
Web Appendix for:

“Reserved Ratification”:
An Analysis of States’ Entry of Reservations
Upon Ratification of Human Rights Treaties

Heather Elko McKibben and Shaina D. Western

British Journal of Political Science

Description of the Data

The dataset that we analyze covers 1948 to 2011. It observes, for each state for each treaty, when
that state ratified the treaty (and the length of time that passed from when the treaty was open
for ratification to the time that state ratified) and the type of reservations it used when it did so.

First key characteristic of the data: Reservations are fairly common.
Out of all states in our sample (199 different states), over 85 percent of them have used a

reservation at least once when ratifying a human rights treaty (only 25 of the 199 states have
never used a reservation when ratifying a human rights treaty).

In a significant number of cases in which a state ratified a human rights treaty, some type of
reservation was used. Out of the 2,207 cases of ratification that we observe, 30 percent involve
the use of some kind of a reservation by a state.

Reservations are thus quite common, and important to study in analyses of treaty ratifica-
tion.

Second key characteristic of the data: Nature of the dependent variables (and how
reservations are used together).

From 1948 to 2011, we recorded 2,207 cases of ratification in any way. Out of those 2,207
cases of ratification, 1,538 cases of a state ratifying without reservations, 140 cases of a state
ratifying with a nonsubstantive reservation, 474 cases of a state ratifying with a procedural
reservation, 104 cases of a state ratifying with an article-qualifying reservation, and 67 cases of
a state ratifying with a treaty-qualifying reservation.
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In over half of the cases (57 percent) in which a nonsubstantive reservation was used by a
state upon ratification, a nonsubstantive reservation was the only type of reservation entered
by that state.

Out of the cases of treaty ratification in which a state used a procedural reservation, in
over three-quarters of those cases (76 percent), a procedural reservation was the only type of
reservation that the state entered.

Article-qualifying and treaty-qualifying reservations were the reservations most often used
in conjunction with other types of reservations. Out of the cases of treaty ratification in which
a state used an article-qualifying reservation, 39 percent of them were cases in which that state
entered only article-qualifying reservations. Out of the cases of treaty ratification in which a
state used a treaty-qualifying reservation, 49 percent of them were cases in which that state
entered only a treaty-qualifying reservation.

To understand how reservations are used together:
There are 127 cases of non-substantive and procedural reservations being used together.

Out of all ratification cases, this is 5.8 percent.
There are 53 cases of non-substantive and article-qualifying reservations being used together.

Out of all ratification cases, this is 2.4 percent.
There are 39 cases of non-substantive and treaty-qualifying reservations being used together.

Out of all ratification cases, this is 1.8 percent.
There are 90 cases of procedural and article-qualifying reservations being used together.

Out of all ratification cases, this is 4.1 percent.
There are 60 cases of procedural and treaty-qualifying reservations being used together. Out

of all ratification cases, this is 2.7 percent.
There are 15 cases of article-qualifying and treaty-qualifying reservations being used to-

gether. Out of all ratification cases, this is .1 percent.
There are 48 cases of non-substantive, procedural, and article-qualifying reservations being

used together. Out of all ratification cases, this is 2.2 percent.
There are 2 cases of non-substantive, procedural, and treaty-qualifying reservations being

used together. Out of all ratification cases, this is .001 percent.
There are 3 cases of non-substantive, article-qualifying, and treaty-qualifying reservations

being used together. Out of all ratification cases, this is .001 percent.
There are 6 cases of procedural, article-qualifying, and treaty-qualifying reservations being

used together. Out of all ratification cases, this is .003 percent.
In 2 cases, a state used all four types of reservations together. Out of all ratification cases,

this is .001 percent.

Third key characteristic of the data: the states that have used these reservations.
Out of 199 states in our dataset:

33.2 percent have used a nonsubstantive reservation at least once when ratifying a human
rights treaty. 81.4 percent have used a procedural reservation at least once when ratifying a
human rights treaty. 31.2 percent have used an article-qualifying reservation at least once when
ratifying a human rights treaty. 23.1 percent have used a treaty-qualifying reservation at least
once when ratifying a human rights treaty.

2



Table 1 that follows provides summary information for all treaties included in the
dataset.
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Baseline hazard functions

Figures 1 through 5 plot the smoothed baseline hazard estimates for each way a state can ratify
a human rights treaty. They illustrate the the conditional probability a state will ratify a treaty
in a particular way given that it has not yet done so. As these figures show, these baseline
hazards vary over time. This supports our argument that time must be taken into account
in the analysis. The duration models that we use take these factors into account. Moreover,
because we use a non-parametric approach it allows us to account for differences in the baseline
hazard using the same basic model. Alternative modeling choices would require that we specify
a functional form of time when including it in the model. If we omitted time from the model,
we would be assuming that the hazard did not vary over time. Therefore these models help
bolster our use of a Cox duration model.

Figure 1 shows the hazard estimates for ratification in any way. It shows that the probability
a state that has not yet done so will ratify a particular human rights treaty is greatest earlier in
the process. The conditional probability of ratifying is lower for states that have waited longer
to do so. A state that has not yet ratified a treaty by ten years after it opened for ratification
has about a 2.875 percent chance of ratifying that treaty, while a state that has waited twenty
years has only a 1.9 percent chance of doing so.1 This decreasing conditional probability of
ratification exists for about twenty-five years. This indicates that during this twenty-five year
period, the more time that has passed in which a state has not ratified a particular treaty, the
lower the probability that it will do so in the next time period. After about thirty-five years
since a treaty opened for ratification, the probability that states that have not yet ratified a
particular treaty will do so begins to increase. This is likely because very few cases make it
past thirty-five years, and the results are therefore driven by a handful of cases. Indeed, only 6
percent of treaty-country observations fall thirty-five or more years after a treaty was opened
for ratification. For this small number of cases, the probability of ratifying is greater for states
that have held out longer.

Figure 2 shows a similar trend for ratification without substantive reservations. A state
that has not yet ratified a treaty by ten years after it opened for ratification has about a
2 percent chance of ratifying without substantive reservations in the next time period. This
conditional probability decreases over time, until about thirty-five years after a treaty opened for
ratification, when the probability of ratification without substantive reservations (conditional
on not yet having done so) is .85. It then begins to increase. For the small number of states
that have held out at least thirty-five years, the probability they will ratify without substantive
reservations given that they have not yet done so is greater for states that hold out longer.

Figure 3 shows a slightly different pattern for ratification with procedural reservations.
First, it shows that there is a fairly low probability that states will ratify with a procedural
reservation at any given point in time, conditional on the fact that they have not yet done so.
A state that has waited ten years to ratify a particular treaty with a procedural reservation has
about a .53 percent chance of doing so in the next time period. This conditional probability,
in general, decreases over time. In other words, states that have gone longer without ratifying
with a procedural reservation have a lower probability of doing so. The conditional probability

1Note that some minimum number of ratification events is needed before a hazard can be computed (the
denominator must be large enough to give a credible estimate). In these data, this does not happen until about
year ten.
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does plateau (and very slightly increase) from about twenty-five to thirty-five years, showing
that states that have not ratified with a procedural reservation within twenty-five years have
about the same probability of doing so as those that have not done so within thirty-five years.
The conditional probability of ratifying with a procedural reservation then decreases, and then
plateaus again after about forty-five years.

Figure 4 shows that there is a low conditional probability that states will ratify with an
article-qualifying reservation. It ranges from about .045 percent to about .14 percent. This is
consistent with the fact that there are few cases of ratification with article-qualifying reserva-
tions. This figure also shows a general trend of a decreasing probability of ratification with an
article-qualifying reservation for states that wait longer to do so. Slight increases are evident
from years seven to ten and twenty to twenty-two. These increases, however, are quite small.
The probability a state that has not ratified with an article-qualifying reservation within seven
and a half years is about .1 percent while the probability a state that has waited ten years
will do so is about .04 percent greater. The increase from years twenty to twenty-two show is
about .005 percent. Overall, the trend is that states that have held out longer to ratify with
article-qualifying reservations have a lower conditional probability of doing so than states that
have not held out as long. Thus, for example, the probability that a state that has not yet
ratified with an article-qualifying reservation within ten years will do so in the next time period
is greater than the probability that a state that has not yet ratified with an article-qualifying
reservation within twenty years will do so, which is greater than the probability that a state
that has not yet ratified with an article-qualifying reservation within forty years will do so.

