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Abstract

Ratifying conventions adopted by the Internatidratbour Organization creates legal
obligations to improve labour standards in the dstmeeconomy. Why do states
choose to ratify them? Two influential theoreticgbproaches offer contrasting
explanations. Rational institutionalist theory essestates to use institutions such as
the ILO to improve or consolidate their preferréainsiards while reducing the risk of
suffering competitive disadvantages in world magkét this view, ILO conventions
are devices for the prevention and mitigation ajutatory “races to the bottom”
among trade rivals. By contrast, sociological tusgitbnalism expect states to ratify
ILO conventions if doing so conforms to a norm @peopriate behaviour that is
prevalent in the states’ respective peer groups Pphper develops observable
implications of the two explanations and tests th®mapplying spatial regression
models to seven core ILO conventions, 187 countaed 40 years. The paper finds
some evidence in support of both explanations, Smaiological institutionalism is

supported more strongly than rational instituticsral
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Introduction

Created in 1919 by the Treaty Versallles, the m@Bonal Labor Organization (ILO)
survived World War Il and became a specialized agesf the United Nations in
1946. Over the past ninety years, the ILO has atbp88 conventions on topics such
as freedom of association, collective bargainiraycéd labor, child labor, gender
discrimination, social security, working time, aoccupational health and safety. ILO
conventions are international treaties that arallggoinding for states that have
ratified them. They occupy a peculiar position agarternational treaties. In policy
domains such as trade and arms control, treateesf@n signed in the expectation of
reciprocal behaviour: for instance, a state mawytgaacess to its domestic market in
exchange for access to foreign markets for its pwaducers; or it may commit to
refrain from developing certain kinds of weaponry arder to secure a similar
commitment by other states. The expectation ofprecity has a number of
implications. For instance, states are likely tacteto persistent non-compliance by
suspending compliance themselves, in ways thatanayay not be authorized by the
relevant treaty. But reciprocity cannot be congdera key driver in all policy
domains. Most notably, human rights treaties atiely to be ratified, and complied
with, on the basis of direct reciprocity. As BetimB&ons notes, “[nJo government is
likely to alter its own rights practices to recipate for abuses elsewhefeAn
implication of this difference is that, while doniespolitics plays a role in all kinds
of treaties, its role is likely to be greater imian rights treaties than elsewhere.
The conventions adopted by the ILO should be padity interesting for IR scholars
because they have features of both kinds of tseatieose that are negotiated
primarily on the basis of reciprocity and thoset thige not. On the one hand, at least
some of the ILO conventions are designed to miigagulatory competition in
labour and social standards. The ILO itself poattthis motivation in its promotional
material:
“An international legal framework on social stardtaensures a level playing
field in the global economy. It helps governmernid amployers to avoid the
temptation of lowering labour standards in theddethat this could give them
a (greater comparative advantage in internationadetr ... Because

! Simmons 2009: 129.



international labour standards are minimum starsladtpted by governments
and the social partners, it is in everyone’s irgete see these rules applied
across the board, so that those who do not put timéonpractice do not
undermine the efforts of those who do.”
The logic described in this quotation implies reogity: states are expected to
commit to the international labour standards pritpao get other states to commit to,
and comply with, those same standards.
On the other hand, the ILO and many other actagsgmt commitment to core labour
standards as having intrinsic normative value:sémme ILO document quoted above
stresses that adherence to international labondatds is imperative because work
“is crucial to a person’s dignity, well-being anévélopment as a human beirfg”.
Several conventions, such as those on freedom soiceion, child labour, forced
labour, discrimination, migrants, and domestic vesskare explicitly presented as
protecting “fundamental human right&'In this logic, states are expected to ratify
conventions as way to endorsing and expressing dicpand legally binding
commitment to a universally valid conception of lamdignity.
So, why do states ratify ILO conventions? More @&y, why do some states choose
to ratify certain core conventions and others dt? riam the extent that they want to
avoid regulatory competition, their decision toifyashould be influenced by the
ratification behaviour of their economic compettoro the extent that they want to
show support for a norm they believe in, we shaxdect ratification by those states
whose values and practices in labour and sociaypate consistent with ILO norms.
The latter expectation corresponds to the theofyationally expressive ratification”
proposed by Simmons in relation to human rightaties® But the values that state
agents choose to affirm by making international eoiments are not entirely
endogenous: they are likely to be influenced byrtbens expressed by other states,
particularly by states that they consider to beetpé
This suggests that we should expect ratificatiocisilens to be interdependent not

only insofar as they reflect competitive considerat but also insofar as they reflect

2|LO 2009: 10-11.
% 1LO 2009: 10.
*1LO 2009.
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a desire to belong to a normative community ofestaButwhois influencedoy whom

is likely to be different in the two cases. The aoh this paper is to develop
hypotheses about interdependent ratification andvige empirical tests. The
hypotheses are derived from two major approachéR toationalist institutionalism
and sociological institutionalism.

It has to be stressed at the outset that a s@eision to ratify an ILO convention is
to a significant extent determined by factors uatesl to ratification decisions in other
states. For instance, we might expect that commmtniee more likely when the
convention embodies values supported by the paliparties in power, when pro-
ratification coalitions (notably labor unions) as&rong, when a state has already
implemented the policies mandated by the conventidren a state can afford to
implement the required policy adjustments, wheification does not face major
legal and constitutional hurdles, and when theesistin a vulnerable international
position. Berhard Boockmann, Nancy Chau and Ravilkia and Richard Flanagan
have examined these factors and found evidence #teiurelevance or irrelevanée.
Our work builds on their efforts but focuses on aspect that has been largely
neglected by them: strategic and normative intezddpnce of ratification decisions.
Among the other scholars who carried out quantgastudies of ILO ratifications,
Chau and Kanbur have hypothesised “peer effecd’f@md some evidence that they
matter. In this paper, we operationalize peer &felifferently and estimate them
through a different method that is particularly Wwelited for capturing spatial
interdependence: spatial autoregressive models.

This paper is structured as follows. The next sactliscusses international labour
regulation, focusing on its historical backgrounad aanecdotal evidence on the
relevance of competitive logics and social peessuee. The third section develops a
theoretical framework for the study of interdepertdeatification of labour
conventions and presents testable hypotheses. dimthfsection introduces the
spatial model and explains the methodology. Thila fslection shows the empirical
results of the econometric analysis. The sixth igecprovides some robustness

checks. Then some conclusions and directions farduesearch are offered.

® Chau and Kanbur 2001, Boockmann 2001, 2006, FeEm&§03, Horny et al. 2008. Earlier studies
about the ratification of ILO conventions are H4862, Dahl 1968 and Frakt 1977.



Creating and ratifying international labour standards

Political leaders, labour unionists, social reforsnand scholars have been aware of
the international dimensions of labour and so@&gldlation for at least two centuries.
The French statesman and financier Jacques Neckéz im 1788 that
“the country which, out of barbarian ambition, wabwbolish the day of rest
prescribed by religion, would probably attain ataer degree of superiority if
it were the only country to do so; but as soonthsronations follow the lead,
this advantage would be lost, and shares in sabeddweturn to what they had
been prior to the change. The same reasoning dératass that countries
where days of rest are multiplied beyond the nonthhvave a disadvantage
with respect to countries that have selected as dayest only the holy days
imposed by the churcH.”
Throughout the nineteenth century, opponents oisl&ipn aimed at improving
working conditions routinely invoked the harm tisaich measures would inflict on
the international competitiveness of domestic itdes® From the 1830s onwards,
advocates of social reform and labour legislatioguad that damaging regulatory
competition could be overcome by means of intcomadi treaties establishing
minimum standards with regard to hours of work,sdalyrest, night work of women,
employment of children, and other practices. Thestmenergetic campaigner for
international labour treaties was Daniel Legrandwih an appeal addressed to the
governments of all industrial countries in 185%usd that
“In modern industrial Europe there are certain eratthat individual nations
cannot regulate except in the form of an agreerbetween the interested
powers ...An international labour law is the only possibidusion to the great
social problem of granting moral and material wadlng to the working class
without working a hardship upon the manufacturers upsetting the
competitive balance between the industries of tkesatries®
In the writings of Legrand and other supportersirdérnational labour treaties,

references to competitive pressures were oftemtwiteed with appeals to the duties

" Cited by Bairoch 1999: 161.
8 Engerman 2003.
° Cited by Follows 1951: 38.



