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Abstract: We contribute to the research stream emphasizing the competition between international
organizations and citizens for influence over the domestic policy choices of national politicians.
Drawing upon previous theoretical and empirical work on the common agency problem, we contend
that the joint influence of a country’s memberships in multiple international governmental
organizations (IGOs) generates consistent, unintended, disruptive effects, which reduces domestic
accountability and can worsen the quality of a domestic government. Even if we assume that
joining any particular IGO is beneficial for member states, the competing demands of multiple IGO
memberships could undermine the quality of their governments. Our comparative, cross-national
empirical findings support this theoretical expectation. Countries participating in a larger number
of IGOs tend to have poorer scores on five widely used indicators of the quality of a domestic
government. Future research should identify the types of policies and countries where the negative
externalities of international cooperation on domestic accountability are greatest.
Keywords: multiple principals; international governmental organizations; domestic accountability;
agency loss; quality of domestic government

1. Introduction
We cannot fully understand politics and policymaking within countries without considering the
linkages between national and international actors (Gourevitch 1978; Putnam 1988; Keohane 2009).
In this paper, we focus on the effects of international governmental organizations (IGOs) on the
quality of domestic government1 . In our theoretical framework, membership in multiple IGOs
necessitates a trade-off between gains achieved from international cooperation and an inevitable
loss of domestic accountability. We build on the idea that IGOs may be viewed as principals or as
“would be principals” (Keohane 2003, p. 140) that increasingly make demands for the attention of
domestic politicians. To the degree that IGOs can sanction or reward policy choices of domestic
politicians (agents), they compete with citizens and domestic institutions (domestic principals) to
hold politicians accountable. We emphasize that such competition provides domestic politicians
with greater opportunities to shirk their responsibilities, to engage in rent seeking, and to act
with greater autonomy (Bourguignon and Sundberg 2007; Knack 2001; Knack and Rahman 2007;
Mansfield and Pevehouse 2006; Moravcsik 1994; Papadopoulos 2010).
Our argument is consistent with the well-known English language idiom that “too many cooks
spoil the broth”. This idiom refers to the fact that that too many persons in the kitchen, each adding
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their own ingredient, will produce a soup that tastes awful. More generally, if too many persons (or
principals) participate in performing any task (or contribute instructions to those who must perform
the task), the task will not be done very well. Following this logic, we contend that the joint influence of
a country’s memberships in multiple IGOs, each of which generates its own set of rules and incentives,
produces consistent, unintended, disruptive effects on domestic accountability. Less accountability
reduces the quality of domestic government.2
The main purpose of our paper is to present the increasing competition between citizens and
IGOs for the attention of domestic politicians as a version of the multiple principals, common agent
problem. This problem has been linked to agency loss in a wide variety of substantive contexts. In this
paper, we acknowledge that the benefits from IGO membership may be necessary to address some
specific problems, but we argue that the demands made by multiple international principals could
also make it more difficult for citizens to control domestic politicians. This is a counterintuitive claim
that runs counter to the mainstream argument that multilateral cooperation including the kind that is
facilitated by participation in IGOs is a good thing.
Readers are likely to be skeptical, as they should be. We are mainly concerned with developing
the new theoretical argument, but we also provide some illustrative examples and statistical evidence.
First, we highlight the increasing influence IGOs have even on powerful states. We discuss the effects
of EU membership on domestic accountability. Some EU members may leave the organization because
of this problem. Then we illustrate how and why the demands of multiple IGOs provides additional
opportunities for domestic agents to shirk their responsibilities to their citizens. We show that economic
development demands made by the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the United Nations (UN)
on poorer countries often conflict and must be reconciled by domestic politicians.
Finally, using large-scale, comparative, cross-national statistical analysis, we demonstrate that,
on average, a larger number of IGO memberships is associated with a lower quality of government
(QOG), other things being equal. To further interrogate this statistical finding, we examine the effects
of membership in powerful versus weak intergovernmental organizations. As a test of robustness
of our findings, we separate the IGO memberships of each country into two groups—powerful
(the World Trade Organization (WTO), the IMF, and the World Bank) and less powerful (all other
memberships)—and show that the results hold. More memberships in both powerful and less powerful
IGOs are associated with lower quality of government.
2. Previous Research
Most previous research argues the opposite—that greater political and economic cooperation,
including participation in IGOs, leads to improved governance and locks politicians into policies
necessary to improve economic and social outcomes (Abbott and Snidal 1998; Moravcsik 2000;
Dreher and Voigt 2011; Fang and Owen 2011; Bauhr and Nasiritousi 2012; Von Stein 2016; Vreeland 2003;
Carrubba and Gabel 2017). Previous inquiries have also linked the activities of international actors
to improved domestic outcomes in a variety of specific policy areas (Waltz 1999; Potrafke 2015).
Those policies include better human rights practices (Greenhill 2010, 2016; Greenhill et al. 2009;
Dreher et al. 2012), gender equality (Meyer 2003; Richards and Gelleny 2007; Neumayer and Soysa 2011),
stricter environmental standards (Frank et al. 2000; Young 2011; Spilker 2012), better public health
(Clavier and Leeuw 2013), improved government transparency (Mansfield et al. 2002; Grigorescu 2003),
democratization (Pevehouse 2002; Mansfield and Pevehouse 2006), and enhanced constitutional
democracy (Keohane et al. 2009).
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More generally, international actors, multilateralism, and increased global connections have been
theorized as positively affecting the quality of domestic government at least under some circumstances.
Keohane et al. (2009) noted that multilateralism has a positive effect on constitutional democracy
by combating special interests, protecting individual and minority rights, and fostering collective
deliberation. They also make clear that any judgement about these processes rests on an empirical
examination of the democratic consequences of multilateralism.
A few studies do highlight potential negative consequences of international cooperation on
domestic politics and policy. Some scholars believe that multilateral organizations are highly
politicalized and question the ability of these organizations to enhance procedural democracy, arguing
that powerful interests created international institutions with the view to promoting their own
welfare and stability (Gartzke and Naoi 2011, p. 594). When multilateral organizations do seek to
influence domestic politics, it is to disproportionately affect less powerful countries. In particular,
these multilateral organizations can weaken popular rule and empower special interests, which then
undermines domestic majoritarian preferences while leaving powerful special interest groups largely
unaffected (Gartzke and Naoi 2011, pp. 594, 598).
Recent research argues that it is getting even more difficult for member states to control the