Figure 5 shows that there is a low conditional probability that states will ratify with a
treaty-qualifying reservation. It ranges from about .04 percent to about .066 percent. This is,
again, consistent with the fact that there are few cases of ratification with treaty-qualifying
reservations. The figure also shows a general trend of the probability of ratification with a
treaty-qualifying reservation decreasing over time. States that have held out fewer years to
ratify with a treaty-qualifying reservation, in general, have a greater probability of doing so
than states that have held out longer. The exception is an increase in probability from years
twenty-two to thirty-five. The increase over this time, however, is very slight. States that have
not ratified with a treaty-qualifying reservation by thirty-five years after a treaty opened for
ratification have about a .0035 greater chance of doing so than states that have not ratified by
twenty-two years. Overall, the trend is that states have a very low probability of ratifying with
treaty-qualifying reservations, and that those that have held out a longer amount of time to
ratify with a treaty-qualifying reservation have a lower conditional probability of doing so than
states that have held out a shorter amount of time.
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Baseline survival estimates

Figures 6 through 10 plot the Kaplan-Meier survival estimates for each way a state can ratify
a human rights treaty. They illustrate the probability a given state will “survive” to that point
in time or beyond without ratifying a given treaty in a particular way (depending on the type
of ratification being analyzed).

Figure 6 plots the baseline survival estimates for the risk that a state will ratify a human
rights treaty in any way. This figure shows that in the year in which a human rights treaty was
opened for ratification (year 1), the probability of survival to that year or beyond is 1. This
makes intuitive sense, as no state could ratify the treaty before it was opened for ratification.
Ten years after a treaty opened for ratification, the probability a state will survive to that year
or beyond (i.e., not have ratified yet) is .875, and the probability it will survive to year thirty
or beyond without ratifying is .45. The probability any given state on any given treaty will
survive to year fifty or beyond is .32.

Figure 7 plots the baseline survival estimates for the risk that a state will ratify a human
rights treaty without substantive reservations. This figure shows that in the year in which a
human rights treaty was opened for ratification (year 1), the probability of survival to that year
or beyond is 1. This makes intuitive sense, as no state could ratify the treaty before it was
opened for ratification, and thus could not have ratified without a substantive reservation. Ten
years after a treaty opened for ratification, the probability a state will survive to that year or
beyond (i.e., not yet have ratified without substantive reservations) is .74, and the probability
it will survive to year thirty or beyond without ratifying without a substantive reservation is
.575. The probability any given state on any given treaty will survive to year fifty or beyond
without ratifying without a substantive reservation is .48.

Figure 8 plots the baseline survival estimates for the risk that a state will ratify a human
rights treaty with a procedural reservation. This figure shows that in the year in which a
human rights treaty was opened for ratification (year 1), the probability of survival to that
year or beyond is 1. Ten years after a treaty opened for ratification, the probability a state will
survive to that year or beyond (i.e., not yet have ratified with a procedural reservation) is .925,
and the probability it will survive to year thirty or beyond without ratifying with a procedural
reservation is .8825. The probability any given state on any given treaty will survive to year
fifty or beyond without ratifying with a procedural reservation is .855.

Figure 9 plots the baseline survival estimates for the risk that a state will ratify a human
rights treaty with an article-qualifying reservation. This figure shows that in the year in which
a human rights treaty was opened for ratification (year 1), the probability of survival to that
year or beyond is 1. Ten years after a treaty opened for ratification, the probability a state will
survive to that year or beyond (i.e., not yet have ratified with an article-qualifying reservation)
is .987, and the probability it will survive to year thirty or beyond without ratifying with an
article-qualifying reservation is .97. The probability any given state on any given treaty will
survive to year fifty or beyond without ratifying with an article-qualifying reservation is .9625.

Figure 10 plots the baseline survival estimates for the risk that a state will ratify a human
rights treaty with a treaty-qualifying reservation. This figure shows that in the year in which
a human rights treaty was opened for ratification (year 1), the probability of survival to that
year or beyond is 1. Ten years after a treaty opened for ratification, the probability a state will
survive to that year or beyond (i.e., not yet have ratified with a treaty-qualifying reservation)
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is .992, and the probability it will survive to year thirty or beyond without ratifying with a
treaty-qualifying reservation is .9825. The probability any given state on any given treaty will
survive to year fifty or beyond without ratifying with a treaty-qualifying reservation is .975.

Overall, the plots illustrate that there are substantive differences in ratification across the
different ways of ratifying. They therefore help to justify our decision to analyze these dif-
ferent methods of ratification separately. They also show that states more frequently ratify
with procedural reservations and relatively infrequently ratify with article- or treaty-qualifying
reservations. However, while such reservations are not widespread their potential substantive
effect significant, and they thus warrant study.
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Cox Proportional Hazard Regression Estimated Smoothed

Hazard Functions for Different Types of Executives

Figures 11 through 20 plot post-estimation smoothed hazard functions (based on Models 1A
through 5B in the paper, respectively), comparing the chance a state will ratify in a particular
way for different types of executives. Like Figures 1 through 5, they illustrate, for any given
point in time, t, the chance a state will ratify a treaty in a particular way at that point in
time conditional on the fact that it has not yet done so. The values reported below are very
rough estimates of the hazard based on an analysis of the smoothed hazard function plots. This
means that it should be noted that the hazard estimates are not exact, as an “eyeballing” of
the plots cannot be perfect. Overall, however, the ratio of hazards between the different types
of executives reflect the hazard ratios reported in the papers’ results.

Figure 11 plots the post-estimation smoothed hazard functions for transitioning and non-
transitioning executives, showing the chance that they will ratify a given human rights treaty
conditional on the fact that they have not yet done so. As this figure shows, executives of
states transitioning away from a more repressive regime have a greater chance of ratifying
human rights treaties than non-transitioning executives. Ten years after a treaty opened for
ratification, a transitioning executive has about a 3.9 percent chance of ratifying it at that
point in time (conditional on the fact that it has not yet done so), while a non-transitioning
executive has only a 2.9 percent chance. This increased chance of ratification by a transitioning
executive as compared to a non-transitioning executive holds throughout time. In addition,
this figure shows that, similar to the baseline conditional probability of ratification, the chance
they will ratify (conditional on the fact that they have not yet done so) for both transitioning
and non-transitioning executives decreases over time until about thirty-five years after a treaty
was opened for ratification, and then increases. Compared to 3.9 and 2.9 at years ten years,
thirty years after a treaty was opened for ratification, a transitioning executive has a 1.8 percent
chance of ratifying at that point in time (conditional on the fact that it has not yet done so),
and a non-transitioning executive has a 1.35 percent chance. This increases slightly, and fifty
years after ratification, a transitioning executive that has not yet ratified a given treaty has a
2.4 percent chance of doing so at that point in time and a non-transitioning executive has a 1.8
percent chance. Overall, the difference is fairly significant. The chance a transitioning executive
will ratify a human rights treaty is about 33 to 35 percent greater than the chance a non-
transitioning executive will do so. These approximate smoothed hazard function calculations
therefore reflect the 1.34 hazard ratio derived from the Cox model (Model 1A).

