws similar to those passed by their more powerful neighbors. For
instance, since the passage of Russia’s 2012 and 2015 anti-NGO laws, Kazakhstan, Azerbaijan, Tajikistan, and Turkmenistan have passed similar regulations, modeled in part
on Russia’s original legislation. Similarly, in 2017 Jordan began applying its anti-terror
laws to civil society organizations, following Egypt’s lead. Authoritarian learning and
diffusion may lie beneath the phenomenon of the global crackdown on civil society, as
regimes notice, copy, and adapt the regulatory strategies of their peers. Future research
can trace the diffusion of authoritarian civil society laws across time and geography to
determine how much influence other countries’ civil society laws play in authoritarian
policymaking.
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7.2.1.3

INGOs influencing regulations

While the bulk of this research project has looked at how INGOs are shaped by the regulations of the countries they work in, some organizations have responded to closing
civic space by directly lobbying their host governments to change their restrictive laws.
Article 19, in particular, consulted with legislators to reshape the civil society regulatory
environment in their favor. Future research could analyze the conditions under which
interest groups can influence the regulations they face. Additionally, work can be done
to see how reshaping these regulations allows INGOs to encourage repressive governments to adopt international governance norms and standards (in the case of Article 19
in Tunisia, standards of transparency and media freedom). Findings from this research
would further inform debates about the severity of the global crackdown on civil society,
the role of INGOs in domestic politics, and the connection between national regulatory
environments and global governance.
7.2.1.4

Issue areas and contentiousness

More work remains to be done regarding the contentiousness of INGO missions. Throughout this project, I have assigned various issues areas to two simple dichotomous contentious and non-contentious relationships. In actuality, however, issue areas do not map
so neatly onto the potential for destabilizing authoritarian regimes. For example, here
I labeled education INGOs as non-contentious, but INGO-run education programming
runs the gamut from teaching English to kindergarteners (which is clearly low contention programming) to establishing private US-affiliated liberal arts universities, such
as NYU Abu Dhabi, NYU Shanghai, or Duke Kunshan University (which poses more
of a direct threat to regime stability). In general, NGO-related laws (and their de facto
implementation) are targeted at sectors, with laws explicitly banning advocacy, foreign
education, foreign funding, and so forth. How do governments regulate organizations
that don’t fit clearly under these labels? How can authoritarian regimes use their reg278

ulatory environments to simultaneously allow low contention education organizations
while limiting high contention education organizations. Future research can narrow in
on sector-specific regulations to further investigate this phenomenon.
7.2.1.5

Effect of crackdown on instrumental concerns

Finally, western nations, donor agencies, and watchdog INGOs have said much about the
global crackdown on civil society, but it is unclear what the practical effects of closing
civic space have been on organizations beyond losing access to host countries. What kind
of effect do anti-NGO laws have on organizational instrumental concerns? Do increased
restrictions make it harder to attract and hire new employees? Do besieged NGOs struggle more with fundraising, or can organizations use the fact that they face additional
restrictions to increase private donations? Future research should investigate some of
these more practical and instrumental effects of the global NGO crackdown.

7.3

Lessons learned

One of the key takeaways from this research is that programmatic flexibility is essential
for INGOs to successfully adapt to both programming and program capture restrictions.
I conclude with three final observations about the importance of INGO programmatic
flexibility.
7.3.1

Flexibility and strategic management

Management scholar Henry Mintzberg notes a difference between deliberate strategies,
where organizations lay down careful plans and goals and objectives; and emergent
strategies, where organizations achieve unplanned strategies unintentionally (Mintzberg
and Walters 1985). Though emergent strategy appears haphazard, conjuring notions
of organizations fumbling with no long-term vision, its implications are more subtle.
Mintzberg recommends that rather than spend considerable time trying to anticipate
279

all possible future changes, organizations should try to react quickly to changes on the
ground and adjust their strategies accordingly. For instance, Spanish clothing retailer
Zara uses just-in-time inventory control to react to emerging fashion trends—rather than
keep warehouses full of preplanned styles, analysts keep track of which clothing items
sell the most and which new styles are most popular, and shift their stores’ inventories on
the fly (Watts 2011, 187). Zara can only restock its inventories with new styles because of
a wide network of small factories located near its storefronts. In order to take advantage
of emergent strategy, organizations require a substantial amount of flexibility to make
rapid changes and shift resources around.
Some of the principles of emergent strategy can be usefully applied to international
NGOs working in authoritarian contexts. Flexibility is an essential component of an
INGO’s response to government regulations. When facing gatekeeping regulations, INGOs rely on their flexibility to creatively work around laws, seeking out the friendliest
bureaucrats and government ministries, moving their headquarters to more remote parts
of the country, employing local staff, or working from abroad. When changes to the regulatory environment occur, INGOs with the most flexibility have been the most likely to
either remain in the country or to continue their operations from exile.
The importance of flexibility is even more visible when comparing the experiences of
AMERA and IRI. Both organizations worked in Egypt, and both were forced out because
of government intervention. Despite having worked in the country for nearly a decade
with dozens of local Egyptian employees, volunteers, and interns, AMERA was unable
to shift its limited resources around in order to quickly adapt to the changing regulatory
environment. Uneven revenue from foundation sources, coupled with a temporary loss
of Comic Relief funding, put immense financial strain on the organization. Additionally,
AMERA could not move its staff and operations to a neighboring country—its work was
based entirely in Egypt, and it had no other offices to turn to. Its Uganda subsidiary had
become independent years before, and its new partnerships in Cameroon and Morocco
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were still in their infancy. In the absence of flexibility, AMERA turned over its programming to the Egyptian Foundation for Refugee Rights, returned to London, shed its staff,
and restructured itself.
IRI, on the other hand, enjoyed immense amounts of flexibility, with millions of dollars in grants from the US State Department, USAID, and the NED. Its field offices, located
in dozens of countries throughout the world, allowed the organization to offer a diverse
portfolio of democracy promotion programs, ranging from election monitoring to candidate training. After the December 2011 raids on INGO offices in Egypt, IRI was able
to quickly relocate its staff to neighboring countries and reestablish its Egyptian operations from abroad. Moreover, the organization enlisted the help of the US government to
evacuate staff that sought asylum in the US embassy. IRI’s flexibility allowed it to protect
itself from government attempts at public relations program capture, and while IRI staff
note that leaving the country did reduce the effectiveness of some of their programs, the
organization has continued working with Egyptians from its regional and DC offices.
Article 19 takes an approach similar to IRI, but on a much smaller scale. By relying on government grants and establishing a handful of regional offices, Article 19 has
been able to maintain a nearly global reach since its decision to spread out of its London
headquarters in 2006–07. By participating in networks of other freedom of expression
INGOs, it has built up partnerships with activists and government officials, allowing it to
respond quickly to changes in political contexts. When Article 19 joined IFEX’s Tunisia
Monitoring Group in 2005, it could not have foreseen the 2011 overthrow of President
Ben ʿAli. Immediately after the Tunisian uprising, Article 19 relied on the connections
it had fostered during its partnership with IFEX-TMG and quickly set up a regional office. The organization’s physical presence in turn allowed it to gain access to legislative
debates and provide advice on freedom of expression and association laws. It can also
provide training, advice, and advocacy to countries like Egypt where it cannot establish
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formal offices because of severe gatekeeping regulations. The organization’s flexibility
allows it to successfully maneuver in dynamic regulatory environments.
Index on Censorship provides a different example of relying on flexibility to rapidly
respond to changes. Unlike IRI, AMERA, and Article 19, Index purposely does not establish field offices—maintaining physical presence in its target countries is explicitly not
part of their strategy. Instead Index relies on a network of freelance journalists and human rights activists to gather information, conduct research, lobby governments, and
advocate for freedom of expression rights. It selects 2–3 focus countries every year as
its primary targets for advocacy and lobbying, but it is also able to send local freelancers
to respond to unexpected crises, arrests, or instances of censorship. The organization’s
constant flow of revenue from foundation grants and magazine sales provides it with
financial stability, which in turn allows it to quickly address pressing freedom of expression issues, all while avoiding government regulations.
Programmatic flexibility is thus essential to be able to quickly and strategically respond to anti-NGO gatekeeping and program capture regulations. Given these INGOs’
experiences, it appears that the best advice for INGOs facing crackdown is to have substantial revenue, a large staff, a network of regional offices, and close connections with
US ambassadors. However, such a suggestion is wildly impractical. Not all INGOs are as
big as IRI, or even as big as Article 19—in the global survey of INGOs, respondents had a
median of 8 employees, 20% of respondents only work in one other country besides their
home, and small private donations were the most commonly reported revenue stream.
Likewise, not all INGOs should be as big as IRI. Small organizations like AMERA built up
an extensive network of refugee advocates and service providers because it only worked
in one other country.
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7.3.2

Is it better to be bigger?

The importance of programmatic flexibility in responding to government regulation raises
an important question and potentially conflicts with research by Sarah Bush (2015). Bush
finds that NGOs that receive funding from the NED and other large donors adjust their
programs to meet donor demands. In particular, in conjunction with a measurability
revolution in the international development and democracy promotion world, NGOs are
encouraged to quantify their inputs, outputs, and outcomes to facilitate donor-run statistical evaluations, and to meet these more complicated demands, recipient NGOs hire
more staff with professional MPA and MPP degrees. As a result of this growing focus
on measurability, Bush shows that democracy promotion NGOs are hesitant to engage
in non-measurable programs or conduct advocacy that could jeopardize its access to the
country. Fears of losing NED funding—either because its programs yield no measurable results, or because pursuing contentious programming leads to expulsion from the
country—have thus led to a taming of democracy promotion activities. To reverse this
trend towards taming, Bush suggests that NGOs seek out smaller and more nimble donors
who impose fewer operational requirements, and that donors should seek out smaller,
more observable, and more controllable recipient NGOs (Bush 2015, 228–29).
Bush’s suggestions for un-taming democracy assistance at first stand in stark contrast with the experiences of Article 19, IRI, and other larger INGOs that were able to
successfully adapt to changing government regulations. Working in repressive regimes
is difficult and requires immense amounts of flexibility to effectively combat government
attempts at gatekeeping and capture. In the absence of substantial funding from large
donors, INGOs either tame their programming, or, like AMERA, shut down. Funding
from large organizations like the NED, USAID, DFID, the OSCE, and others have enabled
besieged INGOs to protect their core missions, thus avoiding the very taming identified
by Bush.
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These recommendations—that INGOs should be smaller and rely less on grants from
large donors, and that INGOs should be large and rely more on grants from large donors—
appear fundamentally opposed. However, these suggestions are context dependent. Donors
and INGOs must be more responsive to the evolving needs of their stakeholders and political shifts in their regulatory environments. For the democracy promotion establishment,
smaller donors and smaller INGOs are necessary to avoid the staid bureaucracy of the
largest donors. For INGOs facing government restrictions, large government grants and
more field offices seem to be necessary to be able to shift resources around in response
to crackdowns. In both situations, INGOs must maintain flexibility.
Additionally, the relationship between organization size and programmatic flexibility
may be U-shaped. Small shoestring INGOs that can avoid contact with the government
are able to fly under the regulatory radar and prevent unwanted shifts in their core missions. As smaller INGOs grow, however, the likelihood of coming in contact with their
host state’s regulatory apparatus increases, and the burden of NGO restrictions increases.
However, large INGOs with dozens of staff members, such as IRI, have substantial programmatic flexibility and can confront—and even reshape—regulations because of their
enhanced resources.
Even for besieged INGOs, funding from large donors—while necessary—can still be
fraught with inflexibility. Though IRI and Article 19 enjoy sizable government funding, they have had to contend with the measurability revolution. Recall the Article 19
staffer’s complaint that the Polish Solidarity movement would not have succeeded today
because donors are overly focused on measurable outcomes and results.6 IRI noted issues
with donor inflexibility, explaining that it generally found it easier to work on NED- and
USAID-sponsored projects than projects funded by the State Department because they
faced fewer restrictions on their programs and could shift priorities around without ob6. Interview 1056, October 13, 2016, London.

284

taining donor permission first—IRI was able to quickly close its office in Russia in 2012
because of flexible project contract terms.7
Finally, in some cases, taming INGO programming and not confronting dictators
might not be an undesired outcome—taming can be strategic. Greenpeace is one of the
only environmental INGOs working in China, but to gain access to the country, it needed
to undertake significant changes in its strategy and ratchet down the contentiousness of
its China-based programs. Following the theoretical model, the organization appeared
to have been captured by the regime, with its core mission shifting closer to government
preferences. However, Greenpeace’s taming was deliberate. Their goal was not to take
on the government and shame it into action—it was to “help a billion people in one country with severe environmental issues.”8 The Carnegie Center in Moscow also tamed its
mission to be more friendly with the regime. However, it is also now the only American
think tank in Russia, and is therefore well positioned to take advantage of any potential
future openings in civic space. More importantly, though, it is a research institution and
does not have an explicit goal to confront the regime. “Think tanks don’t have to change
the world,”9 and neither do all types of INGOs.
7.3.3

“Doing all we can to help civil society succeed”

Anti-NGO regulations are increasing worldwide and in spite of the shrinking civic space
and the contraction of associational life, INGOs are adapting to their repressive new
environment. Because restricting international NGOs has become a useful addition to
dictators’ toolkits for managing institutional challenges, the closing space phenomenon
will likely continue—autocrats will continue to try to benefit from NGOs, and NGOs will
continue to adjust creatively to remain attractive and active.
7. Interview 1092, November 16, 2016, Washington, DC.
8. Interview 1033, October 14, 2016, London.
9. Interview 1033, October 14, 2016, London.
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What should INGOs, governments, and donors do, then, to ensure that INGOs can
adapt effectively without losing control over their core missions? I briefly sketch two
suggestions based on the findings from this dissertation.
First, INGOs and donors should each monitor domestic unrest and regime cohesiveness
in the countries they target. In a 2014 report about working in closed civic spaces, USAID
suggests that organizations monitor and track the legal enabling environment and stay
apprised of regulatory changes in their target countries (United States Agency for International Development 2014). Most INGOs already do this—according to the survey, only
20% of respondents indicated not being at all familiar with regulations in their target
countries, and nearly half reported being very familiar. INGOs and donors should expand their monitoring efforts beyond looking just at regulations, watching for increases
in domestic conflict such as protests and strikes, as well as signs of intragovernmental
tensions. Evidence from the statistical models and case studies show that, in general, civic
space will expand as regimes struggle to maintain cohesion and control over institutional
balancing, thus opening up opportunities to influence policy, as Article 19 has done in
Tunisia. By watching for potential openings in civic space, INGOs can engage in a type
of emergent strategy and quickly respond to changes in the regulatory environment
Second, donors should reduce burdens for INGO compliance when INGOs face severe
restrictions. Overly restrictive contracts and grant requirements limit how well INGOs
can respond to government regulations. IRI was able to move its offices out of Russia and
Egypt in 2012 because USAID funding agreements provided the organization with flexibility in how it implemented its grants. Other organizations have not been as fortunate.
Several years after the Arab Spring uprisings, one human rights INGO that had supported
Middle Eastern activists faced an audit from one of its larger funders and was penalized
for not maintaining receipts or documentation of their activities in the early days of the
uprising—an impossible feat given that the banking system had shut down amidst the
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political upheaval, rioting, and repression.10 Another INGO complained that US government donors had been inadvertently complicit in restricting INGO activities abroad.11
When issuing grants, donors often require that partner organizations follow all NGOrelated regulations in their host countries and register with the appropriate agencies.
In general, this is good, and organizations like Article 19 have used these requirements
to speed up their registration processes when setting up field office. However, in cases
where target governments use anti-NGO regulations to “gum up the works” and make
life more difficult for INGOs, the practical effect of donors’ registration mandates is that
INGO programs either directly support repressive governments or come to a halt.
During his 2013 civil society roundtable, President Obama called for new commitments to help civil society succeed under repressive circumstances:
We have to find new and better ways to support civil society in difficult circumstances. Governments that restrict civil society are sharing their worst
practices. We’ve got to make sure that we’re sharing our best practices and
doing all we can to help civil society succeed (Obama 2013).
This dissertation highlights some of these best practices, including, most crucially, the
need for flexibility. Donors and policymakers should ensure that their contracts, agreements, and policies provide besieged INGOs with the space, resources, and flexibility
required to confront this closing space.

