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State power and the structure of international trade

Predicted effects of openness according to
(direction of relationship)
Larger relative size of Higher level of
Goals
country development of country

Political power + +
National income — system
Economic growth system system
Social stability + +

Probability of an Open Trading Structure with Different
Distributions of Potential Economic Power

Size of States

RELATIVELY EQUAL

VERY UNEQUAL

SMALL LARGE
Level of
Development EQUAL Moderate-High Low-Moderate High
of States

UNEQUAL Moderate Low Moderate-High
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Increase in Percent of GDP Represented by
All Governments’ Revenues, 1960—75

* Netherlands

20..-
Swe
* Denmark
4
* Norway
+ * Belglum
* Canada * Britaln
10 * Ireland
* Finland * Austria
* Switzerland
* France * Australia
* Germany
* Spain * ltaly
* Japan
* United States r=.60
0 { t t t t
0 50 |

Percent of Government's Electoral Base Composed of
Social Democratic or Labor Parties, 196075

Figure 1. The Partisan Composition of Government and the

Expansion of the Public Economy
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Figure 2. The Openness of the Economy and the
Expansion of the Public Economy

Openness and the fiscal size of the state: Evidence (Cameron 1978)
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Openness and the fiscal size of the
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Openness and the fiscal size of the state: Evidence (Rodrik 1998)



TABLE 1
OPENNESS AND GOVERNMENT SPENDING

DEPENDENT VARIABLE

Lo
CGAVGH92 CGAVGBA8Y GlAt"();%m Gb\{ﬁﬂi‘) DGOVE0S2 DOPENGOS2
INDEPENDENT VARIABLE (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Constant 3.289* 3.786* ], 7TR¥*x ~4.708 6.426 4,439
( 536) (.383) (.990) (2. 872) (.936) (.852)
Log GDP per capita 030 - 105%4* —.413* -.013 —.151 —.194
( 084) (.063) (.143) (.448) (.133) (.121)
Log dependency ratio H42* 630% 372 —.304 387 146
(.241) (.193) (-499) (1.457) (.388) (.353)
Log urbanization —.2083%* —.136+** —.006 —-.556 —.381* 080
(.093) (.075) (.185) (.537) {.123) (.112)
Socialist 169 092 ~.559 ~1.631%%* 024* 260
(.130) (.100) (413) (.909) (.227) (. 207)
OECD =007 ~.014 —.051 -.080 040
(.144) (.122) (.246) (.851) (.254) (. 231)
Latn America -.171 —.218%* —.564%* 122 —-.072 —.041
(.113) (.004) (.221) (.661) (.191) (.174)
East Asia —.206 —. 3384+ -.193 -.206 —.693 836
(.140) (.130) (.267) (.913) ( 228) (.208)
Sub-Saharan Africa =107 —.230** ~.161 002 00 041
(.118) (.101) (.232) (.732) (. 194] (.177)
Log CGAVGE064 —1.508¢% -.019
(.119) (.108)
Log OPENAVGSB089 223+ 534
(.064) (.134)
Log OPENAVG7584 205* B35%*
(.057) (401)
Log OPENAVG6064 272+ —.510%
_ (.094) {.086)
Adjusted R* 428 458 A56 013 664 360
Standard error 317 3135 5568 1.931 512 466
Observations 103 a9 99

125 75 98

* Sagnificant at the 99 percent level.

** Significant at the 95 percent level
*** Significant at the 90 percent level.

Openness and the fiscal size of the state: Evidence (Rodrik 1998)



TABLE 4
Tue IMporTANCE OF EXTERNAL Risk

DepexpenT Variante: Lo oF REaL GovernMenT ConsuMpTioN AS A Percentace or GDP

(Log CGAVGI092)
INDEPENDENT VARIABLE (1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
OPENAVGE089 03+ 000 —-.003 - 004 —.005 - 004
(.001) (.002) (.002) (.003) (.003) (.003)
Cl190 - 66l 429
(.366) (-594)
OPENAVGR08Y x CI190 11+ - 004
(.005) (LD08)
TOTDLOGSTD ~3,053% ~4.155%+ - 3,284+ =2.640%+
(1.087) (1.833) (1.122) (1.118)
OPENAVGS089 x TOTDLOGSTD 053¢ 064+ A58 043+
(.017) (.027) (LO18) {.020)
OPENAVGE089 x GDPSH539 227E07
{2.68E-07)
OPENAVGSO89 x PRIMSHRO9D 008
(.003)
Ohservations 103 94 97 92 97 96
A37 446

Adjusted R*

Nore,—Same as table 2

397 Al 438 A36

Openness, vulnerability and the fiscal size of the state (Rodrik 1998)
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FIGURE 2. Public revenue as a function of trade openness and political regime

Openness and the fiscal size of the
state (Adsera and Boix 2002)



FIGURE 4. TILI Outcomes with Liberal and
Protectionist Autocrats

ProrosImon: Aggregate trade barriers are lower within
democratic pairs than within pairs composed of an
autocracy and a democracy.