bureaucracy of international organizations as the number of IGOs and the complexity of their
interorganizational relations increases (Lipson 2017). There are also dysfunctional effects when
international organizations proliferate, because they compete with each other and duplicate functions
(Drezner 2009; Canavire-Bacarreza et al. 2015). The proliferation of aid donors can reduce the quality of
domestic bureaucracy (Acharya et al. 2006), increase the amount of administrative work (Kilby 2011),
and have a negative impact on administrative capacity in recipient countries (Knack and Rahman 2007).
More generally, foreign aid can undermine incentives for better government in developing nations
(Bourguignon and Sundberg 2007). With increases of aid, the political accountability of politicians to
their own citizens declines (Knack 2001; Knack and Rahman 2007). The effectiveness of conditionality
underpinning international aid packages and development assistance has been called into question
(Abouharb and Cingranelli 2007; Smith 2007; Dreher 2009).
It is also important to acknowledge that most scholars treat states as principals and IGOs as agents.
For example, there is a significant amount of literature discussing accountability of international
organizations to their members (Grant and Keohane 2005; Copelovitch 2010; Dreher and Voigt 2011).
In our analysis, IGOs are viewed as principals or as “would be principals” (Keohane 2003, p. 140).
Consistent with our perspective, Barnett and Finnemore (1999, 2004) suggest that we conceptualize
IGOs as semi-independent actors with their own bureaucratic goals that could be distinctive even from
the goals of the most powerful members. In particular, powerful states may create most international
organizations, but once established, those organizations do not act as straightforward servants of the
states that created them (Bauer et al. 2016).
3. The Argument
According to Schedler (1999, p. 17), “A is accountable to B when A is obliged to inform B
about A’s (past or future) actions and decisions, to justify them, and to suffer punishment in the
case of eventual misconduct”. Governments are accountable if domestic actors “can discern whether
governments are acting in their interest and sanction them appropriately” (Przeworski et al. 1999, p. 40).
The literature has concluded that a high level of accountability is very important, if not necessary,
for achieving a high quality of domestic government (Bovens et al. 2014; Koop and Hanretty 2018).3
However, politicians prefer greater autonomy, and accountability limits the autonomy of politicians.
Accountability induces public officials “to make their actions relatively controllable by their principals,
in order to attract resources and support” Ferejohn (1999, p. 133). We contend that IGO membership
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complicates government, reduces transparency about government decision making, undermines
domestic accountability, increases opportunities for shirking, and, therefore, reduces the quality
of government.
Following Fukuyama (2013), we use the term “quality of government” to refer to a national
government’s ability to make and enforce rules. A popular approach is to conceptualize government
in a principal–agent framework and, within such a framework, “the quality of government is different
from the ends that government is meant to fulfil. That is government is about the performance
of agents in carrying out the wishes of principals, and not about the goals that principals set”
(Fukuyama 2013, p. 350; Rothstein and Teorell 2008). The quality of government is higher when there
are fewer incentives for politicians to engage in venal, greedy, corrupt, and rent-seeking methods of
governing (De Mesquita et al. 2005a, p. 485).
As noted, we build on the idea that IGOs can act as principals or “would be” principals
(Keohane 2003, p. 140) competing with domestic actors for the attention and accountability of national
politicians. A principal is an actor who can make decisions that affect the incentives of an agent
to choose among possible actions. A principal–agent relationship is often defined in formal terms
described in a contract. How and to what extent a principal can structure incentives for the agent is
the central focus of the principal agent theoretical framework (Gailmard 2009). The premise of our
argument is that, as international organizations become more influential over time, they can more
efficiently sanction or reward the domestic policy choices of national politicians. Thus, from a domestic
perspective, each IGO membership introduces a new principal or “would be” principal.
The effect of IGOs on domestic government could be analyzed as a version of a multiple principals,
common agency problem. The term “multiple principals” refers to a situation in which agents have
contracts with more than one principal. The “common agency” refers to situations when “the action
chosen by a particular individual (the agent) affects not just one, but several other parties (the principals),
whose preferences for the various possible actions typically conflict” (Bernheim and Whinston 1986,
p. 923). The principals are aware of each other, but to the extent principals do not coordinate their
transactions with the agent, “common agency generally incurs social costs (because of externalities
between principals)” (Holmstrom and Milgrom 1988, p. 1). In our case, the competition between
citizens as the chief principal and the international (would be) principals creates conflicts in incentives
for the agent (the domestic government) and increases opportunities for shirking.
We have made several simplifying assumptions. First, we assumed that both domestic actors and
international actors have a stake in the actions of domestic politicians. Second, both domestic and
international actors can impose certain rewards and costs on domestic politicians. Third, we assumed
that domestic and international actors have distinctive criteria for evaluating national politicians.
Under such assumptions, the control of domestic politicians can be analyzed as a common agency
model where an agent (in this case, domestic politicians or a national government)4 performs multiple
tasks while serving multiple principals. Each principal differs in the relative value it places on each
task (Bernheim and Whinston 1986; Holmstrom and Milgrom 1991; Dewatripont et al. 2000), and every
principal encourages the government to pour its effort into the activities it values the most.
Consider a situation with multiple principals and a common agent, where the agent faces a set of
separate contracts, each one designed to align the agent’s preferences with those of a specific principal.
Each principal compensates the agent for performing certain tasks that are useful to the principal and
cost the agent in effort. Since the performance is costly to monitor, and because there is uncertainty and
risk, the principal does not observe all the agent’s efforts. As a result, no principal ever gets first-best
compliance from the agent. Moreover, divergent preferences among multiple principals who compete
for the attention of the common agent produce bilateral contracts that result in even lower incentives
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for the agent to completely fulfil any particular contract (Sinclair-Desgagné 2001, p. 11; Gailmard 2009;
Gulzar and Pasquale 2017).5
A linear reward scheme is an illustration of compensations to the common agent (a domestic
government) in return for its performance. Each principal i gives the agent a fixed benefit ki and in
addition tries to keep the government “accountable” though provision of a marginal reward or bonus
mi per unit of xi (performance) produced, for a total benefit of y(xi ) = ki + mi xi . For simplicity, we could
assume that each principal i benefits only from xi and rewards the agent only for the effort ei aimed to
produce the outcome xi . Suppose that:
(1)
(2)
(3)

The outcome xi equals the agent’s effort ei plus a normally distributed error (e.g., xi = ei + εi ,
for i = 1, 2, . . . n) and the errors εi are independent with variance v;
the agent’s cost of effort is quadratic (e.g., C(e1 , e2 , . . . en ) = (1/2ce1 )2 + (1/2ce2 )2 + . . . (1/2cen )2 ); and
the principals are all risk-neutral, but the agent’s risk aversion is r.