10. Response ID omitted for the sake of anonymity.
11. Response ID omitted for the sake of anonymity.

287

Appendix A
Methods

A.1

Global survey of international NGOs

A.1.1

Definition of international NGO

There is no central database of all international NGOs active in the world, and indeed,
creating such a directory is impossible, due to issues with both definitions and logistics. There is no universally accepted definition of “international” or “nongovernmental,”
and existing directories vary in what counts as an INGO. For instance, the UN’s Economic
and Social Council (ECOSOC) defines international NGOs as any internationally-focused
organization that is not created by an intergovernmental agreement, which essentially
designates NGOs as a catch-all category for any organization that is not a purely governmental body (United Nations Economic and Social Council 1968). In an effort to narrow
this definition, the Yearbook of International Organizations—a widely used source for
research on international organizations [see Smith and West (2005); Munck (2010); Barry
et al. (2015); Murdie (2014b); Johnson (2014); among others]—defines international NGOs
based on a set of seven rules related to an entity’s organizational structure, purpose, and
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activity, and adds the additional stipulation that an organization’s operations target three
or more countries (Union of International Associations 2017[a]).
For the purposes of this study, in an effort to capture the broadest range of potential organizations, I consider an international nongovernmental organization to be any
organization that is not incorporated as a governmental entity or as a private firm that
conducts advocacy, provides services, or otherwise works in at least one country other
than the one it is headquartered in. Using this minimalist definition provides several benefits. First, it allows me to bracket the longstanding definitional debate discussed above.
While this debate raises important questions about the nature of international NGOs, the
scope of their operations, and their role in global politics, it has less bearing on how these
organizations are treated by their host countries. Legislation and regulation governing
the behavior of international NGOs is not based on whether an organization has official
ECOSOC status, works in a certain number of countries, or defines itself as international
or transnational. Instead, the legal regime for regulating INGOs in most countries looks
at more practical organizational characteristics, such as an organization’s organizational
structure (members of the board, staff ratios, etc.) or sources of funding, and laws tend
to target both domestic and international NGOs simultaneously.
Second, stricter definitions of internationality, such as the Yearbook’s requirement
that an organization works in at least three countries, omit smaller NGOs that are nonetheless international in scope. Broadening the definition of international NGO allows me to
better capture the experiences of these smaller organizations and permits me to explore
the effect of organization size and geographic scope on its response to regulations. The
number of countries an organization works in likely affects its flexibility—if an INGO
works only in one country, it cannot easily shift its resources to another country in response to harsher restrictions, while an INGO with programs in dozens of of countries
can likely make more programmatic adjustments.
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A.1.2

Creation of list of international NGOs

As discussed in the introduction to the dissertation, I look at how government regulations affect international NGOs working in two general sectors: freedom of expression,
representing more contentious human rights and advocacy-focused organizations, and
education, representing ostensibly less contentious service provision organizations. The
Yearbook of International Organizations conveniently classifies organizations by issue
area, which allowed me to collect contact information for organizations dealing both
with freedom of expression (all organizations categorized as “Censorship”, “Journalism,”
and “Media”) and education (all organizations categorized as “Education”). The Yearbook
also follows a detailed typology of organizational type, distinguishing between various
forms of international organization, such as research bodies, intergovernmental bodies,
commercial enterprises, and so forth. For this list of international NGOs, I excluded any
organization classified as any of the the following types:
• Type I: H (Inactive or dissolved international organizations), J (Recently reported or
proposed international organizations), R (Religious orders, fraternities and secular
institutes), S (Autonomous conference series), T (Multilateral treaties and agreements), and U (Inactive or dissolved non-conventional bodies)
• Type II: c (conference series), d (dissolved, dormant), e (commercial enterprise), g
(intergovernmental), and s (information suspect)
• Type III: Alumni and Veterans, European Union Bodies, FAO Bodies, ILO Bodies,
NATO Bodies, Parliaments, Political Parties, Treaties, United Nations Bodies, WHO
Bodies, Corporations, Companies, and Intergovernmental Communities
As noted previously, the Yearbook uses a more restrictive definition of international
NGO that limits the pool of possible respondents to larger organizations working in multiple countries. Expanding this initial list of organizations to include smaller organizations is more difficult, however—the Yearbook is hand-curated, carefully organized, and
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updated annually, and its quality exceeds that of most other online directories of NGOs,
which tend to only categorize organizations along broad issue areas (such as human
rights or development) and do not distinguish between internationally- and domesticallyoriented organizations. To augment the initial Yearbook-based list with smaller organizations, I added information from several additional NGO directories, falling into three
broad categories:
• General international NGOs: The UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs
(DESA) acts as a mediator between the United Nations and civil society organizations granted consultative status with the UN’s ECOSOC. DESA maintains the integrated Civil Society Organizations (iCSO) System, a dedicated database of 27,000
DESA- and ECOSOC-affiliated NGOs that have registered themselves with the UN.1
The application form for inclusion in the database includes four options for an
NGO’s geographic scope, which permitted me to select 7,632 apparently international NGOs—I omitted organizations classified as local and national and kept only
regional and international organizations. As this database does not indicate which
issues organizations work on, I include all apparently international organizations
in the sample.
• Development international NGOs: The Directory of Development Organizations
(DDO)2 is a privately-maintained list of nearly 15,000 development-focused NGOs,
including thousands of organizations focused on education issues. The directory
categorizes organizations according to their home country, but does not include
information about the issues they work on. As such, I include all organizations in
the sample.
1. See http://esango.un.org/civilsociety/, accessed August 2, 2017.
2. See http://www.devdir.org, accessed August 2, 2017.
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• Human rights international NGOs: I augment the list of freedom of expression organizations by including two directories of human rights-focused NGOs: (1) the Arab
Institute of Human Rights directory,3 and (2) a database of anti-human trafficking
NGOs compiled by Heiss and Kelley (2016) and the Polaris Project.4
A.1.3

Sampling strategy

With the exception of the ECOSOC list, none of these directories indicate where the organizations work—only their organizational headquarters. As such, there is no systematic
way to disambiguate international NGOs, as I define them, from domestic NGOs. To
account for this, I use an early question in the survey to filter out domestic NGOs.5 Organizations that indicate they only work in one country leave the survey early and are
not included in this analysis.
I faced an empirical tradeoff with the survey’s sampling strategy. I could attempt
to calculate accurate population estimates and boost the survey’s inferential power by
creating probability-based panels of potential participants, but doing so would reduce
the possible number of responses substantially, especially given the impossibility of distinguishing between domestic and international organizations. Additionally, given the
composition of the lists, the universe of possible NGO sectors is inherently not representative of the entire INGO sector—the UN’s list of ECOSOC-affiliated NGOs is self-selected,
and the other lists are domain-based, selecting only organizations focused on education,
development, freedom of expression, human rights, and human trafficking. Finally, it
was impossible to know how many of the organizations listed in these directories were
defunct and unreachable. Sampling from such an unstable population would result in
a small number of usable responses. To maximize the chances of identifying the great3. See http://www.aihr-resourcescenter.org/, accessed August 2, 2017.
4. See http://globalmodernslavery.org, accessed August 2, 2017.
5. Q2.4: Does your organization work in a country other than the country in which it is headquartered?
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est number of international organizations in the list, I instead conduct a non-probability
list-based internet survey (AAPOR 2016, 43). While this decision increases the number
of responses, it limits the inferential and statistical power of the sample and tempers the
conclusions and findings. Regardless, though results from the survey are not perfectly
reflective of the entire global INGO sector, they do reveal important insights and trends
about a self-selecting subset of organizations working on education and human rights
issues.
A.1.4

Survey details

Combining all five of these lists yielded 33,973 potential INGOs (see Table A.1). A large
proportion of these organizations, however, had invalid, outdated, or incomplete information. Prior to conducting the survey, I used an e-mail verification service to confirm
that the organization’s internet domain name was valid and that the e-mail address listed
existed at the domain. More than three-fourths of the final list contained apparently valid
organizations (26,772), with wide variation across directories—nearly all the organizations listed in the DDO and in the UN’s iCSO list were valid, while less than a third of
the organizations in the Yearbook of International Organizations had usable e-mail addresses. Even with this cleaner list, 9,182 e-mail invitations were rejected (or bounced)
by their receiving servers, including more than half of the apparently valid DDO organizations. Ultimately, only 17,590 (or 52%) of the complete list of organizations received
an e-mail invitation, which indicates significant problems with maintaining up-to-date
information in online directories of NGOs.
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Table A.1: Number of valid and invited NGOs
% invited
(listed)

% invited
(valid)

7,083

47.7%

48.7%

322

2,743

29.4%

89.5%

7,498

1,101

6,397

83.8%

85.3%

1,421

1,063

93

970

68.3%

91.3%

761

606

209

397

52.2%

65.5%

33,973

26,772

9,182

17,590

51.8%

65.7%

Directory

Listed

Valid

Bounced

Invited

Directory of Development Organizations

14,834

14,540

7,457

Yearbook of International Organizations (YBIO)

9,325

3,065

UN Integrated Civil Society Organizations System
(iCSO)

7,632

Global Anti-Human Trafficking (TIP) NGOs
Arab Institute of Human Rights NGO directory
Total
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After cleaning the initial list of e-mails, I divided potential respondents into groups
of roughly 600 organizations for ease in mass e-mailing. I sent each potential respondent
an initial invitation, followed up with a reminder roughly two weeks later, and a final
reminder after another two weeks.6 The text of the invitation is presented in Figure A.1
and Figure A.2 shows the cumulative number of responses over time following each wave
of invitations to each of the smaller groups. A static version of the survey instrument is
provided in Figure A.5 and can also be accessed online.7
Traditional survey-based research will often report a survey’s response rate. Response rates are associated with probability samples and rely on knowing the exact size
of the survey sample. With non-probability list-based internet surveys, however, it is impossible to know how many potential respondents were exposed to the invitation or how
often they were exposed—the only response data known about possible respondents is
the number of members invited to the survey and the number of members who respond
to and complete the survey. Because of this, response rates are impossible to calculate
for this kind of survey (AAPOR 2016). Instead, a somewhat comparable participation (or
completion) rate can be calculated, dividing the number of usable responses by the total
number of initial survey invitations (Callegaro and DiSogra 2008, 1021–22). The participation rate cannot be used as a measure of possible nonresponse error, but it can indicate
the overall efficiency of the panel (AAPOR 2016, 49).
Of the 17,590 organizations that potentially received the initial survey invitation, 537
completed the survey, 104 provided a partial (but usable) response,8 311 ended the survey
early, and the remainder indicated that they did not work internationally or did not respond, either because they self-selected out without answering any questions (since the
6. For technical details on how the invitation was sent and designed, see https://notebook.andrewheiss.
com/project/diss-ingos-in-autocracies/survey-technical-details/, accessed August 2, 2017.
7. See https://notebook.andrewheiss.com/project/diss-ingos-in-autocracies/ingo-survey-annotated/,
accessed August 2, 2017.
8. To count as a valid partial response, a responded had to answer at least 20 questions in the survey,
and at least 6 had to come from the section asking about the organization’s work in a specific country.
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International NGOs &
government regulations
Hello,
I’m a doctoral student at Duke University in the United States and I am conducting
a research project about international NGOs and the laws and regulations of the
countries they work in. I’m interested in learning about the work {org_name} has
done internationally and am hoping that you will be willing to share some of your
observations with me.
I have created a short 15-minute survey to help with this research. Your responses
may reveal important and useful insights that can benefit other NGOs, so your
participation would be incredibly helpful. If you are interested, I’ll share a summary
of the results with you once the survey is complete. All your responses will remain
anonymous.
You can access the survey at https://www.ingoresearch.org/ or {Qualtrics URL}. I
would be so grateful if you could complete the survey by {deadline}.
If you don’t like taking surveys, or if you would rather speak via phone or Skype,
I would love to talk with you to learn more about your organization’s experiences.
Reply to this e-mail and we can schedule a one-on-one conversation if you have
time.
If you feel unqualified to answer the survey questions, could you please let me know
if there is a particular person in your office who would be willing to complete the
survey or speak with me?
Thanks!
Andrew Heiss
Ph.D. Candidate, Public Policy
Sanford School of Public Policy | Duke University
www.andrewheiss.com | @andrewheiss
You should only receive two e-mails from me regarding this survey: one initial invitation and one reminder a week later.
If you want to be officially removed from this list of NGOs click here.

Figure A.1: Initial survey e-mail invitation
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Figure A.2: Cumulative survey responses over time

first page of the survey indicated that the survey was for international NGOs), or because
they did not open the invitation e-mail. This yielded a participation rate of 3.8%, which is
low, but to be expected, given that it was impossible to specifically target international
NGOs prior to conducting the survey.9 The questions in the survey were divided into
two general sections related to (1) respondents’ organizations and (2) their work in one
of the countries they target. I allowed respondents to answer country-specific questions
for multiple countries if they wanted, but only eighteen provided responses for more
than one country. The survey thus resulted in 641 usable organization-level responses
and 659 country-level responses.
𝐼 +𝑃
for calculating the participation rate, where
9. Specifically, AAPOR provides the formula (𝐼 +𝑃)+(𝑅+𝑁
𝐶+𝑂)
𝐼 is the number of complete responses, 𝑃 is the number of partial responses, 𝑅 is the number of refused
and broken off responses, 𝑁 𝐶 is the number of non-contacted respondents, and 𝑂 is the number of other
537+104
types of responses. This yields (537+104)+(311+15,757+0)
= 0.03836.
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A.1.5

Analytic strategy and possible biases

Online surveys pose other methodological challenges beyond issues of sampling. My list
inherently omits any international NGOs without an active English-based online presence, ignoring organizations that do not engage with the UN or other English-centered
umbrella organization, organizations that lack technical capacity to maintain a current
website or access the internet to respond to the survey, or organizations that purposely
do not publish their information online. Accordingly, this survey does not represent all
INGOs. Though it is impossible to tell exactly how respondents and nonrespondents
differed in their choice to complete the survey, as I do not have complete information
about the pool of potential respondents, more European and American NGOs responded
than those based in Asia and Africa, likely because of these technological and linguistic
barriers—of the organizations in the master database with a known headquarters location, roughly 2.5% of Asian NGOs and 3% of African NGOs responded, in contrast to
nearly 6% of both European and American NGOs.10
I took several steps to address these biases and threats to validity, based on the methods and recommendations of others (Büthe and Mattli 2011; Edwards et al. 2009; Heiss and
Kelley 2016). To reduce language barriers, respondents were encouraged to answer all
free questions in their native language. Because the survey deals with sensitive questions
about organizational strategy in potentially precarious political contexts, respondents
were informed that their responses would be kept anonymous. To maintain anonymity
when discussing the results of the survey, each respondent was assigned a randomly assigned four-digit ID number, and quotes from the free response questions were stripped
of potentially identifying information. The exact countries where respondents work were
also anonymized and are offered instead as general regions (e.g. Ghana is reported as West
Africa; Thailand is reported as Southeast Asia).
10. The difference between these proportions is highly significant (𝑃(% Africa − % Europe < 0) = 1).

