
How Many International Non-Governmental

Organizations Are There? Assessing Missingness and Its

Implications in INGO Datasets∗

Sarah Sunn Bush† Jennifer Hadden‡ Melissa Pavlik§

June 11, 2024

***First draft. Please do not circulate or cite without authors’ permission.***

∗This research is supported by the National Science Foundation under Grant No. 1758755. Any opinions,
findings, conclusions, or recommendations expressed in this material are those of the authors and do not
necessarily reflect the views of the National Science Foundation.

†University of Pennsylvania, ssbush@upenn.edu
‡University of Maryland jhadden1@umd.edu
§Yale University, Political Science melissa.pavlik@yale.edu



Abstract

International non-governmental organizations (INGOs) are important actors in

world politics. Scholars have sought to understand when INGOs are founded, un-

der what conditions INGOs affect national and international politics and policy, and

why and how INGOs themselves operate. An essential question for all of these research

agendas is how many INGOs exist. That question is perhaps surprisingly difficult to an-

swer. This study documents the extent of missingness in the Yearbook of International

Organizations, which is the leading source of data on INGOs as well as other actors in

contemporary global governance. Furthermore, it develops and tests hypotheses about

the nature of this missingness. It finds that the Yearbook is more likely to include IN-

GOs headquartered in wealthy and democratic countries as well as organizations that

are integrated into the United Nations system. These findings point to important ways

that political scientists’ understanding of INGOs may be biased by reliance on data

from the Yearbook. They also speak to ongoing debates about the under-representation

of voices from the Global South in global governance and transnational advocacy; our

findings suggest that INGOs headquartered in the Global North may be even more

over-represented in positions of power than it would appear given that the main data

source on INGOs itself over-represents such groups.



Introduction

A large and growing literature within political science and related fields examines the role of

international non-governmental organizations (INGOs) in world politics. INGOs are active in

nearly every major issue in international relations and are central actors within contemporary

global governance. Indeed, the growth of INGOs has been described as part of a “power

shift” away from national governments in favor of non-state actors (Mathews, 1997).

Research on INGOs—which also encompasses work on transnational advocacy, social

movement organizations, civil society, and other related concepts—falls into three broad

categories. The first examines the factors that determine how many INGOs exist, with

studies highlighting how changing international norms, globalization, and international in-

stitutions have encouraged the spread of this organizational form (Boli and Thomas, 1997;

Tsutsui and Wotipka, 2004; Reimann, 2006; Simmons, 2009). The second identifies the

effects of INGOs, including on states’ environmental and human rights practices and inter-

governmental organizations’ (IGOs’) policy agendas (Keck and Sikkink, 1998; Price, 1998;

Kim, 2013; Tallberg et al., 2018; Lall, forthcoming). The third considers outcomes at the

level of INGOs themselves, addressing questions such as how they gain authority, form net-

works, and secure resources (Cooley and Ron, 2002; Gourevitch and Lake, 2012; Murdie,

2014; Stroup and Wong, 2017).

For all three research agendas, a central task is determining how many INGOs exist. The

key source of information in the studies cited above and hundreds of others is Yearbook on

International Organizations (Union of International Associations, 1953-2023). The Yearbook

is the most reputable data source on INGOs that does not restrict its focus geographically

or by issue area. Yet while the Yearbook is widely used, its limitations as a data source on
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INGOs are not widely understood.1 As we describe in more depth below, it relies on existing

INGOs, the media, and foundations’ and IGOs’ lists for information about INGO creation,

and then on voluntary self-reporting for information about INGO activities and funding. As

such, the Yearbook likely substantially undercounts INGOs, although the extent and type of

missingness has previously been unknown.

In this study, we document the extent of missingness, showing that the Yearbook fails to

report the vast majority of INGOs that exist today according to several tests. For example,

we estimate that, at minimum, 70% of INGOs in the humanitarian sector and 85% of INGOs

based in the United States do not appear in the Yearbook.

Furthermore, we develop and test hypotheses about the predictors of missingness in the

Yearbook. We build on recent research on the politics of global measurement that explores

how the information environment varies in predictable ways that introduce bias in leading

sources of data on human rights (e.g., Fariss, 2014; Arnon, Haschke and Park, 2023) and

democracy (Little and Meng, forthcoming). We theorize that more prominent INGOs—

specifically, those that are better integrated into the United Nations (UN) system, older,

and from wealthier and more democratic countries—are more likely to be counted. We

test these hypotheses by comparing data from the Yearbook to several more-comprehensive

national registries of non-profits as well as a large global database of humanitarian INGOs.

We find that INGOs from wealthier and more democratic countries are indeed more likely

to be represented in the Yearbook. We also find that INGOs that are affiliated with the

United Nations are vastly more likely to be in the Yearbook, highlighting the importance of

this connection. We have mixed findings for our hypothesis about organizational age, which

1Though Bloodgood (2016) and Bloodgood, Stroup and Wong (2023) provide excellent discussions of
some of the issues involved in the Yearbook data, and Bush (2007) examines coverage of religious human
rights INGOs in the Yearbook.
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we discuss further below.

A central contribution of this study is to identify the extent and direction of missing-

ness in the Yearbook. Our findings should interest not only scholars of INGOs but also

scholars of other types of global governance actors, including traditional IGOs, IGO ema-

nations, informal IGOs, and private transnational regulatory organizations, among others.2

Indeed, scholars are increasingly interested in accounting for trends in full populations of

IGOs beyond those that are most in the headlines, and the Yearbook is a valued source of in-

formation on these lesser-known organizations (e.g., Gray, 2018; Eilstrup-Sangiovanni, 2020;

Roger, 2020; Debre and Dijkstra, 2021). As scholars seek to understand entire ecologies of

organizations (e.g., Abbott, Green and Keohane, 2016; Bush and Hadden, 2019; Morin, 2020;

Lake, 2021), having comprehensive population-level data is more important than ever.