of governments to improve the condition of the wogkclasses as an essential
requirement of civilization, often with referenaethe promotion of Christian values.
For instance, Eduard Ducpétiaux, who first suggedtee establishment of an
international labour organization, urged in 184Bet*nations unite for social reform
instead of frustrating one another’s efforts ... éililized nations should concur in
this truly holy alliance which should open to huntyam new era of well-being and
universal satisfaction® This quotation highlights two themes that permeat
debates on international cooperation on labouressn the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries: the protection of core labour stand@&ds moral obligation for any state
that wants to belong to the club of “civilized maus” (later: the community of states
respecting human rights and social justice); ateriational cooperation is necessary
to protect states fulfilling those moral obligatsoinom economic harm.
During the second half of the nineteenth centung, issue of international labour
regulation moved from the pamphlets by social refens, the resolutions of workers’
associations and academic treaties onto the ageing@vernments. For instance, in
response to a motion brought in 1885 to the Gerpaiament in favour of the
international regulation of labour standards, Clefloc Bismarck said that
“A normal workday could be established for Germaigne if Germany were
surrounded by a Chinese wall and were economisalfysufficient. Such is
not the case. It would be necessary to establishizersal workday union
analogous to the postal union, as well as a uralevage union. This would
have to embrace the United States, England, ang exdustrial country”.
Bismarck pointed out that “this is impossible iretworld in which we live™.
However, the 1880s and 1890s witnessed the fitsingtts by European governments
to negotiate international labour treaties and terean international labour
organization. Two international labour conventiovese adopted in 1906 and twenty-
eight bilateral treaties on labour issues had loeecluded by 1914.
The decisive breakthrough came at the end of WM#dl I. The British government
took the lead in designing the new internationbbla regime as it reasoned that,
“from the British economic point of view, it watearly to the advantage of a

country that was among the most advanced in thelaegn of conditions of

10 Cited by Follows 1951: 46.
1 Cited by Follows 1951: 91.



employment to encourage the movement to that ende Gree competition
had been restored it would be very difficult toseaithe general standard of
wages or condition or even to maintain the presemimum in industries
which depended on foreign markets, unless simtimdards were applied in
all competing markets'
The preamble to the Constitution of the ILO, apgawn 1919 as Part XIlI of the
Treaty of Versailles, summarized the reasons fguleging labour conditions through
international cooperation. On the one hand, itestahat universal “peace can be
established only if it is based upon social justexed that “conditions of labour exist
involving such injustice, hardship and privation lewge numbers of people as to
produce unrest so great that the peace and harofahg world are imperilled”. On
the other hand, it stated that “the failure of aayion to adopt humane conditions of
labour is an obstacle in the way of other natiorfsictv desire to improve the
conditions in their own countrie$®. As in the nineteenth century, appeals to “social
justice” and “humane” policies were intertwined hvitoncerns about international
competitiveness.
The contracting parties to the Treaty of Versaitlesided that the plenary body of the
ILO, the International Labour Conference (ILC), wbadopt conventions with a two-
thirds majority. There were a range of views on homventions should become
legally binding on states. Some labour unions wadwde preferred international
regulations to become immediately applicable in fMemstates. The Italian
representatives in the commission that drafted i@ Constitution proposed
conventions to be automatically binding, but witle tright of governments to appeal
to the League against decisions of the ILC. Thetidrirepresentatives in the
commission wanted conventions to be ratified autarally within one year of
adoption, unless specifically rejected by natideglislatures’ These proposals were
rejected as too intrusive on state sovereignty,thedLO Constitution only requires
governments to submit conventions to the competaathorities (normally
parliaments) within a year. As long as the competarnhorities do not ratify the

convention, the state has no legal obligation tpl@ment them.

12 Alcock 1971: 19, 27.
131919 version of text in Wilson 1934.
14 Alcock 1971: 28.



The crucial role of ratification was highlighted bye vicissitudes of the very first
convention adopted by the ILO, the Hours of World(Istry) Convention, 1919 (C1,
in ILO shorthand). Labour movements in various ¢oas had achieved limitations
on working hours by legislation or contract durorgn the aftermath of World War 1,
but they were aware that this achievement couldlyehave been reverted under
pressure from employers and pro-business govermsméhe relaxation of working
time rules by a major state would have put othetestunder pressure to do the same,
and hence trade unions and socialist parties &thgheat importance to the adoption
of a legally binding agreement covering this mat@&k was adopted by large majority
at the first meeting of the International Labour nfawence in 1919. India,
Czechoslovakia, Greece, Rumania, and Bulgariaegdtthe convention within three
years of adoptiofr but then the ratification process stalled. Themteansnational
network of labor unions, the International Federatiof Trade Unions (IFTU),
campaigned for ratification throughout the 1920st With limited succes¥ The
failure to ratify did not simply reflect the paidis composition of governments:
socialist parties were in power in Denmark, Germaayeat Britain, Norway and
Sweden and yet those countries did not rdfifixs Antony Aldcock noted, “The chief
obstacle was the unwillingness of States to ratifiess their economic competitors
did the same, and here the key country was Brit&in.

Britain’s failure to ratify C1 was due to a numhxrfactors’® Some of them were
domestic: opposition from employers, and oppositigna powerful labour union
representing British railway workers, which leaé gecretary general of the IFTU to
complain bitterly that “many million workers werenable to benefit from the
provisions of the Eight-hour Convention because twition British workers did not

5 The Bulgarian government, in bringing up C1 faiifigation before its legislature, declared: “We
must take into account what has been done by anreseneighbours; we cannot expose ourselves to
the charge that our country interferes with thaqyodf other states which wish to better the candi

of the workers”. Périgord 1926, 177.

'8 van Voss 1988.

7 van Voss 1988, 540.

18 Aldcock 1971, 56. On the debilitating effect ofitBin’s failure to ratify C1 on ratification campis

in other countries see also Van Voss 1988, 541.

19 | owe 1982. Another state that, by failing to natiiffected the decision of other countries was

Germany, where the employers mounted a particutaytyressive offensive against the eight-hour day.



desire

its application?®® But British decisions on ratification were alsdlienced by

international factors. To illustrate them, it iefid to quote extensively from a debate

held in the House of Commons on 9 April 1925, whighs one of several occasions

where

members of the Conservative Party governmame urged to ratify ILO

conventions by members of the Labour and Libergsijtion partie$! Rhys Davies

(Labour) restated the familiar argument on inteoma cooperation being the only

solution to damaging regulatory competition:

“During the last few weeks, in fact almost everyelWweuring the past year, we
have had debates in this House as to sweated gmudidariffs, and the
menace to our industries because people are woldigghours for very low
wages on the Continent and elsewhere. It does deeme that in the
discussions regarding Free Trade and tariffs arehtad goods, there is only
one way out, and that is to so arrange the comditaf labour throughout the

world that they will be standardised as far as ipss

Herbert Fisher (Liberal) reiterated this point:

Fisher

states:

“Nobody can look at the industrial landscape ofwold without feeling that
this country will be in an increasing measure erplo® the competition of
sweated goods coming from other countries whichehawt our factory
legislation, which have not our standard of liféielh have not our conditions,
and which are consequently able to undersell ueammarkets of the world. |
do not see how we can possibly maintain the stanafdife of our population
unless we give our support to an institution [th®] which stands for the
levelling up of industrial conditions throughouetivorld.”

also stressed that Britain’s ratificatiomwld depend on ratification in other

“if we do ratify the Convention, and | hope we nfand a means of doing so,
we should make it a condition that Germany and ondéwo other great
industrial powers who have at present not ratifiedhould also do so. |
understand there is now a feeling in Germany indawf ratification, and that
the German Minister of Labour actually indicatedittithe late German

Government would have been willing to ratify ... [§hEight Hours

2 Cited

by Van Voss 1988, 527.

ZHansard, House of Commons Debates, 9 April 1925182, cc2475-560.



Convention, if ratified by us—and we must rememtbexrt Italy, Austria and
Belgium are willing to ratify if other Powers do-saevill have a great effect in
levelling up industrial conditions all over the wbrThere is no Convention of
all those which have been discussed and passdukst Conferences which
will have so great an effect in realising the objge all have in view, namely,
the protection of the standard of life in this ctsyrfrom the competition of
sweated goods from outside.”
Conservative speakers were more guarded. The Haoetary Joynson-Hicks said
that“[w]e must, in spite of the appeal which [Riyavies] has made for international
agreement, put the interests of British commerakteade first.*> Guy Molesworth
Kindersley (Conservative) referred to the ratificatstatus of all ILO conventions
adopted up to that point and noted:
“Of the great European industrial countries, Fraaoe Germany have ratified
none, Holland has ratified two, Belgium six, Czeslbwakia seven, Great
Britain seven, and Italy ten. Outside Europe, Atoen Australia, Brazil, and
Canada have ratified none, South Africa two, Jdpen and India eight. Our
record in regard to ratification is, thereforega®d as that of anybody, except
Italy and India. Now the whole scheme of the orgatidon surely is this: that
you ought to get, in order to achieve your objexdincident ratification.
Everybody ought to ratify at the same time, busthas clearly not been
realised, and in the result this organisation ltagm@tuated rather than reduced
the differences in the standard of industrial llegien as between the different
countries, because if you get one country ratifyamgl another country not
ratifying, you accentuate the differences betwéese countries.”
Thomas Shaw, who had chaired the subcommitteedifadited C1 in 1919 and had
been minister of labour in the Labour governmentl®24, rejected Kindersley's
account of the behaviour of other governments. idaexd that Germany was about to
ratify C1, that France would ratify it as soon ai@any ratified, and that the Belgian