As Dixit (2002) demonstrated, such a linear reward scheme is optimal (the Nash equilibrium)
when the sum of the marginal payment coefficients mi is equal to:
m = 1/(1 + Ncvr).
Thus, the existence of several principals (N) could significantly reduce the overall incentives
(accountability) of a risk-averse agent (government). By extension, when states participate in multiple
international agreements, there will be additional agency loss for domestic actors, because participation
in each new IGO introduces a new principal with a new set of obligations.
The theoretical connection between accountability and the quality of government is well established
in the literature (Adsera et al. 2003; Gailmard 2009; Laffont and Martimort 2009). The theory emphasizes
the crucial role of informational asymmetries between citizens and policymakers. Government officials
always have incentives to engage in various forms of rent-seeking, because their actions are only
partly observable by citizens. The lower the political accountability, the more attractive and
widespread the rent-seeking becomes, thus reducing the quality of government (Bovens et al. 2014;
Fortunato and Panizza 2015; Mauro 1995; Pellegrini 2011; Treisman 2000; Rothstein and Teorell 2008).
The quality of government is expected to be higher in democratic regimes, because elections
help to hold politicians accountable to their citizens (but see (Manzetti and Wilson 2007; Bowler 2017;
Bauhr and Charron 2018)). Relying on a principal–agent model, Adsera et al. (2003) demonstrated
that the quality of government is a function of the degree of domestic accountability in both democratic
and authoritarian regimes. However, the costs of overthrowing a dictator are much higher than the
costs of removing a leader through democratic elections, so the quality of government is expected to
be higher in democracies. They also argued that quality of government should be higher in wealthier
countries (Adsera et al. 2003, p. 448). In addition, a number of structural and political factors also could
promote political accountability and, therefore, contribute to better government (Adsera et al. 2003).
It is also widely understood that more transparency about government decision-making increases
the quality of government. Information about the actions of governments is important to hold
politicians accountable. Government officials have less opportunity to shirk their responsibilities
when citizens have more precise knowledge about why officials adopted policies and how they plan
to implement them. It follows that factors reducing citizens’ knowledge about the policymaking
process decreases the level of domestic accountability. In a seminal article, Powell and Whitten (1993)
argued that complex governmental and institutional structures could distort the clarity of political
responsibility, thus making it more difficult for citizens to blame and sanction their governments for
poor performance. In subsequent work, scholars moved towards a more general understanding of
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how complexity of government undermines domestic accountability (e.g., Anderson 2006; Tavits 2007;
Hellwig and Samuels 2008; Hobolt et al. 2013). We contend that IGO membership complicates
government, reduces transparency about government decision making, undermines domestic
accountability, and, therefore, reduces the quality of government.
While there is always some agency loss between principal and agent, we emphasize that
participation in more IGOs contributes to additional losses in domestic accountability, other things
equal. It is more difficult for citizens to assess the relative importance of their demands on their
governments’ decision-making calculus when their governments also face competing pressures arising
from membership in increasing numbers of intergovernmental organizations. The added demands
directed at governments which arise from membership in IGOs make it more difficult for citizens to
hold their domestic officials accountable for their decisions. This is because political leaders have
greater flexibility to blame the demands of intergovernmental organizations for their failure to deliver
good government. Any decline in accountability undermines the incentives of domestic politicians to
devote their efforts towards improving the quality of government. The negative influence on domestic
government we identify is an inevitable externality—an unintended consequence of international actors
seeking to influence national governments. One empirical implication of our theoretical argument is
that more IGO memberships will be associated with indicators showing a lower quality of government.
4. Examples of IGO Influence on National Governments
The European Union is the most discussed case of IGO membership having strong influence on the
domestic politics and policies of member states. Various versions of the common agency argument have
been used to explain the decline of accountability of politicians to their citizens because of increasing
influence of the European Union (Hix 2002; Dehousse 2008; Karlsson et al. 2009; Lindstädt et al. 2012;
Scharpf 2013). More generally, Papadopoulos (2010) argued that the trend towards greater international
cooperation and the rise of multilevel government can have negative consequences for domestic
democratic accountability. In the case of the European Union, Mair (2013, p. 145) noted that the
national governments as “agents may sometimes even be persuaded that they owe a greater duty of
accountability to these ‘external’ principals than to their own domestic principals”.
Even the United States sometimes finds it difficult to resist the rulings of powerful
intergovernmental organizations. For example, former President Bush made a number of protectionist
promises to the steel industry and its workforce in swing states like Ohio, Pennsylvania, and West
Virginia (Sanger and Kahn 2002). Pursuant to these promises, in March 2002, Bush levied tariffs
on imports of foreign steel into the US market. One year later, the WTO ruled against those tariffs,
and the Bush administration complied with the ruling (Tran 2003). Celebrating this outcome, EU Trade
Commissioner Pascal Lamy boasted that the WTO provides “a mechanism respected by the biggest of
elephants” (Ackman 2003).
It is more difficult for politicians in less powerful nations to ignore the increasing authority of
intergovernmental organizations. In particular, politicians in developing countries regularly depend
on financial assistance provided by the IMF and World Bank, often on a negotiated, and, therefore,
conditional basis (Vreeland 2003). The Bank and Fund exert control on the choices of national politicians
through the conditions associated with their lending programs. One of the most frequently used are
structural adjustment programs where governments in economic need must agree to a variety of economic
reforms in return for loans. More generally, international actors influence national governments by
establishing metrics to evaluate the compliance of states with their norms and obligations (Abbott et al. 2015;
Broome and Quirk 2015; Merry et al. 2015). Creating and disseminating numerical indicators comparing
states, as many IGOs do, constitutes an exercise of social power that rewards and punishes states based on
whether they conform with international norms (Merry et al. 2015).
Though IGOs including the IMF and World Bank may value higher quality of government, they
usually have other priorities. The IMF and World Bank focus on international and national economic
stability and economic growth. Other IGOs concentrate on achieving good outcomes in a specific policy
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area, such as promoting mutual defense, combatting transnational organized crime, reducing global
warming, or promoting and implementing laws of the sea. Those priorities often create conflicting
demands for domestic politicians. For example, the World Bank and IMF typically require loan
recipients to balance their budgets. Recipients are encouraged to privatize public services, raise the
fees that people must pay for them, and reduce subsidies for education and health care. By contrast,
the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) demands that state
parties give higher priority to providing citizens with better health, paying special attention to poor
and marginalized people. According to Article 2(1) of the ICESCR, each state party is obligated “to
take steps, . . . to the maximum of its available resources, with a view to achieving progressively the
full realization of the rights recognized . . . including particularly the adoption of legislative measures.”
Thus, countries that have negotiated loan agreements with the IMF and have also ratified the ICESR
must reconcile the competing demands of both IGOs. When domestic politicians decide what to do,
they can pay attention to one IGO or the other, pay attention to both but to different degrees, follow the
demands of their citizens, or strategically use the conflicting demands to avoid accountability.
Our argument applies to situations where a government is a member of several IGOs such as
the IMF and the ICESCR that make multiple competing demands of member states. This problem is
also addressed in the regime complexity and forum shopping literature (Raustiala and Victor 2004;
Busch 2007; Alter and Meunier 2009; Orsini et al. 2013). The multiple principal, common agent problem
also applies to situations where a government is a member of several IGOs that deal with different
topics. In that situation, politicians can choose to which issues to devote most of their attention.
Both situations allow politicians to shirk their responsibilities to their citizens.
Intergovernmental organizations are likely to be more influential than other international actors
that seek to shape the policy choices of domestic politicians. Unlike domestic and international interest
groups and lobbies, IGOs have explicit and public contracts with member states. Those contracts
stipulate rules for member states within one or more domains of policy. To varying degrees, they
have the authority to legitimately constrain the domestic policy choices of members. Altogether, they
increasingly influence national governments through sanctioning or rewarding mechanisms.
Most countries have memberships in a diverse group of IGOs, and some IGOs are more able to