Figure 12 plots the post-estimation smoothed hazard functions for transitioning and non-
transitioning executives, showing the chance that they will ratify a given human rights treaty
without substantive reservations (conditional on the fact that they have not yet done so). It
shows that throughout the entire time a treaty is open for ratification, executives transitioning
away from a more repressive regime have a greater chance of ratifying a human rights treaty
without substantive reservations than non-transitioning executives. For both types of executives
(and similar to the baseline hazard), their chance of ratification without substantive reservations
decreases over time, and then increases slightly after thirty-five years. Ten years after a treaty
opened for ratification, a transitioning executive has a 2.75 percent chance of ratifying a treaty
without a substantive reservation at that point in time (given that it has not yet done so), and
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a non-transitioning executive has only a 1.95 percent chance. This chance decreases over time,
and thirty years after a treaty opened for ratification, a transitioning executive that has not yet
ratified without a substantive reservation have a 1.13 percent chance of doing so at that point
in time and a non-transitioning executive has about a .8 percent chance. After about thirty-
five years, the chance states will ratify without substantive reservations increases, and fifty
years after a treaty opened for ratification, a transitioning executive has a 1.7 percent chance
of ratifying without a substantive reservation at that point in time (given that it has not yet
done so) and a non-transitioning executive has only about a 1.2 percent chance. Overall, the
difference is fairly significant. The chance a transitioning executive will ratify a human rights
treaty without substantive reservations is about a 41 to 42 percent greater than the chance
a non-transitioning executive will do so. These approximate smoothed hazard calculations
therefore reflect the 1.41 hazard ratio derived from the Cox model (Model 1B).

Figure 13 plots the post-estimation smoothed hazard functions for repressive and non-
repressive executives, showing the chance that they will ratify a given human rights treaty
conditional on the fact that they have not yet done so. As this figure shows, repressive exec-
utives have a lower chance of ratifying human rights treaties than non-repressive ones. This
holds throughout the entire time a treaty has been open for ratification. This figure also shows
that, similar to the baseline hazard, this chance decreases for about the next twenty-five years,
and then increases slightly. Ten years after a treaty opened for ratification, a repressive exec-
utive has a 2.65 percent chance of ratifying it at that point in time (conditional on the fact
that it has not yet done so), while a non-repressive executive that has not yet ratified has a
3.3 chance. Thirty years after a treaty opened for ratification, a repressive executive has a 1.2
percent chance of ratifying it at that point in time (conditional on the fact that it has not yet
done so) while a non-repressive executive has a 1.5 percent chance. Fifty years after a treaty
opened for ratification, conditional on the fact that it has not yet done so, a repressive executive
has a 1.7 percent chance of ratifying it at that point in time and a non-repressive executive has
a 2.1 percent chance. In all cases, the difference is fairly significant. The chance a repressive
executive will ratify a human rights treaty is only about 79 to 81 percent of the size of the
chance a non-repressive executive will do so. These approximate smoothed hazard calculations
therefore reflect the .8 hazard ratio derived from the Cox model (Model 2A).

Figure 14 plots the post-estimation smoothed hazard functions for repressive and non-
repressive executives, showing the chance that they will ratify a given human rights treaty
with a treaty-qualifying reservation (conditional on the fact that they have not yet done so).
As this figure shows, the chance of ratifying with a treaty-qualifying reservation is low, overall,
but repressive executives have a greater chance of doing so than non-repressive ones. This holds
throughout the entire time a treaty has been open for ratification. This figure also shows that
these conditional probabilities decrease for about ten years, plateau (or increase slightly) for
about the next fifteen years, and then decrease again. In particular, ten years after a treaty
opened for ratification, conditional on the fact that it has not yet done so, a repressive executive
has a .08 percent chance of ratifying with a treaty-qualifying reservation at that point in time,
while a non-repressive executive has only a .045 percent chance. Thirty years after a treaty
opened for ratification, a repressive executive that has not yet ratified with a treaty-qualifying
reservation has a .0575 percent chance of doing so at that point in time, while a non-repressive
executive has only a .0325 percent chance. This holds for about fifteen years, and then de-
creases. A little less than 40 years after a treaty opened for ratification, a repressive executive
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has a .0495 percent chance of ratifying with a treaty-qualifying reservation at that point in time
(given that it has not yet done so), while a non-repressive executive has only a .028 percent
chance. Overall, while the actual chance of ratifying with a treaty-qualifying reservation at any
given point in time is small, the difference between repressive and non-repressive executives’
conditional probabilities is significant. The chance a repressive executive will ratify a human
rights treaty with a treaty-qualifying reservation is about 76 to 78 percent greater than the
chance a non-repressive executive will do so. These approximate smoothed hazard calculations
therefore reflect the 1.77 hazard ratio derived from the Cox model (Model 2B).

Figure 15 plots the post-estimation smoothed hazard functions for constrained and uncon-
strained executives, showing the chance that they will ratify a given human rights treaty with
a procedural reservation (conditional on the fact that they have not yet done so). As this figure
shows, more constrained executives have a greater chance of doing so than less constrained
executives. This holds throughout the entire time a treaty has been open for ratification. This
figure also shows that this chance, in general, decreases over time with a slight plateau after
twenty-five years. In particular, ten years after a treaty opened for ratification, a highly con-
strained executive has a .9 percent chance of ratifying with a procedural reservation at that
point in time (conditional on the fact that it has not yet done so), while a largely unconstrained
executive has only a .37 percent chance. Thirty years after a treaty opened for ratification, a
highly constrained executive that has not yet ratified with a procedural reservation has a .22
percent chance of doing so at that point in time, while an unconstrained executive has only
a .09 percent chance. A little less than forty years after a treaty opened for ratification, a
constrained executive has a .18 percent chance of ratifying with a procedural reservation at
that point in time (conditional on the fact that it has not yet done so), while a largely uncon-
strained executive has only a .075 percent chance. Overall, the difference is quite significant.
The chance a highly constrained executive will ratify a human rights treaty with a procedural
reservation is about 2.42 to 2.44 times as great as the chance a largely unconstrained executive
will do so. These approximate smoothed hazard calculations therefore reflect the 2.43 hazard
ratio derived from the Cox model (Model 3A). Note that this ratio is calculated by raising
the hazard ratio reported in the table to the power of the difference between the values of the
“constrained executive” variable used to calculate these hazard functions. In this case, that is
6.

Figure 16 plots the post-estimation smoothed hazard functions for constrained and uncon-
strained executives, showing the chance that they will ratify a given human rights treaty with
an article-qualifying reservation. As this figure shows, the chance of ratifying with an article-
qualifying reservation is fairly low, but more constrained executives have a greater chance of
doing so than less constrained executives. This holds throughout the entire time a treaty has
been open for ratification. This figure also shows that the chance of ratification with an article-
qualifying reservation, in general, decreases over time. In particular, ten years after a treaty
opened for ratification, a highly constrained executive has a .125 percent chance of doing so
at that point in time (conditional on the fact that it has not yet done so), while a largely
unconstrained executive has only a .073 percent chance. Thirty years after a treaty opened for
ratification, a highly constrained executive that has not yet ratified with an article-qualifying
reservation has a .08 percent chance of doing so at that point in time, while an unconstrained
executive has only a .047 percent chance. A little less than forty years after a treaty opened for
ratification, a highly constrained executive has a .05 percent chance of doing so at that point
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in time (given that it has not yet done so), while a largely unconstrained executive has only a
.0295 percent chance. Overall, while the overall chance of ratification with an article-qualifying
reservation is low, the difference between the chance of doing so for constrained and uncon-
strained executives is quite significant. The chance a highly constrained executive will ratify
a human rights treaty with an article-qualifying reservation is 69 to 71 percent greater than
the chance a largely unconstrained executive will do so. These approximate smoothed hazard
calculations therefore reflect the 1.7 hazard ratio derived from the Cox model (Model 3B). Note
that this ratio is calculated by raising the hazard ratio reported in the table to the power of the
difference between the values of the “constrained executive” variable used to calculate these
hazard functions. In this case, that is 6.