In addition, these findings make at least two other important contributions to our un-

derstanding of world politics. First, empirically we show how conventional understandings

about INGOs within the social sciences may be biased by reliance on data from the Yearbook.

Many scholars who rely on the Yearbook argue or assume that INGOs are more likely to be

present in democratic countries (where the environment is politically supportive), wealth-

ier countries (where the environment provides more funding), and countries that are more

embedded in the liberal international order (where the environment is more supportive of

the INGO norm) (e.g., Boli and Thomas, 1997). Yet we show that Yearbook missingness

is also associated with these factors, suggesting that INGOs may be more prevalent in less

democratic, poorer, or less globally-integrated environments than appreciated because they

are systematically less likely to appear in the leading cross-national data source on INGOs.

2For example, see Hooghe, Marks and Schakel (2010); Green (2013); Vabulas and Snidal (2013); Johnson
(2014); Roger and Rowan (2022).
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Second, our findings speak to ongoing policy debates about power imbalances between

the Global North and Global South among INGOs. Descriptively, transnational advocacy

networks have long been dominated by organizations headquartered in the Global North,

even though many of them work primarily in the Global South (Hughes et al., 2018; Cheng

et al., 2021). This pattern of exclusion has prompted significant backlash and accusations of

neocolonialism and racism, as well as concerns that INGOs are less effective when voices from

the Global South are not centered. INGOs in some issue areas, such as humanitarianism,

have accordingly taken steps to shift power from the Global North to the Global South.3

Our analysis speaks to these policy debates because it finds that the main global source of

information we have on INGOs undercounts Global South INGOs (i.e., those based in poorer

countries) significantly more than Global North INGOs.4 Thus, Global North INGOs are

even more over-represented in positions of power than it would appear, making these power

imbalances even more acute.

Theory and Hypotheses

To theorize the process by which some INGOs become included in the Yearbook, we draw

on research on the politics of global measurement (Kelley and Simmons, 2015). Within

this literature, researchers generally assume that the people who create datasets seek to be

3For example, see Jessica Alexander, “Five International NGOs Launch Fresh Bid to Tackle Power Imbal-
ances in Aid,” The New Humanitarian, October 27, 2022. Available at https://www.thenewhumanitarian.
org/news/2022/10/27/Pledge-Change-aid-reform (last accessed July 24, 2023).

4The “Global South” lacks a precise definition but “is typically used to refer to the bulk of countries in
Africa, Asia, and Latin America” and strongly overlaps with countries’ levels of economic development. See
Comfort Ero, “The Trouble With ‘the Global South’: What the West Gets Wrong About the Rest,” Foreign
Affairs, April 1, 2024. Available at https://www.foreignaffairs.com/world/trouble-global-south
(last accessed May 13, 2024).
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accurate.5 Despite their creators’ goal of accuracy, datasets may still be biased for a variety of

reasons. Of particular relevance to this inquiry is that researchers have observed how changes

in the monitoring and reporting capacity of entities like Amnesty International and the U.S.

State Department have led to changing standards over time in human rights datasets (Clark

and Sikkink, 2013; Fariss, 2014), suggesting that the organizational capacity of the data

collector is a constraint on accurate data collection. Also relevant is the finding that even

for seemingly-objective indicators based on publicly-available information—such as those

related to countries’ macro-economic performance—there is often significant measurement

error that is related to weak state capacity and aid-seeking behavior on the part of actors

doing the self-reporting (Jerven, 2013; Kerner, Jerven and Beatty, 2017).

These findings suggest that both the information environment and the actions of the

measured entities themselves shape the content of international relations datasets. We build

on these insights to develop hypotheses about which INGOs are most likely to appear in the

Yearbook. Before presenting these hypotheses, we first provide some necessary background

about how the Yearbook gathers information about international organizations to provide

context on why and how certain INGOs might be likely to appear in it.

Background on the Yearbook

The contemporary Yearbook has its roots in the Annuaire de la Vie Internationale, a reference

work that was first published in French in 1908 to track international associations. It was

relaunched after World War II in 1948 as the Annuaire des Organisations Internationales

/ Yearbook of International Organizations in French and English as a commercial venture

5This perspective does not rule out the possibility of coder bias (e.g.., due to nationality; see Colgan
(2019)), but it assumes that such bias is generally inadvertent.
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organized by the Union of International Associations (UIA). The goal of the project was

to help non-governmental and governmental organizations to identify potential partners in

their issue area. Organizational information to be included in the new Yearbook was collected

via questionnaires sent to the NGO section of the UN Secretariat as part of a broader

relationship between the UIA and the UN, the latter of which sought to include NGOs as

part of its operations (Saunier, 2019, 176-178). The information was originally collected via

self-reports and includes details such as the organization’s mission, structure, location, and

relationship with other global governance actors.

INGOs are eligible for inclusion in the Yearbook regardless of their country of origin

or issue focus, so long as they meet the UIA’s criteria for an NGO that is internationally

oriented.6 In total, the Yearbook includes around 10,000 INGOs as of 2024.7 Because of the

breadth of its approach, the Yearbook is considered to be the most comprehensive source

of data on INGOs globally and is widely used, including as the basis for other prominent

datasets such as the Transnational Social Movement Organization Dataset (Smith and Wiest,

2012; Smith et al., 2019; Bloodgood, Stroup and Wong, 2023, 127). Yet its approach to

gathering information on INGOs also leaves substantial room for missingness.8

6The UIA defines INGOs in the following way: “The United Nations Economic and Social Council
(ECOSOC) defines an INGO as ‘any organization which is not established by inter-governmental agreement’
(Resolution 288 (X) the 27th February 1950), ‘including organizations which accept members designated by
government authorities, provided that such membership does not interfere with the free expression of views of
the organizations’ (Resolution 1296 (XLV) of 25th June 1968).” Evelyn Bush has argued that this definition
risks “missing a significant amount of global civil society activity” that is not instantiated in formal INGOs
(Bush, 2007, 1650). This is an important question but one that is distinct from our inquiry, which explores
missingness given the Yearbook definition of INGO.