affect the priorities of domestic politicians than others. However, it is difficult to determine objectively
which IGOs have the most influence on domestic politicians. For the purposes of the empirical analysis,
we adopt the assumption that, on average, the proportion of more and less influential IGOs each state
joins is constant. Thus, we use the total number of memberships in IGOs for each state as a proxy for
the influence of IGOs on national governments.
We hypothesized that joining a greater number of intergovernmental organizations will have a
negative impact on the quality of government. In the empirical part of the paper, we used large-scale,
comparative, cross-national statistical analysis to demonstrate that, on average, a larger number of
IGO memberships is associated with a lower quality of government, other things being equal.
5. Research Design
The sample for this study consisted of up to 129 countries—all of the countries for which we have
data for all variables for the period 1985–2005. The unit of analysis is the country-year. In the selection
of the time period and the countries, we were constrained by the availability of data for our main
independent variable, the total number of IGO memberships. The countries included are listed in
Table A1 of the Appendix A.
5.1. Dependent Variables
Empirical research on the quality of government has employed numerous and diverse indicators
(Langbein and Knack 2010), and we used five quality of government indicators in our empirical
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tests.6 The indicators we used link well to our arguments about the multiple principals, common
agent problem and its consequences for the quality of government, as they capture different aspects of
governance quality which we expect to worsen as the number of principals increases. Regressions using
each of the five indicators produced similar results supporting our hypothesis. The first indicator we
employed is a widely used metric designed to capture the overall quality of government—the quality of
government index.7 It is computed as the average value of three ICRG variables: Corruption, law and
order, and bureaucracy quality. It is scaled from 0 to 1, with higher values indicating a higher quality of
government (Dahlberg et al. 2019).
The quality of government index (provided by the ICRG) has a number of advantages over other
indicators of the quality of government. It covers the longest period of time and comes from a single
source, which minimizes over-time variation in the meaning of the scale. Other studies have used the
ICRG data as indicators of the quality of government, making the results of our analysis comparable with
theirs (Knack 2001; Knack and Rahman 2007; Charron and Lapuente 2010; Fortunato and Panizza 2015;
Sundell 2015; Heller et al. 2016). We expected that the total number of IGO memberships held by each
country would be negatively associated with the quality of government index.
We also employed four other indicators of the quality of government.8 Two of these—the
control of corruption index and government effectiveness index—come from the World Bank’s Worldwide
Government database and have been commonly used in previous research. They are based on several
hundred individual variables measuring perceptions of the quality of government. The control of
corruption index measures perceptions of corruption, defined as the exercise of public power for private
gain. The government effectiveness index combines variables measuring perceptions of the quality of
the bureaucracy and other characteristics of government required for efficient government policies.
These survey-based measures range from −2.5 to 2.5, with higher scores representing higher quality of
government. They have observations for a shorter period of time: 1995–2005. We expected that the
total number of IGO memberships held by each country would be negatively associated with both the
control of corruption index and government effectiveness index.
Finally, we employed two relatively new indices from the data set assembled by the Variety
of Democracy (V-Dem) project—the political corruption index and the public sector corruption index.
Those indices are based on country expert answers to questions about the pervasiveness of political
corruption in a variety of government institutions and activities.9 They have observations for the entire
period of our analysis. We expected that the total number of IGO memberships held by each country
would be positively associated with both of these measures of corruption.
5.2. Independent Predictors of Interest
Our main independent variable was the total number of IGO memberships held by each country in each
year. This variable was calculated based on Pevehouse et al. (2004). There was considerable variation in our
main independent variable, total number of IGO memberships held by each country in each year. The mean
number of IGOs in which a country participated during the time period of our analysis was 49 (SD = 23.6).
Our hypothesis is subject to criticisms of reverse causality. Instead of membership in additional
IGOs leading to a decrease in the quality of government, it could be that states with a low quality of
government join IGOs to credibly commit themselves to better government. States might want to
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See “Measuring the Quality of Government and Subnational Variation” by the Quality of Government Institute: http:
//www.qog.pol.gu.se/digitalAssets/1358/1358344_final-report---parts-1-3.pdf.
This index is included in the International Country Risk Guide (ICRG). https://www.prsgroup.com/about-us/our-twomethodologies/icrg.
These indicators and indicators of all control variables are provided by the QOG Institute (Dahlberg et al. 2019).
Varieties of Democracy Dataset (V-Dem) is a collaboration among more than 50 scholars worldwide, which is co-hosted by
the Department of Political Science at the University of Gothenburg, Sweden; and the Kellogg Institute at the University of
Notre Dame, USA. For more details, see http://www.qogdata.pol.gu.se/data/qog_std_jan17.pdf. Regressions using other
measures of corruption compiled by the V-Democracy Project as dependent variables produce similar results.
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commit themselves to win support from constituents who do not trust the current government or
to satisfy conditions placed on them by the international community. There are no easy solutions to
this endogeneity problem. To address questions about possible endogeneity and directional causality,
we lagged the main independent variable by five years. This use of a five-year lag is admittedly ad
hoc; it is the same lag used by De Mesquita et al. (2005b) and Bearce and Bondanella (2007). In the
latter case, a five-year time lag was used to assess the effects of IGO membership. Using a three-year
lag does not change our substantive results.
5.3. Control Variables
Our control variables included several factors found to be significant predictors of quality of
government in previous research. Research has found that democratic regimes tend to have a higher
quality of government (La Porta et al. 1999; Adsera et al. 2003). We included a measure of regime type:
The Polity IV Score of institutionalized democracy (Marshall et al. 2018) to account for this possibility.
The literature has also noted that wealthier countries tend to have a higher quality of government
(La Porta et al. 1999; Adsera et al. 2003). With this in mind, we controlled for the level of wealth in a
country using the logarithm of GDP per capita constant 2005 US$ from the World Bank (2018).
The literature has identified a number of structural and political factors that also promote or reduce
political accountability and, therefore, help to explain variations in quality of government (Adsera et al. 2003).
The British legal system (Treisman 2000) and economic globalization (Dreher et al. 2007) have been shown
to be associated with a higher QOG, so we included British legal origin taken from La Porta et al. (1999)
and economic globalization, part of the KOF Globalisation Index (Dreher 2006; Gygli et al. 2019) as control
variables. Previous studies have found that total natural resources rents (La Porta et al. 1999; Aidt 2003;
Pellegrini and Gerlagh 2008) and ethnic fractionalization (Mauro 1995) were associated with lower quality
of government, so we also included a measure of natural resources rents as a percentage of GDP
from the World Bank (2018) and a measure of ethnic fractionalization taken from Alesina et al. (2003).
Overall, the estimated coefficients of the control variables in our regression analyses either are statistically
insignificant or are consistent with previous findings.10
Table A2 in the appendix shows that there was not a problem of multicollinearity among the
independent variables. Table A3 in the appendix provides the descriptive statistics for all of the
independent variables. Table A4 of the appendix provides a brief summary of each of the dependent
variables used in the paper.
6. Results
In Table 1, we focus on our first dependent variable, the quality of government index.
Here, we demonstrate the negative effect of membership in IGOs using four alternative statistical
models. All models in Table 1 produce similar results that fully support our theoretical expectations.
We started with two time-series cross-sectional fixed effects regressions. The fixed effects estimation
reduces the likelihood of omitted variable bias, since it controls for the possible effects of both
observable and unobservable time-constant variables. However, because of that, in fixed effects
models, the time-invariant explanatory variables must be excluded. Model 1 with no control variables
incorporates information from 138 countries for the period of 1985–2005. Model 2 includes all time
variant control variables—the level of institutionalized democracy and the logarithm of real GDP per
capita, the degree to which the economy depends upon the extraction of natural resources, and the
degree of economic globalization. The independent variable of main theoretical interest, as noted
above, is the total number of IGO memberships of each country. The sign of the total number of IGO
memberships is negative and is statistically significant, as expected in both fixed effects regressions.