CoRrOLLARY. Trrespective of which country makes the first
offer, as the legislatures become more protectionist, the
aggregate level of barriers on which a pair of democ-
racies agree is unchanged.

Democracy and Trade:
The model (Mansfield
et al. 2000)



TABLE 1. Regression of Trade on GDP, Population, Distance, Regime Type, Alliances,
Preferential Trading Arrangements, Major Power, GATT, Prior Colonial Ties, Command
Economies, and War, 1960-90, Using Different Measures of Regime Type

Measure of Regime Type
Jaggers and Gurr (1995) Alvarez et al. (1996)
Variable (1) (1A) (2) (2A)
log B, 17.274* 17.688™ 22.550"* 23.263""
(3.058) (3.057) (3.166) (3.175)
log(GDP, x GDP)) sz 512 580" 582
(.039) (.039) (.044) (.044)
log(POP, x POP) -.937™" ~.943* 1211 -1.232**
(.080) (.080) (.083) (.084)
log(DIST,) —-. 759" -, 758" —.778" - 777
(.014) (.014) (.014) (.014)
MIXED, -.188""* -.233" =111 —.134"
(.035) (.039) (.025) (.027)
AUT, .098 .036 -.053 -.075
(.065) (.069) (.051) (.052)
OTHER, —-.088" =141 — -
(.038) (.043)
DEMZ; - ~.142* - -.120*"
(.053) (.043)
ALLY, 190 1157 184 180"
(.052) (.052) (.051) (.051)
PTA, 527 521 473" 470
(.039) (.039) (.040) (.040)
MP, 548 548" 618 820"
(.138) (.135) (.136) (.137)
ALLY, * PTA; 535 537 618" 620"
(.066) (.067) (.068) (.066)
ALLY, x MP, A79* 182 052 .050
(.068) (.068) (.067) (.067)
PTA, x MP, ~ 476" —.483" -.518""* —.522™
(.068) (.068) (.068) (.068)
GATT, 074 072 126" 125"
(.038) (.038) (.040) (.040)
coL, 1.682" 1.684"" 1.780"** 1.787*
(.085) (.085) (.087) (.087)
COM; 1.033" 1.031*** 855" 847
(.085) (.095) (117 (.117)
WAR, ~6.463" —6.447 ~6.556"* —6.562"""
(.107) (.107) (110) (.110) ,
lagged log (X)) 855" 855" 045 946"
(.014) (.014) (.014) (014)
R? .53 53 55 .55
N 33,116 33,116 30,480 30,480
Note: Entries are ur dized regression coeff . Figures in parentheses are White heteroskedasticity-consistent standard errces. One-tailod tasts

ara conducted for the regression coeflicient of MIXED,, since its sign Is specified by the medel. Two-taled tests are conducted for the remaining
coeficients, Regressions include dummy vanables for country-specific and year-specific fixed eflocts. *p = .05, **p = .01, *""p = .001.

Democracy and
Trade: The results
(Mansfield et al.
2000)



Table 1. Regime Type and International Cooperation, 19531978

Unit of Analysis: Dyad-Year
Model ) Maodel 2 Model 3
Average Level
Average Level Cooperation of Cooperation
Independent Variable of Cooperation (1 =Yes;0=No) if Cooperation >0
Jointly Democratic 3108+ 0.6064* 1R4T4-
Dyad (0.408) (0.101) (0.237)
Jointly Autocratic 3.062%+ 0410 1.335%=
Dyad (0.275) (0.077) (0.166)
Mixed Regime Type 2.180%¢ 0311+ 0563+
Dyad (0.255) (0.059) (0.174)
Jointly Wealthy 0.890* 0.225¢ 0.616%%
Dyad (0.394) (0.098) (0.192)
Jointly Stable 0.728%* 0.187%* 0.271*
Dyad (0.167) (0.034) (0.130)
Shared Alliance 45534 0.5424* 1.54]1**
(0,361) {0.082) (0.159)
Constant 3.523 ~{).455 10847
N 22,320 22,320 11,815

Note: Esch cell comtains the estimated coeflicient with its assocsated standard envoe histed in paren-
theses below. **indicates statistical significance at the .001 level. *indicates statistical sagnificance
M the 0S5 level,

Regime type and international cooperation (Leeds 19999)
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Regime type and alliance density (Gaubatz 1996)



1.0 —
09 -
0.8 —
0.7 -
0.6
0.5 -
04 —
0.3 -
0.2 .
0.1 - et ieieiacainanns

Democrane states
Mixed
Nondemocratic states

0.0 Yﬁfl . LS L4 L} L L L4 L " . L} A I A L L L4 ' LA A L ' L . L ' L2 L4 L S L LA

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 a5 40
Duration (ycars)

FIGURE 2. Alliance survival functions (Kaplan-Meier estimates) for alliances by
treaty (reduced model 1)