2 One month before this debate, Joynson-Hicks hstedi several reasons why the Conservative
government should resist ILO conventions, includiiée are the only country who ever adopts them”

and “The result is that we fetter our industry anol competitors remain free”; cited by Lowe 1982:

265.
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government was willing to ratify C1 if it could hathe assurance that Great Britain,
France and Germany would also ratify.
“We have to find who has been the most backward Ioeenis it France? No.
Is it Belgium? No, because both France and Beldmawe got 48-hour Bills.
Germany? We know the condition she has been irs @buntry, which took
the leading part, and which ought to take the lgdbart—this country,
which, before the War, was infinitely ahead of titber countries in labour
conditions, has held back. | do not want to makeei@onal accusation, but |
cannot help saying that when | meet, as | do nmreguently, representatives
of industry on both sides of the table in nearlergvEuropean country, |
rather blush for our capacity for putting ourseleesa pedestal, and assuming
virtues that we do not possess ... The nation whggduo be proud to lead
the world in labour conditions is the nation in &we which is sinking most
rapidly into a backward place.”
The Minister of Labour, Arthur Steel-Maitland, pted at domestic obstacles to
ratification but also at the behaviour of Britaimsin competitors:
“we are not satisfied that as much has been dongdyyof the ratification of
conventions by other countries as could have beewe d.. It has been said
that, with the exception of France and Germanyerotiountries were in front
of us in the matter of ratification. | put it toethiHouse that to say that "with the
exception of France and Germany" such is the ca$ikea playing "Hamlet"
without the Prince of Denmark. The attitude of fe@and Germany is of vital
importance to this Country ... We want to try to ses ratification should go,
as far as possible, concurrently, not necessamilgvery country that is a
member of the League, because that would be qupeaicticable, but, at any
rate, in the great countries that are concernell thé progress of one another
in any particular great industry.”
This parliamentary debate highlights a number pkeats of the ratification decision
that deserve to be examined systematically andsaaodarge number of countries.
First, the ratification behaviour of other stategynplay a role in promoting domestic
support for, or opposition to, ratification. Secomdhat other states do may relevant in
two different but compatible ways. On the one hafadeign ratification matters
because it provides a benchmark for assessing amplwith norms of appropriate

behaviour. For instance, one of the speakers irb 19@use of Commons debate
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guoted above condemned Britain’s failure to ralify contrasting its past “pride” in
leading the world in labour conditions with its remt “sinking” into a “backward”
place, and by stating that attitude of British kx@dmade him “blush” when he met
foreign colleague$® On the other hand, foreign ratification mattersceuse it
mitigates the economic cost of labour regulationdomestic industries. This is why
several speakers in the House of Commons debatssstt the importance of
“concurrent”, i.e. simultaneous, ratification.

It is certainly possible that in this and otherlipanentary debates references to the
behaviour of foreign governments were used streadlgi i.e. to support rhetorically
positions that had domestic roots. This does ni& out that such arguments may
have “tipped the balance” in some cases. It isefioee necessary to develop precise
hypotheses on how ratification decisions may berd#pendent, and a research
design that is able to determine the existencesa®lof such effects. These tasks are
undertaken in the next two sections respectively.

This section has shown that European countriesedlaycrucial role in the emergence
of international labour regulation. Before World Wh for those countries the set of
social and cultural peers largely coincided witl fet of main economic competitors.
This coincidence makes it more difficult to separatpirically the effect of social
mechanisms from the effect of economic mechanistasvever, the emergence of
new states after World War Il created a potentiaéijence between sets of social
peers and sets of economic competitors, which itatgt the assessment of the
relative importance of the social and economic raei@ms described in the next

section.

Theories of interdependent ratification

Several approaches in IR theory would expect thesaba to ratify ILO conventions
to be influenced by the ratification behaviour tier states. In this paper we focus on
two such approaches: rational institutionalism sociological institutionalism. While
both approaches would predict the interdependeficeatiication decisions, they

stress different sets of causal mechanisms andvtbukd expect different patterns of

% Also German trade unions made domestic use dhtttehat Germany was “shamed” at the ILO for

endangering the eight-hours days in other Europeantries (Van Voss 1988: 534).
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interdependence to emerge. This section spells tioese expectations and the
remainder of the paper tests them empirically.

Rationalist institutionalism in IR theory conceiv&ates as unitary actors that pursue
their own interests as if they were rational ytiaximisers, in an environment
characterized by the absence of an external emfategreements and variable
degrees of uncertainty about the interests andvimiraof other state¥’ Rationalist
institutionalism focuses on situations of strategiterdependence, in which the
benefits accruing to each state are determinedmigtby its behaviour but also by
the behaviour of other states. In such situatiofien states have mixed motives: they
have a common interest in cooperating, but alsentizes to cheat and/or shift the
distribution of gains from cooperation to their adtage’™> As a result, the outcomes
of state interaction are often inefficient, as ptitd gains are “left on the table”. The
key thesis of rationalist institutionalists is ttsates are able to mitigate the risk of
inefficiency by manipulating the context of themteraction and specifically by
creating and sustaining international institutiomsd organizations. International
institutions and organizations can alleviate disttional and enforcement problems
by providing information about state preferences)straining bargaining strategies,
providing focal points in negotiations, facilitaginssue linkages, reducing ambiguity
about what constitutes compliance and non-comp#ianm®nitoring compliance, and
coordinating decentralized sanctioning.

The previous section suggested that internati@eur regulation in general and ILO
conventions in particular are traditionally pereglvas solutions to problems of
strategic interdependence. The expectation is HByaaigreeing on and implementing
common standards, states would be able to impralveur conditions according to
domestic preferences without compromising the fghdlf their industries to compete
with foreign producers. There is some debate onhenestrategic interdependence in

the labour standards has the form of a “prisondilemma” (PD) game or an

4 Keohane and Martin 2003. Prominent contributiamshis literature include Stein 1982; Keohane,

1984; Martin, 1992; Oye, 1986; Fearon 1998; Walland999; Koremenos et al. 2001.

% some analyses focus on “pure” types of cooperapiablems that states may face, such as the
prisoner’s dilemma, the battle of the sexes, e¢e r instance Stein 1982, Snidal 1985, Oye, 1986,
Martin, 1992. Other analyses examine how bargairang enforcement problems combine and

interact. See for instance Garrett and WeingasB,18®rrow 1994, and Fearon 1998.
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assurance game. Thomas Palley, for instance, mitdatsa PO Alan Hyde, by
contrast, argues that at least some types of lattandards give rise to a stag hunt, or
assurance ganfé. The key difference is that in an assurance scenamitual
cooperation is a stable equilibrium because eaate girefers to keep high labour
standards in its jurisdiction provided that oth&tess do the same, whereas in a PD
scenario mutual collaboration is more fragile bseastates are tempted to defect
from cooperation and use low standards to gain etithge advantages. What is
common to both PD and assurance situations is @rstwutcome that states want to
avoid, i.e. to implement high standards while isnpetitors lower theirs or fail to
raise them. This is because the welfare losseeddusthe loss of market shares are
perceived to be higher than the welfare gains qfrawed labour standard$When
states are uncertain about whether their countsrgaefer mutual cooperation to
unilateral defection or vice versa, in order toidwhe worst-case outcome they may
decide not to cooperate even if they themselvegepreutual cooperation to
unilateral defection.

Rationalist institutionalism expects states to giesnstitutions that “fit” with specific
types of cooperation problems. Specifically, ingiins meant to address assurance
problems are likely to be different from institutmaimed at solving P3&.The key
task of the latter is to reduce the temptation hmat, notably by monitoring
compliance and helping states to use strategiedeoéntralized sanctioning that
would sustain cooperation in a repeated game. Byrast, institutions addressing
assurance problems must make it easier for stai@ssure each other that they indeed
prefer mutual cooperation to cheating. When stateshighly uncertain about the
preferences of other states, monitoring institigionay need to be as robust and

% palley 2004.

2" Hyde 2006, 2009.

% This paper is concerned only with the perceptimindecision-makers and not with the important but
separate question of whether in reality higher daaths raise labour costs sufficiently to reduce
international competitiveness, all else being eqidcent econometric studies on the effect of
ratification of core ILO conventions and other itatiors of core labour standards on export and FDI
performance reach mixed conclusions. Rodrik 1996hMI997, Hasnat 2002, Busse 2002, Flanagan
2003, Busse and Brown 2003, 2004, Banks 2004, Bars$&pielmann 2006, Kucera and Sarna 2006.
¥ Martin 1992.
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intrusive as they would be in a PD. This means, tliadler conditions of uncertainty,
the institutional implications of the two situat®may be quite similar in practice.
The ILO has several of the features that ratiohatistitutionalists would expect to
find in an organization aimed at addressing PD asglrance problems. The often
detailed content of ILO conventions reduces ambygabout what constitutes
compliance and makes it easier to determine wheihgtate has complied or not.
States are subject to demanding reporting obligatiand the supervisory system of
the ILO processes information on national labowsland practices that originates
not only from governments but also from private amigations, notably labour
unions. States that are found to be in violatiortheiir obligations are “named and
shamed”. While the ILO itself does not apply sammsi its findings about, and
criticism of, serious violators of ILO norms can bged by other states to legitimize
sanctions that they may decide to impdse.