Figure 17 plots the post-estimation smoothed hazard functions for executives facing legis-
latures with different levels of power, showing the chance that they will ratify a given human
rights treaty with a procedural reservation conditional on the fact that they have not yet done
so. As this figure shows, executives facing a more powerful legislature have a greater chance
of doing so than executives facing weaker legislatures. This holds throughout the entire time a
treaty has been open for ratification. This figure also shows that the chance of ratification with
a procedural reservation, in general, decreases over time, largely plateauing toward the end.
In particular, ten years after a treaty opened for ratification, an executive facing a powerful
legislature has a .97 percent chance of ratifying with a procedural reservation at that point in
time (conditional on the fact that it has not yet done so), while an executive facing a weak
legislature has only a .43 percent chance. Thirty years after a treaty opened for ratification, an
executive facing a powerful legislature that has not yet ratified with a procedural reservation
has a .27 percent chance of doing so at that point in time, while an executive facing a weak
legislature has only a .12 percent chance. Fifty years after a treaty opened for ratification, an
executive facing a powerful legislature has a .11 percent chance of ratifying with a procedural
reservation at that point in time (conditional on the fact that it has not yet done so), while
an executive facing a weak legislature has only a .05 percent chance. Overall, the difference
between the chance of ratifying with a procedural reservation for executives facing powerful
and weak legislatures is quite significant. The chance an executive facing a powerful legislature
will ratify a human rights treaty with a procedural reservation at any given point in time is
2.2 to 2.6 times as great as the chance an executive facing a weak legislature will do so. These
approximate smoothed hazard calculations therefore reflect the 2.25 hazard ratio derived from
the Cox model (Model 4A). note that this ratio is calculated by raising the hazard ratio re-
ported in the table to the power of the difference between the values of the “legislative power”
variable used to calculate these hazard functions. In this case, that is .72.

Figure 18 plots the post-estimation smoothed hazard functions for executives facing legis-
latures with different levels of power, showing the chance that they will ratify a given human
rights treaty with an article-qualifying reservation conditional on the fact that they has not
yet done so. As this figure shows, while the chance of ratifying with an article-qualifying reser-
vation is low, executives facing a more powerful legislature have a greater chance of doing so
than executives facing weaker legislatures. This holds throughout the entire time a treaty has
been open for ratification. This figure also shows that the chance of ratifying with an article-
qualifying reservation, in general, decreases slightly over time. In particular, ten years after
a treaty opened for ratification, an executive facing a powerful legislature has a .1755 percent
chance of doing so at that point in time (conditional on the fact that it has not yet done so),
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while an executive facing a weak legislature has only a .0625 percent chance. Thirty years
after a treaty opened for ratification, an executive facing a powerful legislature that has not yet
ratified with an article-qualifying reservation has a .14 percent chance of doing so at that point
in time, while an executive facing a weak legislature has only a .05 percent chance. A little less
than forty years after a treaty opened for ratification, an executive facing a powerful legislature
has a .085 percent chance of ratifying with an article-qualifying reservation at that point in
time, while an executive facing a weak legislature has only a .03 percent chance. Overall, the
difference between the chance of ratifying with an article-qualifying reservation for executives
facing powerful and weak legislatures is significant. The chance an executive facing a powerful
legislature will ratify a human rights treaty with an article-qualifying reservation is about 2.8
to 2.83 times as great as the chance an executive facing a weak legislature will do so. These
approximate smoothed hazard calculations therefore reflect the 2.82 hazard ratio derived from
the Cox model (Model 4B). Note that this ratio is calculated by raising the hazard ratio re-
ported in the table to the power of the difference between the values of the “legislative power”
variable used to calculate these hazard functions. In this case, that is .72.

Figure 19 plots the post-estimation smoothed hazard functions for executives facing judi-
ciaries with different levels of independence, showing the chance that they will ratify a given
human rights treaty with a procedural reservation conditional on the fact that they have not
yet done so. As this figure shows, executives facing a more independent judiciary have a greater
chance of ratifying with a procedural reservation than executives facing less independent ju-
diciaries. This holds throughout the entire time a treaty has been open for ratification. This
figure also shows that the chance these executives will ratify with a procedural reservation, in
general, decreases over time, largely plateauing toward the end. In particular, ten years after
a treaty opened for ratification, an executive facing a highly independent judiciary has a 1.05
percent chance of ratifying with a procedural reservation at that point in time (conditional on
the fact that it has not yet done so), while an executive facing a less independent judiciary has
only a .375 percent chance. Thirty years after a treaty opened for ratification, an executive
facing a highly independent judiciary that has not yet ratified with a procedural reservation
has a .24 percent chance of doing so at that point in time, while an executive facing a less
independent judiciary has only a .085 percent chance. A little less than forty years after a
treaty opened for ratification, an executive facing a highly independent judiciary has a .325
percent chance of ratifying with a procedural reservation at that point in time (conditional on
the fact that it has not yet done so), while an executive facing a less independent judiciary
has only a .115 percent chance. Overall, the difference between the chance of ratifying with a
procedural reservations for executives facing judiciaries with different levels of independence is
quite significant. The chance an executive facing a highly independent judiciary will ratify a
human rights treaty with a procedural reservation is 2.8 to 2.82 times as great as the chance an
executive facing a less independent judiciary will do so. These approximate smoothed hazard
calculations therefore reflect the 2.81 hazard ratio derived from the Cox model (Model 5A).
Note that this ratio is calculated by raising the hazard ratio reported in the table to the power
of the difference between the values of the “judicial independence” variable used to calculate
these hazard functions. In this case, that is .985.

Figure 20 plots the post-estimation smoothed hazard functions for executives facing judi-
ciaries with different levels of independence, showing the chance that they will ratify a given
human rights treaty with an article-qualifying reservation conditional on the fact that they have
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not yet done so. As this figure shows, while the chance of ratifying with an article-qualifying
reservation is fairly low, executives facing a more independent judiciary have a greater chance
of doing so than executives facing weaker judiciaries. This holds throughout the entire time
a treaty has been open for ratification. This figure also shows that the chance of ratifying
with an article-qualifying reservation at a certain point in time generally decreases slightly
over time. In particular, ten years after a treaty opened for ratification, an executive facing
a highly independent judiciary has a .15 percent chance of ratifying with an article-qualifying
reservation (conditional on the fact that it has not yet done so), while an executive facing a less
independent judiciary has only a .058 percent chance. Thirty years after a treaty opened for
ratification, an executive facing a highly independent judiciary that has not yet ratified with an
article-qualifying reservation has a .095 percent chance of doing so, while an executive facing a
less independent judiciary has only a .037 percent chance. A little less than forty years after
a treaty opened for ratification, an executive facing a highly independent judiciary has a .0675
percent chance of ratifying with an article-qualifying reservation (conditional on the fact that
it has not yet done so), while an executive facing a less independent judiciary has only a .026
percent chance. Overall, the difference between the chance executives facing judiciaries with
different levels of independence will ratify with an article-qualifying reservation is quite signifi-
cant. The chance an executive facing a highly independent judiciary will ratify a human rights
treaty with an article-qualifying reservation is to 2.57 to 2.59 times as great as the chance an
executive facing a less independent judiciary will do so. These smoothed approximate hazard
calculations therefore reflect the 2.57 hazard ratio derived from the Cox model (Model 5B).
Note that this ratio calculated by raising the hazard ratio reported in the table to the power
of the difference between the values of the “judicial independence” variable used to calculate
these hazard functions. In this case, that is .985.
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Cox Proportional Hazard Regression Estimated Survival

Functions for Different Types of Executives

Figures 21 through 30 plot estimated survival functions (based on Models 1A through 5B in
the paper, respectively), comparing the survival rates of different types of executives. Like
Figures 1 through 5 above, they illustrate the probability that a state on any given treaty will
“survive” to that point in time or later (where survival refers to the fact that a state has not
ratified in particular way, depending on the type of ratification being analyzed). These figures
differ from the baseline survival estimates above, as they show the survival estimates when the
independent variables take on various values. The estimates used to derive these figures come
from the models reported in the paper. These figures therefore provide additional substantive
information about the nature of the relative risk that different types of executives have regarding
the ratification of human rights treaties, and using particular types of reservations when they
do so. We discuss these substantive results below.