10

In our data, there is only a weak correlation between the main independent variable, the total number of IGO memberships, and the
control variables. The correlation matrix of all independent variables is reported in Appendix A Table A2.
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Next, to control explicitly for various combinations of variables identified in the literature as important,
we supplemented the fixed effects analysis with random effects time-series cross-sectional estimation
(Model 3). We added controls for variables that are time-invariant in our sample: Ethnolinguistic
fractionalization, British legal origin, and the dummy indicators for the world’s regions. We also added
a year counter as a way to control for trends in the independent variable. Finally, we estimated a
Generalized Least Squares (GLS) regression with correction for panel-specific AR(1) autocorrelation
and heteroskedastic error structure, while including all control variables (Model 4).
The results of all four regressions presented in Table 1 are fully consistent with our theoretical
expectations. The sign of the total number of IGO memberships variable is always negative and statistically
significant. The signs of the estimated coefficients of the control variables are consistent with the results
reported by previous studies and are statistically significant in almost all cases. Note that Models 1 and
2 each explain about 85% of the variation in the quality of government.
Table 1. The effects of the number of international governmental organization (IGO) memberships on
the International Country Risk Guide (ICRG) indicator of quality of government. Cross-section time-series
models 1985–2005.
(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

VARIABLES

Fixed Effects
Model I

Fixed Effects
Model II

Random
Effects Model

GLS Model
AR(1)

Total Number of IGO Memberships,
5-year Lag

−0.0008 ***
(0.0001)

−0.0005 **
(0.0001)

−0.0009 ***
(0.0002)

−0.0004 ***
(0.0001)

Institutionalized Democracy

0.003 **
(0.001)

0.005 ***
(0.001)

0.003 ***
(0.0008)

GDP per capita (constant 2005 US$), log

0.06 ***
(0.02)

0.07 ***
(0.008)

0.06 ***
(0.005)

Total natural resources rents (% of GDP)

−0.002 ***
(0.0005)

−0.002 ***
(0.0004)

−0.0008 ***
(0.0002)

Economic Globalization

−0.0005
(0.0004)

0.001 **
(0.0004)

0.0005 **
(0.0002)

British Legal Origin

0.02
(0.02)

0.04 **
(0.01)

Ethnic Fractionalization

0.01
(0.05)

−0.01
(0.03)

Year

−0.004 ***
(0.0006)

−0.003 ***
(0.0005)

Dummies for Global Regions

Included

Included

Constant

0.5 ***
(0.02)

0.1
(0.1)

8.1 ***
(1.1)

5.1 ***
(1.0)

Observations

2650

2111

2079

2077

R-squared

0.85

0.84

Number of Countries

138

118

115

113

Standard errors in parentheses *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.05, and * p < 0.1 refers to 1%, 5%, and 10% significance level,
respectively. Note: The dependent variable ranges from ZERO to ONE. Higher scores indicate better government
performance. In our sample, the mean of the quality of government index is 0.56; SD = 0.23.

Figure 1 helps to demonstrate the strong substantive effects of the number of IGO memberships
on the quality of government by comparing those effects with the effects of democracy (based on the
inclusion of all control variables, random effect Model 3). As noted above, many previous studies
have shown that more democratic countries score higher on all metrics of the quality of government.
Figure 1 shows that when the number of IGO memberships increases by approximately 23.6 (e.g.,
by one standard deviation), the decline in the quality of government is about equal to the effect that
would be produced if the level of democracy declined by 5 points (on the ZERO to TEN scale).
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Figure 2 compares the substantive effects of the number of IGO memberships on the quality of
government with the effects of per capita income (again, based on the inclusion of all control variables,
Model 3). As noted above, many previous studies also have shown that wealthier countries score higher
on all metrics of the quality of government. Figure 2 shows that when the number of IGO memberships
increases by approximately 50, the decline in the quality of government is about equal to the effect that
would be produced if the level of per capita income declined by $7500 (from $16,500 to $9000).
Table 2 presents the GLS estimations for the full model (including all control variables) for four
other indicators of the quality of government (Models 5–8). As noted above, the first two, control of
corruption (Model 5) and government effectiveness (Model 6), are widely used, survey-based measures
taken from the World Bank’s Worldwide Government Indicators. The other two, the political corruption
index and the public sector corruption index, are more recently created, expert-based indices created
by the Variety of Democracy (V-Dem) project. Though these four additional indicators of quality of
government capture different dimensions of government, the results for all four models regarding
the effect of greater numbers of IGO memberships are all statistically significant and in the expected
directions. Once again, the signs of the estimated coefficients of the control variables are consistent
with the results reported by previous studies and with the results reported in Table 1.
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variable, The quality of government index, ranges from ZERO to ONE. Higher scores indicate better