As noted above, both in the assurance and in thedebario the worst outcome for
each state is to implement high labour standardewhk competitors lower theirs or
fail to raise them. The implication of this is tlthe decision to ratify ILO conventions
should be affected by whether other states, andifsqadly direct trade competitors,
have ratified or not. Ratification by trade rivat®bes not guarantee effective
implementation of ILO standards, but it creates dstic and international costs that
may be sufficient to reassure states that otheesstare willing to compl§® The

hypothesis derived from rationalist institutionatiss thus the following:

Hypothesis 1: A state is more likely to ratify IL€@nventions when its
economic competitors have ratified them.

Nancy Chau and Ravi Kanbur have examined this Imgsidé on the basis of an
expectation of “strategic complementarity”, by whitthe adoption of high labor
standards in one country raises the net benefitsaising standards in another

% For instance, in 2003 the United States Congraasted the “Burmese Freedom and Democracy
Act”, which banned imports from Myanmar and citeé 1LO’s condemnation of Myanmar for its use
of forced labour.

31 On the potential importance of the legal commitmerpressed by ratification of treaties see
Simmons 2009.
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country.”?

They find no evidence for this hypothesis witharhto two of the four
conventions they consider (C111 and C138) but sogmt support with regard to the
other two (C98 and C105). This result was obtaimgdounting how many states in a
group of competitors have ratified the relevantvemtions, where such groups are
identified on the basis of type of exports (exp@t®f manufactures, primary
products, fuel, services, and diversified expojtarsl level of economic development
(developed vs developing).

The second major approach that expects ratificatemisions to be interdependent is
sociological institutionalism. Even more than rafibst institutionalism, sociological
institutionalism is a complex body of theories, gfhtannot be reviewed in any depth
here. These theories depart from rationalism, ag #xpect states to be guided not
only by a “logic of consequentialism” but also bylagic of appropriateness® and
possibly a “logic of arguing® and from materialism, since even when statesidens
expected consequences, often these consequences lsaeial character, such as a
sense of belonging, esteem, and shame. For soalagstitutionalists in IR, the
goals, values, normative constraints, and cognithaps of policy-makers are not
endogenous to the process of interaction with tfeign counterparts, but are at
least partly constructed in a social process thamstends state boundaries. A
particularly influential version of sociologicalstitutionalism has been developed by
the so-called “Stanford School”, according to whitlere is a world culture that
shapes conceptions of appropriate social actotigctive goals, and public policies,
and a world polity constituted by organizationalkkges that transmit this world
culture to all state¥ This world culture defines social expectations wide range of
policy domains, such as human rights, gender d@guakience, education, economic
policies, environmental protection, where statensgygseek normative legitimacy by
adopting “policy scripts” that are widely perceivasl being integral to the identity of
a “modern” or “good” state.

The ratification of international treaties can beerpreted as one of the ways in which

states affirm their adherence to norms and thus beeship in a normative

%2 Chau and Kanbur 2001.

% March and Olsen 1998.

% Risse 2000.

% Thomas et al. 1987, Finnemore 1996a, Meyer &io87.

16



community>® The conventions adopted by the ILO can certaingy deen as
embodying global norms with universalistic scopd aroral content. As noted above,
the preamble to the ILO constitution justifies astivities with reference to “social
justice”. The Declaration of Philadelphia of 194&ifirmed this goal and stated that
“all human beings, irrespective of race, creed ex, fiave the right to pursue both
their material well-being and their spiritual dey@inent in conditions of freedom and
dignity, of economic security and equal opportuiitfhe Declaration added
specificity to those commitments by highlightingetiole of full employment and
raising standards of living, a just distribution“tlie fruits of progress”, a minimum
living wage, the right of collective bargaining,cg security and a basic income for
all, comprehensive medical care, workplace safetyild welfare, and equal
opportunities. Labour rights are sometimes preskaseintegral part of human rights
and sometimes as a distinct normative complex istlown roots in a conception of
human dignity’’ but the ILO and other actors routinely frame tl@ventions as
normative models that all legitimate states shaddpt or at least strive to be in a
condition to adopt®

The ratification of ILO conventions can thus beempreted as an action that affirms a
state’s membership in a normative community: th@mainity of states committed to
promoting a conception of social justice. Threenpoiare crucial for the assessment
of this interpretation. First, the internationatfasion of ILO norms can be the result
of a range of different social mechanisms. Forainsg, in a prominent text of
sociological institutionalism Paul DiMaggio and W&l Powell argued that
institutional (as opposed to competitive) isomosphi could take three forms:
coercive, mimetic and normative. Building on sociological and psychological
research, IR scholars have identified a range efaviechanisms that can produce
socialization, i.e. the induction of actors intoetmorms and rules of a given

community. Alastair lain Johnston distinguishesasstn mimicking, social influence

% Frank 1999, Cole 2005, Wopitka and Ramirez 2008tipka and Tsutsui 2008.

37 Leary 2003, Fudge 2007-2008.

3 The Declaration of Philadelphia stated that “@tional and international policies and measures, in
particular those of an economic and financial ctt@ra should be judged in this light and accepted
only in so far as they may be held to promote amtdtm hinder the achievement of [the] fundamental
objective” stated in the Declaration.

%9 DiMaggio and Powell 1983.
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and persuasioff Jeffrey Checkel distinguishes between strategicutation, role
playing, and normative suasi6hRyan Goodman and Derek Jinks between coercion,
persuasion and acculturati&hWhile compliance with norms as a result of materia
sanctions and rewards does not normally qualifyagsalization social sanctions and
rewards — back-patting, esteem, well-being reggltirom personal consistency,
shaming, shunning, etc — can be considered a fbsuamalization even if the norm in
guestion is not fully internalized by the actorrthermore, as Martha Finnemore and
Kathryn Sikkink have noted, different mechanismsynb@ operative at different
stages of the norm life cycfd.In recent years there has been significant prsgres
understanding under what scope conditions such amésins work or not*

The second important aspect highlighted by recesgarch is the variety of channels
through which norms can “travel” from one countoyanother, notably the media,
transnational advocacy networks and internatior@igovernmental organizations
(INGOs), epistemic communities, transgovernmengivorks, bilateral diplomacy,
and intergovernmental organizations (IGOs). Foragety of reasons discussed by
Alastair lain Johnston€, IGOs understood as social environments have pedval
particularly fertile ground for research on inteiaaal socializatiorf®

Third, the population of IGOs (and INGOs) has grawassively over the course of
the twentieth century and thus opportunities fara@ation and norm diffusion have
multiplied dramatically. However, contrary to wivedrld polity theorists imply when
they maintain that the world is “a unitary socigktem, increasingly integrated by
networks,*’ patterns of membership in IGOs and possibly ireo#nvironments of
state socialization are increasingly fragmented leigrogeneous. The issue is not
simply that some states have stronger connectotigetworld polity than other states

*% Johnston 2001, 2008.

* Checkel 2005,

*2 Goodman and Jinks 2004.

3 Finnemore and Sikkink 1998, 898.

** Finnemore and Sikkink 1998, Ziirn and Checkel 2@5.domestic scope conditions: Cortell and
Davis 2005.

*® Johnston 2008, 26-32.

8 For instance, Finnemore 1996b, Gheciu 2005, John2008, Bearce and Bondanella 2007,
Greenhill 2010.

*"Boli and Thomas 1997, 172.
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— in fact, inequality in the number of IGO membdpshper state has decreased
considerably. The issue is rather that, as Jasckfidll points out, “while states are
growing more even in the number of IGOs they belmnghey increasingly belong to
different 1GOs.*® Beckfield applied network analytic techniques ke tcomplete
population of intergovernmental organizations sit820 and calculated changes in
several structural properties (density, centratizat heterogeneity, cohesion, and
clustering). He found that, since 1945, the netwofklGOs has become more
fragmented, more heterogeneous, less cohesive,lemsd “small-worldly” in its
structure — a trend that is due mainly to the gngwimportance of exclusive and
regionalized IGOs.