Regime type and alliance survival (Gaubatz 1996)



TABLE 1. Effects of regime type, GDP, the change in GDP, trade, military
disputes, colonial relations, alliances, distance, the GATT, and hegemony on
PTA formation, 19511992

Variable (1) (2) (3) 4)
Intercept 7.315%* 7.223%* 6.847%* 7.212%+
(11.85) (11.64) (11.82) (11.54)
REG, 0.038%* 0.038%* 0.035%* 0.038%*
(8.89) (8.80) (8.84) (8.93)
REG, 0.035%* 0.035%* 0.032%* 0.035%*
(8.47) (8.40) (8.15) (8.51)
GDP, —4.84x 10 "0%x 320 x [0 0 —775x 10 %%  —480 x 10 10
(-3.29) (—3.47) (—4.26) (—3.34)
GDP; ~384x 107 1%  —226x 107 '%  —6.94x 10 "9  —388x 10 '%*
(—2.39) (—2.16) (—=4.17) (—2.43)
AGDP, 472x10°° 6.41 % 10°° 4.63x 10°°
(1.28) (1.55) (1.26)
AGDP; 485%x10°° 6.88 x 10 %* 477x 10°°
(1.71) (2.04) (1.69)
TRADE, -121x 1077 -1.23x 1077 ~1.18x 1077
(—1.53) (~1.56) (~1.52)
DISPUTE,; -0.740 -0.734 -0.620
(-1.91) (—1.89) (—1.64)
COL, 1.338%* 1.327%* 1.356%* 1.324%%
(8.74) (8.73) (8.62) (8.45)
ALLY, 0.665%* 0.663%* 0.645%* 0.673%*
9.70) 9.69) 9.34) 9.73)
DISTANCE;; —~0.731%* —0.730%* —0.681%* —0.717%*
(—17.51) (—17.47) (—20.20) (—16.62)
GATT, 0.391%* 0.389%* 0.376%* 0.396%*
(6.05) (6.03) (5.79) (6.12)
HEGEMONY —5375%* —53.07%* —52.20%* —53.84%*
(—14.92) (—14.73) (—14.68) (—14.93)
1 1915.28%* 1906.12%* 1866.84%* 1011.48%*
Log likelihood ~7146.54 ~7147.73 ~7173.51 ~7149.97

Note: These parameters are estimated using logistic regression, after including a natural spline
function with three knots. Figures in parentheses are asymptotic z-statistics computed using Huber
standard errors. In each model, N = 223,568.

*¥p = .001. Two-tailed tests are conducted for all estimates.

*p = .05. Two-tailed tests are conducted for all estimates.

Democracy and trade agreements: The results (Mansfield et al

. 2000)



4. B o - HEHROERNER @S ARORE LR
TXRAFDER
1. TEMIZETIL
— 4 EERTET )L (Stolper-Samuelson)
-ET LD EERIER
- ETILDBEHBIIEHE
— A& EEPF9ET )L (Ricardo-Viner)
- ET LD EIEIRE R
- ETILDBEHBIIEHE
2. FHEEETIL
— MmN EBREE
-FFEEROER (MHEXT HGEH)
- StimEE S D im (BIS P E 5 I ER)




4.1

B 7k KREENELT

fe k- EE X - X DO FIT X L EBURE L

B S0 K EFEfBost L
— ZEFZFT )L (Rogowski)

B I REFEERIL
— S EERTETIVEEFEEFET LD M IL (Hiscox)

HEZIhRKEEFEX L

—- ZEELE-

E|N{EEXILERREZEZK (Milner)

- $j?,ﬂ]£ﬂ’]ﬁ%$5:n

EHIEFE K (Yoffie and Milner)

B 2K EE A ET



4.2 BEIMKREERNRAE-Eranes

o BIAIBKEREBIHEREK
— FEEERRELREB R DM
« = A 1B HPEEE (Aggarwal et al.)
o REREDAEE (Hathaway)

- BEXAELERHRE

BB EO BT ER

o (i) BADERABBREERFERER

= —

— = X1

« REBKERERS

RIR EIREEE K

223K (Goodman et al.)



Figure 1. Four Main Types of Factor Endowments

Land-Labor Ratio
High Low
Abundant: Abundant:
Capital Capital
Advanced Economy Land Labor
Scarce: Scarce:
Labor Land
Abundant: Abundant:
Land Labor
Backward Economy Scarce: Scarce:
Capital Capital
Labor Land

Figure 2. Predicted Effects of Expanding Exposure to Trade

Advanced Economy

Backward Economy

Land-Labor Ratio
High Low
Class cleavage: Urban-rural cleavage:
Land and capital free-trading, Capital and labor free-trading,
assertive assertive
Labor defensive, protectionist Land defensive, protectionist
(Radicalism)
Urban-rural cleavage: Class cleavage:
Land free-trading, assertive Labor free-trading, assertive
Labor and capital defensive, Land and capital defensive,
protectionist protectionist
(U.S. Populism) (Socialism)