Figure 1. Fitted values of the quality of government index and democracy. Note: The dependent
variable, The quality of government index, ranges from ZERO to ONE. Higher scores indicate better
government performance. In our sample, the mean of the quality of government index is 0.56; SD = 0.23.
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of IGOs in which a country participated during the time period of our analysis is 49 (SD = 23.6).
Table 2. Four alternative dependent variables: Cross-section time-series models, GLS AR(1).
(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

VARIABLES

Control of Corruption
1996–2005

Government Effectiveness
1996–2005

Political Corruption
1985–2005

Public Sector Corruption
1985–2005

Total Number of IGO Memberships,
5-year Lag

−0.002 **
(0.0006)

−0.001 **
(0.0005)

0.0002 ***
(0.00004)

0.0002 ***
(0.00003)

Institutionalized Democracy

0.03 ***
(0.004)

0.03 ***
(0.003)

−0.006 ***
(0.0005)

−0.008 ***
(0.0005)

GDP per capita (constant 2005 US$), log

0.3 ***
(0.01)

0.3 ***
(0.01)

−0.08***
(0.004)

−0.07 ***
(0.003)

Total natural resources rents (% of GDP)

−0.009 ***
(0.0010)

−0.01 ***
(0.0008)

0.001 ***
(0.0001)

0.0009 ***
(0.0001)

Economic Globalization

0.01 ***
(0.0010)

0.008 ***
(0.0008)

−0.0008 ***
(0.0001)

−0.0003 ***
(0.00008)

British Legal Origin

0.02
(0.03)

0.08 **
(0.03)

−0.08 ***
(0.006)

−0.04 ***
(0.007)

Ethnic Fractionalization

0.03
(0.08)

0.2 **
(0.05)

0.1 ***
(0.01)

0.04 **
(0.02)

Year

−0.02 ***
(0.002)

−0.01 ***
(0.002)

0.004 ***
(0.0002)

0.004 ***
(0.0002)

Dummies for Global Regions

Included

Included

Included

Included

Constant

35 ***
(4.7)

20 ***
(4.3)

−7.4 ***
(0.5)

−6.5 ***
(0.5)

Observations

875

875

2295

2295

Number of Countries

129

129

125

125

Standard errors in parentheses *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.05, and * p < 0.1 refers to 1%, 5%, and 10% significance
level, respectively.
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Robustness Checks
First, we tested the robustness of our results for less democratic and less economically developed
countries. It is possible that in these types of countries, domestic accountability is relatively low
anyway. Therefore, the demands of international organizations may not matter much. Table 3 presents
the GLS estimations of the quality of government index for four subsets of countries electoral democracies
(Model 9), nondemocracies (Model 10), OECD countries (Model 11), Non-OECD countries (Model 12),
and Non-EU countries (Model 13). In all subsets, the relationship between the number of IGO
memberships and the quality of government index is negative, as hypothesized.
Table 3. Dependent variable: ICRG indicator of quality of government in five subsets, cross-section
time-series models, GLS AR(1), 1985–2005.
(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

VARIABLES

Democratic Regimes
(Electoral Democracy)

Non-Democratic
Regimes

OECD

Non-OECD

Non-EU

Total Number of IGO Memberships,
5-year Lag

−0.0003 **
(0.0001)

−0.001 ***
(0.0002)

−0.0002 *
(0.0001)

−0.001 ***
(0.0002)

−0.0005 ***
(0.0001)

Institutionalized Democracy

0.003
(0.002)

0.0006
(0.0008)

0.009 **
(0.004)

0.002 **
(0.0009)

0.003 ***
(0.0008)

GDP per capita (constant 2005 US$), log

0.09 ***
(0.007)

0.03 ***
(0.007)

0.2 ***
(0.02)

0.04 ***
(0.006)

0.06 ***
(0.005)

Total natural resources rents (% of GDP)

−0.0004
(0.0004)

−0.0007 ***
(0.0002)

0.0003
(0.0007)

−0.0008 ***
(0.0002)

−0.0010 ***
(0.0002)

Economic Globalization

0.001 ***
(0.0003)

0.0009 ***
(0.0003)

0.0007 *
(0.0004)

0.0006 **
(0.0003)

0.0006 **
(0.0003)

British Legal Origin

0.06 ***
(0.01)

0.04 **
(0.02)

0.06 ***
(0.02)

0.03 **
(0.01)

0.02 **
(0.008)

Ethnic Fractionalization

0.08 **
(0.03)

−0.006
(0.05)

−0.06
(0.04)

0.01
(0.04)

0.03
(0.03)

Year

−0.005 ***
(0.0006)

−0.002 **
(0.0006)

−0.006 ***
(0.0008)

−0.002 **
(0.0006)

−0.003 ***
(0.0005)

Dummies for Global Regions

Included

Included

Included

Included

Included

Constant

8.7 ***
(1.2)

3.4 *
(1.2)

11 ***
(1.5)

3.6 **
(1.3)

5.0 ***
(0.9)

Observations

1268

805

580

1497

1825

Number of Countries

81

59

32

81

102

Standard errors in parentheses *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.05, and * p < 0.1 refers to 1%, 5%, and 10% significance
level, respectively.