298

The nature of the population of INGOs poses an additional challenge for analyzing
organizational strategy. To isolate the effect of country-level policies on INGOs, the
survey asks organizations about their experiences working in one country, yet many INGOs work in multiple countries. An early question in the survey asked respondents to
identify all the countries their has organization worked in, and later in the survey, respondents were asked to choose one of those pre-selected countries to answer a set of
country-specific questions. This introduces additional bias into the survey responses—
especially for organizations working in dozens of different countries—since respondents
were given some choice about their responses. However, allowing for self-selection of
target country was, to some extent, unavoidable given how little was known about the
sample population a priori. Randomly offering one country from the subset of countries organizations identified previously could present a respondent with a country in
which an organization engages in only minor work (e.g. an organization that attends an
annual conference in one country may indicate that they have worked there), yielding
less-than-useful country-level responses.
Furthermore, to avoid priming respondents’ opinions of their experiences with host
governments, I did not ask organizations to choose the country they felt most restricted
working in (though that was the main purpose of the survey)—the survey simply asked
respondents to choose one of the previously selected countries. This introduces a concern that organizations may have chosen to answer questions about easier, less restrictive countries. Nearly half of respondents answered questions about a country that had
a less restrictive civil society regulatory environment (as measured by the CSRE index
from chapter 2) than the average CSRE across their total portfolio of host countries, 35%
answered about countries that were more restrictive than the average CSRE, and 21%
answered about countries with the same level of restrictiveness as the average (see Figure A.3). To some extent, respondents did tend to provide answers about their work in
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Figure A.3: Average CSRE in country about which organization answered vs. all countries organization selected

less restrictive countries compared to their total portfolio, possibly to avoid answering
more difficult questions.
That said, there is some evidence that respondents answered questions about the
countries with which they were most familiar, regardless of the restrictiveness of the
regulatory environment. Respondents headquartered in specific regions tended to answer questions about their work in countries in a way that reflected general patterns
for that region. For instance, that fit a general pattern for INGOs based in their same
region. For instance, 44% of all Europe-based respondents indicated that they conduct
work in other European countries, with 23% working in Asia, 18% in Africa, and 14% in
the Americas (see Figure A.4). Correspondingly, 46% of Europe-based respondents answered questions about their work in Europe, 20% about Asia, 20% in Africa, and 14% in
the Americas. This distribution closely mirrors that of the countries these INGOs had selected and shows that, at least at a regional level, organizations did not answer questions
about their work in a less restrictive region (such as Europe). This pattern of similarity
holds for INGOs working in all other regions, with the exception of Africa-based INGOs—
while 66% of African INGOs indicated working in other African countries, 83% answered
questions about their work in other African countries, indicating that respondents likely
300
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Figure A.4: Patterns of headquarters and host country regions for countries about which organizations selected and answered

chose to answer questions about countries that were most familiar and similar to their
home countries and not necessarily because of the CSRE.
Since the survey was designed to not have strong statistical or inferential power (opting to maximize possible international NGO response instead), the findings are not fully
representative of all INGOs. Additionally, several INGOs explicitly opted to not take the
survey for fears of political reprisal, despite the promised privacy safeguards. As such,
the results omit the most at-risk organizations. Despite this, the findings highlight im301

portant trends in how INGOs react to the regulatory environments of their host countries
and provide useful (albeit imperfect) tests of the theory of amicable contempt. I report
basic summary statistics and cross-tabulations of survey responses and I use Bayesian
inferential statistics to check for differences in means and associations within responses.
Bayesian methods are especially appropriate for making tentative exploratory inferences
from this kind of data, particularly when combined with data visualizations and graphs
(Gelman 2003), and accordingly, I rely heavily on statistical graphics when making inferences. As with previous statistical chapters, I use weakly informative prior distributions
for sample parameters and I obtain the posterior distribution of the CSRE with Markov
Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) sampling and simulate values from the joint posterior distribution of sample parameters.11
In the absence of strong statistical power, I supplement inferences with interpretive
analysis of the survey’s free response answers. Only 19 respondents (2.8%) declined to
answer any of the survey’s 36 open-ended questions, and most answered between 8–
16 questions, resulting in a sizable corpus of qualitative insights into INGO experiences
with their host governments. Where possible, I quote extensively from these responses to
provide deeper anecdotal support of organizations’s experiences and decisions working
with the governments of their target countries.

11. I use Stan (Stan Development Team 2016b) through R (Stan Development Team 2016a; R Core Team
2016) to generate 4 MCMC chains with 2,000 iterations in each chain, 1,000 of which are used for warmup.
All chains converge; I assess convergence with visual inspection, and diagnostic plots are included the
dissertation appendix.
I use the medians of the simulated values from the MCMC samples as coefficient estimates, and use the
2.5% and 97.5% quantiles as lower and upper limits for 95% credible intervals. Finally, I declare an effect
statistically significant if the posterior probability of being different from zero is larger than 0.95.
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Consent

Block Options




Q1.1



You have been invited to participate in a research survey about the relationship between
international nongovernmental organizations (INGOs) and the governments of their host
countries. This survey is part of a study by Andrew Heiss from Duke University in the United
States, with oversight by his adviser, Dr. Judith Kelley.
Your participation is entirely voluntary and you are free to skip any question or withdraw from
the survey at any time. The survey should take about 15 minutes to complete. Please answer
in whatever language you feel most comfortable using.
Results from the survey will be used in aggregate so that it will not be possible to identify any
individual organization. You can also explicitly choose to remain anonymous. Your responses
will be securely transmitted to Qualtrics.com and stored in a password protected electronic
format. The information you provide will be analyzed with statistical software and used in
academic research.
You will receive no direct benefits from participating in this research study, but your
responses may reveal important and useful insights in how INGOs relate to their host
governments, which can benefit other similar organizations.
If you have any questions at any time about the study or the procedures, you can contact
Andrew Heiss at andrew.heiss@duke.edu or +1 801-734-9327. You can also contact Dr. Judith
Kelley at judith.kelley@duke.edu or +1 919-613-7343.
I have read the above information, and I consent to take part in the study.
Yes
No



No consent




Block Options

I'm sorry you did not consent to participate in this research. Could you briefly explain why?

Q6.1





Figure A.5: Complete survey with full Qualtrics settings

A.1.6

Complete survey
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Library

Help





Introductory questions




Block Options

What is the name of your organization?

Q2.1







Q2.2

Where is your organization’s headquarters?
Afghanistan





Q2.3




What is your position in your organization?
Executive director
Program officer
Public relations officer
Staff member
Receptionist
Other:


Page Break



Q2.4





Does your organization work in a country other than
${q://QID3/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}?
Yes
No

Condition: No Is Selected. Skip To: End of Block.

Page Break




Besides ${q://QID3/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}, where does your organization work?

Q2.5




Afghanistan

Ghana

Oman

Albania

Greece

Pakistan

Algeria

Greenland

Palau

American Samoa

Grenada

Panama

Andorra

Guam

Papua New Guinea

Angola

Guatemala

Paraguay

Antigua and Barbuda

Guinea

Peru
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Antigua and Barbuda

Guinea

Peru

Argentina

Guinea-Bissau

Philippines

Armenia

Guyana

Poland

Aruba

Haiti

Portugal

Australia

Honduras

Puerto Rico

Austria

Hong Kong SAR, China

Qatar

Azerbaijan

Hungary

Romania

Bahamas, The

Iceland

Russian Federation

Bahrain

India

Rwanda

Bangladesh

Indonesia

Samoa

Barbados

Iran, Islamic Rep.

San Marino

Belarus

Iraq

Sao Tome and Principe

Belgium

Ireland

Saudi Arabia

Belize

Isle of Man

Senegal

Benin

Israel

Serbia

Bermuda

Italy

Seychelles

Bhutan

Jamaica

Sierra Leone

Bolivia

Japan

Singapore

Bosnia and Herzegovina

Jordan

Sint Maarten (Dutch part)

Botswana

Kazakhstan

Slovak Republic

Brazil

Kenya

Slovenia

Brunei Darussalam

Kiribati

Solomon Islands

Bulgaria

Korea, Dem. People’s Rep.

Somalia

Burkina Faso

Korea, Rep.

South Africa

Burundi

Kuwait

South Sudan

Cabo Verde

Kyrgyz Republic

Spain

Cambodia

Lao PDR

Sri Lanka

Cameroon

Latvia

St. Kitts and Nevis

Canada

Lebanon

St. Lucia

Cayman Islands

Lesotho

St. Martin (French part)

Central African Republic

Liberia

St. Vincent and the
Grenadines

Chad

Libya

Sudan

Chile

Liechtenstein

Suriname

China

Lithuania

Swaziland

Colombia

Luxembourg

Sweden

Comoros

Macao SAR, China

Switzerland
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Comoros

Macao SAR, China

Switzerland

Congo, Dem. Rep.

Macedonia, FYR

Syrian Arab Republic

Congo, Rep.

Madagascar

Tajikistan

Costa Rica

Malawi

Tanzania

Cote d'Ivoire

Malaysia

Thailand

Croatia

Maldives

Timor-Leste

Cuba

Mali

Togo

Curacao

Malta

Tonga

Cyprus

Marshall Islands

Trinidad and Tobago

Czech Republic

Mauritania

Tunisia

Denmark

Mauritius

Turkey

Djibouti

Mexico

Turkmenistan

Dominica

Micronesia, Fed. Sts.

Turks and Caicos Islands

Dominican Republic

Moldova

Tuvalu

Ecuador

Monaco

Uganda

Egypt, Arab Rep.

Mongolia

Ukraine

El Salvador

Montenegro

United Arab Emirates

Equatorial Guinea

Morocco

United Kingdom

Eritrea

Mozambique

United States

Estonia

Myanmar

Uruguay

Ethiopia

Namibia

Uzbekistan

Faroe Islands

Nepal

Vanuatu

Fiji

Netherlands

Venezuela, RB

Finland

New Caledonia

Vietnam

France

New Zealand

Virgin Islands (U.S.)

French Polynesia

Nicaragua

West Bank and Gaza

Gabon

Niger

Yemen, Rep.

Gambia, The

Nigeria

Zambia

Georgia

Northern Mariana Islands

Zimbabwe

Germany

Norway



Not INGO

Block Options
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Q7.1



This survey is only concerned with international NGOs, or NGOs that work in countries other
than the ones they are based in. Based on your responses, your organization only works
in ${q://QID3/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}, indicating that you are not an international
NGO.
If this is a mistake and your organization does work abroad, click here to restart the survey.
Otherwise, click on the forward arrow below to end the survey.
Thanks for your time!



Organizational questions



Q3.1




Block Options

Which issues does your organization focus on? (select all that apply)
Development
Human rights
Environment
Education
Disaster relief
Freedom of expression
Democracy assistance
Human trafficking
Other:



Q3.2






Which issue does your organization focus on the most? (select one)
Development
Human rights
Environment
Education
Disaster relief
Freedom of expression
Democracy assistance
Human trafficking
Other:

Page Break
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Please indicate how often your organization engages in each of these types of activities:

Q3.3


Always

Most About
of
half
Don't
Not
Sometimes Never
the
the
know applicable
time time

Providing direct aid and services
Engaging in research and public
education
Mobilizing people (e.g.
campaigns, public protests)
Engaging in advocacy
Monitoring and assessing the
effects of policies, international
agreements, and commitments

Page Break




Approximately how many full-time employees does your organization have?

Q3.4









Approximately how many volunteers does your organization have?

Q3.5







Q3.6




Does your organization collaborate with any of these organizations or institutions? (select all
that apply)
Other nongovernmental organizations (NGOs)
International organizations (IGOs)
Governments
Corporations or businesses
Other:



Don’t know
We do not collaborate with other organizations or institutions




Please list a few of the organizations or institutions you partner with most often:

Q3.7
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How much of your organization’s funding comes from each of these sources?

Q3.8



A great
deal

A lot

A
moderate
amount

A little

None at
all

Don't
know

Not
applicable

Individual donations
Corporate donations
Foundation donations
Grants from the
government of the
country in which your
organization is
headquartered
Grants from the
government of the
country in which your
organization works
Other:


Page Break




In general, what would you say your organization is trying to accomplish?

Q3.9








How is your organization’s mission, vision, and values reflected in these objectives?

Q3.10








Have these objectives changed at all in the last 10 years? If so, how?

Q3.11








What are the major obstacles, if any, to reaching your organization’s objectives?

Q3.12







Q3.13

Are there any changes that you would like to see in your organization’s goals and strategies,
now or in the future?
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Government relations





Q4.1




Loop & Merge



Block Options

Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected

Carry Forward
Selected Choices from "Besides ${q://QID3/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}..."





I will now ask a series of questions about your organization's relationship to the government of
one of the countries you work in.
Please select a country you would like to discuss:

» Afghanistan

» Ghana

» Oman

» Albania

» Greece

» Pakistan

» Algeria

» Greenland

» Palau

» American Samoa

» Grenada

» Panama

» Andorra

» Guam

» Papua New Guinea

» Angola

» Guatemala

» Paraguay

» Antigua and Barbuda

» Guinea

» Peru

» Argentina

» Guinea-Bissau

» Philippines

» Armenia

» Guyana

» Poland

» Aruba

» Haiti

» Portugal

» Australia

» Honduras

» Puerto Rico

» Austria

» Hong Kong SAR, China

» Qatar

» Azerbaijan

» Hungary

» Romania

» Bahamas, The

» Iceland

» Russian Federation

» Bahrain

» India

» Rwanda

» Bangladesh

» Indonesia

» Samoa

» Barbados

» Iran, Islamic Rep.

» San Marino

» Belarus

» Iraq

» Sao Tome and Principe

» Belgium

» Ireland

» Saudi Arabia

» Belize

» Isle of Man

» Senegal

» Benin

» Israel

» Serbia

» Bermuda

» Italy

» Seychelles

» Bhutan

» Jamaica

» Sierra Leone

» Bolivia

» Japan

» Singapore

» Bosnia and Herzegovina

» Jordan

» Sint Maarten (Dutch part)

» Botswana

» Kazakhstan

» Slovak Republic

» Brazil

» Kenya

» Slovenia
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» Brazil

» Kenya

» Slovenia

» Brunei Darussalam

» Kiribati

» Solomon Islands

» Bulgaria

» Korea, Dem. People’s Rep.

» Somalia

» Burkina Faso

» Korea, Rep.

» South Africa

» Burundi

» Kuwait

» South Sudan

» Cabo Verde

» Kyrgyz Republic

» Spain

» Cambodia

» Lao PDR

» Sri Lanka

» Cameroon

» Latvia

» St. Kitts and Nevis

» Canada

» Lebanon

» St. Lucia

» Cayman Islands

» Lesotho

» St. Martin (French part)

» Central African Republic

» Liberia

» Chad

» Libya

» Sudan

» Chile

» Liechtenstein

» Suriname

» China

» Lithuania

» Swaziland

» Colombia

» Luxembourg

» Sweden

» Comoros

» Macao SAR, China

» Switzerland

» Congo, Dem. Rep.

» Macedonia, FYR

» Syrian Arab Republic

» Congo, Rep.

» Madagascar

» Tajikistan

» Costa Rica

» Malawi

» Tanzania

» Cote d'Ivoire

» Malaysia

» Thailand

» Croatia

» Maldives

» Timor-Leste

» Cuba

» Mali

» Togo

» Curacao

» Malta

» Tonga

» Cyprus

» Marshall Islands

» Trinidad and Tobago

» Czech Republic

» Mauritania

» Tunisia

» Denmark

» Mauritius

» Turkey

» Djibouti

» Mexico

» Turkmenistan

» Dominica

» Micronesia, Fed. Sts.

» Turks and Caicos Islands

» Dominican Republic

» Moldova

» Tuvalu

» Ecuador

» Monaco

» Uganda

» Egypt, Arab Rep.

» Mongolia

» Ukraine

» El Salvador

» Montenegro

» United Arab Emirates

» Equatorial Guinea

» Morocco

» United Kingdom

» Eritrea

» Mozambique

» United States

» Estonia

» Myanmar

» Uruguay

» Ethiopia

» Namibia

» Uzbekistan

» St. Vincent and the
Grenadines
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» Ethiopia

» Namibia

» Uzbekistan

» Faroe Islands

» Nepal

» Vanuatu

» Fiji

» Netherlands

» Venezuela, RB

» Finland

» New Caledonia

» Vietnam

» France

» New Zealand

» Virgin Islands (U.S.)

» French Polynesia

» Nicaragua

» West Bank and Gaza

» Gabon

» Niger

» Yemen, Rep.

» Gambia, The

» Nigeria

» Zambia

» Georgia

» Northern Mariana Islands

» Zimbabwe

» Germany

» Norway

Page Break




Q4.2




Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected



How long has your organization worked in ${q://QID54/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}?
Less than 1 year
1–4 years
5–9 years
10 years or more
Don’t know




Q4.3




Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected
What does your organization do in ${q://QID54/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}? (select all
that apply)
Maintain a physical office staffed primarily by foreigners
Maintain a physical office staffed primarily by people from
${q://QID54/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}
Provide funding to domestic NGOs
Partner with domestic NGOs
Don’t know

312






Q4.4




Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected



Is your organization registered with the national government
in ${q://QID54/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}?
Yes
No
Don't know

Page Break




Q4.5




Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected



About how often does your organization have contact with government or party officials
in ${q://QID54/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}?
Once a week
Once a month
Once a year
Once every 2+ years
Never
Don’t know
Other:




Q4.6






Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected
What kind of government officials does your organization have contact with
in ${q://QID54/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}? (select all that apply)
President or prime minister
Member of parliament
Head of a ministry
Ministry staff
Military
Police or internal security
Other:



We have no contact with government officials
Don’t know
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Q4.7




Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected



What kind of government officials does your organization have contact with most often?
(select one)
President or prime minister
Member of parliament
Head of a ministry
Ministry staff
Military
Police or internal security
Other:



We have no contact with government officials
Don’t know




Q4.8




Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected



How often is your organization required to report to the government
of ${q://QID54/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}?
Once a week
Once a month
Once a year
Once every few years
Never
Don’t know
Other:




Q4.9






Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected
Are members of the government or ruling party
of ${q://QID54/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices} involved in your work?
Yes
No
Don't know
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Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected



How is the government of ${q://QID54/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices} involved in your work?