7The Yearbook analysis below deals with organizations created 2014 and before, and contains about 7,000
organizations. In the future, we will update the analysis with with more recent Yearbook data, as well as
describing trends regarding changes in the dataset’s coverage over time.

8The potential for missingness is also present for other types of organizations included in the Yearbook.
Although this potential is not widely appreciated for INGOs, it is often acknowledged in the literature on
IGOs; for example, the leading dataset on IGOs—the Correlates of War project—draws on the Yearbook but
has deliberately used a more expansive approach to identifying groups (Pevehouse, Nordstrom and Warnke,
2004; Saunier, 2019, 193).
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Today, the UIA gathers information about INGOs by looking at UN and other IGO

rosters, inviting information from INGOs themselves, and conducting original research using

newspapers and other secondary sources (Murdie and Davis, 2012, 180). INGOs may also

submit information about themselves to the Yearbook through its website if they wish to be

included. Given the Yearbook’s approach, it is plausible that certain types of INGOs are more

visible to UIA staff and thus more likely to be included and invited to participate (Bush,

2007). Moreover, the surveys that the Yearbook sends out have about a 35% response rate,

creating further potential for missingness; we emphasize, however, that failing to respond to

the questionnaire does not prevent an INGO from being included in the Yearbook but rather

means that its entry lacks various organizational details.9 Below, we consider the factors

that make INGOs more likely to be visible to UIA staff and more likely to have the interest

and capacity to provide information to the UIA.

Hypotheses

First, we consider the environmental characteristics that make INGOs more likely to be visi-

ble to UIA staff and thus to be included in the Yearbook. We expect the same environmental

characteristics to also make INGOs more likely to provide information to the UIA by filling

out the questionnaire or submitting details about their organization.

To begin, we hypothesize that INGOs located in wealthier countries are more likely to

be included in the Yearbook. The country where an INGO is headquartered shapes the

resources it can access (Stroup, 2012). INGOs based in the wealthier countries generally

have much better abilities to fundraise from both governmental and private donors in their

9See UIA, “The Yearbook of International Organizations: FAQ.” Available at https://uia.org/
yearbook (last accessed November 13, 2023).
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home countries than do INGOs based in less wealthy countries. Thus, we expect that when

they are based in wealthier contexts, INGOs are more likely to have the resources to conduct

programs, travel to international conferences, network with peers, and build an attractive

online presence that will become visible to UIA staff. They are also more likely to adopt the

bureaucratic features that are viewed as legitimate within contemporary international politics

(Barnett, Pevehouse and Raustiala, 2022, 23-24). These features make INGOs located in

wealthier countries not only more likely to be visible to UIA staff but also more likely to

have the capacity to provide information to the UIA. We summarize this logic in our first

hypothesis below.

Hypothesis 1: INGOs located in wealthier countries are more likely to be included

in the Yearbook.

Relatedly, we hypothesize that INGOs located in more democratic countries are more

likely to be represented in the Yearbook. INGOs in more democratic countries tend to enjoy

advantages that make them more visible to UIA staff as well as other actors in global gover-

nance. In particular, democratic countries are more likely to support INGO activity within

IGOs (Tallberg et al., 2014; Hanegraaff et al., 2015). By contrast, INGOs headquartered

in non-democratic countries are more likely to face repression and operating restrictions,

which impede their fundraising abilities and also constrain their programming in various

ways (Dupuy, Ron and Prakash, 2016; Chaudhry, 2022). As a consequence, INGOs there

may have less capacity to participate in international meetings or coalitions or to develop

international reputations. Repressive environments often also restrict resources to INGOs,

potentially decreasing their capacity to share information with the Yearbook. Finally, re-

pressive environments may make it less appealing for INGOs to seek external recognition
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from bodies like the UIA, as being visible or associated with “foreign” causes or funders

can increase repression (Dupuy, Ron and Prakash, 2015). Hypothesis 2 summarizes this

expectation.

Hypothesis 2: INGOs located in more democratic countries are more likely to be

included in the Yearbook.

Second, we consider how INGOs’ organizational traits may make them more or less

visible to the Yearbook and may encourage or discourage their participation in international

initiatives. There are a number of potentially-relevant INGO characteristics that could be

correlated with missingness in the Yearbook. We focus on two dimensions that we theorize

are particularly significant and that are also empirically tractable: INGO participation in

the UN system and INGO age. We consider each in turn.

As described earlier, the historical origins of the modern Yearbook are linked to the

creation of the United Nations. The UN—with its goal of having INGO consultation—

provided a raison d’être for the Yearbook to maintain a list of INGOs, a framework for

defining what INGOs are, and a starting point for creating a roster of INGOs based on its

list of organizations with consultative status (Saunier, 2019, 178). As a result, we expect that

participating in UN meetings is a key way in which INGOs become “visible” to UIA staff.

The groups that participate in such events are also more likely to have sufficient capacity

and interest in completing such a survey, as doing so may raise their profile within this

institution. But many INGOs may strategically choose not to engage with the UN system

due to limited resources, limited opportunities (or perceived opportunities), or anti-systemic

or anti-capitalist ideological preferences (Smith and Wiest, 2012). We suggest that these
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groups are less likely to be represented in the Yearbook. This reasoning results in our third

hypothesis.

Hypothesis 3: INGOs that are already connected to the UN System are more likely

to be included in the Yearbook.