Factor Model (Rogowski 1987)

Figure 3. Predicted Effects of Declining Exposure to Trade
Land-Labor Ratio

High

Low

Advanced Economy

Class cleavage:

Labor gains power.
Land and capital lose,

Urban-rural cleavage:

Land gains power.
Labor and capital lose,

Backward Economy

(U.S. New Deal) (Western European Fascism)
Urban-rural cleavage: Class cleavage:
Labor and capital gain power. Land and capital gain power.
Land loses. Labor loses,

(South American Populism)

(Asian & Eastern European Fascism)
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In favor of free trade

CHANGING CONDITIONS:
(1) Increase in scale and increase
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(2) Foreign government intervention,
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In favor of protectionism In favor of strategic trade policy

FIGURE 1. Effects of changing market conditions and government policy
on corporate trade demands

Strategic trade policy and
market opening demands
(Milner and Y offie 1989)






Figure 1. Protectionist Patterns with Low Barriers to Entry

INITIAL ACTION
Decision to Protect the Sector
Through Negotiated Protectionism
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CONDITION
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ECONOMIC RESULT
Economic failure of negotiated
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Protection and adjustment (Aggarwarl et al

Figure 2. Protectionist Patterns with High Barriers to Entry
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Table 1. Summary of Evidence

Import
Penetration®
Industry Protectionist Policies (%) Pattern
Textiles & apparel 1956 (VER, Japan 1957) 2b
1960 (STA/LTA, 1961-62) 6°
1970 (VERs 1971) 9
1973 (MFA 1974) 9 Institutionalized
1976 (MFA 2, 1977) 11
1980 (MFA 3, 1981) 12
1985 (MFA 4, 1986) 23
Footwear 1976 (OMA, Taiwan & Korea 1977) 48
1981 OMAs dropped 50
1984 Protection rejected 70
1985 Protection rejected 76
Televisions 1975 18 Temporary
1976 (OMA, Japan 1977) 33
1978 (OMA, Korea & Taiwan 1979) 26
1980 OMA dropped (Japan) 12¢
1982 OMAs dropped (Korea & Taiwan) 19¢
Steel 1968 (VER, Japan & EEC 1969) 17
1970 14
1971 (VER, Japan & EEC 1972) 18
1974 VERs dropped 13
1977 (TPM in 1978) 18 Sporadic
1981 (VERs, Japan & EEC 1982) 19
1984 (VERs 1985) 26
Autos 1980 (VER, Japan 1981) 27
1985 VER dropped 32

*All import penetration based on quantity (weight for textiles & apparel).

EImport penetration for cotton products only,

“The drop in import penetration masks the movement offshore of U.S. firms and the direct investment in
assembly by foreign producers. Total value-added of TVs manufactured in the U.S. was only 45%-47%.

4 Annualized rates based on 11 months.

*To establish levels of import penetration prior to the conclusion of protectionist agreements, we have
gathered data for the years immediately preceding the dates of such agreements. Parentheses are used to
indicate that the years for which data are recorded and the years in which agreements were concluded are not
identical.

Sources, Textiles. Unpublished chart 4 (Cotton textiles: U.S. Import Trends: Ratio of Imports to Apparent
Domestic Markets), Office of Textiles, Market Analysis Division, Department of Commerce, February 1971;
United States International Trade Commission (USITC), 1984, A-6. Footwear. USITC, 1985, A-15. TVs,
USITC, 1980, D-6 for 1975-78; USITC, 1984, A-37 and A-105 for 1980-82. Steel. American Iron & Steel Insti-
tute, 1968-1980, Autos. Ward's Automotive Report, 1982, 1; “Imported Cars at 32.6% as Domestic Sales
Fall,” New York Times, 5 December 1985, D-1, City Edition. Data also received by telephone from the ITC and
American Iron and Steel Institute.

Protection and adjustment: Evidence
(Aggarwal et al. 1987)
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FIGURE 1. A model of industry decision making

Industry and protection (Hathaway 1998)
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DIVIDED GOVERNMENT). U.S. trade policy tends to be more protectionist under
divided than under unified government if the cross-district external effects in the

congressional dominance game () are not too severe and the size of the majority
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SUMMARY OF PROBIT RESULTS OF MAJOR TRADE VOTES

TABLE 2

Dependent PID SOUDEM % of Vortes for Chi-
Variable Dummy Dummy Liberal Posinons square
1951 voee =3.1749%% AT 42 6% 311.312)