The regionalization of the world polity has subsnmplications for transnational
norm diffusion. In a case study of ASEAN, for insta, Amitav Acharya showed that
because of the prior principles it was foundedthrs, institution either promoted the
adoption of global norms in a substantially transfed (“localized”) form, as
happened in the case of the cooperative securitgn;nor promoted resistance to
transnational norms, as happened in the case diummanitarian intervention norm.
In the same vein, David Capie shows how ASEAN ntedidbetween global norm
entrepreneurs promoting norms about sarals control in the region and state agents
that opposed marof their goals®

Scholars who apply world polity theory to the asadyof patterns of treaty ratification
accept that states are likely to differ as to tineintg of ratification. For instance,
Christine Min Wotipka and Francisco Ramirez idgntifree factors that should affect
the timing of the ratification of human rights triea: the availability of global
conferences that promote the relevant treaty, éaWour of other states in the world
and in their region or other “reference groups’d dhe degree to which a state is
embedded in the wider world that supports the selemorm>® However, in the light
of the uneven and fragmented patterns of IGO iremlent shown by Beckfield, and
the resulting fragmented character of social reteti through which socialization
mechanism can operate, it is advisable to develo fine-grained hypotheses about

the interdependence of ratification decisions. d€ial peer groups are defined as

“8 Beckfield 2010.
49 Capie 2008.
0 Wopitka and Ramirez 2008.
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states with frequent and intense opportunitiestmialization — that is, opportunities
to persuade each other, express opprobrium or agprondermine or boost self-

esteem, etc — then the relevant hypothesis caarbrifated as follows:

Hypothesis 2: A state is more likely to ratify llo@nventions when its social

peers have ratified them.

Chau and Kanbur examined whether the ratificatioi.@ conventions is affected by
regional peer effects, by counting how many states regional grouping have
ratified the relevant conventions (they found aigpos effect for two of the
conventions they considerett) Also ratification studies on other types of treati
often include the proportion of states in a state@ion that have ratified the treaty in
question among the explanatory variabfesdowever, this may be not the best
guantitative indicator of socialization effects. Bseth Simmons has stressed, regional
effects may be due to purely strategic “social caftage”: if many neighbouring
states have ratified human rights treaties, persiston-ratifiers are more likely to
“stand out” and be targeted by NGOs and other aatwoorganizations, which often
take a regional perspective. If, on the contrargpgernment is surrounded by other
government that have not ratified, then the riskeing singled out for criticism is
much lower and the incentive to ratify is corresfiogly reduced. In her study of
human rights treaties, Simmons interprets her figdhat regional effects are much
weaker in regions with more persuasion opportuites evidence that regional
clustering is caused by strategic calculation matihen localized socializatio.
Rather than taking this rather indirect route, ffaper aims at measures the extent of
socialization opportunities more directly. As wepkn below, we measure the
degree to which states see each other as belotmitihgg same social peer group by

looking at the number of IGOs of which any two etaére joint members. We expect

*L Chau and Kanbur 2001.

2 For instance, Simmons 2000, Goodliffe and Hawka®96, Hathaway 2007, von Stein 2008,
Wopitka and Ramirez 2008, Neumayer 2008, Vreeld@tiB2Bernauer et al. 2010.

3 Simmons 2009, 88-96. Simmons seems to equateligatizn with what Johnson considers a
subtype of socialization, i.e. persuasion. In Jaimis conceptualization, if the sanctions thatesat
want to avoid aresocial rather thammaterial — shame, loss of esteem, shunning, etc — thetegita

behaviour would not exclude socialization.
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ratification choices of a state to be influencedHtwy ratification behaviour of another
state in proportion of their opportunities to imtetr within 1GOs. This indicator
provides a more fine-grained picture of social@atinetworks than regional
belonging, although we expect relevant regionaaff to be captured by our measure
as well.

Our focus on joint IGO memberships allows us to nexe three additional
implications of hypothesis 2. The first implicaticgsults from the distinction between
two routes to socialization. The first route inwedv actual interaction within
institutionalized contexts, and the resulting pnege of social rewards, social
sanctions and persuasion. As noted above, IGOs gn@minent context for such
interactions among policy-makers. The second r@ubeore indirect and diffuse, and
occurs when policy-makers copy the policy decisiomsde in countries that are
perceived as culturally similar to their own coyntrThis may take place
independently of actual interactions aimed at priimgoshared goals. To assess the
relative importance of those two routes, in thetrs@ctions we examine the effect of
proxies of cultural similarity (shared languagearg religion, shared colonial
heritage) on the interdependence of ratificatiompngside the shared 1GO
membership measure that is better suited to cafitarimtensity of social interactions.
The second implication is that the extent to whretification is influenced by
interaction withspecific states needs to be assessed separately from fdot ef
occupying a central position in the IGO networkstdtes. To do this empirically, in
the next sections we examine the effect of the latsaumber of IGO memberships
of countries on ratification behaviour.jtfiint IGO memberships are found to have an
effect even after controlling for trebsolutenumber of IGO that a country is member
of, then this would provide particularly strong popt for our specific socialization
hypothesis.

The third implication of hypothesis 2 is that, i6@s function as socializing
environments that may facilitate the diffusion abbur standard norms among their
members, then we should expect the effect of j@@ membership on ratification to
be stronger for IGOs that provide better opportesifor socialization. In the next
sections we test this implication by comparing ¢fffect of joint membership iany
IGO with the effect of joint membership in a subsétiGOs that may provide

particularly fertile grounds for socialization.
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So far we have argued that there are at least éasons why we should expect
decisions to ratify ILO conventions to be spatialyerdependent:. competition and
socialization. Of course, many other factors akelyi to play a role in ratification
decisions. Some of them stem from domestic (econopalitical, legal, or cultural)
features of the states contemplating ratificatiwhile others factors stem from their
position in international (economic, political, &gor cultural) structures. Some of
these factors are included as control variablethénanalysis we present below, and
because of space constraints can only be mentidorezfly here. Bernhard
Boockmann and his co-authors found that ratificatbbILO conventions is positively
influenced per capita income, democracy, and ledfonity in parliament, whereas
they found no evidence that development aid receilMF lending and World Bank
credits, and exports towards industrialized denmesaplay a role in ratification
decisions* Chau and Kanbur found that per capita income,tipali freedom,
education, urbanization and trade openness haveffieat on the probability of
ratification of core conventions on average, wherélae type of legal system
matters’®> Robert Flanagan found that low levels of childoah high life expectancy
at birth, prevalence of certain religions and dertagal systems raise the likelihood
of ratification of conventions; in addition, ragétion of noncore conventions is
positively influenced by respect for civil libersieand negatively influenced by high
levels of trade, whereas core conventions displasuch effect® Kim finds that
higher levels of democracy, per capita income,tigali globalization (number of
embassies, participation in UN activities and in&tional organizations) and cultural
globalization increase the likelihood of ratifieati of ILO conventions on
unemployment benefits, and that countries in Asid batin America are less likely

to ratify them than countries in Europe and Northekica®>’

> Boockmann 2001, Horny et al. 2005. In a separasdyais limited to industrialized democracies,
Boockmann finds that the unemployment rate, tragenness and average labour costs have a
significant impact on ratification under right-windut not under left-wing, labour ministers.
Boockmann 2006.

%5 Chau and Kanbur 2001.

% Flanagan 2003.

* Kim 2010.
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Research Design

We estimate a model including a spatial lag of thaable that captures whether a
country ratifies an ILO convention, weighted by tmember of joint 1GO
memberships between two countries and by the catiwpetlistance between them.
We also include several alternative spatial lagd eontrol variables for country
characteristics and potential external shofké line with earlier research, we
estimate a Cox proportional hazards model, witmdded errors adjusted for
clustering on countrie¥. The advantage of using the Cox model, among theus
survival models on offer, is that it does not requis to make assumptions about the
shape of the underlying survival distributi®hMoreover, when a spatial term in
included, the use of the Cox model over paramstiiwival models is suggested by
recent studie®® The test based on Schoenfeld residuals indicakes the

proportional-hazards assumption holds. We thuses# the following equation:

hit = ho(i,t)expB Xit1 +8 Wit Yies + &g (1)

where h is the hazard rate for countirat timet, hy is the baseline hazarglands are
the coefficients, x1 is a vector of control variables that are laggea lyear, and w
1VYits IS a vector of spatial lag terms. We base sigmiteatests on Huber (robust)
standard error® These standard errors control for possible hetedssticity (serial

correlation) otintra-group correlation of the data.

8 As recommended by Ward and Gleditsch (2008), weultsie the Moran index, using the total
number of ILO conventions ratified by each counffne result confirms that there is statistically
significant spatial correlation among countriesu3 khe inclusion of spatial lags is appropriatesher

%9 Survival analysis is an elegant way to model aupieical analysis because we are dealing with both
right-censored data and left-censored data (Be®R;2Darmofal 2009). See the study by Elkaisal.
(2006) on the diffusion of bilateral investment egments for a widely cited application of spatial
econometrics in a survival setting. For other aggtions of the Cox model in the literature on the
ratification of ILO conventions see Boockmann (200206) and Chau and Kanbur (2001).

% Beck 2008, 486.