Second, we showed that the results are not due to state memberships in some important, powerful
IGOs. The argument in this paper is that a nation’s degree of involvement in the international
system could have a negative externality on the quality of its domestic government. Thus, our main
independent variable of theoretical interest is the total number of IGO memberships. We recognize that
each country’s mix of memberships may be important, too. The simplifying assumption that we made
in the first part of our empirical analysis is that, on average, the proportion of more and less influential
IGOs each state joins is constant. Some IGOs are more able to affect the policies and priorities of
domestic politicians than others (Abouharb et al. 2015). To show that the results displayed above are
not due to state memberships in important, powerful IGOs, Table 4 breaks IGO memberships into two
groups—powerful (the WTO, the IMF, and the World Bank) and less powerful (all other memberships).
As shown in Table 4, the negative consequences of membership in many IGOs is not simply an
artifact of each country’s number of memberships in powerful IGOs (which can range from zero to
three). The effects of membership in a higher number of powerful IGOs is negative or, in the case of
control of corruption, statistically insignificant on the quality of domestic governance. The effect of
the number of memberships in other IGOs is consistently negative. The signs and significance of the
control variables do not change.
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Table 4. Separating membership in the International Monetary Fund (IMF), World Trade Organization
(WTO), and World Bank (WB) from all other IGOs: GLS AR(1), cross-section time-series models.
(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)

(18)

VARIABLES

Quality of
Government
1985–2005

Control of
Corruption
1996–2005

Government
Effectiveness
1996–2005

Political
Corruption
1985–2005

Public Sector
Corruption
1985–2005

IMF, WTO and WB, 5-year Lag

−0.009 ***
(0.003)

0.02
(0.01)

−0.03 **
(0.01)

0.003 **
(0.0008)

0.0009
(0.0007)

All Other IGOs, 5-year Lag

−0.0004 **
(0.0001)

−0.002 **
(0.0006)

−0.002 **
(0.0005)

0.0002 ***
(0.00004)

0.0001 ***
(0.00003)

Institutionalized Democracy

0.004 ***
(0.0008)

0.03 ***
(0.004)

0.03 ***
(0.003)

−0.006 ***
(0.0005)

−0.008 ***
(0.0005)

GDP per capita (constant 2005 US$), log

0.06 ***
(0.005)

0.3 ***
(0.01)

0.3 ***
(0.01)

−0.08 ***
(0.004)

−0.06 ***
(0.004)

Total natural resources rents (% of GDP)

−0.0008 ***
(0.0002)

−0.009 ***
(0.0009)

−0.01 ***
(0.0008)

0.001 ***
(0.0001)

0.0010 ***
(0.0001)

Economic Globalization

0.0006 **
(0.0002)

0.01 ***
(0.0010)

0.009 ***
(0.0008)

−0.0008 ***
(0.0001)

−0.0003 **
(0.00008)

English Common Law

0.03 ***
(0.01)

0.02
(0.03)

0.08 **
(0.03)

−0.08 ***
(0.007)

−0.04 ***
(0.009)

Ethnic Fractionalization

−0.03
(0.02)

0.02
(0.07)

0.2 ***
(0.05)

0.2 ***
(0.01)

0.1 ***
(0.02)

Year

−0.002 ***
(0.0005)

−0.02 ***
(0.003)

−0.008 **
(0.003)

0.004 ***
(0.0002)

0.004 ***
(0.0002)

Dummies for Global Regions

Included

Included

Included

Included

Included

Constant

4.7 ***
(1.0)

41 ***
(5.6)

14 **
(5.1)

−7.5 ***
(0.5)

−6.3 ***
(0.5)

Observations

2077

875

875

2295

2295

Number of Countries

113

129

129

125

125

Standard errors in parentheses *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.05, and * p < 0.1 refers to 1%, 5%, and 10% significance
level, respectively.

7. Discussion
Rapid economic, political, and social globalization has led to an increase in the scope and intensity
of international pressures on all nations. This is a fact of modern life, but there is debate over whether it
is a good or bad thing for most of the world’s citizens. Though there are dissident voices, the prevailing
account in the literature is that international collaboration encourages domestic politicians to adopt
policies that lead to a wide variety of good outcomes, including an improved domestic government
(Bauhr and Nasiritousi 2012).
We have presented a more nuanced picture by noting that a particular type of international
cooperation—an increasing membership in intergovernmental organizations—is likely to have a
mix of good and bad consequences for member states. On the positive side, it helps member
states to solve coordination problems and to deal with rapidly changing global demands and
expectations in important policy areas such as technology, the economy, and the natural environment.
Intergovernmental organizations also help to transmit international norms and standards. They may
also provide resources that improve the state capacity of their members. Yet, as we have shown,
increasing embeddedness in intergovernmental organizations also has a disruptive effect on domestic
governments. Importantly, the negative consequences on the quality of domestic governance are not
due to memberships in a few, powerful IGOs (such as the IMF, the WTO, and the World Bank), whose
strong effects on domestic governance have already been shown in the literature.
The loss of accountability to citizens is a negative externality that arises as international actors try
to exercise more influence over national governments. We emphasize the cost aspect of international
cooperation: Increased activities of international organizations unintentionally make it more difficult

Soc. Sci. 2019, 8, 139

15 of 22

for citizens to control political incumbents. The decline in accountability is likely to contribute to a
decline in the quality of government, and our empirical analysis supports this theoretical expectation.
All nations face a trade-off between the advantages of international cooperation and the negative
influence of adding international principals (or would be principals) on domestic accountability.
Our findings show that there are negative effects for more and less economically developed countries
as well as for electoral democracies and nondemocratic countries. In comparison to the argument
made by Keohane et al. (2009), we found little evidence that membership in IGOs reduces corruption
in member states. The weight of the evidence we present indicates that adding international principals
(or would be principals) worsens corruption across a range of states: Democratic, autocratic, OECD,
Non-OECD, and Non-EU. Still, it is possible that the “internationalization of domestic politics” affects
the policies of countries differently depending upon institutional contexts that affect the incentives of
politicians (Gourevitch 1978; Keohane et al. 1996; Hawkins et al. 2006; Fang 2008).
Future research could explore differences in the effects of international cooperation on the quality of
government. We anticipate that domestic accountability is affected by: (1) The mix of IGO memberships;
(2) the relative ability of different IGOs to enforce compliance; (3) the degree to which particular IGO
prescriptions are reinforced or contradicted by the policy preferences of other IGOs; and (4) the degree of
support particular IGOS receive from powerful governments in the world. In addition, competition among
IGOs may reduce domestic accountability more in some types of policy area and in some types of countries.
Our argument and findings do not imply that international cooperation will have net negative
consequences on every policy outcome. The strength of the disruptive effect on specific policy outcomes
depends on the balance of costs and benefits, which are likely to vary for different policy areas and
types of countries. The costs of international cooperation, depending upon the policy area, may or may
not outweigh the benefits. Thus, our contentions are consistent with previous research showing both
positive and negative effects of international cooperation. Examples of positive effects include stopping
the spread of epidemic disease, providing better sanitation, and improving environmental quality
(Frank et al. 2000; Spilker 2012; Clavier and Leeuw 2013). For other policy areas, such as improving
human rights practices and stimulating economic development (Abouharb and Cingranelli 2007;
Bourguignon and Sundberg 2007; Knack and Rahman 2007), the findings are less conclusive, but some
studies show negative consequences. After more findings accumulate, we can refine the theory to
better anticipate the characteristics of policies and types of nations where the negative externalities of
international cooperation are greatest.
It is likely that states will continue to join IGOs and that the influence of IGOs will increase.
Thus, the undermining of domestic accountability is likely to continue. As long as intergovernmental
organizations focus on controlling governments, they will undermine the influence of citizens over their
own politicians. To counterbalance this effect, intergovernmental organizations should put more efforts
into making it more difficult for domestic politicians to shirk their responsibilities to their own citizens.
First, major IGOs like the IMF, World Bank, and World Trade Organization should step up their efforts to
promote transparency within their member states. Other IGOs should follow suit. However, the current
transparency efforts of IGOs are designed mainly to require that national governments reveal more
information about their own activities. National governments should also disclose NGO demands.
Intergovernmental organizations could also promote domestic policies designed to create or enhance
domestic accountability mechanisms. In general, international organizations should adopt measures
specifically designed to make it harder for national politicians to blame globalization for their own lack
of efforts to improve the quality of government.
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Appendix A
Table A1. List of countries included in the empirical analysis.
Afghanistan
Antigua and Barbuda
Azerbaijan
Belarus
Bolivia
Bulgaria
Canada
China
Costa Rica
Czech Republic
Ecuador
Estonia
Gabon
Guyana
India
Israel
Kazakhstan
Kuwait
Liberia
Marshall Islands
Mongolia
Nepal
Nigeria
Panama
Poland
Russian Federation
Saudi Arabia
Singapore
South Africa
Suriname
Tajikistan
Trinidad and Tobago
Ukraine
Uzbekistan
Yemen, Rep.