(v = 392) (—11.31) (1.55)
1955 voee = 102340 2138 50.9% 79.2(12)
{» = 405) (—6.10) (.64)
1958 vote <7 ¢ i —. 2484 64.7% 58.2(12)
(x = 414) (—4.78) (—.78)
1962 vote -2.4012%%° - 1. 1109%** 59.7% 220.7(12)
(v = 424) (= 11.08) (—3.07)
1970 voee* A49 J058 45.4% 165.2(12)
(= 379) (.61) (.77)
1973 voee 1.580]%%* 9564000 61.1% 127.3(12)
(x =377 (9.03) (3.06)
1986 voees* 2.1015%%* 32950 36.1% 1195.x12)
(x = 2,480) (26.88) (2.75)
1987 /8 votes’ 2.3815%%* 1538 59.6% 1286.3(12)
(x = 2,125) (26.26) (1.07)
1991/ 3 votes” 1.6750%%* 11519 514 280.5(12)
(m = §55) (13.91) (6.84)

“r-statistic in parentheses: *, **, *** denote significant at .10, .05, and 01 level, respectively.
*President Nixon remamed neutral to this vote,

‘Six votes on HR 4800, See appendix.
“Five votes on HR 3. See appendix,
“Two votes on H Res 101 and HR 3450,

Partisan control and trade bills (Keech and Pak 1995)



Table 2. Coefficient estimates of empirical model

Labor contributions equation
Variables Adjusted
coefficients
Constant -56.6434
AFL-CIO rating 1.1438%%*
Labor committee 32.0348%%*
Terms in office -0.8721
Democrat 17.5141
Sigma (scale parameter 38.4257
Business contributions equation
Variables Adjusted
coefficients
Constant —4.9062
COC rating 1.2419%%
Ways and means committee 83.9211%**
Terms in office 9.4320%%+
Democrat 47.0700
Voting equations Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted
variables coefficients coefficients coefficients
NAFTA GATT MFN93
Constant 5.0047%* 8.7638** 12114
Labor contmibutions -0.0052%%* -0.0027%** 0.0002
Business contributions 0.0012%* 0.0005* 0.0001
ACU rating -0.0200%** —-0.0285%** -0.0119%%*
AFL-CIO rating -0.0174%%* -0.0114%** -0.0060%**
NSI rating 0.0071%** 0.0093*** 0.0017*
COC rating 0.0047 0.0040** 0.0021
LCV rating -0.0016 -0.0009 -0.0048%%*
Percent hispanic 0.0093%++
Umion -3.0821%%* -0.1409 0.0562
Democrat -0.1438 -0.1375 0.1695*
Export ratio 0.2771%%+ 0.1524%%+ 0.0482%%
No high school degree -2.3108%%* 0.7321 0.2300
HS, no college degree 0.1755 -0.2236 0.6019
Unemployment rate 0.0423 -0.0288% 0.0328%*
Per-capita income -0.0121 0.0039 0.0082

Trade bills and interest groups (Baldwin and Magee 2000)



Table 2. Adjustment Assistance Cases: 1963-1981

Number of Petitions Yearly Average Acceptance Rate
Commerce Labor Commerce Labor Commerce Labor
Year Department®  Department Department  Department Department  Department
1963-1974 62 233 5 19 a7 30
1975-1978 338 3529 85 882 91 A5
1979-1981 1245 6213 623 2071 B1 28

Prescreened at regional offices, Commerce Department data only for 1979 and 1980.
Source: See Appendix.

Table 3. Escape Clause Cases: 1958-1981

- © Acceplance
Number Average Number Number  Acceptance Acceptance Rate
of Per ITC President Rate Rateof  WithITC
Year® Petitions Year Approved®  Approveds ITC Presidentd  Remedy
1958-1962 56 11 15 8 27 14 07
1963-1974 k)| 3 10 4 .33 13 03
1975-1978 40 10 24 9 .60 .23 (.20) 03
1979-1981 13 4 8 5 62 38 (.23) 08
A0rganized by legislative periods.

YIncludes Split Votes.
€An award of adjustment assistance alone is not considered aid.
dNumber in parentheses indicates acceptance rate for industries not already covered by escape clause actions.

Source: See Appendix.

Administered protection 1 (Goldstein 1986)



Table 4. Unfair Trade Cases (Section 337 of 1930 Tariff Act): 1958-1982

_— =

—

iate of

Number of Petitions Number Number

Year Petitions Per Year Settled Accepted Settlement  Acceptance
1958-1962 6 1 0 0 0 0
1963-1974 53 Rl 5 7 09 A3
1975-1978 47 12 13 13 .28 28
1979-1982 69 17 31 15 45 22

Source: See Appendix.
Table 5. Countervailing Duty Cases: 1958-1982
Number of Average Number of Acceptance

Year Petitions Per Year Positive Rate
1958-1962 - 1 < 1.0
1963-1974 16 1 15 .93
1975-1978 149 37 45° 30P
1979-1982 101 25 30 .30

#Thirty-three cases were waived.
bEight percent if waived cases counted as negative.

Source: See Appendix.