51 Golub, 2008.
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The unit of analysis is country-year. We analyz& &8untries across 40 years, from
1960 to 1999. The period after 1999 is not consddrere because in that year the
seven core ILO conventions included in the anali{ge® below) became subject to a
special regime established by the 1998 ILO Dedtamabn Fundamental Principles
and Rights at Work. The Declaration commits ILO rbemstates to respect and
promote the principles and rights stated in thosaventions, whether or not they
have ratified them, and established a formal Follpyprocedure based on periodic
reporting by states and global reports issued éyriternational Labour Office. Given
the changed implications of non-ratification aft&99, we only consider the pre-1999
period. With respect to country coverage, some {inegry small) countries had to
be excluded because of data limitations. Many a@senter the database in the year
of their independence, which is often after 1960r @ataset is thereforebalanced

Dependent Variable

For each country in the dataset we coded whethatifted an ILO convention in a
specific year, which allowed us to calculate timeeti(in terms of years) that a country
went without ratifying a convention, that is, thazard rate. We focus on seven
conventions: Convention 29 (C29), C87, C98, C1000%8; C111, and C138. We
selected these seven conventions on the basis @fctweria. First, they were
designated “core conventions” by the ILO and thmminent status was formally
established by the 1998 Declaration (C182 was kdded as eight core convention).
The ILO as well as independent observers recoghigie paramount importance in
the ILO normative system. Second, those seven omiovis have been ratified by a
large number of countries, which is an importanbditon for the application of
spatial econometric analysis.

Two core conventions protect labour union righthe3e are C87 Freedom of
Association and Protection of the Right to Orgai@savention, adopted in 1948 and
ratified by 150 states; and C98 Right to Organisel &ollective Bargaining
Convention, adopted in 1949 and ratified by 16QestaTwo core conventions
mandate the elimination of all forms of forced empulsory labour. These are C29
Forced Labour Convention, adopted in 1930 andiedtiby 174 states; and C105
Abolition of Forced Labour Convention, adopted BbT and ratified by 169 states.
One core convention mandates the abolition of claltbur: C138 Minimum Age

Convention, adopted in 1973 and ratified by 158estdanother core convention,
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C182 Worst Forms of Child Labour Convention, wasmdd in 1999 and is not
included here). Finally, two core conventions pbathdiscrimination in respect of
employment and occupation. These are C100 EqualuReration Convention,
adopted in 1951 and ratified by 168 countries; @ad1 Discrimination (Employment
and Occupation) Convention, adopted in 1958 anfiechby 169 countries.

Several countries, mainly developed economies fiedtisome of the seven
conventions before 1960. These observations arefdre left-censored. Specifically,
67 countries are left-censored for C29, 56 coustioe C87, 70 countries for C98, 39
countries for C100, 43 countries for C105, and @&@ntries for C111. We analyze
each convention independently from the others,thackefore countries drop from the
dataset when they ratify a convention. Finally, soobservations are left censored
since around one third of the countries ratifiegis#h ILO conventions after 1999. Data
are taken from the ILOLEX Database of Internatidrathour Standard¥,

Spatial Variables

The main independent variables are N*N*t spatialgivematrices. A spatial weight
matrix measures the impact of a policy change cowntry on all other countries. It
uses specific factors, such as spatial proximity degree of economic
interdependence, to weigh the importance of a palltange in one unit for other
units. In our case, the policy change is whethstiate has ratified an ILO convention
during the previous five years. The variable isgkd) by one year to avoid
simultaneity bias. For instance, Afghanistan ratifC105 in 1963 and thus our lagged
dependent variable scores 1 from 1964 to 1968hduld be noted that this may lead
to underestimating the spatial effect, if a sta@mouncement of the intention to
ratify is sufficient to trigger a reaction in oth&ates. The reason for the five-year cut-
off point is that, after some time, the externdéets of ratification should disappear,
with other countries either having ratified the samhO conventions or having

decided not to “react”

%3 Database available at http://www.ilo.org/ilolexgéish.
% As reported below, we check the robustness ofresmlts when changing this value to three and
seven years respectively. The five-year cut-offip@ also consistent with the operationalizatisedi

by Egger and Larch 2008 in a spatial econometradyais on the proliferation of trade agreements.
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We weigh the influence of policy change on othatest in a way that approximates as
closely as possible the theoretical logics of ralanstitutionalism and sociological
institutionalism. Hypothesis 1 generates the exgigxt that the degree to which state
A will respond to B’s ratification by ratifying theame convention itself depends on
the degree of economic competition between A and ®@.measure the degree to
which two countries compete in the same market el Elkins, Guzman and
Simmons®® Specifically, we disaggregate trade flows to teetasr level and then
assessed whether countries export the same bdsgebds. We used data from the
World Banks’s World Development Indicators databaggich allows disaggregating
exports by 12 sectors (agricultural raw materialsns, communications equipment,
food, fuel, high-technology goods, insurance ammhricial services, international
tourism, ores and metals, other commercial seryitassport services, and travel
services). To arrive at an index of export similarive correlated the export mix of
all countries’®

Formally, the spatial weight of the varial#eonomic comPETITIONfOr state A is*’

ECONOMIC_COMPETITION; = ¥ lEXPORTSIMILARITY OILO _ CONVENTIO J
A~ BCD A B,C,D "B.Co... (@)

WherelLOCONVENTION is a dummy variable that takes the value of Joirdry B (C,
D ...) ratified a given ILO convention during the pieus five years and C and
EXPORT SIMILARITY is the variable described above that ranges betwieand 1.
Hypothesis 2 generates the expectation that states Aore likely to ratify a
convention if it has been ratified by states withom it interacts within socializing

environments. We capture the concept of sociatimatipportunities by treating 1IGOs

% Elkins et al. 2006, 830.

% This provides a more fine-grained analysis thaauCand Kanbur (2001), who classified countries
into five categories: exporters of manufacturesmary products, fuel, services, and diversified
exporters, on the basis of 1988-1992 data.

®” The spatial matrices have been calculated usimgaftware MATLAB 7.0, whereas estimations are
computed using the software STATA 11. Werud row-standardize our weighting matrix because of
theoretical and methodological reasons. Indeeliipénwith our theory we are interested in the absol
pressure on a country independently of the pressuanother country. Moreover, row-standardization
does not come without consequences and may impgaence (Plimper and Neumayer 2010, 428-
31).
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as social environments and counting the numbeharfesl memberships in IGOs. The
empirical implication is that, if state A has almigumber of joint memberships with
country B, A is more likely to ratify an ILO conveéon if B has ratified it already.
Data are from the dataset on dyadic membershipgengovernmental organizations
COW, Version 2.68 Formally, the spatial weight of the varialsieciaLizaTion for a

country A is®

SOCIALIZATON= = ¥ lIGOS MEMBERSHIP OILO _ CONVENTIO ]
A" BCD - A B,C,D - "bCoD... 3)

In the previous section we noted several additiam@lications of the socialization
hypothesis. One of them is that states could Haeented by other states not (only)
because they have many actual opportunities faalsoderaction within 1GOs, but
(also) because they feel to be culturally similarsome way. In other words, the
effect of a peer-specific logic of appropriateness/ be more diffuse and indirect. To
capture these diffuse effects, we examine whetieeptobability that state A ratifies a
convention increases if it has already been rdtifig a state B that is culturally close
to country A. Building on work by Elkins, GuzmandaSimmons? we construct
three different spatial weight matrices measurinjucal proximity to capture this
effect. Each of the matrices uses a different primxycultural distance: whether two
countries share the same predomineMtiGUAGE, predominantRELIGION, and a
COMMON COLONIAL HERITAGE. The correlation among these three spatial tesns i
quite low, i.ep<0.3.

Another additional implication noted above is that should expect the effect of joint
IGO membership on ratification to be stronger f@dOls that provide better
opportunities for socialization. We test this ingplion by examining a subsample of
IGOs, which consists of IGO that are classifiedsagictured” or "interventionist” by
Ingram, Robinson and Busch and excludes those dlasgify as "minimalist” (and

those they separately classify as “industry speifit

% pevehouse et al. 2004.

% We use the natural logarithm of this spatial téorminimize the impact of outliers. Note: results d
not change substantively if the log transformai®amitted.

O Elkins et al. 2006.

" Ingram et al 2005.
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Control Variables

Beyond spatial terms, other factors are likelyrtftuence a state’s decision to ratify
an ILO convention. Hence we include several econ@nd political control variables
in our model to avoid overestimating the effecttloé main explanatory variables.
Indeed, the ratification of the same conventiony ima@ppen due to correlated unit-
level factors or exogenous shocks that are commearious country countries. Most
of these variables are lagged by one year to asmabgeneity problems.