Q4.10




Page Break




Q4.11




Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected



How would you characterize your organization’s relationship with the government
of ${q://QID54/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}? Please note all survey responses will be kept
strictly confidential.
Extremely negative
Somewhat negative
Neither positive nor negative
Somewhat positive
Extremely positive
Don’t know
Prefer not to answer




Q4.12

Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected
Briefly describe your organization’s relationship with the government
of ${q://QID54/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}:




Page Break
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Q4.13




Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected



How familiar is your organization with regulations for international nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs) in ${q://QID54/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}?
Extremely familiar
Very familiar
Moderately familiar
Slightly familiar
Not familiar at all
Don’t know




Q4.14




Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected



How often do regulations for international NGOs
in ${q://QID54/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices} change?
Once a month
Once a year
Once every few years
Rarely
Never
Don’t know




Q4.15




Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected
How does your organization find out about changes to NGO regulations
in ${q://QID54/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}? (select all that apply)
Government officials
Other NGOs
Newspapers, television, and other media
The internet
Other:



Don’t know

Page Break
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Q4.16

Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected



How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for international
NGOs in ${q://QID54/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}?



A great
deal



A lot

A
moderate
amount

A little

None at
all

Don't
know

Not
applicable

Regulations regarding
registration
Regulations regarding
operations
Regulations regarding
speech and advocacy
Regulations regarding
communication and
cooperation
Regulations regarding
assembly
Regulations regarding
resources

Page Break

Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue
with survey's final questions Is Not Selected
And



If How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for
international N... Regulations regarding registration - A great deal Is Selected
Or How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for
international N... Regulations regarding registration - A lot Is Selected
Or How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for
international N... Regulations regarding registration - A moderate amount Is Selected
Or How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for
international N... Regulations regarding registration - A little Is Selected




Please describe how your organization is affected by regulations regarding registration.

Q4.16a
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Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue
with survey's final questions Is Not Selected
And



If How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for
international N... Regulations regarding operations - A great deal Is Selected
Or How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for
international N... Regulations regarding operations - A lot Is Selected



Or How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for
international N... Regulations regarding operations - A moderate amount Is Selected
Or How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for
international N... Regulations regarding operations - A little Is Selected




Please describe how your organization is affected by regulations regarding operations.

Q4.16b





Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue
with survey's final questions Is Not Selected
And



If How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for
international N... Regulations regarding speech and advocacy - A great deal Is
Selected
Or How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for
international N... Regulations regarding speech and advocacy - A lot Is Selected
Or How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for
international N... Regulations regarding speech and advocacy - A moderate amount Is
Selected
Or How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for
international N... Regulations regarding speech and advocacy - A little Is Selected



Q4.16c

Please describe how your organization is affected by regulations regarding speech and
advocacy.
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Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue
with survey's final questions Is Not Selected
And



If How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for
international N... Regulations regarding communication and cooperation - A great deal
Is Selected
Or How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for
international N... Regulations regarding communication and cooperation - A lot Is
Selected



Or How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for
international N... Regulations regarding communication and cooperation - A moderate
amount Is Selected
Or How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for
international N... Regulations regarding communication and cooperation - A little Is
Selected



Q4.16d

Please describe how your organization is affected by regulations regarding communication
and cooperation.





Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue
with survey's final questions Is Not Selected
And



If How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for
international N... Regulations regarding assembly - A great deal Is Selected
Or How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for
international N... Regulations regarding assembly - A lot Is Selected
Or How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for
international N... Regulations regarding assembly - A moderate amount Is Selected
Or How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for
international N... Regulations regarding assembly - A little Is Selected




Please describe how your organization is affected by regulations regarding assembly.

Q4.16e
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Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue
with survey's final questions Is Not Selected
And



If How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for
international N... Regulations regarding resources - A great deal Is Selected
Or How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for
international N... Regulations regarding resources - A lot Is Selected



Or How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for
international N... Regulations regarding resources - A moderate amount Is Selected
Or How is your organization affected by the following types of legal regulations for
international N... Regulations regarding resources - A little Is Selected




Please describe how your organization is affected by regulations regarding resources.

Q4.16f




Page Break




Q4.17




Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected



Overall, how is your organization’s work affected by government regulations
in ${q://QID54/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}?
Not restricted at all
Slightly restricted
Moderately restricted
Very restricted
Extremely restricted
Don’t know




Q4.18

Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected
How do the local laws and regulations in ${q://QID54/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices} affect
your organization’s ability to pursue its mission?




Page Break
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Q4.19




Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected



Over the last 10 years, has your organization changed its mix of programming
in ${q://QID54/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}?
Yes
No
Don’t know

Display This Question:




Q4.20

If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected

How has your organization’s mix of programming changed
in ${q://QID54/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}?






Q4.21



Display This Question:
If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected



Has your organization done any of the following in response to changes in government
regulations in ${q://QID54/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}?






And Over the last 10 years, has your organization changed its mix of programming in ...
Yes Is Selected

Yes

No

We changed the sources of our funding
We changed which issues we work on
We changed how we communicate with
the government
We changed how we communicate with
our donors
We changed which locations we work in
We changed the location of our country
office
We used more local staff and/or
volunteers
We used more foreign staff and/or
volunteers

Page Break
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Don't know

Not applicable

Display This Question:




Q4.21a

If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected



And Has your organization done any of the following in response to changes in
government regulations... We changed the sources of our funding - Yes Is Selected
Please describe how your organization changed its funding sources. What regulation were you
responding to?





Display This Question:




Q4.21b

If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected



And Has your organization done any of the following in response to changes in
government regulations... We changed which issues we work on - Yes Is Selected
Please describe how your organization changed which issues it works on. What regulation
were you responding to?





Display This Question:




Q4.21c

If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected
And Has your organization done any of the following in response to changes in
government regulations... We changed how we communicate with the government Yes Is Selected



Please describe how your organization changed how it communicates with the government.
What regulation were you responding to?





Display This Question:




Q4.21d

If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected
And Has your organization done any of the following in response to changes in
government regulations... We changed how we communicate with our donors - Yes Is
Selected
Please describe how your organization changed how it communicates with donors. What
regulation were you responding to?
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Display This Question:




Q4.21e

If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected



And Has your organization done any of the following in response to changes in
government regulations... We changed which locations we work in - Yes Is Selected
Please describe how your organization changed the locations it works in. What regulation
were you responding to?





Display This Question:




Q4.21f

If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected
And Has your organization done any of the following in response to changes in
government regulations... We changed the location of our country office - Yes Is
Selected



Please describe how your organization changed the location of its country office. What
regulation were you responding to?





Display This Question:




Q4.21g

If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected



And Has your organization done any of the following in response to changes in
government regulations... We used more local staff and/or volunteers - Yes Is Selected
Please describe how your organization used more local staff or volunteers. What regulation
were you responding to?





Display This Question:




Q4.21h

If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected
And Has your organization done any of the following in response to changes in
government regulations... We used more foreign staff and/or volunteers - Yes Is
Selected



Please describe how your organization used more foreign staff or volunteers. What regulation
were you responding to?




Page Break
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Q4.22







Q4.23




Display This Question:



If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected
Has your organization discussed NGO regulations with government officials
in ${q://QID54/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}?
Yes
No
Don’t know

Display This Question:



If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected
Has your organization tried to change NGO regulations
in ${q://QID54/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}?
Yes
No
Don’t know

Page Break




Q4.24




Display This Question:



If That's all I need to know about your organization's work in ... (All Loops) Continue with
survey's final questions Is Not Selected
That's all I need to know about your organization's work
in ${q://QID54/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}.

You can either answer the same set of questions for another country your organization works
in (this would be helpful) or move on to the survey's final questions.
Answer questions about another country
Continue with survey's final questions



Final questions




Block Options

Do you have any additional comments?

Q5.1




Page Break
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Q5.2





Q5.3



May I contact you for any follow up questions?
Yes
No

Would you like to be notified of the results of this survey once it is completed?
Yes
No

Display This Question:





If May I contact you for any follow up questions? Yes Is Selected
Or Would you like to be notified of the results of this survey once it is completed? Yes Is
Selected
Please provide an e-mail address I can use to contact you:

Q5.4





Add Block

Qualtrics.com

Contact Information

Legal
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Appendix B
Additional results

B.1

Software

All the figures, tables, and other results for the dissertation can be replicated using code
available at https://github.com/andrewheiss/Dissertation/ and the following open source
software:

R Core Team. 2016. R: A language and environment for statistical computing. Vienna,
Austria: R Foundation for Statistical Computing. http://www.r-project.org. Version
3.3.3.
Stan Development Team. 2016a. RStan: The R Interface to Stan. http://mc-stan.org. Version 2.15.1
Wickham, Hadley. 2009. ggplot2: Elegant Graphics for Data Analysis. Springer New York.
http://had.co.nz/ggplot2/book. Version 2.2.1.
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B.2

Additional figures and analysis

B.2.1

Chapter 2

B.2.1.1

Autocracies included in analysis

Table B.1: Countries identified as autocracies by either Geddes et. al or scoring less than zero in
UDS
Afghanistan
Albania
Algeria
Angola
Armenia
Azerbaijan
Bangladesh
Belarus
Bhutan
Bosnia and Herzegovina
Botswana
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cambodia
Cameroon
Central African Republic
Chad
China
Comoros
Congo
Côte D’Ivoire
Cuba
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
Democratic Republic of the Congo
Djibouti
Egypt
El Salvador
Equatorial Guinea
Eritrea
Ethiopia
Fiji
Gabon
Gambia (Islamic Republic of the)
Georgia

Ghana
Guatemala
Guinea
Guinea Bissau
Guyana
Haiti
Indonesia
Iran (Islamic Republic of)
Iraq
Jordan
Kazakhstan
Kenya
Kuwait
Kyrgyzstan
Laos
Lebanon
Lesotho
Liberia
Libya
Madagascar
Malawi
Malaysia
Maldives
Mali
Mauritania
Mexico
Mongolia
Morocco
Mozambique
Myanmar
Namibia
Nepal
Niger
Nigeria
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Oman
Pakistan
Paraguay
Peru
Qatar
Russia
Rwanda
Saudi Arabia
Senegal
Seychelles
Sierra Leone
Singapore
Somalia
South Africa
South Sudan
Sri Lanka
Sudan
Swaziland
Syria
Taiwan
Tajikistan
Thailand
Togo
Tunisia
Turkmenistan
Uganda
United Republic of Tanzania
Uzbekistan
Venezuela
Viet Nam
Zambia
Zimbabwe

B.2.1.2 Summary of variables used in models
Table B.2: Summary of all variables included in regression models
Variable

Mean

SD

Median

Min

Max

N

0.89

2.5

0.96

-6

5.8

2,084

Internal political stability, rescaled (ICRG)

57

12

58

19

92

1,465

Internal political stability, government stability omitted,
rescaled (ICRG)

47

11

47

16

79

1,465

Government stability (ICRG)

8.5

1.8

8.8

2.7

12

1,465

Years executive in office (DPI)

9.5

9.2

6

1

47

1,724

Years since competitive election (NELDA)

5.1

10

2

0

59

1,583

Opposition vote share (DPI)

13

14

7.2

0

50

1,175

Political stability of neighbors, weighted by distance
(ICRG)

61

8

61

36

86

1,983

Count of coup activity of neighbors within 900 km
(Powell and Thyne 2011)

0.21

0.49

0

0

3

2,041

Relative violent protest activity, weighted by distance
(ICEWS)

1.7

0.77

1.4

1

5.7

1,983

2

0.8

1.9

1

5.9

1,983

1.9

1

1.5

1

5.9

2,100

Civil society regulatory environment (based on V-Dem)
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Relative nonviolent protest activity, weighted by distance
(ICEWS)
Relative state-based shaming (ICEWS)

B.2.1.3 Regression results
Table B.3: Results from basic Bayesian generalized linear regression model
Term

Posterior median

Posterior SD

2.5%

97.5%

P(β > 0)

Intercept

0.95

0.49

-0.04

1.9

0.97

Domestic political stability, government cohesion omitted,
rescaled
Government cohesion

0.05

0.01

0.04

0.06

1

-0.47

0.05

-0.57

-0.37

0

Count of coup activity of neighbors within 900 km

0.68

0.13

0.4

0.93

1

Relative violent protest activity, weighted by distance

-0.3

0.15

-0.59

0

0.03
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Relative nonviolent protest activity, weighted by distance

0.51

0.15

0.21

0.78

1

Relative state-based shaming

-0.22

0.07

-0.35

-0.08

0

—
Year fixed effects included
N

1,324

σ

2.4

Posterior sample size

4,000

—
Sample average posterior
predictive distribution of y (𝑋 = 𝑥):
̄
Median

1.2

Median absolute deviation (SD)

0.1

Table B.4: Results from alternate Bayesian generalized linear regression model
Term

Posterior median

Posterior SD

2.5%

97.5%

P(β > 0)

Intercept

1.6

0.7

0.19

3

0.99

Domestic political stability, government cohesion omitted,
rescaled
Government cohesion

0.05

0.01

0.03

0.06

1

-0.19

0.05

-0.29

-0.08

0

Years executive in office

-0.09

0.01

-0.11

-0.07

0

Years since competitive election

-0.05

0.01

-0.06

-0.03

0

Opposition vote share

0.04

0.01

0.03

0.05

1

Political stability of neighbors, weighted by distance

-0.04

0.01

-0.05

-0.02

0

Count of coup activity of neighbors within 900 km

0.54

0.14

0.27

0.81

1

Relative violent protest activity, weighted by distance

-0.17

0.16

-0.48

0.16

0.16
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Relative nonviolent protest activity, weighted by distance

0.57

0.16

0.25

0.86

1

Relative state-based shaming

0.11

0.07

-0.03

0.25

0.94

—
Year fixed effects included
N

737

σ

1.9

Posterior sample size

4,000

—
Sample average posterior
predictive distribution of y (𝑋 = 𝑥):
̄
Median

1.5

Median absolute deviation (SD)

0.1

Frequency

200

100

0
0

50

100

150

200

Number of countries selected

Figure B.1: Frequency of selected number of countries

Chapter 3

Number of operational strategies

B.2.2

4

3

2

1
0

2

4

Number of operational strategies

Number of collaborative partners
4
3
2
1
2

4

6

Number of funding sources

Figure B.2: Collaborative partners, funding sources, and selected operational strategies
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Table B.5: Differences in proportion of high and low contention INGOs selecting frequency of
type of work (accompanies Figure 4.6). Posterior probability that the proportion is greater than 0
given in parentheses.

Engaging in advocacy
Engaging in research and public education
Monitoring and assessing the effects of policies
Providing direct aid and services
Mobilizing people

332

Almost always

Sometimes

Never

-0.17
(0.01)
-0.01
(0.46)
-0.14
(0.04)
0.1
(0.88)
-0.08
(0.14)

0.12
(0.97)
0.01
(0.56)
0.08
(0.87)
-0.07
(0.17)
0.03
(0.65)

0.05
(0.98)
0
(0.48)
0.06
(0.97)
-0.04
(0.13)
0.05
(0.85)

B.2.3

Chapter 4

Table B.6: Differences in proportion of high and low contention INGOs reporting severity of
gatekeeping regulations (accompanies Figure 5.1). Posterior probability that the proportion is
greater than 0 given in parentheses.

Registration
Assembly, speech, and advocacy

Substantially

Moderately

Not at all

-0.07
(0.18)
-0.04
(0.16)

0.06
(0.79)
-0.03
(0.3)

0.01
(0.55)
0.06
(0.85)
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B.2.4

Chapter 5

Table B.7: Differences in proportion of high and low contention INGOs reporting severity of
program capture regulations (accompanies Figure 6.1). Posterior probability that the proportion
is greater than 0 given in parentheses.