Our final hypothesis centers on the role of INGO age. Older INGOs are more likely to

have broad, ambitious missions and larger revenues (Bush and Hadden, forthcoming, 111,

156). These attributes make older INGOs more likely to act as gatekeepers and leading

authorities within their issue areas (Carpenter, 2011; Stroup and Wong, 2017). By contrast,

newer INGOs are typically less visible to other actors within global governance, as it takes

time to acquire contacts and build a reputation. For these reasons, we expect older INGOs

to be more likely to be identified by UIA staff and thus to be included in the Yearbook, as

Hypothesis 4 states. We note that younger INGOs could have a lot to gain from increased

visibility through the Yearbook, all else being equal. But it is also likely the case that older

INGOs have more capacity to respond to the UIA survey, all else equal.

Hypothesis 4: Older INGOs are more likely to be included in the Yearbook.

If supported, our hypotheses suggest important but unappreciated ways that our under-

standing of INGOs may be shaped by systematic missingness in the Yearbook. For example,

under-representation of INGOs from the poorer countries and non-democracies within IGOs

and transnational advocacy networks may be even more pronounced and concerning than

has been previously recognized (Murdie, 2014; Hadden, 2015; Bloodgood and Pallas, 2022).

Likewise, the Yearbook may be capturing a subset of INGOs that are more likely to transmit

international norms and influence from the international system, implying that studies in
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the world society vein may be overestimating the influence of “INGOs” writ large by not

including the full population of actors (e.g., Boli and Thomas, 1997).

Research Design

To test our hypotheses, we compare the list of INGOs in the Yearbook to rosters of INGOs

from comprehensive national registries and best-available issue directories. For our analysis,

we draw on a recent electronic version of the Yearbook that contains organizations founded

between 1900 and 2014.10 The Yearbook over this period contains a total of 6,687 INGOs

across 148 countries.11 In this section, we describe our logic of case selection for the INGO

rosters that we compare to the Yearbook and then our approach to matching organizations

to identify missingness.

Case Selection

To identify which INGOs the Yearbook includes, it is necessary to have some other list of

INGOs for comparison. To examine the country-level correlates of Yearbook inclusion, we

first draw on data from the Global Database on Humanitarian Organisations (GDHO) on

organizations in existence through 2014. The GDHO is produced by Humanitarian Out-

comes, which is a team of academics and practitioners that—among other things—seeks

to “catalogue and monitor” organizations working on humanitarianism on an annual basis

10In particular, we use the electronic version as of January 2017, which contains organizations founded
through 2014 (indicating a lag in the time it takes for the Yearbook to recognize new organizations). We
chose this year to match Yearbook content to the content of the most recent government registry we had
available in the United States (see discussion below) at the time we began our research. Future analysis will
update the Yearbook data and analyze how the dataset has been updated over time.

11This includes organizations listed as Type “G,” which in the Yearbook indicates “internationally-oriented
national organizations.”
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(Humanitarian Outcomes, 2021, 3). To our knowledge, it is the most-comprehensive list of

humanitarian INGOs, containing 831 INGOs founded by 2014.12 The team scrapes web-

sites and uses organization lists from various sources to gather information on INGOs and

other organizations.13 The GDHO includes information about INGOs’ headquarter coun-

tries, making it suited to testing Hypotheses 1 and 2.

Although our focus on humanitarian INGOs is partially a matter of convenience—since

we are unaware of a similarly comprehensive list of INGOs in another issue area—it serves

our research design in two other ways. First, humanitarianism is a substantively important

issue area. It is by far the largest INGO population by issue area in the United States, which

is itself the largest home of INGOs (Bush and Hadden, 2019, 1138), and fittingly has been

the focus of many prominent case studies of INGOs in the literature (e.g., Barnett, 2005;

Stroup, 2012). Second, beyond its size, the other ways in which the humanitarian issue area

is distinctive are—if anything—likely to bias against us finding support for our hypotheses.

In particular, humanitarianism primarily involves work in the Global South and has been a

locus of efforts for greater inclusion of actors in the Global South,14 whereas INGOs in other

issue areas such as environmentalism and human rights split their work more evenly between

the Global North and South. This feature of humanitarianism could mitigate against finding

12160 INGOs lack information on their country headquarters. For now, we drop them, though in the
future we will determine headquarters through desk research to ensure these observations are not driving
our results.

13The GDHO also includes other types of actors that are engaged in humanitarianism. For our purposes,
GDHO categorizes these organizations in three relevant ways: 1) by “type,” which includes national NGOs,
international NGOs, UN organizations, and Red Cross/Crescent organizations; 2)“national or international,”
and 3) “country of operations.” In order to include as comprehensive a sample as possible, we subset
to include any organization listed as type “INGO,” or listed as “international”. Additional (forthcoming)
analyses adjust this slightly, including only organizations listed as type INGO. This first broad categorization
ensures we capture as many potentially relevant matches possible, leaving room for different definitional
characteristics across sources without losing too much precision.

14See, for example, the “Grand Bargain,” available at https://interagencystandingcommittee.org/
grand-bargain (last accessed May 13, 2024).

12

https://interagencystandingcommittee.org/grand-bargain
https://interagencystandingcommittee.org/grand-bargain


support for a relationship between development and Yearbook inclusion or democracy and

Yearbook inclusion.

Second, we draw on government registries as a cross-sectoral data source on INGO popu-

lations. Government registries provide the most-comprehensive source of information in the

(fairly uncommon) cases where they exist and are made public, as these data stem from a

requirement that NGOs provide standardized information about their activities.15

The main government registry we use to test our hypotheses about the organization-level

characteristics that are correlated with inclusion in the Yearbook comes from the United

States. The registry we use is from the National Center for Charitable Statistics (NCCS),

2015 edition. American non-profit organizations with revenues of $50,000 or more (except

churches) are required to submit financial information to the Internal Revenue Service (IRS).