Figure 21 plots survival estimates for executives transitioning from a more repressive regime
versus the survival estimates for non-transitioning executives with regard to ratification of
human rights treaties, in general. The calculations underpinning the graph stem from the
results of Model 1A in the paper. As this figure shows, the probability that a transitioning
executive will “survive” to year twenty or beyond without ratifying a given treaty is about .42.
In contrast, the probability that a non-transitioning executive will survive to year twenty or
beyond is about .52. A non-transitioning executive is more likely to “survive” without ratifying
than a transitioning executive. In other words, a transitioning executive is more likely to have
ratified before year twenty than a non-transitioning executive. The probability of survival
decreases over time for both types of executives, and the probability a transitioning executive
will not have ratified within forty years is about .4, while the probability a non-transitioning
executive will not have done so within forty years is .55. Again, a transitioning executive is
less likely to have survived forty years without ratifying (i.e., more likely to have ratified within
forty years) than a non-transitioning executive. In general, over time, transitioning executives
therefore have a greater risk of ratification than non-transitioning executives.

Figure 22 plots survival estimates for executives transitioning from a more repressive regime
versus the survival estimates for non-transitioning executives with regard to ratification of
human rights treaties without entering substantive reservations. The calculations underpinning
the graph stem from the results of Model 1B in the paper. As this figure shows, the probability
that a transitioning executive will “survive” to year twenty or beyond without ratifying a given
treaty without a substantive reservation is about .55. In contrast, the probability that a non-
transitioning executive will survive to year twenty or beyond is about .65. A non-transitioning
executive is more likely to have “survived” without ratifying with a substantive reservation
than a transitioning executive. In other words, a transitioning executive is more likely to have
ratified without a substantive reservation before year twenty than a non-transitioning executive.
The probability of survival decreases over time for both types of executives, and the probability
a transitioning executive will not have ratified without a substantive reservation within forty
years is about .44, while the probability a non-transitioning executive will not have done so
within forty years is .55. Again, a transitioning executive is less likely to have survived forty
years without ratifying without a substantive reservation (i.e., more likely to have done so) than
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a non-transitioning executive. In general, over time, transitioning executives therefore have a
greater risk of ratifying without substantive reservations than non-transitioning executives.

Figure 23 plots survival estimates for repressive executives versus the survival estimates for
non-repressive executives with regard to the ratification of human rights treaties, in general.
The calculations underpinning the graph stem from the results of Model 2A in the paper. As
this figure shows, the probability that a repressive executive will “survive” to year twenty or
beyond without ratifying a given treaty is about .55. In contrast, the probability that a non-
repressive executive will survive to year twenty or beyond is about .48. A repressive executive
is more likely to “survive” without ratifying than a non-repressive executive. A repressive
executive is thus less likely to have ratified before year twenty than a non-repressive executive.
The probability of survival decreases over time for both types of executives, and the probability
a repressive executive will not have ratified within forty years is about .45, while the probability
a non-repressive executive will not have done so within forty years is .36. Again, a repressive
executive is more likely to have survived forty years without ratifying (i.e., less likely to have
ratified within forty years) than a non-repressive executive. In general, over time, repressive
executives therefore have a lower risk of ratification than non-repressive executives.

Figure 24 plots survival estimates for repressive executives versus the survival estimates for
non-repressive executives with regard to the ratification of human rights treaties with a treaty-
qualifying reservation. The calculations underpinning the graph stem from the results of Model
2B in the paper. As this figure shows, the probability that a repressive executive will “survive”
to year twenty or beyond without ratifying a given treaty with a treaty-qualifying reservation
is about .984. In contrast, the probability that a non-repressive executive will survive to year
twenty or beyond is about .991. A non-repressive executive is more likely to “survive” without
ratifying with a treaty-qualifying reservation than a repressive executive. A repressive executive
is thus more likely to have ratified with a treaty-qualifying reservation before year twenty than
a non-repressive executive. The probability of survival decreases over time for both types
of executives, and the probability a repressive executive will not have ratified with a treaty-
qualifying reservation within forty years is about .973, while the probability a non-repressive
executive will not have done so within forty years is .985. Again, a repressive executive is less
likely to have survived forty years without ratifying with a treaty-qualifying reservation (i.e.,
more likely to have done so) than a non-repressive executive. In general, over time, repressive
executives therefore have a greater risk of ratifying with a treaty-qualifying reservation than
non-repressive executives.

Figure 25 plots survival estimates for constrained executives versus the survival estimates
for unconstrained executives with regard to the ratification of human rights treaties with a
procedural reservation. The calculations underpinning the graph stem from the results of
Model 3A in the paper. As this figure shows, the probability that a constrained executive will
“survive” to year twenty or beyond without ratifying a given treaty with a procedural reservation
is about .83. In contrast, the probability that an unconstrained executive will survive to year
twenty or beyond is about .93. An unconstrained executive is more likely to “survive” without
ratifying with a procedural reservation than a constrained executive. A constrained executive
is thus more likely to have ratified with a procedural reservation before year twenty than an
unconstrained one. The probability of survival decreases over time for both types of executives,
and the probability a constrained executive will not have ratified with a procedural reservation
within forty years is about .8, while the probability an unconstrained executive will not have
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done so within forty years is .915. Again, a constrained executive is less likely to have survived
forty years without ratifying with a procedural reservation (i.e., more likely to have done so)
than an unconstrained executive. In general, over time, constrained executives therefore have
a greater risk of ratifying with a procedural reservation than unconstrained executives.

Figure 26 plots survival estimates for constrained executives versus the survival estimates
for unconstrained executives with regard to the ratification of human rights treaties with an
article-qualifying reservation. The calculations underpinning the graph stem from the results of
Model 3B in the paper. As this figure shows, the probability that a constrained executive will
“survive” to year twenty or beyond without ratifying a given treaty with an article-qualifying
reservation is about .974. In contrast, the probability that an unconstrained executive will
survive to year twenty or beyond is about .985. An unconstrained executive is more likely to
“survive” without ratifying with an article-qualifying reservation than a constrained executive.
A constrained executive is thus more likely to have ratified with an article-qualifying reservation
before year twenty than an unconstrained one. The probability of survival decreases over time
for both types of executives, and the probability a constrained executive will not have ratified
with an article-qualifying reservation within forty years is about .96, while the probability an
unconstrained executive will not have done so within forty years is .976. Again, a constrained
executive is less likely to have survived forty years without ratifying with an article-qualifying
reservation (i.e., more likely to have done so) than an unconstrained executive. In general, over
time, constrained executives therefore have a greater risk of ratifying with an article-qualifying
reservation than unconstrained executives.

Figure 27 plots survival estimates for executives facing a powerful legislature versus the
survival estimates for executives facing a weak legislature with regard to the ratification of
human rights treaties with a procedural reservation. The calculations underpinning the graph
stem from the results of Model 4A in the paper. As this figure shows, the probability that an
executive facing a powerful legislature will “survive” to year twenty or beyond without ratifying
a given treaty with a procedural reservation is about .815. In contrast, the probability that
an executive facing a weak legislature will survive to year twenty or beyond is about .915.
An executive facing a weak legislature is more likely to “survive” without ratifying with a
procedural reservation than an executive facing a powerful legislature. An executive facing a
powerful legislature is thus more likely to have ratified with a procedural reservation before year
twenty than an unconstrained one. The probability of survival decreases over time for both
types of executives, and the probability an executive facing a powerful legislature will not have
ratified with a procedural reservation within forty years is about .77, while the probability an
executive facing a weak legislature will not have done so within forty years is .89. Again, an
executive facing a powerful legislature is less likely to have survived forty years without ratifying
with a procedural reservation (i.e., more likely to have done so) than an executive facing a
weak legislature. In general, over time, executives facing a powerful legislature therefore have a
greater risk of ratifying with a procedural reservation than executives facing a weak legislature.