Resources and funding
Operations

Substantially

Moderately

Not at all

-0.04
(0.26)
-0.05
(0.21)

0.04
(0.67)
0.04
(0.68)

0
(0.5)
0
(0.52)

334

Bibliography
Abdel-Samad, Mounah. 2017. “Legislative Advocacy Under Competitive Authoritarian
Regimes: The Case of Civil Society in Jordan.” Voluntas: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations 28, no. 3 (June): 1035–53. doi:10.1007/s11266015-9592-0.
AbouAssi, Khaldoun. 2013. “Hands in the Pockets of Mercurial Donors: NGO Response
to Shifting Funding Priorities.” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 42 (3): 584–
602. doi:10.1177/0899764012439629.
AbouAssi, Khaldoun, and Mary Tschirhart. 2017. “Organizational Response to Changing
Demands: Predicting Behavior in Donor Networks.” Public Administration Review.
doi:10.1111/puar.12786.
Ades, Alberto, and Hak B. Chua. 1997. “Thy Neighbor’s Curse: Regional Instability and
Economic Growth.” Journal of Economic Growth 2, no. 3 (September): 279–304. doi:1
0.1023/A:1009782809329.
Agati, Mohamed. 2007. “Undermining Standards of Good Governance: Egypt’s NGO Law
and Its Impact on the Transparency and Accountability of CSOs.” International Journal of Not-for-Profit Law 9, no. 2 (April): 56–75.
Ahmed, Shamima, and David Potter. 2006. NGOs in International Politics. Bloomfield, CT:
Kumarian Press.
Albertie, C. J. 2004. “A Survey and Critique of Russian Law and Its Effect on NGOs.”
International Journal of Civil Society Law 2, no. 2 (April): 12–26.
AMERA International. 2015. Report of the Trustees and Unaudited Financial Statements for
the Year Ended 31 January 2016. Reading, UK.
AMERA UK. 2008. Reports and Accounts for the Year Ended 31 January 2008. Reading, UK.
. 2009. Reports and Accounts for the Year Ended 31 January 2009. Reading, UK.
. 2011. Reports and Accounts for the Year Ended 31 January 2011. Reading, UK.
. 2012. Reports and Accounts for the Year Ended 31 January 2012. Reading, UK.
. 2013. Reports and Accounts for the Year Ended 31 January 2013. Reading, UK.
335

AMERA UK. 2014. Reports and Accounts for the Year Ended 31 January 2014. Reading, UK.
Amnesty International. 2011. “Egypt: Military Pledges to Stop Forced ‘Virginity Tests’.”
June 27. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://www.amnesty.org/en/press- releases/
2011/06/egypt-military-pledges-stop-forced-virginity-tests/.
Article 19. 2005a. Annual Review 2004. London.
. 2005b. Report and Consolidated Financial Statements for the Year Ended 31st December 2004. London, September 2.
. 2006. 2005 Annual Implementation Report. London.
. 2007. 2006 Annual Report. London, July.
. 2008. 2007 Annual Report. London, July.
. 2009. 2008 Annual Report. London, July.
. 2010. Promoting Free Expression and Access to Information: 2009 Success and Impact
Report. London, March.
. 2012. Implementation Report for 2011. London.
. 2013. Implementation Report for 2012. London.
. 2015a. “Azerbaijan: Voices Silenced as European Games distract from Rights
Abuses,” June 11. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://www.article19.org/resources.
php/resource/37993/en/azerbaijan:-voices-silenced-as-european-games-distractfrom-rights-abuses.
. 2015b. Protecting Civic Space: Annual Report 2014. London.
. 2016. Defending Freedom of Expression and Information: Annual Report 2015. London.
Associated Press. 2014. “Egypt delays deadline for criticized NGO registry.” August 31.
Accessed August 2, 2017. https : / / web . archive . org / web / 20141110054515 / http :
//bigstory.ap.org/article/egypt-delays-deadline-criticized-ngo-registry.
Associated Press in Cairo. 2011. “Egypt Clashes Continue Into Third Day as Army Cracks
Down.” The Guardian, November 18. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://www.thegua
rdian.com/world/2011/dec/18/egypt-violence-day-three.
Bamert, Justus, Fabrizio Gilardi, and Fabio Wasserfallen. 2015. “Learning and the Diffusion of Regime Contention in the Arab Spring.” Research & Politics 2, no. 3 (August):
1–9. doi:10.1177/2053168015593306.
Banks, Nicola, David Hulme, and Michael Edwards. 2015. “NGOs, States, and Donors
Revisited: Still Too Close for Comfort?” World Development 66 (February): 707–18.
doi:10.1016/j.worlddev.2014.09.028.
336

Bardhan, Pranab. 1997. “Corruption and Development: A Review of Issues.” Journal of
Economic Literature 35, no. 3 (September): 1320–46.
Barry, Colin M., Sam Bell, K. Chad Clay, Michael E. Flynn, and Amanda Murdie. 2015.
“Choosing the Best House in a Bad Neighborhood: Location Strategies of Human
Rights INGOs in the Non-Western World.” International Studies Quarterly 59, no. 1
(March): 86–98. doi:10.1111/isqu.12172.
Barry, Colin M., K. Chad Clay, and Michael E. Flynn. 2013. “Avoiding the Spotlight: Human Rights Shaming and Foreign Direct Investment.” International Studies Quarterly
57, no. 3 (September): 532–44. doi:10.1111/isqu.12039.
Bartelson, Jens. 2006. “Making Sense of Global Civil Society.” European Journal of International Relations 12, no. 3 (September): 371–95. doi:10.1177/1354066106067348.
Baruch, Yehuda, and Brooks C. Holtom. 2008. “Survey Response Rate Levels and Trends
in Organizational Research.” Human Relations 61, no. 8 (August): 1139–60. doi:10.
1177/0018726708094863.
Beck, Thorsten, George Clarke, Alberto Groff, Philip Keefer, and Patrick Walsh. 2001.
“New Tools in Comparative Political Economy: The Database of Political Institutions.” World Bank Economic Review 15, no. 1 (September): 165–76. Accessed August 2, 2017. http://go.worldbank.org/2EAGGLRZ40.
Bellin, Eva. 2002. Stalled Democracy: Capital, Labor, and the Paradox of State-Sponsored
Development. Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press.
Bernhard, Michael, and Ekrem Karakoç. 2007. “Civil Society and the Legacies of Dictatorship.” World Politics 59, no. 4 (July): 539–67. doi:10.1353/wp.2008.0001.
Bernhard, Michael, Eitan Tzelgov, Dong-Joon Jung, Michael Coppedge, and Staffan I.
Lindberg. 2015. The Varieties of Democracy Core Civil Society Index. Working Paper 2015:13. The Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) Institute, December. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://www.v-dem.net/en/news-publications/working-papers/.
Blaydes, Lisa. 2011. Elections and Distributive Politics in Mubarak’s Egypt. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
Blitt, Robert C. 2008. “‘Babushka Said Two Things—It Will Either Rain or Snow; It Either
Will or Will Not’: An Analysis of the Provisions and Human Rights Implications
of Russia’s New Law on Non-Governmental Organizations as Told Through Eleven
Russian Proverbs.” George Washington International Law Review 40 (1): 1–86.
Bloodgood, Elizabeth A., Joannie Tremblay-Boire, and Aseem Prakash. 2014. “National
Styles of NGO Regulation.” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 43 (4): 716–36.
doi:10.1177/0899764013481111.

337

Bloodgood, Elizabeth, and Hans Peter Schmitz. 2013. “The INGO Research Agenda: A
Community Approach to Challenges in Method and Theory.” Chap. 5 in The Routledge Handbook of International Organization, 67–79. London: Routledge.
Bloodgood, Elizabeth, and Joannie Tremblay-Boire. 2016. “NGO Regulatory Backlash?
Examining Internal and External Explanations for NGO Regulation.” Presented at
the annual meeting of the International Studies Association, Atlanta, GA, March.
Bob, Clifford. 2002. “Merchants of Morality.” Foreign Policy, no. 129 (March–April): 36–
45. doi:10.2307/3183388.
Boychuk, Terry. 2007. “Big Society, Small Government.” Macalester International 18 (Spring).
Boylan, Delia M. 2001. Defusing Democracy: Central Bank Autonomy and the Transition
from Authoritarian Rule. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.
Brown, William A. 2010. “Strategic Management.” In Renz 2010a, chap. 8.
Brownlee, Jason. 2007. Authoritarianism in an Age of Democratization. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. doi:10.1017/cbo9780511802348.
Brudney, Jeffrey L., and Lucas C. P. M. Meijs. 2009. “It Ain’t Natural: Toward a New
(Natural) Resource Conceptualization for Volunteer Management.” Nonprofit and
Voluntary Sector Quarterly 38, no. 4 (April): 564–81. doi:10.1177/0899764009333828.
Brumberg, Daniel. 2002. “Democratization in the Arab World? The Trap of Liberalized
Autocracy.” Journal of Democracy 13, no. 4 (October): 56–68. doi:10.1353/jod.2002.
0064.
Bryson, John M. 2010. “Strategic Planning and the Strategy Change Cycle.” In Renz 2010a,
chap. 9.
Burgerman, Susan. 2001. Moral Victories: How Activists Provoke Multilateral Action. Ithaca,
New York: Cornell University Press.
Bush, George W. 2004. “2004 State of the Union Address.” US Department of State Archive,
January 20. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://2001-2009.state.gov/r/pa/ei/wh/rem/
28276.htm.
Bush, Ray. 2002. “Land Reform and Counter Revolution.” Chap. 1 in Counter-Revolution
in Egypt’s Countryside: Land and Farmers in the Era of Economic Reform, edited by
Ray Bush, 3–31. London: Zed Books.
Bush, Sarah Sunn. 2015. The Taming of Democracy Assistance: Why Democracy Promotion
Does Not Confront Dictators. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. doi:10 .
1017/cbo9781107706934.
Büthe, Tim, and Walter Mattli. 2011. The New Global Rulers: The Privatization of Regulation
in the World Economy. Princeton: Princeton University Press. doi:10.1515/97814008
38790.
338

Cairo Institute for Human Rights Studies. 2013. “Strangling Civil Society with Repressive Laws: Morsi’s Bill to Nationalize Civic Activity Must be Retracted.” February 7.
Accessed August 2, 2017. http://www.cihrs.org/?p=5875&lang=en.
Callegaro, Mario, and Charles DiSogra. 2008. “Computing Response Metrics for Online
Panels.” Public Opinion Quarterly 72 (5): 1008–32. doi:10.1093/poq/nfn065.
Calvert, Randall. 1995. “The Rational Choice Theory of Social Institutions.” Chap. 8 in
Modern Political Economy: Old Topics, New Directions, edited by Jeffrey S. Banks and
Eric A. Hanushek, 216–67. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Carapico, Sheila. 2002. “Foreign Aid for Promoting Democracy in the Arab World.” Middle
East Journal 56 (Summer): 379–95.
Carothers, Thomas. 1994. “The NED at 10.” Foreign Policy, no. 95 (Summer): 123–38. doi:1
0.2307/1149427.
. 2015. The Closing Space Challenge: How Are Funders Responding? Washington, D.
C.: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, November.
Carothers, Thomas, and Saskia Brechenmacher. 2014. Closing Space: Democracy and Human Rights Support Under Fire. Washington, D. C.: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.
Carpenter, R. Charli. 2014. Lost Causes: Agenda-Setting and Agenda-Vetting in Global Issue
Networks. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.
Changyu, Li. 2005. “Mao’s ‘Killing Quotas’.” China Rights Forum, no. 4 (September): 41–
44.
Chaudhry, Suparna. 2016. “The Assault on Democracy Assistance: Explaining State Repression of NGOs.” PhD diss., Yale University.
Chaudhry, Suparna, and Andrew Heiss. 2017. “Are Funders Really Responding? Analyzing the Impact of Global Restrictions on NGOs.” Working paper.
Chen, Xi. 2012. Social Protest and Contentious Authoritarianism in China. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Chin, Josh. 2015. “China Cracks Down on Foreign Nonprofits.” The Wall Street Journal,
March 6. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://www.wsj.com/articles/china- cracksdown-on-foreign-nonprofits-1425694223.
Christensen, Darin, and Jeremy M. Weinstein. 2013. “Defunding Dissent: Restrictions on
Aid to NGOs.” Journal of Democracy 24, no. 2 (April): 77–91. doi:10.1353/jod.2013.
0026.
Cingranelli, David L., David L. Richards, and K. Chad Clay. 2014. “The CIRI Human Rights
Dataset.” Version 2014.04.14. Accessed August 2, 2017. http://www.humanrightsdat
a.com/.
339

CIVICUS. 2013. Global Trends on Civil Society Restrictions: Mounting Restrictions on Civil
Society: The Gap Between Rhetoric and Reality. October.
. 2017. People Power Under Attack: Findings from the CIVICUS Monitor. April.
Cook, Steven A. 2007. Ruling But Not Governing: The Military and Political Development
in Egypt, Algeria, and Turkey. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press.
Cooley, Alexander, and James Ron. 2002. “The NGO Scramble: Organizational Insecurity and the Political Economy of Transnational Action.” International Security 27
(Summer): 5–39. doi:10.1162/016228802320231217.
Corntassel, Jeff. 2007. “Towards a New Partnership? Indigenous Political Mobilization and
Co-optation During the First UN Indigenous Decade (1995–2004).” Human Rights
Quarterly 29, no. 1 (February): 137–66. doi:10.1353/hrq.2007.0005.
Corry, Olaf. 2010. “Defining and Theorizing the Third Sector.” Chap. 2 in Third Sector
Research, edited by Rupert Taylor, 11–20. New York: Springer. doi:10.1007/978- 14419-5707-8_2.
Crotty, Jo, Sarah Marie Hall, and Sergej Ljubownikow. 2014. “Post-Soviet Civil Society
Development in the Russian Federation: The Impact of the NGO Law.” Europe-Asia
Studies 66, no. 8 (October): 1253–69. doi:10.1080/09668136.2014.941697.
Dancy, Geoff, and Verónica Michel. 2016. “Human Rights Enforcement from Below: Private Actors and Prosecutorial Momentum in Latin America and Europe.” International Studies Quarterly 60, no. 1 (March): 173–88. doi:10.1111/isqu.12209.
Daniel, Jamie Levine. 2014. “Mission-Based Objectives, Market-Based Funding: The Relationship between Earned Revenue and Charitable Mission.” PhD diss., The Ohio
State University.
DeMars, William. 2005. NGOs and Transnational Networks: Wild Cards in World Politics.
London: Pluto Press.
Dingding, Chen. 2009. “China’s Participation in the International Human Rights Regime:
A State Identity Perspective.” Chinese Journal of International Politics 2 (Summer):
399–419. doi:10.1093/cjip/pop002.
Dupuy, Kendra E., James Ron, and Aseem Prakash. 2014. “Stop Meddling in my Country!
Governments’ Restrictions on Foreign Aid to Non-Governmental Organizations.”
doi:10.2139/ssrn.2529620.
. 2015. “Who Survived? Ethiopia’s Regulatory Crackdown on Foreign-Funded NGOs.”
Review of International Political Economy 22 (2): 419–56. doi:10.1080/09692290.2014.
903854.

340

Dupuy, Kendra, James Ron, and Aseem Prakash. 2016. “Hands Off My Regime! Governments’ Restrictions on Foreign Aid to Non-Governmental Organizations in Poor and
Middle-Income Countries.” World Development 84 (August): 299–311. doi:10.1016/j.
worlddev.2016.02.001.
Edwards, Philip James, Ian Roberts, Mike J. Clarke, Carolyn DiGuiseppi, Reinhard Wentz,
Irene Kwan, Rachel Cooper, Lambert M. Felix, and Sarah Pratap. 2009. “Methods to
Increase Response to Postal and Electronic Questionnaires.” Cochrane Database of
Systematic Reviews, no. 3. doi:10.1002/14651858.MR000008.pub4.
Egypt Independent. 2012. “NGOs Reject Draft Law to Nationalize Civil Society.” April 12.
Accessed August 2, 2017. http://www.egyptindependent.com/ngos- reject- draftlaw-nationalization-civil-society/.
Egyptian parliament / مجلس النواب. 2016. “مشروع قانون الجمعيات والمؤسسات الاهلية وغيرها من الكيانات
العاملة في المجال الاهلي.” November. Accessed August 2, 2017. http : / / www . icnl . org /
research/library/files/Egypt/draftngolaw2016ar.pdf.
Embassy Egypt. 2006. “Updating Bilateral Assistance to Egypt: Egyptian Response to U.S.
Proposal.” Wikileaks cable 06CAIRO5019_a, August 14. Accessed August 2, 2017.
https://search.wikileaks.org/plusd/cables/06CAIRO5019_a.html.
. 2007a. “Amending the NGO Law and Revamping the Bread Subsidy: The Labors
of Minister Moselhy.” Wikileaks cable 07CAIRO2200_a, July 17. Accessed August 2,
2017. https://search.wikileaks.org/plusd/cables/07CAIRO2200_a.html.
. 2007b. “Looming Revisions to NGO Law.” Wikileaks cable 07CAIRO2067_a, July 5.
Accessed August 2, 2017. https://search.wikileaks.org/plusd/cables/07CAIRO2067_
a.html.
. 2010. “Human Rights NGOs Face Registration Quandry.” Wikileaks cable 10CAIRO217_a,
February 18. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://search.wikileaks.org/plusd/cables/
10CAIRO217_a.html.
Embassy Kazakhstan. 2005. “Kazakhstani MFA ‘Disappointed’ with Certification Decision.” Wikileaks cable 05ALMATY1938_a, May 20. Accessed August 2, 2017. https:
//wikileaks.org/plusd/cables/05ALMATY1938_a.html.
Embassy Moscow. 2006a. “Ambassador’s Meeting With Kremlin Advisor Yastrzhembskiy.” Wikileaks cable 06MOSCOW4435_a, April 25. Accessed August 2, 2017. https:
//search.wikileaks.org/plusd/cables/06MOSCOW4435_a.html.
. 2006b. “Implementation of the NGO Law: So Far, Much Uncertainty.” Wikileaks
cable 06MOSCOW5372_a, May 19. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://search.wikilea
ks.org/plusd/cables/06MOSCOW5372_a.html.