For each organization that reports to the IRS, the NCCS gathers information on when the

IRS recognized it as tax exempt, its revenues, and its issue area. Organizations that fall into

the “Q” issue area code are the ones that work on international issues.16 American INGOs

are a meaningful population to study since they are by far the largest national population

of INGOs in the world, at least according to the Yearbook, where they represent about one-

third of the global INGO population, as shown in Figure 1. Over 75% of the INGOs in the

Yearbook are headquartered in either the United States or Europe.

Although our focus on American INGOs for testing the organization-level hypotheses

limits our ability to draw more general conclusions, we believe our focus on American INGOs

15In some cases, government registries exist but involve voluntary registration, which INGOs may opt out
of for various reasons, making them unsuitable for our analysis (Bloodgood, Stroup and Wong, 2023, 169).
At present, we are aware of additional mandatory and publicly-available registries that exist in Bangladesh,
Uganda, and the United Kingdom. We will explore including them in future versions of this paper.

16Not all non-profits in the NCCS have issue-area classifications, and some groups that engage in interna-
tional activities are not counted in the “Q” category. Given these dynamics, the under-counting of American
INGOs in the Yearbook is likely even greater than our analysis suggests.
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Figure 1: Country headquarters of INGOs in the Yearbook. Includes 6,687 INGOs
founded between 1900 and 2014.

ensures a fairly hard test of our organization-level hypotheses. We expect American INGOs

are more likely than other INGOs to be socially connected, prominent, and visible to UIA

staff, in part because the United States is very wealthy and a democracy (as per Hypotheses

1 and 2). But this dynamic is also likely because the United States plays a leading role in

global governance and American INGOs are unusually central within transnational networks

(Hughes et al., 2018, 11). For INGOs that are based in other countries, being connected

to the UN system and being older are plausibly more likely to be important predictors of

inclusion in the Yearbook than they are for American INGOs, who may not require these

characteristics to be visible to UIA staff.

We also draw on data from Kenya. Kenya requires mandatory registration and records

the names of both national and international NGOs based in the country, with no other

information. Since the registry lacks information on INGO age, we cannot test Hypothesis
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4. Nevertheless, it allows us to test Hypothesis 3 regarding UN connections using data from

outside of the United States; if the relationship is present across these two very different

national INGO populations, then we can be more confident that it generalizes to the full

population of countries (Slater and Ziblatt, 2013). Including Kenya also sheds light on how

the extent of Yearbook missingness varies across two countries that vary in their levels of

development and democracy.

Matching Process

The same INGO’s name can be formatted in a perhaps-surprising number of ways in the

context of a list or registry. Given the volume of INGOs in our analysis, we used natural

language processing methods as well as some hand-coding to identify which organizations

are included in the Yearbook.

To test Hypotheses 1 and 2 about the country-level variables that explain inclusion in

the Yearbook, we evaluate how missingness varies across countries by comparing the universe

of humanitarian INGOs documented by GDHO with the INGOs in the Yearbook. Deter-

mining whether the Yearbook includes each GDHO organization was a multi-step process.

Before beginning the matching process, we edited the full name of each organization in both

datasets to remove special characters and punctuation as well as to be lowercase. Then, we

removed a custom list of “filler” words such as “of” and “in.” We created another custom

dictionary of common INGO and corporate terms and their possible abbreviations (e.g.,

“international” and “intl,” and “incorporated” and “inc”), in order to standardize names

as much as possible across the datasets. This process produced a “simplified” organization

name for every organization in the Yearbook and GDHO.
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The first step in matching organizations across datasets was the strictest. We produced

a list of organizations in GDHO that had an exact match in the Yearbook; that is, a GDHO

organization with the simplified name “save children” would be matched to a Yearbook entry

also named “save children.” This step resulted in roughly 200 matches. We next implemented

a slightly broader match, which allowed for all words in a GDHO organization’s name to

be contained in a corresponding Yearbook organization’s name, but in any order. That is, if

the GDHO’s simplified name is “children save,” it would be matched to all Yearbook entries

which also contain both the words “children” and “save.” Finally, we manually matched the

remaining GDHO organizations with the remaining Yearbook organizations. In total, about

one-third of GDHO organizations are present in the Yearbook. Figure 2 visualizes the number

of GDHO INGOs in each country, distinguishing between organizations that are included in

the Yearbook (orange) and missing (blue). Offering prima face support for Hypotheses 1 and

2, we see that there are more matched humanitarian INGOs in Europe and North America

than in other world regions.

To more formally test our hypotheses, we created a dichotomous variable that takes the

value of 1 if the humanitarian INGO is included in the Yearbook and 0 if it is missing. To

measure a country’s level of wealth, we use GDP data from the World Bank. To measure

its level of democracy, we use the measure of electoral democracy (or the “polyarchy” score)

produced by the Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) project (Coppedge et al., 2011).17 This

variable ranges from 0 to 1.

Hypothesis 3 and 4 are our organizational-level hypotheses and predict that INGOs with

more connections to the UN system and that are older will be more likely to be included

17We drop some small island nations that have organizations in GDHO but are outside the scope of the
other datasets. This reduces our number of organizations slightly, to 1,000 in total.
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Figure 2: Humanitarian INGOs and missingness in the Yearbook. This map shows
all GDHO INGOs by country. The size of the circle indicates how many IGNOs are head-
quartered in a country. Each pie graph represents the proportion of those INGOs which are
also found in the Yearbook, with orange indicating matched organizations and blue indicating
unmatched organizations.
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in the Yearbook. The GDHO does not provide information about organizations’ connections

to the UN, but we can derive information about the latter via a similar matching process

to the one described above. The source of information about UN affiliations, which include

over 6,000 organizations (both national and international) is the United Nations Department

of Economic and Social Affairs NGO Branch, which provides an updated list of NGOs in

consultative status with ECOSOC and other accreditations (Economic and Council, 2019).