In the baseline model, we includg®ppcand (the logarithm ofporPuLATION, which
measure economic development and country size césply.”* We also control for
the type of political regime. Specifically, the i\dile REGIME ranges between -10,
perfect autocracy, and +10, perfect democracy. Ragafrom Polity IV (2009).
LEGAL TRADITION is a dummy variable that scores 1 if a country d@®mmon law
system; 0 otherwis€ We add a dummy that scores 1 during the Cold \&&pg, i.e.
before 1989. Finally, we include a variable cougtilme number of countries that have
already ratified the relevant convention in pregioyears and another variable
counting the number of countries that have ratifiedt convention in t-1. These
variables control for external shocks that migHeetf the decision of countries to
ratify. We label these variableSSUMULATIVE RATIFICATIONS and RECENT
RATIFICATIONS respectively. Table 1 summarizes the univariatgissics. For the
reasons explained in the previous section, we cbralso for the number of
ABSOLUTE IGO MEMBERSHIPSthat states have individually (as opposed to joint

memberships at the dyadic level).
Findings
We run a regression of the baseline model includinily a small number of control

variables. First, we evaluate the overall model§ing Cox-Snell residualé.Figure

1 shows that there are no concerns of lack ofyffitamparing the jagged line to the

2 Data are from IMF (2008) and World Bank (2008%pectively
3 Data are from Ayyagari et al. (2006).
" Cox and Snell 1968.
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reference liné> When plotting the Nelson-Aalen cumulative hazastineator for
Cox-Snell residuals, some variability is still egped, especially in the right-hand tail.
This is because of the reduced effective samplsezhby prior failures and censoring
(Cleves at al. 2008: 216). Problems of prior fakiand censoring are particularly
severe in case of C29, since the vast majorityocnintries ratified this convention
before 1990. This is the reason why there is soan@bility in the right-hand tail of
Figure 1a. Moreover, the Harrell's C concordanedéstics is 0.67 for both C29 and
C138/® Overall, the predictive power of our baseline masi¢herefore rather good.

TABLE 3 AND TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE

Table 2 and Table 3 report the results of this @serfor each of the seven core
conventions. There is strong support for Hypotheaisindeed, coefficients of
SOCIALIZATION are positive and statistically significant at 9&r ent level for all
conventions except C87 and C105. This indicates thatate A has a large number
of joint memberships in IGOs with another state thas previously ratified an ILO
core convention, country A is more likely to ratitye same convention. Support for
Hypothesis 1 is much weakerc&oOMIC COMPETITION IS positive and statistically
significant at 95 per cent level only in the caseCd05. For all other ILO core
conventions, the probability of ratification by t&#aA does not increase if A’s
competitors have ratified.

The impact ofsocIALIZATION on the dependent variable is not only significdmuit
also substantively large. Figures 2a and b, FiGarand b, and Figure 4 illustrate the
magnitude of the effects sbclaLIZATION on the probability of ratification. We focus
on the conventions for which this variable is statally significant. Moving from a
standard deviation below the mean to a standardatiimv above the mean of
SOCIALIZATION makes a country substantially more likely to sagih ILO convention.
Specifically when the value soCIALIZATION is a standard deviatiabovethe mean,
over the 40 year period a country’s survival ratiésfto 0.2 for C29, to 0.4 for C98, to
almost 0 for C100 and C111, and to less than Q.€&&88. Overall, therefore, this

S Figure 1 refers to the goodness-of-fit of C29 &1i®8 that are similar to the goodness-of-fit of the
other conventions.
® Harrell et al. 1982.
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model provides major support for the argument g@tialization is an important

driver of the diffusion of ILO conventions.
FIGURE 2 AND FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE

Our findings are also relevant for the three addal implications noted in the
previous sections. First, there is no evidence tdtural proximity matters in the
diffusion of ILO convention. The spatial term cajrtg cultural proximity is never
statistically significant in the six modéelS. This suggests that direct and
institutionalized channels of socialization are eneffective than diffuse and indirect
ones. Second, as expected and as showed by Figymnt membership in the
subsample of "structured" and "interventionist" I&@as an even stronger impact on
ratification than in the overall IGO populatiéhThird, joint IGO memberships have
an effect even after controlling for th8SOLUTE IGO MEMBERSHIPSOf countries,
which confirms that the spatial effect is separfaben the fact of possessing more
connections to the global IGOs network.

Among the other control variableSEGAL TRADITION, POPULATION, and RECENT
RATIFICATIONS seem to be important predictors of the probabiityratifying ILO

conventions. These results are in line with presistudies.

Robustness Checks

To check the robustness of the results, severar @halyses have been performed.
First, to avoid the omitted variable problem, wealed additional control variables
that might influence the probability of ratifying® conventions. We did not include
them in the main model because these variablesiconimerous missing data, thus
dramatically reducing our sample. We control foz HOREIGN AID (as percentage of

GDP) received by a country, the presenceCONSTITUTIONAL HURDLES for the

""We report the results of culturally proximity belsen sharedOMMON COLONIAL HERITAGE. Results
with CoOmmONLANGUAGE andRELIGION are very similar.
8 We report the survival curves in relation to C381&138. Results for the other conventions are

similar and are available upon request.
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ratification of international treaties, and tkemBER OF NGOs with membership in
the country. Moreover, we control for the politioalientation of the government
(PARTISANSHIP. It would be advisable to include a measure eflthrgaining power
of labour in the domestic economy, but such measare available only for a small
subset of countries. As imperfect proxies for tg@r of labour we USBLITERACY
RATE, PRIMARY SCHOOL ENROLMENT andUNEMPLOYMENT RATE."® The results of our
main variables do not change and are available rgqunest’

Second, we analyze whether our decision to havgeayéar cut-off point for the
effect of the lagged dependent variable influermasresults. Specifically, we lagged
the dependent variable by three years and seves. yidard, following the suggestion
by Pliimper and Neumayer we include year controls in the model. Finallye ve-
estimate the previous models using other paramattelerated failure-time model
such as Exponential regression and Gompertz regredsor all these analyses, the
results are roughly comparable to these preserivedeaand are available upon

request.

Conclusion

Two themes have been voiced again and again bypeows of international labour
standards, from the origins of the debate in theyeaneteenth century, to the
creation of an institutional machinery by the Tyeait Versailles and the revitalization
of the ILO at the end of World War II, to recentbdées about the social impact of
economic globalization. The first theme is that phetection and promotion of labour
standards is a normative obligation that sorts jovom “bad” states — where

goodness is, depending on the period and the iggadd the proponent, variously

defined in terms of “Christian precepts”, “humarigaism”, “civilization”, “social

justice”, “human rights”, or other foundational uak. The second theme is that doing

¥ Data on foreign aid, illiteracy rate, primary sohenrolment, and unemployment rate are from WDI
dataset (2010). Constitutional hurdles data arenfBimmons (2009) and the data on the number of
NGOs data are from Hafner-Burton and Tsutsui (200% are grateful to Emilie Hafner-Burton for
sharing those data with us.

8 The correlation between control variables andiabaariables is low, so multicollinearity does not
seem an issue here.

8. plimper and Neumayer 2010: 425.

31



what is right exposes states to the risk of suifprcompetitive disadvantages in
international markets, and that cooperation amootgnially competing states is
necessary to minimize that risk.

From the point of view of most countries before WowWar II, states that were
considered economic competitors were also perceagebeers” in an “international
society” with shared norms of appropriate behavidDecolonization and other
processes over the past sixty years reduced thdapvieetween sets of social and
normative peers on the one hand and sets of ecermmpetitors on the other hand.
This paper has exploited this divergence in ordeadsess the absolute and relative
importance of social and economic determinantsitardependent decisions to ratify
labour rights conventions. This has allowed usdntribute to the growing body of
literature that aims to explain the decision tod atming of, ratification of
international treaties by stat&s.

We based our hypotheses on two influential apprescim IR theory: rational
institutionalism and sociological institutionalisi.duration model with spatial lags
was applied to a large number of countries oveyeys (1960-1999). Our findings
provide strong support for the hypothesis deriveanf sociological institutionalism.
For five of the seven core conventions examinedfouad that states are more likely
to ratify a given convention if it has already beatified by states with which it has a
large number of joint IGO memberships. This assmais not only statistically
significant but also substantively important. Byntrast, the hypothesis derived from
rationalist institutionalism receives much weakepmort. For only one of the seven
core conventions (C105 on forced labour) therevidesce that states are more likely
to ratify that convention if it has already beetified by its economic competitors.
Our findings suggest that (a) states are influenmgdvhat other states do in their
ratification decisions; and (b) interdependentfication is affected more by social
norms than by economic incentives.