341

Embassy Moscow. 2006c. “NGO Legislation: Varying Expectations About Implementation.” Wikileaks cable 06MOSCOW2928_a, March 23. Accessed August 2, 2017. htt
ps://search.wikileaks.org/plusd/cables/06MOSCOW2928_a.html.
Embassy United Arab Emirates. 2006. “Chairman, SECGEN of New UAE Human Rights
NGO Comment on their Organization’s Dealings with the UAEG.” Wikileaks cable
06DUBAI1729, March 22. Accessed August 2, 2017. https : / / wikileaks . org / plusd /
cables/06DUBAI1729.html.
Epstein, Susan B. 1999. National Endowment for Democracy: Policy and Funding Issues.
Technical report 96-222. Washington, D. C.: Congressional Research Service, August 16. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://www.everycrsreport.com/files/19990816_
96-222_c4d603ed41513187b32654f9aacd3050636c9712.pdf.
Euro-Mediterranean Human Rights Network. 2013. “EMHRN and Oxfam Condemn Raids
and Arrests Targeting the Egyptian Center for Economic and Social Rights.” December 20. Accessed August 2, 2017. http://www.euromedrights.org/publication/emhrnand - oxfam - condemn - raids - and - arrests - targeting - the - egyptian - center - for economic-and-social-rights/.
Fadel, Leila. 2012. “Sam LaHood, NGO worker, hid in U.S. Embassy in Cairo for four
weeks under ‘real fear of arrest’.” The Washington Post, March 6. Accessed August 2,
2017. https://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/blogpost/post/sam-lahood-blamesmubarak-era-minister-with-agenda-of-her-own-for-raid/2012/03/06/gIQA9rwKu
R_blog.html.
Fadel, Leila, and Joby Warrick. 2011. “T Egyptian Security Forces Raid Offices of U.S.,
Other Democracy Groups.” The Washington Post, December 29. Accessed August 2,
2017. https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/middle_east/egyptian- securityforces-raid-offices-of-us-other-democracy-groups/2011/12/29/gIQA2jlbOP_story.
html.
Fein, Esther B. 1992. “Conversations/Frances D’Souza; Working to Nourish Democracy
Where Minds Are Being Starved.” The New York Times (August 16).
Flikke, Geir. 2015. “Resurgent Authoritarianism: The Case of Russia’s New NGO Legislation.” Post-Soviet Affairs 32 (2): 103–31. doi:10.1080/1060586X.2015.1034981.
Fogal, Robert E. 2010. “Designing and Managing the Fundraising Program.” In Renz
2010a, chap. 19.
Foley, Michael W., and Bob Edwards. 1996. “The Paradox of Civil Society.” Journal of
Democracy 7, no. 3 (July): 38–52. doi:10.1353/jod.1996.0048.
Foot, Kirsten A., Amoshaun Toft, and Nina Cesare. 2015. “Developments in Anti-Trafficking
Efforts: 2008–2011.” Journal of Human Trafficking 1 (2): 136–55. doi:10.1080/233227
05.2014.980663.
342

Fouad, Viviane, Nadia Ref’at, and Samir Murcos. 2005. “From Inertia to Movement: A
Study of the Conflict over the NGO Law in Egypt.” In Néfissa, Abd al-Fattah, Hanafi,
and Milani 2005, chap. 5.
Frantz, Erica, and Natasha Ezrow. 2011. The Politics of Dictatorship: Institutions and Outcomes in Authoritarian Regimes. Boulder, Colorado: Lynne Rienner Publishers.
Frantz, Erica, and Andrea Kendall-Taylor. 2014. “A Dictator’s Toolkit: Understanding
How Co-optation Affects Repression in Autocracies.” Journal of Peace Research 51,
no. 3 (May): 332–46. doi:10.1177/0022343313519808.
Gallagher, Anne. 2002. “Trafficking, Smuggling, and Human Rights: Tricks and Treaties.”
Forced Migration Review 12 (25): 8–36.
Gandhi, Jennifer, and Adam Przeworski. 2006. “Cooperation, Cooptation, and Rebellion
Under Dictatorships.” Economics & Politics 18, no. 1 (March): 1–26. doi:10.1111/j.
1468-0343.2006.00160.x.
. 2007. “Authoritarian Institutions and the Survival of Autocrats.” Comparative
Political Studies 40, no. 11 (November): 1279–1301. doi:10.1177/0010414007305817.
Geddes, Barbara, Joseph Wright, and Erica Frantz. 2014. “Autocratic Breakdown and
Regime Transitions: A New Data Set.” Perspectives on Politics 12, no. 2 (June): 313–
31. doi:10.1017/S1537592714000851.
Gelman, Andrew. 2003. “A Bayesian Formulation of Exploratory Data Analysis and Goodnessof-fit Testing.” International Statistical Review 71, no. 2 (August): 369–82. doi:10 .
1111/j.1751-5823.2003.tb00203.x.
Gelman, Andrew, John Carlin, Hal Stern, David Dunson, Aki Vehtari, and Donald Rubin.
2013. Bayesian Data Analysis. 3rd ed. Boca Raton, Florida: Chapman and Hall / CRC.
Ginsburg, Tom, and Tamir Moustafa. 2008. Rule by Law: The Politics of Courts in Authoritarian Regimes. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Gleditsch, Kristian Skrede. 2002. All Politics is Local: The Diffusion of Conflict, Integration,
and Democratization. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press. doi:10.3998/mpub.
17068.
Goemans, Henk E., Kristian Skrede Gleditsch, and Giacomo Chiozza. 2009. “Introducing
Archigos: A Dataset of Political Leaders.” Version 4.1, Journal of Peace Research 46,
no. 2 (March): 269–83. doi:10.1177/0022343308100719.
Gould-Davies, Nigel. 2016. Russia’s Sovereign Globalization: Rise, Fall and Future. London:
Chatham House, January 6. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://www.chathamhouse.
org/publication/russias-sovereign-globalization-rise-fall-and-future.

343

Gourarie, Chava. 2016. “Could ‘explorable explanations’ help tell a new kind of story?”
Columbia Journalism Review (January). Accessed August 2, 2017. http://www.cjr.
org/q_and_a/could_explorable_explanations_help_tell_a_new_kind_of_story.php.
Greif, Avner, and David D. Laitin. 2004. “A Theory of Endogenous Institutional Change.”
American Political Science Review 98, no. 4 (November): 633–52. doi:10.1017/s00030
55404041395.
Grishina, Yelena. 2000. “Report on the Violations Committed in the Course of Registration
and Re-Registration of Public Associations in the Russian Federation in 1999.” The
International Journal of Not-for-Profit Law 2, no. 4 (June). Accessed August 2, 2017.
http://www.icnl.org/research/journal/vol2iss4/art_6.htm.
Gugerty, Mary Kay, and Michael Kremer. 2008. “Outside Funding and the Dynamics of
Participation in Community Associations.” American Journal of Political Science 52,
no. 3 (July): 585–602. doi:10.1111/j.1540-5907.2008.00331.x.
Gugerty, Mary Kay, and Aseem Prakash. 2010. “Conclusions and Future Research: Rethinking Advocacy Organizations.” In Prakash and Gugerty 2010a, chap. 12.
Hafner-Burton, Emilie M., and Kiyoteru Tsutsui. 2005. “Human Rights in a Globalizing
World: The Paradox of Empty Promises.” American Journal of Sociology 110, no. 5
(March): 1373–1411. doi:10.1086/428442.
Hager, Mark A., and Jeffrey L. Brudney. 2004. “Volunteer Management Practices and Retention of Volunteers.” The Urban Institute, June. Accessed August 2, 2017. http :
//www.urban.org/research/publication/volunteer- management- practices- andretention-volunteers.
Halawa, Omar. 2013. “New draft law would limit the scope of work of NGOs.” Egypt
Independent, February 14. Accessed August 2, 2017. http://www.egyptindependent.
com/new-draft-law-would-limit-scope-work-ngos.
Hamlett, John Coleman. 2017. “The Constitutionality of Russia’s ‘Undesirable’ NGO Law.”
UCLA Journal of International Law and Foreign Affairs. Forthcoming. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://ssrn.com/abstract=2691212.
Hansmann, Henry B. 1980. “The Role of Nonprofit Enterprise.” Yale Law Journal 89, no.
5 (April): 835–901. doi:10.2307/796089.
Hawkins, Darren G. 1997. “Domestic Responses to International Pressure: Human Rights
in Authoritarian Chile.” European Journal of International Relations 3, no. 4 (December): 403–34. doi:10.1177/1354066197003004001.
Healy, Kieran. 2017. “Fuck Nuance.” Sociological Theory 35 (2): 118–27. doi:10.1177/0735
275117709046.

344

Heiss, Andrew. 2012. “The Failed Management of a Dying Regime: Hosni Mubarak, Egypt’s
National Democratic Party, and the January 25 Revolution.” Journal of Third World
Studies 28 (Spring): 155–171.
Heiss, Andrew, and Tana Johnson. 2016. “Internal, Interactive, and Institutional Factors:
Towards a Unified Theory of INGO Behavior.” International Studies Review 18, no. 3
(September): 528–41. doi:10.1093/isr/viv014.
Heiss, Andrew, and Judith G. Kelley. 2016. “From the Trenches: A Global Survey of AntiTIP NGOs and their Views of US Efforts.” Journal of Human Trafficking. Forthcoming. doi:10.1080/23322705.2016.1199241.
. 2017. “Between a Rock and a Hard Place: International NGOs and the Dual Pressures of Donors and Host Governments.” Journal of Politics 79, no. 2 (April): 732–41.
doi:10.1086/691218.
Hemment, Julie. 2004. “The Riddle of the Third Sector: Civil Society, International Aid,
and NGOs in Russia.” Anthropological Quarterly 77 (Spring): 215–41. doi:10.1353/
anq.2004.0069.
Henderson, Sarah L. 2003. Building Democracy in Contemporary Russia: Western Support
for Grassroots Organizations. Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press.
. 2010. “Shaping Civic Adovcacy: International and Domestic Policies Toward Russia’s NGO Sector.” In Prakash and Gugerty 2010a, chap. 10.
Herman, Robert D., and David O. Renz. 2004. “Doing Things Right: Effectiveness in Local
Nonprofit Organizations, A Panel Study.” Public Administration Review 64, no. 6
(November): 694–704. doi:10.1111/j.1540-6210.2004.00416.x.
Heydemann, Steven. 2007. Upgrading Authoritarianism in the Arab World. Analysis Paper 13. Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institute.
Hildebrandt, Timothy. 2013. Social Organizations and the Authoritarian State in China.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Hoekstra, Rink, Richard D. Morey, Jeffrey N. Rouder, and Eric-Jan Wagenmakers. 2014.
“Robust Misinterpretation of Confidence Intervals.” Psychonomic Bulletin & Review
21, no. 5 (October): 1157–64. doi:10.3758/s13423-013-0572-3.
Hongyuan, Yu. 2007. “International Institutions and Transformation of China’s Decisionmaking on Climate Change Policy.” Chinese Journal of International Politics 1 (Winter): 497–523. doi:10.1093/cjip/pom009.
Hsia, Renee Yuen-Jan, and Lynn White. 2002. “Working Amid Corporatism and Confusion: Foreign NGOs in China.” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 31, no. 3
(September): 329–51. doi:10.1177/0899764002313002.
Hulme, David, and Michael Edwards, eds. 1997a. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.
345

Hulme, David, and Michael Edwards. 1997b. “Conclusion: Too Close to the Powerful, Too
Far from the Powerless?” In Hulme and Edwards 1997a, chap. 18.
. 1997c. “NGOs, States, and Donors: An Overview.” In Hulme and Edwards 1997a,
chap. 1.
Human Rights Watch. 2011a. “Egypt: Human Rights Reform an Urgent Priority—Human
Rights Watch Delegation Completes Official Visit in Cairo.” June 7. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://www.hrw.org/news/2011/06/07/egypt-human-rights-reformurgent-priority.
. 2011b. “Egypt: Retry or Free 12,000 After Unfair Military Trials.” September 10.
Accessed August 2, 2017. https://www.hrw.org/news/2011/09/10/egypt-retry-orfree-12000-after-unfair-military-trials.
. 2014a. “All According to Plan: The Rab’a Massacre and Mass Killings of Protesters
in Egypt” (August 12). Accessed August 2, 2017. http://www.hrw.org/reports/2014/
08/12/all-according-plan.
. 2014b. “Egypt: Draft Law Threatens Independent Organizations—Enact Legislation to Protect Free Association” (July 14). Accessed August 2, 2017. https://www.
hrw.org/news/2014/07/14/egypt-draft-law-threatens-independent-organizations.
. 2017. “Israel: Human Rights Watch Denied Work Permit.” February 24. Accessed
August 2, 2017. https://www.hrw.org/news/2017/02/24/israel-human-rights-watchdenied-work-permit.
Hyde, Susan D., and Nikolay Marinov. 2012. “Which Elections Can Be Lost?” Political
Analysis 20 (Spring): 191–201. Accessed August 2, 2017. doi:10.1093/pan/mpr040.
http://hyde.research.yale.edu/nelda/.
IFEX Tunisia Monitoring Group. 2005. Tunisia: Freedom of Expression under Siege. February. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://www.ifex.org/tunisia/2010/02/16/tmg_report_
feb_05_free_expression_under_seige_en.pdf.
. 2010. Behind the Façade: How a Politicised Judiciary & Administrative Sanctions
Undermine Tunisian Human Rights. June 6. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://www.
ifex.org/tunisia/2010/06/18/ifextmgmissionreport_june2010.pdf.
Index on Censorship. 1972. Index on Censorship 1, no. 1 (March): 1.
. 2017. “Bahrain: Global leaders must speak out against human rights abuses,”
April 11. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://www.indexoncensorship.org/2017/04/
bahrain-global-leaders-must-speak-human-rights-abuses/.
International Center for Not-for-Profit Law. 2006. “Analysis of Law # 18-FZ: On Introducing Amendments to Certain Legislative Acts of the Russian Federation.” February 17.
Accessed August 2, 2017. http://www.icnl.org/news/2006/01- 19_Russia_NGO_
Law_Analysis.pdf.
346

International Center for Not-for-Profit Law. 2010. “Survey of Arab NGO Laws.” Global
Trends in NGO Law 1, no. 4 (March): 1–13.
. 2014. “Expanding the Legal Enabling Environment Program.” October 30. Accessed August 2, 2017. http://www.icnl.org/news/2014/30-Oct.html.
. 2017a. “NGO Law Monitor: China.” February. Accessed August 2, 2017. http :
//www.icnl.org/research/monitor/china.html.
. 2017b. “NGO Law Monitor: Egypt.” May. Accessed August 2, 2017. http://www.
icnl.org/research/monitor/egypt.html.
International Refugee Rights Initiative. 2015. Reports and Accounts for the Year Ended 31
January 2015. Reading, UK.
International Republican Institute. 2005a. 2005 Parliamentary Election Assessment in Egypt,
November 15–21, 2005. Washington, D. C., December. Accessed August 2, 2017. http:
//www.iri.org/sites/default/files/fields/field_files_attached/resource/egypts_2005_
parliamentary_elections_assessment_report.pdf.
. 2005b. 2005 Presidential Election Assessment in Egypt, August 15–September 9,
2005. Washington, D. C., October. Accessed August 2, 2017. http : / / www . iri . org /
sites/default/files/fields/field_files_attached/resource/egypts_2005_presidential_
election_assessment_report.pdf.
. 2009–. 2010. Form 990 for the Tax Year Ending September 30, 2010. Filed July 25,
2011. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://www.guidestar.org/FinDocuments/2010/521/
340/2010-521340267-0760b7b2-9.pdf.
. 2012. “Facts on IRI’s Work in Egypt and the Crackdown on NGOs.” February 16.
Accessed August 2, 2017. http://www.iri.org/sites/default/files/2012%20February%
2016%20Facts%20on%20IRI%E2%80%99s%20Work%20in%20Egypt%20and%20the%
20Crackdown%20on%20NGOs.pdf.
. 2016. “Russia Adds International Republican Institute to Growing List of ‘Undesirable Organizations’.” August 18. Accessed August 2, 2017. http://www.iri.org/
resource/russia- adds- international- republican- institute- growing- list- %E2%80%
9Cundesirable-organizations%E2%80%9D.
Jamal, Amaney. 2007. Barriers to Democracy: The Other Side of Social Capital in Palestine
and the Arab World. Princeton: Princeton University Press. doi:10.1515/9781400830
503.
Jankowski, James. 2002. Nasser’s Egypt, Arab Nationalism, and the United Arab Republic.
Boulder, Colorado: Lynne Rienner Publishers.
Jenkins, Garry W. 2012. “Nongovernmental Organizations and the Forces Against Them:
Lessons from the Anti-NGO Movement.” Brooklyn Journal of International Law 37,
no. 2 (January): 459–527.
347