We also test the organizational-level hypotheses using information about American IN-

GOs across all issue areas. To do so, we create a dichotomous variable that takes the value

of 1 if an NCCS INGO is included in the Yearbook and 0 if it is missing. We match orga-

nizations in the NCCS to both the Yearbook and UN affiliation list in the same fashion as

described above. However, because of the NCCS dataset’s level of detail—it lists branches

of an organization separately if they are incorporated independently, with many hundreds of

branches of the same umbrella INGO in different cities and states across the country, even

though this INGO might appear just once in the Yearbook—we took some extra steps to en-

sure accurate comparisons. This matching technique was “one to many;” on average, about

30 NCCS entries were matched to each Yearbook entry. We then grouped unmatched NCCS

listings according to the relevant level of analysis. We utilized a variety of record-grouping

methods (including manual grouping of a variety of large organizations through simple string

searches) to better group unmatched organizations into meaningful units. After implement-

ing this procedure, we estimate the NCCS records roughly 283,000 organizations at a more

or less comparable unit of analysis with the Yearbook. Of these, 40,355 are matched to the

Yearbook data. In other words, more than 85 percent of American INGOs data are not

accounted for in the Yearbook.
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We use a similar process to match INGOs in Kenya, which come from a list of 11,324

national and international NGOs. The list contains no other identifying information other

than organization name. There are only 29 INGOs listed in the Yearbook as headquartered

in Kenya. A manual matching exercise matched only 10 of the organizations listed in the

Yearbook to this list, meaning 19 Yearbook organizations were not accounted for in the list

of NGOs based in Kenya that we have. This figure also means only 10 out of 11,324 total

national NGOs are accounted for in the Yearbook.18 The matched organizations were of

a wide variety, including churches and institutes set up by different countries (e.g., British

Institute for African Studies). Many of the matched organizations were founded in the 1990s.

Results

Are INGOs from certain countries more likely to be present in the Yearbook? First, we

hypothesized that INGOs located in wealthier countries are more likely to be in the Yearbook

(Hypothesis 1). We test this hypothesis in Model 1 in Table 1 using data on humanitarian

INGOs from the GDHO. We regress Yearbook inclusion on the (logged) 2014 GDP of the

INGO’s headquarter country using linear probability models. As expected, organizations

headquartered in wealthier countries are more likely to be in the Yearbook. Specifically, our

analysis indicates that an organization’s headquarter country being in the 75th percentile

of GDP versus the 25th results in an approximately 6% increase in the probability of the

organization being found in the Yearbook.

Next, we hypothesized that INGOs located in more democratic countries are more likely

18Future versions of this manuscript will attempt to estimate the percentage of these NGOs that are
internationally-oriented through key-word matching and desk research; we will report results using this
subset as well as the full dataset.
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Model 1 Model 2
2014 GDP (USD) 0.05∗∗∗

(0.008)
V-Dem 0.45∗∗∗

(0.085)
Constant −1.16∗∗∗ −0.073∗∗∗

(0.222) (0.071)
N 831 831

Table 1: Country-level correlates of Yearbook inclusion. Standard errors in parenthe-
ses. Significance codes: ***: p < 0.01, **: p < 0.05, *: p < 0.1.

to be represented in the Yearbook. Our results are displayed in Model 2 in Table 1 and

are again in line with our expectations. Among humanitarian INGOs, an INGO is more

likely to appear in the Yearbook when it is headquartered in a more democratic country (see

Model 4). More specifically, a country’s increase from the 25th to the 75th percentile of V-

Dem’s polyarchy measure (a value of 0.867 to 0.9) corresponds with a 5% higher likelihood

the organization is represented in the Yearbook. A move from a 0.5 polyarchy score to a

0.6 polyarchy score results in a 30% increase in predicted number of humanitarian INGOs

included in the Yearbook from that country. Thus, whereas existing work suggests that

economic development and democracy can impact INGO prevalence using data from the

Yearbook (Boli and Thomas, 1997), in fact, these variables are also good predictors of whether

an INGO makes it into global data sources at all.

Now, we turn to organizational-level characteristics and how they overlap with inclusion

in the Yearbook. First, we hypothesized that INGOs that are already connected to the

UN system are more likely to be represented in the Yearbook (Hypothesis 3). We test this

hypothesis both in a single sector (humanitarianism) across all countries and in a single

country (the United States) across all sectors using linear probability models.
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
GDHO Data NCCS Data

UN affiliation 0.25∗∗∗ 0.22∗∗∗ 0.03∗∗∗

(0.040) (0.029) (0.001)
Constant 0.25∗∗∗ 0.01∗∗∗

(0.017) (< 0.001)
Country fixed effects? No Yes No
N 831 831 171,394

Table 2: UN affiliation and Yearbook inclusion. Standard errors in parentheses. Sig-
nificance codes: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1.

Across all humanitarian organizations globally, as captured by the GDHO data, organi-

zations that are UN-affiliated are indeed more likely to be represented in the Yearbook. We

present our results in Table 2. Based on a regression of Yearbook inclusion on whether an

INGO is UN-affiliated, we find that this important organizational trait increases the like-

lihood of inclusion by 22 percentage points (Model 1). This pattern is evident even when

including country fixed effects (Model 2), which capture all country-specific factors (including

wealth and level of democracy) that might also be correlated with presence in the Yearbook.

We also explore the relationship between UN affiliation and Yearbook inclusion by looking

across all American INGOs, regardless of issue area. About 10% of INGOs listed in NCCS

are affiliated with the UN. These organizations are significantly more likely to be listed in

the Yearbook (see Model 3 in Table 2). The difference is large: an organization’s affiliation

with the UN increases the likelihood that the organization will appear in the Yearbook by 3

percent: That is, American INGOs affiliated with the UN are over three times more likely

to appear in the Yearbook than those that do not appear in the Yearbook.