Administered protection 2 (Goldstein 1986)



Table 1. Coefficient Estimates for the Nested Logit Model

Determinants of Determinants of

ITC Decisions® Industry Decisions®
Variable Coefficient  t-Statistic = Coefficient  t-Statistic
Constant -3.68 247 -2.12 947"
Elasticity of demand -31 -.96 - -
Industry employment 1.14 67 - -
Ways and Means Democrats =12 -.98 — —
Ways and Means Republicans 20 L4t - —
Trade subcommittee Democrats .61 3.15* — —
Trade subcommittee Republicans -.75 -1.93* - —
Ways and Means chair 1.28 2.74* - -
Ways and Means ranking member .09 14 - -
Trade subcommittee chair -.25 -.50 — —
Trade subcommittee ranking member =11 -.19 - -
Capacity utilization 95 62 - -
U.S. trade deficit 1.38 2.46" — -
Industry concentration ratios -.48 -.05 -3.81 -1.07
Percentage change in industry employment -2.07 -1.12** -1.27 -1.82"
Percentage change in market share 7.60 1.74* -.90 -2.81*
Tariff rate 1.89 1.45 -1.19 -2.58"
Inclusive value — - .18 3.29*
Number of cases 205 2,903
Percentage correctly predicted 72 92.97

#The dependent variable is the ITC decision: 1 = protection, 0 = no protection. There were 80 positive deci-
sions and 125 negative decisions by the ITC.
®The dependent variable is the industry decision: 1 = apply, 0 = not apply. There were 205 industry appli-
cants and 2,698 nonapplicants.

*p = .05, two-tailed test.
**Indicates p = .05 when the number of congressional representatives for each industry is replaced by a
dummy variable.

ITC and administered protection (Hansen 1990)



Table §

Table 4 Results of the Second Model
Results of the First Model (dependent variable = Import Duty Coverage Ratio;
(dependent variable = Trade Openness; N = 1,018; R* = .4943) n=847;: R* = .6233)
Indcpendent Variable Cocficicnt Indcpendent Variable Cocflicient Independent Variable Cocflicicnt Inéependent Variable Cocficient
Party Nomination 1 1575 Average regional IDCR 0583344+ Party Nomination 1 03673 Average regional IDCR 0.24274++
(3.248) (0.1550) (0.9173) (0.0449)
Party Nomination 2 —1541% Population —15.21%= Party Nomination 2 2285 Population 0.3519
(7.759) (1.705) (1.336) (0.3452)
Electoral volatility 4271 GDP per capita 2.818*% Electoral volatility 0.0141 GDP per capita —2.858%4
(2.585) (1.711) (0.8151) (0.4156)
Electoral district size 2028 AGDP 10.31 Electoral district size 05162+ AGDP 0.9009
(1.147) (6.711) (0.3102) (2.210)
Exccutive constraint -1565 A Exchange rate 5.870%4* Exccutive constraint 04926 A Exchange rate —1.249%+
(1.200) (0.8260) (0.3683) (0.2643)
Pasliamentary dummy 1570 EU dummy 5.334%+ Padiamentary dummy 0.9919 EU dummy ~1.514%
(1.994) (2.481) (0.7207) (0.7444)
Divided govemment 1.889%* World Bank /IMF dummy ~ 0.5188 Divided govemment -0.1575 World Bank / IMF dummy 04743
(0.7818) (1.031) (0.2427) (0.3434)
Leftist government (doveloped)  0.8529 WTO / GATT dummy -04530 Leftist government (doveloped)  -0.1769 WTO / GATT dummy 03572
(1.003) (1.809) (0.3023) (0.6321)
Leflist government (developing)  1.184 Constant 28034 Leftist government -09193+ Constant 32.24%%
(1.447) (29.67) (developing) (05028) (6.278)
Note: IDCR = import duty coverage ratio; EU = European Union; IMF = Intemational Mooctary Notc: IDCR =import duty coverage ratio; EU = European Union; IMF = Intcmational Monctary
Fund; WTO = World Trade Organization. Random cffects regression with AR(1) autocomrelation Fund; WTO = World Trade Organization. Random cffects regrossion with AR(1) autocorrelation
coection. Standard crrors arc in parenthesis. Primary independent variables arc in boldface. coerection. Standard crroes are in parenthesis. Primary independent variables arc in boldface.
*p<.10.*%p < 05. **%p < 0L All tests arc 2-tailed. *p<.10.*%p < 05. ***p < 01. All tests arc 2-tailed.