Figure 28 plots survival estimates for executives facing a powerful legislature versus the
survival estimates for executives facing a weak legislature with regard to the ratification of
human rights treaties with an article-qualifying reservation. The calculations underpinning the
graph stem from the results of Model 4B in the paper. As this figure shows, the probability
that an executive facing a powerful legislature will “survive” to year twenty or beyond without
ratifying a given treaty with an article-qualifying reservation is about .965. In contrast, the
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probability that an executive facing a weak legislature will survive to year twenty or beyond
is about .987. An executive facing a weak legislature is more likely to “survive” without
ratifying with an article-qualifying reservation than an executive facing a powerful legislature.
An executive facing a powerful legislature is thus more likely to have ratified with an article-
qualifying reservation before year twenty than an unconstrained one. The probability of survival
decreases over time for both types of executives, and the probability an executive facing a
powerful legislature will not have ratified with an article-qualifying reservation within forty
years is about .945, while the probability an executive facing a weak legislature will not have
done so within forty years is .98. Again, an executive facing a powerful legislature is less
likely to have survived forty years without ratifying with an article-qualifying reservation (i.e.,
more likely to have done so) than an executive facing a weak legislature. In general, over
time, executives facing a powerful legislature therefore have a greater risk of ratifying with an
article-qualifying reservation than executives facing a weak legislature.

Figure 29 plots survival estimates for executives facing a highly independent judiciary versus
the survival estimates for executives facing a largely non-independent judiciary with regard
to the ratification of human rights treaties with a procedural reservation. The calculations
underpinning the graph stem from the results of Model 5A in the paper. As this figure shows,
the probability that an executive facing a highly independent judiciary will “survive” to year
twenty or beyond without ratifying a given treaty with a procedural reservation is about .81.
In contrast, the probability that an executive facing a largely non-independent judiciary will
survive to year twenty or beyond is about .93. An executive facing a largely non-independent
judiciary is more likely to “survive” without ratifying with a procedural reservation than an
executive facing a highly independent judiciary. An executive facing a highly independent
judiciary is thus more likely to have ratified with a procedural reservation before year twenty
than an unconstrained one. The probability of survival decreases over time for both types of
executives, and the probability an executive facing a highly independent judiciary will not have
ratified with a procedural reservation within forty years is about .775, while the probability an
executive facing a largely non-independent judiciary will not have done so within forty years is
.915. Again, an executive facing a highly independent judiciary is less likely to have survived
forty years without ratifying with a procedural reservation (i.e., more likely to have done so)
than an executive facing a largely non-independent judiciary. In general, over time, executives
facing a highly independent judiciary therefore have a greater risk of ratifying with a procedural
reservation than executives facing a largely non-independent judiciary.

Figure 30 plots survival estimates for executives facing a highly independent judiciary versus
the survival estimates for executives facing a largely non-independent judiciary with regard to
the ratification of human rights treaties with an article-qualifying reservation. The calculations
underpinning the graph stem from the results of Model 5B in the paper. As this figure shows, the
probability that an executive facing a highly independent judiciary will “survive” to year twenty
or beyond without ratifying a given treaty with an article-qualifying reservation is about .969.
In contrast, the probability that an executive facing a largely non-independent judiciary will
survive to year twenty or beyond is about .988. An executive facing a largely non-independent
judiciary is more likely to “survive” without ratifying with an article-qualifying reservation than
an executive facing a highly independent judiciary. An executive facing a highly independent
judiciary is thus more likely to have ratified with an article-qualifying reservation before year
twenty than an unconstrained one. The probability of survival decreases over time for both
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types of executives, and the probability an executive facing a highly independent judiciary will
not have ratified with an article-qualifying reservation within forty years is about .953, while
the probability an executive facing a largely non-independent judiciary will not have done so
within forty years is .982. Again, an executive facing a highly independent judiciary is less
likely to have survived forty years without ratifying with an article-qualifying reservation (i.e.,
more likely to have done so) than an executive facing a largely non-independent judiciary. In
general, over time, executives facing a highly independent judiciary therefore have a greater
risk of ratifying with an article-qualifying reservation than executives facing a largely non-
independent judiciary.
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.75.8.85.9.951
survival estimate
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Robustness Checks

We run several models to check the robustness of the results for the event history analyses
reported in the paper. While we discuss in the paper why these models are not as appropriate
for purposes of testing our theory as the event history analyses, we do find that the results
reported in the paper are largely consistent across these models as well. The first set of models
runs Heckman selection models, the second set run the event history models from the paper
while including a measure of human rights protections as a control variable, and the third
set of models are frailty models to check the robustness of the paper’s results to unobserved
heterogeneity across different treaties.
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Selection Models

As we discuss in detail in the paper, selection models are not the most appropriate way to test
our argument. Rather than being a decision to ratify followed by a decision regarding what
reservations to enter (as assumed by a selection model), ratification and reservation decisions
are inextricably linked together – and often occur simultaneously. Despite the difference in
substantive accuracy of the selection modeling process, the results of these models are largely
substantively consistent with our theoretical argument demonstrating the robustness of our
results. The results of the models analyzing transitioning and repressive ratification of human
rights treaties, in general (using a simple probit analysis), are reported in Table 2 in this Web
Appendix. A model reporting transitioning executives’ selection into ratification without sub-
stantive reservations is reported in Table 3. A model reporting repressive executives’ selection
into the use of treaty-qualifying reservations are reported in Table 4. Models reporting selection
of executives constrained in various ways into the use of procedural reservations are reported
in Table 5. Models reporting selection of executives constrained in various ways into the use of
article-qualifying reservations are reported in Table 6.

The selection models yield results that are largely consistent with the analysis reported in
the paper. The nature of the difference in risk for different types of regimes ratifying in different
ways that are yielded by selection models is substantively similar to the results reported in the
paper. Models 1A and 1B in Tables 2 and 3 show that regimes transitioning away from more
repressive regimes that have ratified human rights treaties are more likely to ratify human rights
treaties and, more specifically, of doing so without entering any substantive reservations. Model
2A in Table 2 shows that repressive executives are less likely to ratify human rights treaties, in
general, than non-repressive executives. Model 2B in Table 4 shows that repressive executives
that do ratify are more likely to ratify with treaty-qualifying reservations when compared to
the likelihood that non-repressive regimes will do so. Model 3A in Table 5 shows that more
constrained executives that ratify human rights treaties are more likely to ratify with procedural
reservations than less constrained executives. Digging deeper into the institutional sources of
this constraining effect, Models 4A, 4B, 5A, and 5B in Tables 5 and 6 show that executives
facing a more powerful legislature and executives facing a more independent judiciary are more
likely to ratify with procedural and/or article-qualifying reservations. While some of these
results are not statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level, many of them are.
Most importantly, all these results are substantively consistent with the predictions of our
argument – all demonstrate effects in the direction predicted by our theory. The one exception
to this consistency in the results is Model 3B in Table 6. The results indicate that constrained
executives are less (rather than more) likely to ratify with article-qualifying reservations. The
negative effect, however, is not statistically significant, and thus does not explicitly contradict
the predictions of our argument. Moreover, this result is not necessarily surprising, as the
results of Model 3B reported in the paper are also the least substantively significant of all the
results, and thus likely not as robust as the results of the other models.

Overall, despite the fact that selection models are not as consistent with our theoretical
argument as event history models, the results reported here indicate that the results reported
in the paper are fairly robust, even if the actual ratification/reservation process is not modeled
in the most appropriate way.

The fact that ρ is statistically significant in most of the selection models tells us that the
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ratification phase and the reservation phases have correlated errors. This means that we need
to control for the ratification process to understand the reservation process. This tells us that
the simple probit model would not be appropriate, which is useful information as the current
literature tends to study reservations without taking into account the ratification phase.
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Event History Models with Human Rights Protections Control Variable

As we discuss in the paper, problems arise with missing data when we include measures of human
rights protections as control variables in the analysis. Because this study covers so many years,
we face a problem with including variables controlling for human rights protections in a state,
as the data from early years in our analysis has not yet begun to be collected. Including such
variables drops over thirty years from from the analysis and risks losing data for many states
– data that all falls in the earlier years of treaties’ ratification processes. When these variables
are dropped, we therefore face a significant problem with left censoring. It is the early ratifiers
of many of these agreements that are dropped, and thus their risk of ratifying in different ways
(which is a substantial part of the data) is omitted from the analysis. In addition, we examine
a broad range of human rights agreements that seek to protect many different kinds of rights.
It is not clear what specific rights being protected in a state might help to explain ratification
across this wide array of different agreements. Given these two issues, we do not include a
variable indicating a state’s level of human rights protections in the analysis – a choice that
is consistent with other recent works in the ratification/reservations literature (e.g., Simmons
2009; Koremenos 2016). However, to test the robustness of our results, we do run models
including these human rights protections.