Finally, we explore the relationship between the age of an organization and its likelihood

of being included in the Yearbook in Table 3. We predicted that older organizations will
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be more likely to appear (Hypothesis 4). Again, we test this hypothesis using data on

humanitarian INGOs from all countries and American INGOs from all issue areas.

For this hypothesis we find mixed support. Among humanitarian organizations, younger

organizations are slightly more likely to appear in the Yearbook, though this relationship

is not statistically significant at conventional levels (Models 1 and 2). However, when we

move our analysis to all issue areas by focusing on American INGOs, we find results that

are more in line with Hypothesis 4. As shown in Model 3 in Table 3, organizational age

is positively and significantly associated with Yearbook inclusion (Model 3). This analysis

uses the date that an INGO was recognized as tax-exempt to determine its age.19 These

mixed results in Table 3 imply that different sectors may have heterogeneous relationships

between age and Yearbook inclusion. Although our interpretation of these mixed results

is necessarily speculative, one possibility is that newer humanitarian INGOs can generate

visibility more quickly than INGOs in other issue areas by working in countries experiencing

complex humanitarian emergencies.

Implications

By comparing a roster of INGOs in the humanitarian sector and a registry of INGOs in the

United States with the Yearbook of International Organizations, our analysis reached two

main conclusions. First, the vast majority of INGOs are not represented in the Yearbook, the

leading source of scholarly data on this important category of actor in global governance.

19Although this date has precedent for being used as the founding year (e.g., Bush and Hadden, 2019),
we note that there is some slippage between the concept and measure since some INGOs may take a few
years to formally become registered with the U.S. Internal Revenue Service. This date is missing for about
one-fifth of NCCS entries.
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
GDHO Data NCCS Data

Age in 2014 -0.001 -0.001 0.18×10−3∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.012 ×10−3) (0.012 ×10−3)
Constant 0.34∗∗∗ 4.19 ×10−3∗∗∗

(0.036) (0.6 ×10−3)
Country fixed effects? No Yes No
Observations 477 477 163,852

Table 3: INGO age and Yearbook inclusion. Standard errors in parentheses. Significance
codes: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1. Note that a significant number of GDHO organizations do
not have information on their founding year; these are dropped from the dataset, reducing
our total number of observations by roughly half when compared to Table 2.

Second, consistent with our hypotheses, there is systematic bias in which organizations

are included, with INGOs from wealthier and more democratic countries more likely to be

included and INGOs affiliated with the United Nations especially likely to be included. We

also find that older organizations in the United States are more likely to be included, but

the results regarding INGO age are inconclusive for humanitarian organizations.

The main analysis covers only one sector of INGO activity (humanitarianism) and one

country (the United States). While these cases make sense for practical and theoretical

reasons, future work might identify other credibly-comprehensive rosters of INGOs that

work on other global issues and are headquartered in other countries that have mandatory,

publicly-available INGO registries. Expanding our analysis to other cases in such a way would

allow for further development and testing of cross-national and cross-sectoral hypotheses.

Nevertheless, our findings have important implications for scholars. First, they suggest

that scholars seeking to examine INGO populations as a whole—which is a common goal

in organizational ecology (Abbott, Green and Keohane, 2016) as well as inquiries in other
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theoretical traditions—will not be well-served by utilizing the Yearbook as their main data

source. While most if not all data sources have some missingness, the use of credible issue-

specific rosters or national registries is likely to be more appropriate for studies that require

full information on full populations of INGOs.

Second, the systematic bias in missigness we document here calls into question the con-

clusions of studies that try to track the influence of INGOs on different types of policy

outcomes. For example, studies have used Yearbook data to examine the effects of INGOs

on states’ environmental, health, and human rights practices (e.g., Boli and Thomas, 1997;

Hafner-Burton and Tsutsui, 2005; Kim, 2013; Murdie and Hicks, 2013). But our finding that

INGO inclusion in the Yearbook is consistently correlated with country wealth and democ-

racy raises questions about endogeneity. For example, if the “true” number of INGOs in less

democratic contexts were properly reported (i.e., higher than the Yearbook indicates), would

we still see a strong, positive correlation between INGOs and human rights institutions or

treaty signatures? Future research should explore these questions further.

Finally, these findings also have policy implications for those concerned with enhancing

North–South equity in civil society participation. Here, our conclusion is that the widespread

use of the Yearbook means that civil society participation in international institutions is

probably more geographically biased than appreciated (Smith and Wiest, 2012; Cheng et al.,

2021). Because the Yearbook undercounts INGOs from less wealthy and less democratic

countries, we surmise that there is an even larger pool of Global South INGOs that are not

being included in transnational advocacy networks and IGO processes than was previously

known. For practitioners seeking to rectify the imbalance, it further suggests that seeking

non UN-affiliated data sources is an important method for identifying potential new partners.
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and Global Origins of Transnational Advocacy: Explaining Lobbying Presence During
WTO Ministerial Conferences.” Comparative Political Studies 48(12):1591–1621.

Hooghe, Lisbet, Gary Marks and Arjan Schakel. 2010. The Rise of Regional Authority. New
York: Routledge.

Hughes, Melanie M., Pamela Paxton, Sharon Quinsaat and Nicholas Reith. 2018. “Does
the Global North Still Dominate Women’s International Organizing? A Network Analysis
from 1978 to 2008.” Mobilization 23(1):1–21.

Humanitarian Outcomes. 2021. “GDHO Codebook.” Available at https://www.

humanitarianoutcomes.org/sites/default/files/publications/gdho_public_

codebook_0.pdf (last accessed November 14, 2023).

Jerven, Morten. 2013. Poor Numbers: How We Are Misled by African Development Statistics
and What to Do about It. Cornell Studies in Political Economy Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press.