Party strength and international trade (Hankla 2007)
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TABLE 2. Regression Results on a Party’s Trade Manifesto Pasition (FT)

Party Postion on Twde Policy Country FE
Dependent Variable: (1) 2) (3) (4) (3)
Left-Right 0.201* 0.305% 0.270% 1.060** 0.259%
(0.043) (0.035) (0.049) 0.073) (0.067)
YEAR 0.031* 0.040% 0.035* 0.008 0.027%
(0.006) (0.010) (0.010) (0.018) (0.011)
LNPOP 0.567* —-0.037 - 0.037 1.007** 0.023
(0.195) (0.345) (0.347) (0.490) (0.369)
LNRDGPC — 1.309%~ — 1.792% — L6629 - 1214 — 1.450%
(0.261) (0.363) (0.385) (0.686) (0.416)
OPEN 0.016* 0.014% 0.016** 0.013*
(0.004) (0.004) (0.007) (0.004)
TC — 4,605 - 5263 - 0313 - 6.197"
(1.748) (1.890) (3.916) (1.947)
HEGEMONY 23.250% 21999 19.764** 19.147*
(3.736) (3.974) (6.009) (4.178)
SEATS 0.007* 0.006% 0.000 0.006%
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
PRESIDENT L484™ 1.118** 1.373*
(0.355) (0.441) (0.381)
ERULE - 0.007 0578** 0.053
(0.329) (0247) (0.353)
EU 0.513
(0.713)
EU*LR —0.032" "
(0.097)
Constant —55.75% — 63.25%* — 53.79*% - 2255 — 39.264*
(10.751) (17.035) (18.625) (32719 (20.390)
Observations 1574 1535 1530 1530 1530
# of parties 186 183 183 183 183
Log likelihood — 533584.95 —3389.77 — 3368.97 — 379524 — 3370.50
Wald chi2 449562 38968 32425 355 36995
Prob> chi2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
rho 0.018 0.021 0.017 0266 0.020

Estimated with feasible GLS (XTGLS in STATA 8), panty fixed effects except #4 where country FE, heterascedastic
panels, AR1 correction.

Standard errors in parentheses.

*sgnificant at 106%; **significant at 5%; "™*significant at 1%; ~ joindy significant at 5% with L/R.

Determinants of party platforms on trade (Milner and Judkins 2004)



TABLE2. Effects of Unemployment and Veto Points on Trade Policy, 1980-2000

(1) (2) (3) (4) (3) (6)
N 731 587 144 723 583 140
# countrics 58 44 26 58 45 25
R? 0.72 0.39 0.90 0.72 0.38 0.90
Sample All Stable Other All Stable Other
democracies  countries democrades countnes
Source of democracy data Polity > 6  Polity<6 Polity > 6  Polity <6
Level of import penctration  —0.007 —0.009 -0.013  —0.007 —0.010 -0.012
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Veto points —0.136 -0.273 —-0.055 —0.048 —0.061 -0.015
0.014 0.000 0.628 0.047 0.060 0.751
Unemployment rate —0.005 -0.023 —-0.001  —0.005 -0.010 0.005
0.087 0.001 0.749 0.160 0.086 0.433
Veto points x 0.012 0.034 -0.013 0.006 0.009 —0.008
uncmployment rate 0.007 0.000 0.235 0.029 0.019 0.231
Real effective exchange rate 0.000 —0.001 0.000 0.000 —0.001 0.000
0.000 0.164 0.000 0.000 0.067 0.000
Change in real cffective —0.031 -0.102 0.027 —0.034 —0.104 0.018
exchange rate 0.450 0.117 0.586 0.416 0.118 0.731
Change in terms of trade 0.721 0.626 1.247 0.662 0.636 1.500
0.001 0.007 0.004 0.002 0.007 0.010
Gross private capital 0.001 0.001 —0.002 0.001 0.001 —0.002
formation'GDP 0.013 0.026 0.479 0.009 0.012 0.412
Gross intemational 0.014 0.012 0.026 0.012 0.010 0.027
rescrvesimports 0.000 0.001 0.003 0.000 0.003 0.002

Nates: Entries are ordinary leastsquares coeflicent estimates above corresponding p-values, based on panelcor-
rected standard errors. Coeflicient estimates for PTA, country, and year indicator variables are not reported 10
conserve space. As we incduded PTA, country, and year indicator variables, we do not include a constant term.

Veto points, unemployment and trade openness (Henisz and Mansfield 2006)
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TABLE 2. Tariff rates

Tariff rates

Depend.
variable (1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6)
POLITY —0.264%**  —0247**  —0.262*** —0.262*** —(0251*** —(.240***

(0.096) (0.096) (0.101) (0.096) (0.096) (0.006)
GDP PC 0.000** 0.001*** 0.001#+* 0.000** 0.000%** 0.000***

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
LN POP 36.24%** 32.50**+ 34.09%#* 36.37%** 36.61%** 36.72%¢*

(5.106) (5.433) (6.222) (5.162) (4.976) (5.084)
EC CRISIS -0.777

(0.670)
BP CRISIS 0.700
(0.672)
IMF 0.248
(0.375)
US HEG 21515
(15.769)
FIVE OPEN —1.646
(1.523)

Constant 2,781 %+ 2,762%** 2,82]%*+ 2,798+ 2,830%** 2,581 %+

(203.9) (194.9) (230.2) (200.3) (195.7) (304.3)
Observations 774 765 738 765 774 734
Countries 101 100 98 101 101 101
R? 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.80
Wald chi® 3724 4996 1312 1454 635 767
Prob > chi’ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Note: OLS with panel-corrected dard errors in p Country fixed effects, ARI correction, and time trend
are included but are not shown. All right-hand-side variables are lagged one period.