Johnson, Tana. 2014. Organizational Progeny: Why Governments are Losing Control over
the Proliferating Structures of Global Governance. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
doi:10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198717799.001.0001.
Jones, Marshall B. 2007. “The Multiple Sources of Mission Drift.” Nonprofit and Voluntary
Sector Quarterly 36, no. 2 (June): 299–307. doi:10.1177/0899764007300385.
Kallman, Meghan Elizabeth, and Terry Nichols Clark. 2016. The Third Sector: Community
Organizations, NGOs, and Nonprofits. Urbana: University of Illinois Press.
Keating, Joshua. 2011. “A Revolution Brought to You by KFC?” Foreign Policy: Passport,
February 7. Accessed August 2, 2017. https : / / foreignpolicy . com / 2011 / 02 / 07 / a revolution-brought-to-you-by-kfc/.
Keck, Margaret E., and Kathryn Sikkink. 1998. Activists Beyond Borders: Advocacy Networks in International Politics. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.
. 1999. “Transnational Advocacy Networks in International and Regional Politics.”
International Social Science Journal 51, no. 159 (March): 89–101. doi:10.1111/14682451.00179.
Kelley, Judith G. 2009. “D-Minus Elections: The Politics and Norms of International Election Observation.” International Organization 63, no. 4 (October): 765–87. doi:10 .
1017/S0020818309990117.
. 2012. Monitoring Democracy: When International Election Observation Works, and
Why It Often Fails. Princeton: Princeton University Press.
. 2017. Scorecard Diplomacy: Grading States to Influence their Reputation and Behavior. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Kelley, Judith G., and Beth A. Simmons. 2015. “Politics by Number: Indicators as Social
Pressure in International Relations.” American Journal of Political Science 59, no. 1
(January): 55–70. doi:10.1111/ajps.12119.
Kelley, Judith, Beth A. Simmons, and Rush Doshi. 2017. “The Power of Ranking: The Ease
of Doing Business Indicators as a Form of Social Pressure.” Working paper.
Kendall-Taylor, Andrea, and Erica Frantz. 2014. “Mimicking Democracy to Prolong Autocracies.” The Washington Quarterly 37 (Winter): 71–84. doi:10.1080/0163660x.2014.
1002155.
Kerlin, Janelle. 2006. “U.S.-Based International NGOs and Federal Government Foreign
Assistance: Out of Alignment?” Chap. 11 in Nonprofits and Government: Collaboration and Conflict, edited by Elizabeth T. Boris and C. Eugene Steuerle, 373–98.
Washington, D. C.: Urban Institute.
Ketchley, Neil. 2017. Egypt in a Time of Revolution: Contentious Politics and the Arab
Spring. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
348

Kim, Mirae, and Gregg G. Van Ryzin. 2014. “Impact of Government Funding on Donations to Arts Organizations: A Survey Experiment.” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector
Quarterly 43, no. 5 (October): 910–25. doi:10.1177/0899764013487800.
King, Gary, Robert O. Keohane, and Sidney Verba. 1994. Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific
Inference in Qualitative Research. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Kirchick, James. 2015. “How a U.S. Think Tank Fell for Putin.” The Daily Beast, July 27.
Accessed August 2, 2017. http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2015/07/27/howa-u-s-think-tank-fell-for-putin.html.
Knight, Jack. 1992. Institutions and Social Conflict. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.
Korner-Nievergelt, Fränzi, Tobias Roth, Stefanie von Felten, Jérôme Guélat, Bettina Almasi, and Pius Korner-Nievergelt. 2015. Bayesian Data Analysis in Ecology Using
Linear Models with R, BUGS and Stan. Amsterdam: Academic Press / Elsevier. doi:10.
1016/c2013-0-23227-x.
Kruschke, John K. 2010. Doing Bayesian Data Analysis: A Tutorial with R and BUGS. 1st ed.
London: Academic Press / Elsevier.
Kuran, Timur. 1989. “Sparks and Prairie Fires: A Theory of Unanticipated Political Revolution.” Public Choice 61, no. 1 (April): 41–74. doi:10.1007/bf00116762.
. 1995. Private Truths, Public Lies: The Social Consequences of Preference Falsification. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
LaHood, Sam. 2014. “Branded a felon by Egypt, I’m in legal limbo in the U.S.” The Washington Post, July 24. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://www.washingtonpost.com/
opinions / sam - lahood - branded - a - felon - by - egypt - im - in - legal - limbo - in - the us/2014/07/24/aa42c0fe-0c4d-11e4-8c9a-923ecc0c7d23_story.html.
Landman, Todd, and Meghna Abraham. 2004. Evaluation of Nine Non-Governmental Human Rights Organisations. IOB Working Document. The Hague: Inspectie Ontwikkelingssamenwerking en Beleidsevaluatie (IOB), February.
Leach, Anna. 2014. “13 things you need to know before starting an NGO in China.” The
Guardian (August). Accessed August 2, 2017. https://www.theguardian.com/globaldevelopment- professionals- network/2014/aug/12/china- ngo- government- civilsociety.
Levitsky, Steven, and Lucan A. Way. 2010. Competitive Authoritarianism: Hybrid Regimes
After the Cold War. Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press.
Lieberman, Evan S. 2005. “Nested Analysis as a Mixed-Method Strategy for Comparative
Research.” American Political Science Review 99, no. 3 (August): 435–52. doi:10.1017/
s0003055405051762.
349

Limoncelli, Stephanie. 2016. “What in the World are Anti-Trafficking NGOs Doing? Findings from a Global Study.” Journal of Human Trafficking 2 (4). doi:10.1080/23322705.
2015.1135605.
Linos, Katerina. 2013. The Democratic Foundations of Policy Diffusion: How Health, Family,
and Employment Laws Spread Across Countries. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Lipschutz, Ronnie D. 1992. “Reconstructing World Politics: The Emergence of Global Civil
Society.” Millennium: Journal of International Studies 21, no. 3 (December): 389–420.
doi:10.1177/03058298920210031001.
Little, Andrew T., and Thomas B. Pepinsky. 2016. “Simple and Formal Models in Comparative Politics.” Chinese Political Science Review 1 (3): 425–47. doi:10.1007/s41111016-0032-0.
Liverani, Andrea. 2008. Civil Society in Algeria: The Political Functions of Associational
Life. New York: Routledge.
Ljubownikow, Sergej, and Jo Crotty. 2014. “Civil Society in a Transitional Context: The
Response of Health and Educational NGOs to Legislative Changes in Russia’s Industrialized Regions.” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 43, no. 4 (August):
759–76. doi:10.1177/0899764013482396.
Loveluck, Louisa. 2013. “Egypt Convicts US NGO Workers.” The Guardian, June 4. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://www.theguardian.com/world/2013/jun/04/egyptconvicts-us-ngo-workers-sam-lahood.
Lowe, David. 2017. “Idea to Reality: NED at 30.” National Endowment for Democracy.
Accessed August 2. http://www.ned.org/about/history/.
Machleder, Josh. 2006. Contextual and Legislative Analysis of the Russian Law on NGOs.
Moscow: INDEM Foundation, March 16. Accessed August 2, 2017. http : / / www .
indem.ru/en/publicat/Russian_NGO_Law_03252006.pdf.
Mada Masr. 2015. “State Shutters 57 NGOs, a Total of 500 Closed This Year.” September 8.
Accessed August 2, 2017. https://www.madamasr.com/en/2015/09/08/news/u/stateshutters-57-ngos-a-total-of-500-closed-this-year/.
El-Mahdi, Rabab. 2009. “The Democracy Movement: Cycles of Protest.” Chap. 5 in Egypt:
The Moment of Change, edited by Rabab El-Mahdi and Philip Marfleet, 87–102. London: Zed Books.
Mahoney, James. 2010. “After KKV: The New Methodology of Qualitative Research.”
World Politics 62, no. 1 (January): 120–47. doi:10.1017/S0043887109990220.
Manning, Courtney. 2017. “Bahrain: Rights activist facing two trials in March,” February 24. Accessed August 2, 2017. https : / / www . indexoncensorship . org / 2017 / 02 /
bahrain-rights-activist-facing-two-trials-march/.
350

Marshall, Monty G., and Keith Jaggers. 2014. “Polity IV Project, Political Regime Characteristics and Transitions, 1800–2013.” Accessed August 2, 2017. http : / / www .
systemicpeace.org/polityproject.html.
Marzouk, Mohsen. 1997. “The Associative Phenomenon in the Arab World: Engine of
Democratisation or Witness to the Crisis?” In Hulme and Edwards 1997a, chap. 12.
Maxwell, Michael P. 2006. “NGOs in Russia: Is the Recent Russian NGO Legislation the
End of Civil Society in Russia?” Tulane Journal of International and Comparative Law
15 (Winter): 235–63.
Mayer, Frederick. 2010. “Multi-level Games.” Chap. 3 in Handbook on Multi-Level Governance, edited by Henrik Enderlein, Sonja Wälti, and Michael Zürn, 47–65. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing.
McKeown, Timothy. 1999. “Case Studies and the Statistical Worldview: Review of King,
Keohane, and Verba’s Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific Inference in Qualitative Research.” International Organization 53 (Winter): 161–90. doi:10.1162/0020818995508
41.
Meduza. 2015. “Human Rights Watch and Amnesty International among 5 organizations
in proposed ‘undesirables’ list.” May 25. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://meduza.
io/en/news/2015/05/25/human-rights-watch-and-amnesty-international-among5-organizations-in-proposed-undesirables-list.
. 2015. “Soros and MacArthur Foundations among 12 NGOs in ‘patriotic stop list’.”
July 8. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://meduza.io/en/news/2015/07/08/soros-andmacarthur-foundations-among-12-ngos-in-patriotic-stop-list.
El-Meehy, Asya. 2016. “Egypt’s Popular Committees: From Moments of Madness to NGO
Dilemmas.” Middle East Report, no. 281 (Winter). Accessed August 2, 2017. http :
//www.merip.org/mer/mer265/egypts-popular-committees.
Merton, Robert K. 1949. “On Sociological Theories of the Middle Range.” Chap. 2 in Social
Theory and Social Structure, 39–53. New York: Simon & Schuster, The Free Press.
Mintzberg, Henry. 1979. The Structuring of Organizations. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: PrenticeHall.
Mintzberg, Henry, and James A. Walters. 1985. “Of Strategies, Deliberate and Emergent.”
Strategic Management Journal 6, no. 3 (July–September): 257–72.
Mitchell, George E., and Hans Peter Schmitz. 2014. “Principled Instrumentalism: A Theory
of Transnational NGO Behaviour.” Review of International Studies 40, no. 3 (July):
487–504. doi:10.1017/s0260210513000387.
Moore, Mark H. 2000a. “Managing for Value: Organizational Strategy in For-Profit, Nonprofit, and Governmental Organizations.” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly
29, no. 1 (March): 183–204. doi:10.1177/0899764000291S009.
351

Moore, Will H. 2000b. “The Repression of Dissent: A Substitution Model of Government
Coercion.” Journal of Conflict Resolution 44, no. 1 (February): 107–27. doi:10.1177/
0022002700044001006.
Munck, Ronaldo. 2010. “Global Civil Society.” Chap. 22 in Third Sector Research, edited by
Rupert Taylor, 317–26. New York: Springer.
Murdie, Amanda. 2014a. Help or Harm: The Human Security Effects of International NGOs.
Stanford: Stanford University Press. doi:10.11126/stanford/9780804791977.001.0001.
. 2014b. “The Ties that Bind: A Network Analysis of Human Rights International
Nongovernmental Organizations.” British Journal of Political Science 44, no. 1 (January): 1–27. doi:10.1017/S0007123412000683.
Murdie, Amanda, and David R. Davis. 2012. “Shaming and Blaming: Using Events Data
to Assess the Impact of Human Rights INGOs.” International Studies Quarterly 56,
no. 1 (March): 1–16. doi:10.1111/j.1468-2478.2011.00694.x.
Murdie, Amanda, and Dursun Peksen. 2014. “The Impact of Human Rights INGO Shaming
on Humanitarian Interventions.” Journal of Politics 76, no. 1 (January): 215–28. doi:1
0.1017/s0022381613001242.
Néfissa, Sarah Ben. 2005. “NGOs and Governance in the Arab World: A Question of
Democracy.” In Néfissa, Abd al-Fattah, Hanafi, and Milani 2005, chap. Introduction.
Néfissa, Sarah Ben, Nabil Abd al-Fattah, Sari Hanafi, and Carlos Milani, eds. 2005. Cairo:
American University in Cairo Press.
Nielsen, Waldemar A. 1996. Inside American Philanthropy: The Dramas of Donorship. Tulsa:
University of Oklahoma Press.
North, Douglass C. 1990. Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Nye, Joseph S., Jr., and Robert O. Keohane. 1971. “Transnational Relations and World
Politics: An Introduction.” International Organization 25 (Summer): 329–49. doi:10.
1017/s0020818300026187.
Obama, Barack. 2013. “President Obama Remarks at Civil Society Roundtable.” September 23. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-pressoffice/2013/09/23/remarks-president-obama-civil-society-roundtable.
. 2014. “Remarks by the President at Clinton Global Initiative.” September 23. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the- press- office/
2014/09/23/remarks-president-clinton-global-initiative.

352

Office of the Press Secretary. 2013. “Joint Statement on the Promotion and Protection of
Civil Society.” September 23. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://obamawhitehouse.
archives . gov / the - press - office / 2013 / 09 / 23 / joint - statement - promotion - and protection-civil-society.
Ostrom, Elinor. 1990. Governing the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for Collective
Action. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Patel, David, Valerie Bunce, and Sharon Wolchik. 2014. “Diffusion and Demonstration.”
Chap. 3 in The Arab Uprisings Explained: New Contentious Politics in the Middle East,
edited by Marc Lynch, 57–74. New York: Columbia University Press.
Pemstein, Daniel, Stephen A. Meserve, and James Melton. 2010. “Democratic Compromise: A Latent Variable Analysis of Ten Measures of Regime Type.” Political Analysis
18 (Autumn): 426–49. doi:10.1093/pan/mpq020.
Plantan, Elizabeth. 2016. “Not All NGOs Are Created Equal: Selective Repression and Civil
Society in Russia and China.” Presented at the Annual Convention of the Association
for Slavic, East European and Eurasian Studies, Washington, DC, November.
Platteau, Jean-Philippe. 2000. Institutions, Social Norms, and Economic Development. Amsterdam: Harwood.
Poister, Theodore H., and Gregory D. Streib. 1999. “Strategic Management in the Public
Sector: Concepts, Models, and Processes.” Public Productivity & Management Review
22, no. 3 (March): 308–25. doi:10.2307/3380706.
Political Risk Services. 2014. “International Country Risk Guide (ICRG).” Accessed August 2, 2017. https://www.prsgroup.com/about-us/our-two-methodologies/icrg.
Powell, Jonathan M., and Clayton L. Thyne. 2011. “Global Instances of Coups from 1950
to 2010: A New Dataset.” Journal of Peace Research 48, no. 2 (March): 249–59. doi:10.
1177/0022343310397436.
Prakash, Aseem, and Mary Kay Gugerty, eds. 2010a. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.
. 2010b. “Advocacy Organizations and Collective Action: An Introduction.” In
Prakash and Gugerty 2010a, chap. 1.
Press Trust of India. 2015. “Foreign Funding: Government Cancels licences of nearly 9,000
NGOs.” The Indian Express, April 28. Accessed August 2, 2017. http://indianexpress.
com/article/india/govt-cancels-licences-of-nearly-9000-ngos/.
Putnam, Robert D., Robert Leonardi, and Raffaella Y. Nanetti. 1994. Making Democracy
Work: Civic Traditions in Modern Italy. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