27

https://www.humanitarianoutcomes.org/sites/default/files/publications/gdho_public_codebook_0.pdf
https://www.humanitarianoutcomes.org/sites/default/files/publications/gdho_public_codebook_0.pdf
https://www.humanitarianoutcomes.org/sites/default/files/publications/gdho_public_codebook_0.pdf


Johnson, Tana. 2014. Organizational Progeny: Why Governments are Losing Control Over
the Proliferating Structures of Global Governance. New York: Oxford University Press.

Keck, Margaret E. and Kathryn Sikkink. 1998. Activists Beyond Borders: Advocacy Networks
in International Politics. Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press.

Kelley, Judith G. and Beth A. Simmons. 2015. “Politics by Number: Indicators as Social
Pressure in International Relations.” American Journal of Political Science 59(1):55–70.

Kerner, Andrew, Morten Jerven and Alison Beatty. 2017. “Does It Pay to be Poor? Testing
for Systematically Underreported GNI Estimates.” Review of International Organizations
12(1):1–38.

Kim, Dongwook. 2013. “International Nongovernmental Organizations and the Global Dif-
fusion of National Human Rights Institutions.” International Organization 67(3):505–539.

Lake, David A. 2021. “The Organizational Ecology of Global Governance.” European Journal
of International Relations 27(2):345–368.

Lall, Ranjit. forthcoming. “Making Global Governance Accountable: Civil Society, States,
and the Politics of Reform.” American Journal of Political Science p. forthcoming.

Little, Andrew and Anne Meng. forthcoming. “Measuring Democratic Backsliding.” PS:
Political Science & Politics p. forthcoming.

Mathews, Jessica T. 1997. “Power Shift.” Foreign Affairs 76(1):50–66.

Morin, Jean-Frédéric. 2020. “Concentration Despite Competition: The Organizational
Ecology of Technical Assistance Providers.” The Review of International Organizations
15(1):75–107.

Murdie, Amanda. 2014. “The Ties that Bind: A Network Analysis of Human Rights Inter-
national Nongovernmental Organizations.” British Journal of Political Science 44(1):177–
202.

Murdie, Amanda and Alexander Hicks. 2013. “Can International Nongovernmental Orga-
nizations Boost Government Services? The Case of Health.” International Organization
67(3):541–573.

Murdie, Amanda and David R. Davis. 2012. “Looking in the Mirror: Comparing INGO
Networks across Issue Areas.” The Review of International Organizations 7(2):177–202.

28



Pevehouse, Jon C., Timothy Nordstrom and Kevin Warnke. 2004. “The COW-2 International
Organizations Dataset Version 2.0;,.” Conflict Management and Peace Science 21(2):597–
625.

Price, Richard. 1998. “Reversing the Gun Sights: Transnational Civil Society Targets Land
Mines.” International Organization 52(3):613–644.

Reimann, Kim D. 2006. “A View from the Top: International Politics, Norms and the
Worldwide Growth of NGOs.” International Studies Quarterly 50(1):45–68.

Roger, Charles B. 2020. The Origins of Informality: Why the Legal Foundations of Global
Governance are Shifting, and Why It Matters. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Roger, Charles B. and Sam S. Rowan. 2022. “Analyzing International Organizations: How
the Concepts We Use Affect the Answers We Get.” The Review of International Organi-
zations 17(3):597–625.

Saunier, Pierre-Yves. 2019. Everything One Wants to Know about International Organiza-
tions? A Critical Biography of the Yearbook of International Organizations, 1909-2017.
In International Organizations and Global Civil Society: Histories of the Union of Inter-
national Associations, ed. Daniel Laqua, Wouter Van Acker and Christophe Verbruggen.
Farnham, UK: Bloomsbury Academic pp. 171–203.

Simmons, Beth A. 2009. Mobilizing for Human Rights: International Law in Domestic
Politics. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Slater, Dan and Daniel Ziblatt. 2013. “The Enduring Indispensability of the Controlled
Comparison.” Comparative Political Studies 46(10):1301–1327.

Smith, Jackie and Dawn Wiest. 2012. Social Movements in the World-System: The Politics
of Crisis and Transformation. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Smith, Jackie, Dawn Wiest, Melanie M. Hughes, Samantha Plummer and Brittany Duncan.
2019. “Transnational Social Movement Organizations Dataset (TSMOD), 1953-2013.”
[Computer file]. Harvard Dataverse [distributor]. Doi: 10.7910/DVN/NRUBSV.

Stroup, Sarah S. 2012. Borders among Activists: International NGOs in the United States,
Britain, and France. Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press.

Stroup, Sarah S. and Wendy H. Wong. 2017. The Authority Trap: Strategic Choices of
International NGOs. Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press.

29



Tallberg, Jonas, Lisa Dellmuth, Jans Agne and Andreas Duit. 2018. “NGO Influence in Inter-
national Organizations: Information, Access and Exchange.” British Journal of Political
Science 48:213–238.

Tallberg, Jonas, Thomas Sommerer, Theresa Squatrito and Christer Jönsson. 2014. “Ex-
plaining the Transnational Design of International Organizations.” International Organi-
zation 68(4):741–774.

Tsutsui, Kiyoteru and Christine Min Wotipka. 2004. “Global Civil Society and the Inter-
national Human Rights Movement: Citizen Participation in Human Rights International
Nongovernmental Organizations.” Social Forces 83(2):587–620.

Union of International Associations. 1953-2023. Yearbook of International Organizations.
Brussels: Union of International Associations.

Vabulas, Felicity and Duncan Snidal. 2013. “Organization Without Delegation: Informal In-
tergovernmental Organizations (IIGOs) and the Spectrum of Intergovernmental Arrange-
ments.” The Review of International Organizations 8(2):193–220.

30