These findings raise the question of why forcedolabstands out in terms of
sensitivity to issues of international competiti6iorced labour has been the focus of
intense controversies throughout the history of Itl@. Before 1960, forced labour
was discussed mainly in relation to coercive pcastiby colonial governments and by
governments of the Soviet bloc. After 1960, congrsies revolved around the claim

82 See for instance Cole 2005; Neumayer 2006; 20@7m8ns 2009; Vreeland 2008.
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by post-colonial states that they needed the fi@etbd’exercise extraordinary powers
in their role as emergency regimes in the develapneéfort.”® Practices such as
compulsory “youth labour services” in African coues were widely perceived as
necessary to mobilize national resources for dgveénmt goals, and to this day the
ILO’s promotion on forced labour as a human righssie continues to be resisted by
governments that privilege authoritarian methodseftonomic developmefit.while
the International Labour Office has traditionallyessed the developmental benefits
of abolishing force labour (and C105 explicitly pilaits forced labour for purposes of
economic development), it also notes that, in daliaed economy, competitive
pressures can have an adverse impact on conditibesnployment and, at their
extreme, can lead to forced labofi#”A rare cross-national statistical study on the
international economic impact of forced labour fduthat there is a positive
relationship between forced labour and comparatisreantage in unskilled-labour-
intensive good&® States that are wary of losing that comparativeathge may thus
take into account the ratification behaviour of estlstates in a similar economic
condition before deciding whether to ratify.

We would like to point at two main directions farther research. On the one hand,
we plan to strengthen the findings of the sta@tenalysis by considering further
possible causes of ratification and by operatianad the causes already included
here in different ways. A few examples must suffiegst, we plan to build on our
analysis of a subsample of IGOs and analyse othiesasnples in order to assess
further theoretical expectations about socializatjpaths. Second, we intend to
examine more thoroughly a hypothesis for which tpiaper provided some
preliminary empirical support, that is, interactiamong states within 1GOs is more
consequential than the absolute level of connest{premberships) that a state has to
the IGO network. Third, as we noted above, IGO ardy one of possible
environments for socialization among policy-makensd in future research we will

attempt to estimate the effect of other relevamues. Fourth, we will examine the

8 Maul 2007.

8 Maul 2007

8 |LO 2005: 63.

8 Busse and Braun 2008inks between global economic competition and ddrdabour are also

discussed on the basis of case studies, for insteat den Anker 2004; Lerche 2007.

33



effect of economic competition further by usingeattative ways of operationalizing
it, notably the measures developed by Polillo andléh and by Cad’ Fifth, we will
assess whether spatial effect differ across lewélconomic development and
historical periods. Sixth, we intend to examine thiee the ratification of non-core
ILO conventions follows the same logic as the sesae conventions analysed here.
On the other hand, our paper has identified brogitems of association between
socialization opportunities within 1GOs and ration behaviour, which are
consistent with theoretical arguments developeddmiological institutionalists and
other authors working within the Constructivisteasch agenda. It would be fruitful
to complement this large-N work with a detailed qa®s tracing of how interaction
within 1IGOs helps promoting the belief that commit to international labour
standards is the “appropriate” thing to do. Suchikwmay also identify the relative
importance of social pressure and persuasion asanexns of socialization in
individual cases. By having shown that IGO netwamatter for treaty ratification,

we hope to stimulate further and more fine-grairesgtarch aboutowthey matter.
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Data Appendix

Variables Mean Std.  Minimum Maximum No.
deviation Obs.
Economic Competition CONVENTION29 0.49 1.79 -11.7 12.9 3442
CONVENTIONS7 0.49 1.65 -6.54 12.43 3952
CONVENTION98 0.43 1.67 -7.19 8.92 3493
CONVENTION100 0.70 1.59 -5.82 8.35 4575
CONVENTION105 1.17 3.02 -12.33 20.03 4146
CONVENTION111 0.80 2.03 -7.91 15.08 5326
CONVENTION138 0.51 1.17 -5.63 5.87 4084
Socialization CONVENTION29 4.45 1.09 0 6.59 3442
CONVENTION87 4.53 1.08 0 6.64 3952
CONVENTION98 4.68 1.04 0 6.48 3493
CONVENTION100 5.26 0.67 0 6.43 4575
CONVENTION105 5.09 1.49 0 7.54 4146
CONVENTION111 5.24 0.84 0 6.93 5326
CONVENTION138 4.83 1.48 0 6.82 4084
Common Colonial CONVENTION29 1.02 2.03 0 14 3442
Heritage CONVENTIONS7 1 1.73 0 11 3952
CONVENTIONO8 1.23 1.80 0 9 3493
CONVENTION100 1.25 1.71 0 8 4575
CONVENTION105 1.83 2.93 0 12 4146
CONVENTION111 1.16 1.56 0 9 5326
CONVENTION138 0.59 1.07 0 8 4084
Control Variables GDPpc 6.75 1.52 3.63 10.83 3442
Population 14.28 1.71 10.35 20.94 3442
Legal Tradition 0.26 0.44 0 1 3442
Cold War 0.70 0.46 0 1 3442
Regime -2.32 7.06 -10 10 3442
IGO 38.37 18.34 1 111 3442
Cumulative Ratification 87.89 13.98 44 112 3442
Recent Ratification 1.56 2.71 0 19 3442
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Table 1 Descriptive statistics.

1) (2) 3)
VARIABLES Convention 29  Convention 87Convention 98
Socialization 0.610** 0.275 0.614**
(0.299) (0.252) (0.273)
Economic Competition 0.0600 0.0510 0.0130
(0.0722) (0.0651) (0.0599)
Common Colonial Heritage 0.131 0.0954 -0.0343
(0.0869) (0.105) (0.0838)
GDPpc 0.279* -0.142 -0.176
(0.168) (0.143) (0.178)
Population -0.248** -0.157 -0.186*
(0.112) (0.116) (0.110)
Legal Tradition -0.370 -0.824** -0.171
(0.405) (0.399) (0.380)
Cold War 0.463 -1.281* 0.281
(0.874) (0.746) (0.657)
Regime 0.0293 0.0571** 0.0359
(0.0219) (0.0243) (0.0251)
IGO Membership -0.0649*** -0.0121 -0.0202
(0.0210) (0.0167) (0.0199)
Cumulative Ratifications 0.0276 -0.0218 0.0151
(0.0240) (0.0193) (0.0114)
Recent Ratifications 0.182*** 0.172%** 0.248***
(0.0645) (0.0644) (0.0902)
Number of Subjects 79 93 76
Number of Failures 44 45 49
Observations 1128 1721 1229

Robust standard errors in parentheses: *** @x0** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Table 2 Cox Proportional Hazard Model: robust standard error clustered by country.

(4) (5) (6) (7)
VARIABLES Convention 100 Convention 105 Convention 111 Convention 138
Socialization 0.742** -0.235 0.547** 0.767*+*
(0.354) (0.228) (0.235) (0.279)
Economic Competition -0.0110 0.0737* -0.0738 -@209
(0.0642) (0.0295) (0.0521) (0.120)
Common Colonial Heritage 0.0247 0.0266 -0.00288 045.
(0.0599) (0.0476) (0.0654) (0.086)
GDPpc -0.00555 0.0901 0.0464 0.068
(0.126) (0.118) (0.116) (0.101)
Population 0.0415 -0.247** -0.162 -0.110
(0.0856) (0.0876) (0.101) (0.098)
Legal Tradition -0.802*** -0.135 -0.753*** -0.761**
(0.278) (0.338) (0.275) (0.349)
Cold War 1.031 -0.662 1.011* -2.36%*
(0.702) (0.486) (0.557) (1.03)
Regime 0.000583 0.00450 -0.0158 0.024
(0.0178) (0.0202) (0.0188) 0.021
IGO Membership -0.00276 0.0218* -0.00179 0.002
(0.0144) (0.0122) (0.0102) 0.010
Cumulative Ratifications 0.00213 -0.00992 0.00487 .050
(0.00475) (0.00872) (0.00568) 0.090
Recent Ratifications -0.0273 0.152%** 0.0379 -0.039
(0.0840) (0.0450) (0.0523) 0.028
Number of Subjects 101 97 112 142
Number of Failures 69 66 76 61
Observations 1548 1381 1713 2600

Robust standard exin parentheses: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 3 Cox Proportional Hazard Model: robust standard error clustered by country.
Note: C138 was adopted in 1973.

Figures 1la, bGoodness of fit: Convention 29 and Convention 138.
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Figures 2a, b.Cox model clusters on countries: survival estimdtg Socialization: Convention 29 a
Convention 98.

Cox proportional hazards regression

Cox proportional hazards regression
o —
d)_ -
d). .
g K]
2 2
g7 g
o )
Lq .
q: -
(\4 -
! ! ! ! ! q | T T T T T
0 10 20 30 40
timé span 0 10 20 30 40
time span
————— socialization=mean-std

socialization=mean-+std

————— socialization=mean-std

socialization=mean+std

46




Convention 111.

Figures 3a, b.Cox model clusters on countries: survival estimdite Socialization: Convention

100 a
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Figures 4. Figures 3. Cox model clusters on countries:

Socialization: Convention 138.
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Figures 5a, b.Cox model clusters on countries. Survival estimdte Socialization (Convention 98 a
Convention 138): only structured, intervention(SCs.
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