Tables 7 and 8 in this Web Appendix report the results of models controlling for a state’s
level of physical integrity rights protections and Tables 9 and 10 report the results of models
controlling for a state’s level of protection of civil and political rights. The results of all models
are largely substantively consistent with the results reported in the paper, and illustrate that
our results are likely not being driven by the omission of human rights variables.

Models 1A and and 1B in Table 7 show that even when controlling for a state’s level of
physical integrity rights protections, executives in states transitioning away from more repressive
regimes have an increased risk of ratifying human rights treaties, and of doing so without
entering substantive reservations. Models 2A and 2B in Table 7 show that even when controlling
for a state’s level of physical integrity rights protections, repressive executives have a decreased
risk of ratifying human rights treaties, in general, and a greater risk of ratifying with treaty-
qualifying reservations when compared to the risk that non-repressive executives will do so.
Models 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, 5A, and 5B in Table 8 show that more constrained executives have an
increased risk of ratifying with procedural reservations and/or article-qualifying reservations.
This is true both for executives facing a more powerful legislature and executives facing a more
independent judiciary. All of these results are substantively consistent with our theoretical
predictions.

Models 1A and and 1B in Table 9 show that even when controlling for a state’s level of civil
and political rights protections, executives in states transitioning away from more repressive
regimes have an increased risk of ratifying human rights treaties, and of doing so without enter-
ing substantive reservations. Model 2A in Table 9 show that even when controlling for a state’s
level of physical integrity rights protections, repressive executives have a greater risk of ratifying
with treaty-qualifying reservations when compared to the risk that non-repressive executives
will do so. Models 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, 5A, and 5B in Table 10 show that more constrained execu-
tives have an increased risk of ratifying with procedural reservations and/or article-qualifying
reservations. This is true both for executives facing a more powerful legislature as well as ex-
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ecutives facing a more independent judiciary.2 All of these results are substantively consistent
with our theoretical predictions. The one exception to this consistency are the results in Model
2B in Table 9, which show that repressive executives have an increased (rather than decreased)
risk of ratifying human rights treaties. The effect, however, is not statistically significant, and
thus does not explicitly contradict the predictions of our argument.

2Note that in Model 5A in Table 10 the independent judiciary variable violates the proportional hazard
assumption that underpins the Cox event history models. Analyzing the combined coefficients of the two
independent judiciary variables (the independent judiciary variable and the variable interacting the independent
judiciary measure with the natural log of time) shows that executives facing a more independent judiciary have
a statistically significant, increased risk of ratifying with procedural reservations for the first 40 years a treaty
is open for ratification. This covers almost the entire time span a treaty is open for ratification, and is thus
consistent with our argument.
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Frailty Models

We recognize that there may be unobserved heterogeneity across different human rights treaties
that may affect our results. We therefore run frailty models to help account for this unobserved
heterogeneity, the results of which are reported in Tables 11 and 12. Frailty models account
for this unobserved heterogeneity by allowing the risk of ratification to vary by treaty. These
models are thus similar to random effects models. One problem with these models, however,
is that in some of the models with less data there were gaps in the data which make it more
problematic to interpret these models as we have to assume that these gaps do not matter,
making them less appropriate to use than standard event history models.

Across the board, the results of these models support the results reported in the paper.
As Models 1A and 1B in Table 11 show, executives transitioning away from more repressive
regimes have a statistically significant increased risk of ratifying human rights treaties and doing
so without entering substantive reservations when compared to non-transitioning executives.
As Models 2A and 2B in Table 11 show, when compared to non-repressive executives, repres-
sive executives have a statistically significant decreased risk of ratifying human rights treaties
and an increased risk of using treaty-qualifying reservations. As Models 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, 5A,
and 5B show, constrained executives, those specifically constrained by a more powerful legisla-
ture, and those specifically constrained by the existence of a more independent judiciary have
a statistically significant increased risk of ratifying with procedural and/or article-qualifying
reservations. All of these results are consistent with those reported in the paper, helping to
demonstrate that unobserved heterogeneity across treaties is not driving our results.

66



T
ab

le
11

:
A

n
al

y
zi

n
g

T
ra

n
si

ti
on

in
g

an
d

R
ep

re
ss

iv
e

E
x
ec

u
ti

ve
s’

R
es

er
va

ti
on

s
(f

ra
il
ty

m
o
d
el

s)

M
o
d
el

1A
:

M
o
d
el

1B
:

M
o
d
el

2A
:

M
o
d
el

2B
:

R
at

ifi
ca

ti
on

,
in

ge
n
er

al
N

o
su

b
st

an
ti

ve
re

se
rv

at
io

n
s

R
at

ifi
ca

ti
on

,
in

ge
n
er

al
T

re
at

y
-q

u
al

if
y
in

g
re

se
rv

at
io

n
s

T
ra

n
si

ti
on

in
g

ex
ec

u
ti

ve
1.

36
1∗

∗
1.

42
7∗

∗

(0
.0

80
)

(0
.0

94
)

R
ep

re
ss

iv
e

ex
ec

u
ti

ve
0.

81
6∗

∗
1.

76
6∗

∗

(0
.0

43
)

(0
.4

91
)

Is
la

m
ic

la
w

0.
42

2∗
∗

0.
80

6∗
∗

0.
43

9∗
∗

3.
03

3∗
∗

(0
.0

78
)

(0
.0

56
)

(0
.0

82
)

(0
.8

25
)

Is
la

m
ic

la
w

×
ln

(t
im

e)
1.

38
0∗

∗
1.

38
1∗

∗

(0
.1

10
)

(0
.1

11
)

C
om

m
on

la
w

0.
66

1∗
∗

0.
61

5∗
∗

0.
47

1∗
∗

1.
61

1∗

(0
.0

33
)

(0
.0

36
)

(0
.0

72
)

(0
.4

10
)

C
om

m
on

la
w

×
ln

(t
im

e)
1.

14
8∗

∗

(0
.0

78
)

P
ri

or
ra

ti
fi
er

s
(l

n
)

0.
69

6∗
∗

0.
82

0∗
0.

71
2∗

∗
1.

66
0

(0
.0

74
)

(0
.0

94
)

(0
.0

75
)

(2
.6

50
)

O
b
se

rv
at

io
n
s

65
,8

77
74

,9
48

65
,8

77
10

3,
53

3
lo

g
li
ke

li
h
o
o
d

-1
56

61
.7

67
-1

22
43

.2
63

-1
56

65
.1

59
-4

58
.1

48
L

R
te

st
χ̄
2

16
89

.0
9

88
2.

26
16

81
.3

4
74

.3
1

p
ro

b
≥
χ̄
2

.0
00

.0
00

.0
00

.0
00

W
al

d
χ
2

14
9.

83
12

8.
18

13
8.

57
34

.9
7

p
ro

b
>
χ
2

.0
00

.0
00

.0
00

.0
00

θ
1.

12
2

.8
43

1.
11

6
2.

43
2

(.
29

7)
(.

23
4)

(.
29

6)
(.

99
0)

H
az

ar
d

ra
ti

os
re

p
or

te
d

.
S

ta
n

d
ar

d
er

ro
rs

ar
e

re
p

o
rt

ed
in

p
a
re

n
th

es
es

.

F
ra

il
ty

m
o
d

el
s

re
p

or
te

d
,

cl
u

st
er

ed
b
y

tr
ea

ty
.