353

R Core Team. 2016. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing. Version
3.3.0. Vienna, Austria: R Foundation for Statistical Computing. Accessed August 2,
2017. https://www.r-project.org/.
Raiffa, Howard. 1982. The Art and Science of Negotiation. Cambridge, MA: Belknap.
Reimann, Kim D. 2005. “Up to No Good? Recent Critics and Critiques of NGOs.” Chap. 3
in Subcontracting Peace: The Challenges of NGO Peacebuilding, edited by Oliver P.
Richmond and Henry F. Carey, 37–53. Surrey, UK: Ashgate.
Renz, David O. 2004. “Governance of Nonprofits.” In Philanthropy in America: A Comprehensive Historical Encyclopedia, edited by Dwight F. Burlingame, 191–99. Santa
Barbara, CA: ABC-CLIO.
, ed. 2010a. 3rd ed. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
. 2010b. “Leadership, Governance, and the Work of the Board.” In Renz 2010a,
chap. 5.
Richter, James. 2009a. “Putin and the Public Chamber.” Post-Soviet Affairs 25 (1): 39–65.
doi:10.2747/1060-586X.24.1.39.
. 2009b. “The Ministry of Civil Society?: The Public Chambers in the Regions.”
Problems of Post-Communism 56 (6): 7–20. doi:10.2753/PPC1075-8216560602.
. 2017. “Recasting Civil Society in Russia’s Retreat from Globalization.” Presented
at the annual meeting of the International Studies Association, Baltimore, MD, February.
Richter, James, and Walter F. Hatch. 2013. “Organizing Civil Society in Russia and China:
A Comparative Approach.” International Journal of Politics, Culture, and Society 26,
no. 4 (December): 323–47. doi:10.1007/s10767-013-9148-5.
Risse, Thomas, and Kathryn Sikkink. 1999. “The Socialization of International Human
Rights Norms into Domestic Practices: Introduction.” Chap. 1 in The Power of Human
Rights: International Norms and Domestic Change, edited by Thomas Risse, Stephen
Ropp, and Kathryn Sikkink, 1–38. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Robinson, Piers. 2011. “The CNN Effect Reconsidered: Mapping a Research Agenda for the
Future.” Media, War & Conflict 4, no. 1 (April): 3–11. doi:10.1177/1750635210397434.
Rogin, Josh. 2012. “U.S.-funded democracy NGO pulls out of Russia.” Foreign Policy: The
Cable, December 12. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://foreignpolicy.com/2012/12/
12/u-s-funded-democracy-ngo-pulls-out-of-russia/.
Rummel, R. J. 1991. China’s Bloody Century: Genocide and Mass Murder since 1900. New
Brunswick, New Jersey: Transaction Publishers.

354

Salem, Fadi, and Racha Mourtada. 2011. “Facebook Usage: Factors and Analysis.” Arab
Social Media Report 1, no. 1 (January). Accessed August 2, 2017. http://unpan1.un.
org/intradoc/groups/public/documents/dsg/unpan044212.pdf.
Scheimann, William A. 2009. “Aligning Performance with Organizational Strategy, Values, and Goals.” Chap. 2 in Performance Management: Putting Research into Action,
edited by James W. Smither and Manuel London, 45–87. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Schuller, Mark. 2012. Killing with Kindness: Haiti, International Aid, and NGOs. New Brunswick,
New Jersey: Rutgers University Press.
Seawright, Jason. 2016. Multi-Method Social Science: Combining Qualitative and Quantitative Tools. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. doi:10.1017/cbo97813161
60831.
Sharp, Jeremy M. 2012. Egypt: Background and U.S. Relations RL33003. Washington, D. C.:
Congressional Research Service, December 6.
Sharpe, Wayne. 2000. “Rebel Internet: Human Rights and the New Technology.” Chap. 5
in Human Rights and the Internet, edited by Steven Hick, Edward F. Halpin, and Eric
Hoskins, 43–51. London: Macmillan Press.
Sheehan, Robert M. 1996. “Mission Accomplishment as Philanthropic Organization Effectiveness: Key Findings From the Excellence in Philanthropy Project.” Nonprofit and
Voluntary Sector Quarterly 25, no. 1 (March): 110–23. doi:10.1177/0899764096251008.
Shehata, Dina. 2012. “Youth Movements and the 25 January Revolution.” Chap. 6 in
Arab Spring in Egypt: Revolution and Beyond, edited by Bahgat Korany and Rabab
El Mahdi. Cairo: American University in Cairo Press.
Shelley, Becky. 2000. “Political Globalisation and the Politics of International Non-governmental
Organisations: The Case of Village Democracy in China.” Australian Journal of Political Science 35 (2): 225–38. doi:10.1080/713649331.
Shieh, Shawn. 2016. “Follow up on the Overseas NGO Law.” NGOs in China (December 21). Accessed August 2, 2017. https://ngochina.blogspot.hk/2016/12/follow-upon-overseas-ngo-law-list-of.html.
. 2017a. “More Foreign NGOs Register in Yunnan, Sichuan, Shanghai and Guangdong.” NGOs in China, May 7. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://ngochina.blogspot.
hk/2017/05/more-foreign-ngos-register-in-yunnan.html.
. 2017b. “The Origins of China’s New Law on Foreign NGOs.” ChinaFile, January 31. Accessed August 2, 2017. http://www.chinafile.com/reporting- opinion/
viewpoint/origins-of-chinas-new-law-foreign-ngos.

355

Sidel, Mark. 2016. “It Just Got Harder to Make a Difference in China.” Foreign Policy,
April 29. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://foreignpolicy.com/2016/04/29/it- justgot-harder-to-make-a-difference-in-china-harsh-new-ngo-law-clamps-down-onforeign-organizations/.
Sissions, Miranda. 2005. “Egypt: Margins of Repression—State Limits on Nongovernmental Organization Activism.” Human Rights Watch 17 (8). Accessed August 2, 2017.
https://www.hrw.org/report/2005/07/03/egypt-margins-repression/state-limitsnongovernmental-organization-activism.
Skjelsbaek, Kjell. 1971. “The Growth of International Nongovernmental Organization in
the Twentieth Century.” International Organization 25 (Summer): 420–42. doi:10 .
1017/s0020818300026230.
Slaughter, Anne-Marie. 2004. A New World Order. Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Sloan, Margaret F., Cleopatra Grizzle, and Mirae Kim. 2015. “What Happens on a Rainy
Day? How Nonprofit Human Service Leaders Create, Maintain, and Utilize Operating Reserves.” Journal of Nonprofit Education and Leadership 5 (3): 190–202.
Smith, Jackie, and Dawn West. 2005. “The Uneven Geography of Global Civil Society:
National and Global Influences on Transnational Association.” Social Forces 84, no.
2 (December): 621–52. doi:10.1353/sof.2006.0036.
Smith, Steven Rathgeb. 2006. “Government Financing of Nonprofit Activity.” Chap. 6 in
Nonprofits and Government: Collaboration and Conflict, edited by Elizabeth T. Boris
and C. Eugene Steuerle, 132–45. Washington, D. C.: Urban Institute.
Spender, Stephen. 1972. “With Concern for Those Not Free.” Index on Censorship 1, no. 1
(March): 11–15.
Spires, Anthony J. 2011. “Contingent Symbiosis and Civil Society in an Authoritarian
State: Understanding the Survival of China’s Grassroots NGOs.” American Journal
of Sociology 117, no. 1 (July): 1–45.
Squier, John. 2002. “Civil Society and the Challenge of Russian Gosudarstvennost.” Demokratizatsiya 10 (Spring): 166–83.
Stacher, Joshua. 2012. Adaptable Autocrats: Regime Power in Egypt and Syria. Stanford:
Stanford University Press.
Stan Development Team. 2016a. RStan: the R interface to Stan. 2.11.0. Accessed August 2,
2017. http://mc-stan.org.
. 2016b. Stan Modeling Language Users Guide and Reference Manual. Version 2.11.0.
Accessed August 2, 2017. http://mc-stan.org.
Stiles, Kendall W. 2002. Civil Society by Design: Donors, NGOs, and the Intermestic Development Circle in Bangladesh. Westport, CT: Praeger.
356

Stroup, Sarah S. 2012. Borders among Activists: International NGOs in the United States,
Britain, and France. Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press.
Suárez, David F. 2011. “Collaboration and Professionalization: The Contours of Public Sector Funding for Nonprofit Organizations.” Journal of Public Administration Research
and Theory 21, no. 2 (April): 307–26. doi:10.1093/jpart/muq049.
Suárez, David F., and Hokyu Hwang. 2008. “Find a Partner: Nonprofit Organizations and
the Culture of Collaboration.” Consortium on Collaborative Governance Mini Conference, Santa Monica, CA.
Svolik, Milan W. 2009. “Power Sharing and Leadership Dynamics in Authoritarian Regimes.”
American Journal of Political Science 53, no. 2 (April): 477–94. doi:10.1111/j.15405907.2009.00382.x.
Teets, Jessica C. 2014. Civil Society under Authoritarianism: The China Model. New York:
Cambridge University Press. doi:10.1017/cbo9781139839396.
Thabet, Ahmed. 2004. “The Human Rights Situation in Egypt.” Chap. 11 in Human Rights,
the Rule of Law, and Development in Africa, edited by Paul Tiyambe Zeleza and Philip
J. McConnaughay, 157–72. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.
The American Association for Public Opinion Research. 2016. Standard Definitions: Final
Dispositions of Case Codes and Outcome Rates for Surveys. 9th ed. Oakbrook Terrace,
IL: AAPOR.
Toosi, Nahal, and Burgess Everett. 2017. “Source: Trump wants 37 percent budget cut to
State, USAID.” Politico, February 28. Accessed August 2, 2017. http://www.politico.
com/story/2017/02/trump-budget-cuts-state-department-usaid-235505.
Tudoroiu, Theodor. 2007. “Rose, Orange, and Tulip: The failed post-Soviet revolutions.”
Communist and Post-Communist Studies 40, no. 3 (September): 315–42. doi:10.1016/
j.postcomstud.2007.06.005.
Union of International Associations. 2017(a). “Types of International Organization.” Brussels. Accessed August 2. https://web.archive.org/web/20160702152438/http://uia.
org/archive/types-organization/cc.
. 2017(b). “Yearbook of International Organizations.” Accessed August 2. http :
//www.uia.org/yearbook.
United Nations. 1948. Universal Declaration of Human Rights, December 10. Accessed
August 2, 2017. https://www.un.org/en/universal-declaration-human-rights/.
United Nations Economic and Social Council. 1968. “ECOSOC Resolution 1296 (XLIV).”
May. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://www.globalpolicy.org/component/content/
article/177/31832.html.

357

United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees. 2010. Convention and Protocol Relating
to the Status of Refugees. Geneva. Accessed August 2, 2017. http://www.unhcr.org/
en-us/3b66c2aa10.
United States Agency for International Development. 2014. Stand with Civil Society: Best
Practices. Washington, D. C.: USAID Center for Excellence on Democracy, Human
Rights, / Governance, January. Accessed August 2, 2017. http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_
docs/PBAAE863.pdf.
“Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2005.” Public Law 108-447. 2004. U.S. Statutes at Large,
no. 118 (December 8): 2809–3466. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://www.gpo.gov/
fdsys/pkg/PLAW-108publ447/pdf/PLAW-108publ447.pdf.
“Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2010.” Public Law 111-117. 2009. U.S. Statutes at Large
123 (December 16): 3034–3408. Accessed August 2, 2017. https : / / www . gpo . gov /
fdsys/pkg/PLAW-111publ117/pdf/PLAW-111publ117.pdf.
Wadhams, Nick. 2017. “Tillerson Defends State Department Cuts Lawmakers Vow to
Block.” Bloomberg, May 23. Accessed August 2, 2017. https : / / www . bloomberg .
com/news/articles/2017-05-23/tillerson-cites-focus-on-national-security-for-statebudget-cuts.
Walton, Oliver. 2015. “Dealing with Authoritarian Regimes.” Chap. 28 in Routledge Companion of Humanitarian Action, edited by Roger Mac Ginty and Jenny H. Peterson.
Routledge.
Wang, Hongying. 2012. “Global Civil Society and the Third Sector in China.” Chap. 5 in
Transnational Transfers and Global Development, edited by Stuart S. Brown, 101–24.
Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave Macmillan.
Watson, Mary R., and Rikki Abzug. 2010. “Recruitment and Retention in Nonprofit Organizations.” In Renz 2010a, chap. 24.
Watts, Duncan J. 2011. Everything is Obvious* Once You Know the Answer: How Common
Sense Fails Us. New York: Crown Business.
Weidmann, Nils B., and Kristian Skrede Gleditsch. 2010. “Mapping and Measuring Country Shapes: The cshapes Package.” R Journal 2, no. 1 (June): 18–24.
Weidmann, Nils B., Doreen Kuse, and Kristian Skrede Gleditsch. 2010. “The Geography
of the International System: The CShapes Dataset.” International Interactions 36 (1):
86–106. doi:10.1080/03050620903554614.
Weingast, Barry R. 1997. “The Political Foundations of Democracy and the Rule of Law.”
American Political Science Review 91, no. 2 (June): 245–63. doi:10.2307/2952354.
Weiss, Jessica Chen. 2013. “Authoritarian Signaling, Mass Audiences, and Nationalist
Protest in China.” International Organization 67 (Winter): 1–35. doi:10 . 1017 / s002
0818312000380.
358

Weiss, Jessica Chen. 2014. Powerful Patriots: Nationalist Protest in China’s Foreign Relations. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Weller, Nicholas, and Jeb Barnes. 2014. Finding Pathways: Mixed-Method Research for
Studying Causal Mechanisms. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. doi:10.
1017/cbo9781139644501.
Wiktorowicz, Quintan, and Suha Taji Farouki. 2000. “Islamic NGOs and Muslim Politics:
A case from Jordan.” Third World Quarterly 21, no. 4 (August): 685–99. doi:10.1080/
01436590050079065.
Wintrobe, Ronald. 1990. “The Tinpot and the Totalitarian: An Economic Theory of Dictatorship.” American Political Science Review 84, no. 3 (September): 849–72. doi:10.
2307/1962769.
Witesman, Eva, and Andrew Heiss. 2016. “Nonprofit Collaboration and the Resurrection
of Market Failure: How a Resource-Sharing Environment Can Suppress Social Objectives.” Voluntas: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations:
1–29. doi:10.1007/s11266-016-9684-5.
Wong, Edward. 2016. “Clampdown in China Restricts 7,000 Foreign Organizations.” New
York Times, April 28. Accessed August 2, 2017. https://www.nytimes.com/2016/04/
29/world/asia/china-foreign-ngo-law.html.
Wong, Wendy H. 2012. Internal Affairs: How the Structure of NGOs Transforms Human
Rights. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.
Wright, Lawrence. 2007. The Looming Tower: Al-Qaeda and the Road to 9/11. New York:
Vintage.
Writers & Scholars Educational Trust. 2012. Trustees Report and Consolidated Accounts for
the Year Ended 31st March 2012. London.
. 2015. Trustees Report and Consolidated Accounts for the Year Ended 31st March
2015. London.
Yerkes, Sarah. 2012. “Capture, Co-optation, and Pluralism: Navigating the Civil Society
Arena in the Arab World.” PhD diss., Georgetown University.
Yin, Deyong. 2009. “China’s Attitude toward Foreign NGOs.” Washington University Global
Studies Law Review 8, no. 3 (January): 521–43.
Young, Dennis R. 2010. “Developing Nonprofit Resoures.” In Renz 2010a, chap. 18.
Ziblatt, Daniel. 2006. “Of Course Generalize, but How? Returning to Middle-Range Theory in Comparative Politics.” American Political Science Review—Comparative Politics
Newsletter 17 (Summer): 8–11.

359

Biography
Andrew Thomas Heiss was born on September 19, 1984 in Provo, Utah. He graduated
with a dual BA in Middle East Studies/Arabic and Italian from Brigham Young University in 2008. Andrew began graduate school at the American University in Cairo in 2008
immediately after completing his undergraduate studies. He earned his MA in Middle
East Studies from the American University in Cairo in 2010 and his Master of Public Administration (MPA) from the Romney Institute of Public Management at Brigham Young
University in 2012. In September 2017, he earned a PhD in Public Policy and a Certificate
in College Teaching from the Sanford School of Public Policy at Duke University.
Andrew’s work has been published in several venues, including the Journal of Politics,
International Studies Review, VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit
Organizations, the Journal of Human Trafficking, and the Journal of Third World Studies.
During the 2017–2018 academic year, Andrew will be a Visiting Assistant Professor
of Public Management at the Romney Institute of Public Management at Brigham Young
University.

360