Albania
Argentina
The Bahamas
Belgium
Bosnia-Herzegovina
Burkina Faso
Cape Verde
Colombia
Cote D’Ivoire
Denmark
Egypt, Arab Rep.
Ethiopia
Gambia
Haiti
Indonesia
Italy
Kenya
Kyrgyz Republic
Libya
Mauritania
Morocco
Netherlands
Norway
Papua New Guinea
Portugal
Rwanda
Senegal
Slovak Republic
Spain
Swaziland
Tanzania
Tunisia
United Arab Emirates
Vanuatu
Yugoslavia, Fed. Rep.

Algeria
Armenia
Bahrain
Belize
Botswana
Burundi
Central African Republic
Comoros
Croatia
Djibouti
El Salvador
Fiji
Georgia
Honduras
Iran, Islamic Rep.
Jamaica
Kiribati
Kyrgyzstan
Liechtenstein
Mauritius
Mozambique
New Zealand
Oman
Paraguay
Qatar
Saint Lucia
Serbia And Montenegro
Slovenia
Sri Lanka
Sweden
Thailand
Turkey
United Kingdom
Venezuela
Zaire

Andorra
Australia
Bangladesh
Benin
Brazil
Cambodia
Chad
Congo, Dem. Rep.
Cuba
Dominica
Equatorial Guinea
Finland
Germany
Hungary
Iraq
Japan
Korea, Dem. Rep.
Lebanon
Luxembourg
Mexico
Myanmar
Nicaragua
Pakistan
Peru
Republic of Yemen
San Marino
Seychelles
Solomon Islands
St. Vincent
Switzerland
Togo
Turkmenistan
United States
Vietnam
Zambia

Angola
Austria
Barbados
Bhutan
Brunei
Cameroon
Chile
Congo, Rep.
Cyprus
Dominican Republic
Eritrea
France
Ghana
Iceland
Ireland
Jordan
Korea, Rep.
Lesotho
Macedonia
Moldova
Namibia
Niger
Palau
Philippines
Romania
Sao Tome & Principe
Sierra Leone
Somalia
Sudan
Syrian Arab Republic
Tonga
Uganda
Uruguay
Western Samoa
Zimbabwe

Table A2. Descriptive statistics.

ICRG Indicator of Quality of Government
Control of Corruption
Government Effectiveness
Political corruption
Public sector corruption index
Number of IGOs Country Participates
Institutionalized Democracy
GDP per capita (constant 2005 US$), log
Total natural resources rents (% of GDP)
Economic Globalization
English Common Law
Ethnic Fractionalization

Mean

S.D.

Min

Max

0.56
−0.05
−0.06
0.48
0.48
49.2
3.99
7.83
9.66
47.64
0.18
0.46

0.23
1.01
1.00
0.27
0.30
23.6
4.22
1.61
13.52
18.93
0.38
0.27

0.04
−2.06
−2.32
0.01
0.01
1
0
4.24
0.00
8.49
0
0

1.00
2.59
2.34
0.94
0.97
150
10
11.75
88.05
99.03
1
1
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Table A3. Correlations among independent variables.
Number
of IGOs
Institutionalized
Country
Democracy
Participates,
5-year Lag

GDP per
Capita
(Constant
2005 US$),
log

Total
Natural
Resources
Rents (%
of GDP)

Economic
Globalization

English
Common
Law

Number of IGOs Country
Participates, 5-year Lag

1.00

Institutionalized Democracy

0.21

1.00

GDP per capita (constant
2005 US$), log

0.18

0.59

1.00

Total natural resources rents
(% of GDP)

−0.07

−0.40

−0.11

Economic Globalization

0.06

0.50

0.74

0.04

1.00

English Common Law

−0.05

0.14

−0.07

−0.00

0.07

1.00

Ethnic Fractionalization

−0.14

−0.25

−0.45

0.33

−0.25

0.28

Ethnic
Fractionalization

1.00

1.00

Table A4. Brief descriptions of the five dependent variables used in the analysis.
The quality of government index (provided by the ICRG) is computed as the average value of three ICRG
variables: Corruption, law and order, and bureaucracy quality. It is scaled from 0 to 1 with higher values
indicating a higher quality of government (Dahlberg et al. 2019).
•

The control of corruption index measures perceptions of corruption, defined as the exercise of public power
for private gain (provided by the World Bank’s Worldwide Government database).

•

The government effectiveness index combines variables measuring perceptions of the quality of the
bureaucracy and other characteristics of government required for efficient government policies (provided
by the World Bank’s Worldwide Government database).

•

The political corruption index is based on country expert answers to questions about the pervasiveness of
political corruption in a variety of government institutions and activities (provided by the Variety of
Democracy (V-Dem) Project)

•

The public sector corruption index is based on country expert answers to questions about the pervasiveness
of public sector corruption (provided by the Variety of Democracy (V-Dem) Project).
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