67



T
ab

le
12

:
A

n
al

y
zi

n
g

E
x
ec

u
ti

ve
C

on
st

ra
in

ts
an

d
th

e
u
se

of
R

es
er

va
ti

on
s

(f
ra

il
ty

m
o
d
el

s)

M
o
d
el

3A
:

M
o
d
el

3B
:

M
o
d
el

4A
:

M
o
d
el

4B
:

M
o
d
el

5A
:

M
o
d
el

5B
:

P
ro

ce
d
u
ra

l
A

rt
ic

le
-q

u
al

if
y
in

g
P

ro
ce

d
u
ra

l
A

rt
ic

le
-q

u
al

if
y
in

g
P

ro
ce

d
u
ra

l
A

rt
ic

le
-q

u
al

if
y
in

g

E
x
ec

u
ti

ve
co

n
st

ra
in

ts
1.

17
2∗

∗
1.

10
5∗

(0
.0

30
)

(0
.0

61
)

L
eg

is
la

ti
ve

p
ow

er
3.

41
6∗

∗
5.

81
0∗

∗

(0
.8

09
)

(3
.1

34
)

J
u
d
ic

ia
l

in
d
ep

en
d
en

ce
3.

18
4∗

∗
2.

74
6∗

∗

(0
.5

51
)

(1
.1

12
)

Is
la

m
ic

la
w

0.
39

6∗
∗

4.
22

9∗
∗

0.
41

3∗
∗

5.
14

8∗
∗

0.
47

7∗
5.

02
5∗

∗

(0
.1

72
)

(1
.0

80
)

(0
.1

68
)

(1
.2

32
)

(0
.1

94
)

(1
.2

81
)

Is
la

m
ic

la
w

×
ln

(t
im

e)
1.

79
4∗

∗
1.

64
2∗

∗
1.

67
1∗

∗

(0
.3

26
)

(0
.2

78
)

(0
.2

84
)

C
om

m
on

la
w

0.
95

4
1.

08
4

0.
39

7∗
∗

0.
94

3
0.

25
6∗

∗
0.

87
4

(0
.1

07
)

(0
.2

53
)

(0
.1

34
)

(0
.2

10
)

(0
.0

87
)

(0
.1

96
)

C
om

m
on

la
w

×
ln

(t
im

e)
1.

46
0∗

∗
1.

58
6∗

∗

(0
.2

14
)

(0
.2

34
)

P
ri

or
ra

ti
fi
er

s
(l

n
)

1.
01

8
0.

45
9

1.
03

7
0.

58
5

0.
89

7
0.

43
3

(0
.3

97
)

(0
.2

57
)

(0
.4

32
)

(0
.4

34
)

(0
.3

14
)

(0
.2

32
)

O
b
se

rv
at

io
n
s

78
,9

00
84

,0
81

91
,2

89
96

,9
99

92
,2

15
97

,9
33

lo
g

li
ke

li
h
o
o
d

-2
74

7.
30

9
-5

92
.0

57
-3

09
4.

94
2

-6
30

.8
48

-3
12

3.
28

5
-6

70
.3

04
L

R
te

st
χ̄
2

66
0.

66
11

7.
48

73
7.

87
13

1.
45

73
8.

86
13

8.
27

p
ro

b
≥
χ̄
2

.0
00

.0
00

.0
00

.0
00

.0
00

.0
00

W
al

d
χ
2

48
.9

5
36

.6
9

44
.9

8
47

.6
1

64
.2

2
44

.4
2

p
ro

b
>
χ
2

.0
00

.0
00

.0
00

.0
00

.0
00

.0
00

θ
2.

25
1

4.
13

1
2.

28
1

4.
30

8
2.

28
8

4.
32

8
(.

62
8)

(1
.7

66
)

(.
63

4)
(1

.8
21

)
(.

63
6)

(1
.8

24
)

H
az

ar
d

ra
ti

os
re

p
or

te
d

.
S

ta
n

d
ar

d
er

ro
rs

ar
e

re
p

o
rt

ed
in

p
a
re

n
th

es
es

.

F
ra

il
ty

m
o
d

el
s

re
p

or
te

d
,

cl
u

st
er

ed
b
y

tr
ea

ty
.

68



Alternative Explanations for Transitioning Executives’ Use of Reservations

In the paper, we argue that executives transitioning away from a more repressive regime have
a greater risk of ratifying human rights treaties and of doing so without entering substantive
reservations. We argue that this is because they desire to “lock in” policies to protect human
rights in order to prevent a return to the type of repressive regime the country had previously.
However, there are potential alternative explanations for this same ratification strategy. For
example, newly developing bureaucracies of the executive branches of transitioning regimes
might simply not have the capacity to analyze the legal ramifications of international treaties
and construct reservations to head them off. They are therefore less likely to enter reserva-
tions. Similarly, the elites of transitioning democracies are argued to have a strong interest in
conforming to international human rights norms, and might therefore ratify and do so without
reservations in order to most strongly signal their commitment to those norms. We therefore
run models that control for these potential alternative explanations.

To control for the difficulty bureaucracies might face in analyzing the legal ramifications of
international treaties, we include two variables: (1) the length of the treaty (logged to account
for skewness) and (2) whether or not the state was involved in the actual negotiation of the
treaty text. First, we expect that it is more difficult to analyze the ramifications of longer
treaties. With longer treaties, there is more material to cover, and there are more clauses and
articles that can exert various effects that must be analyzed. Longer treaties will thus demand
greater resources for analysis. Second, taking into account a country’s legal experience in the
construction of the treaty might also address this alternative explanation. States involved in
the negotiation likely better understand the treaty’s ramifications, as this is often a key part of
the discussion in negotiations. We therefore control for whether or not a state was involved in
the actual negotiation of the treaty.

Finally, the elites of transitioning democracies are argued to have a strong interest in con-
forming to international human rights norms (Moravcsik 2000), and might therefore ratify and
do so without reservations in order to most strongly signal their commitment to those norms.
We expect that the variable that captures the number of states that have already ratified a treaty
helps to address this alternative explanation. Indeed, the literature shows that states are more
likely to ratify a human rights treaty when more states have already ratified it (e.g. Goodliffe
and Hawkins 2006; Neumayer 2007; Wotipka and Tsutsui 2008; Simmons 2009; Goodliffe, et
al. 2010). One key reason for this result is international pressure (i.e., a norm of ratification).
Controlling for this variable should therefore address the ratification pressure that states might
feel.

Models 1A and 1B in Table 13 show that even controlling for these potential alternative
explanations, the results in support of our argument about transitioning executives’ ratification
strategies holds. Even controlling for treaty length, whether or not a state was involved in the
negotiation of the treaty, and the amount of prior ratifiers, Model 1A shows that transitioning
executives have a greater risk of ratifying, in general, and Model 1B shows that they have a
greater risk of ratifying without substantive reservations. Our argument is therefore robust to
the inclusion of variables that might provide alternative explanations for these results.

We also recognize that transitioning executives, in general, might face political instabilities,
and that addressing those instabilities could arguably require them to constrain individual
freedoms. Transitioning executives might therefore need to use article-qualifying reservations

69



to deal with the transitional challenges they face. We do not expect this to hold, as we are
not focusing on transitioning regimes, in general, but are specifically focusing on executives
transitioning away from more repressive regimes. The leaders of these types of regimes are likely
to have preferences that favor more democratic values than the regimes that preceded them.
We therefore expect that they would not be likely to work to institute policies that constrain
individual freedoms, and thus not need to use article-qualifying reservations in order to do so.
We find that this holds empirically. Model 1C in Table 13 reports the results of a model that
analyzes the risk that the elites of executives transitioning away from repressive regimes will
ratify with article-qualifying reservations. These types of executives do not have an increased
risk of ratifying with article-qualifying reservations. They actually have a lower risk of doing
so than other types of executives. This decreased risk, however, is not statistically significant.
These results are consistent with our argument that executives transitioning away from more
repressive regimes are likely to seek to “lock in” policies that protect human rights, and thus
to ratify human rights treaties, and moreover, to do so without substantive reservations.
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