*** significant at 1%; two-tailed tests.

** significant at 5%; two-tailed tests.

* significant at 10%; two-tailed tests.

Democratization and tariff rates (Milner
and Kubota 2005)

TABLE 3. Tariff rates

Tariff rates
Depend
variable ) (2) 3 (4) (5) (6)
REGIME —0.347%** —(317*** —033]1%** —0.302%*#
(0.108) (0.108) (0.110) (0.117)
DEM —1.369
(1.374)
DICTATOR —0.880***
(0.245)
SGL PARTY —4.629%*
(2.020)
MILITARY 1.740
(1.571)
LN POP 31.08%+# 35.02%#*# 31.74%#* 25.71%+# 26.27**# 32.37%#+
(6.278) (6.447) (7.255) (7.181) (6.955) (7.120)
GDP PC 0.001** 0.001*#* 0.002%+# 0.002%*+ 0.002#** 0.002%**
(0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001)
EC CRISIS —0.623 —0.469 —0.688 —0.661 —0.663 -0.703
(0.686) (0.688) (0.755) (0.712) (0.720) (0.744)
BP CRISIS 0.823 0.775 0.434 0.652 0.559 0.436
(0.719) (0.719) (0.710) (0.702) (0.673) (0.704)
IMF 0.139 0.140 0.141 —0.018 —0.156 0.131
(0.375) (0.372) (0.393) (0.403) (0.392) (0.388)
OFFICE —0.185%**  —(0.183*** —(0.199***  —(.134** —0.207***  —(.179***
(0.057) (0.057) (0.061) (0.061) (0.060) (0.061)
AV TARIFF .09]*# 0.128**= 0.131%** 0.111** 0.123*+**
(.042) (0.047) (0.047) (0.047) (0.047)
GATT 2.275%*+ 2.395+* 2.810** 2.356** 2,424+
(1.159) (1.174) (1.088) (1.088) (1.163)
2] 0.418** 0.414%* 0.402%* 0.400+*
(0.175) (0.175) (0.169) (0.173)
FIVE OPEN —1.566
(1.585)
US HEG 22.537
(18.177)
Constant 2,538#+* 2,665%** 2,002+ 2,057%** 2,003*** 3,007*#*
(246.82) (338.3) (315.6) (284.5) (277.5) (306.9)
Observations 694 604 649 681 681 649
Country 97 97 89 98 98 80
R? 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.79 0.80 0.80
Wald chi? 4430 791 4255 15024 2161 783
Prob > chi® 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Note: OLS with panel-corrected dard errors in parenth Country fixed effects, AR correction, and time trend

are included but are not shown. All right-hand-side variables are lagged one period.

*** significant at 1%; two-tailed tests.
** significant at 5%; two-tailed tests.
* significant at 10%; two-tailed tests.



TABLE 5. Sachs-Warner trade liberalization

Sachs-Wamner openness

Dependent
variable (1) (2) (3) 4)
REGIME 0.332%+= 0.332%** 0.367++* 0.521%**
(0.104) (0.118) (0.129) (0.147)
LN POP 43.425%+# 49.808*** 69.062%+#* 29.550%+
(8.802) (10.545) (15.040) (14.203)
GDP PC —-0.000 —0.001 —0.000 —0.004*
(0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003)
EC CRISIS —-0.652 —0.496 —0.531 —-1.563
(0.987) (1.050) (1.108) (1.423)
BP CRISIS -0.271 —0.395 —0.019 —0.505
(0.653) (0.715) (0.775) (0.957)
IMF —0.465 —0.780 —0.197
(0.614) (0.641) (0.773)
OFFICE —0.078 —0.083 —0.050
(0.105) (0.102) (0.095)
GATT —4.771%** —4.000+** —5.111%%*
(1.675) (1.650) (1.746)
US HEG —=55.151** —18.073
(24.504) (28.659)
AV OPEN 390.132%*#
(14.251)
Dl —-0.038
(0.408)
FIVE OPEN —2.632
(1.826)
Observations 982 872 872 820
LR chi® 955 862 869 834
Prob = chi? 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Log likelthood —43.85 —37.93 —3433 -27.74

Note: Conditional logit with country fixed effects and decade fixed effects. A natural spline function with three knots
was estimated, as was the time since last opening occurred; all these were used to correct for serial dependence. All
right-hand-side variables are lagged one period. Asymptotic z-statistics are in parentheses.
*** significant at 1%; two-tailed tests.
** significant at 5%; two-tailed tests,
* significant at 10%; two-tailed tests,

Democratization and openness (Milner and Kubota 2005)

TABLE 6. Sachs-Warner trade liberalization

Sachs-Warner openness

Dependent
variable (1) (2) (3) 4)
REGIME 0.523#+* 0.558%+#
(0.143) (0.156)
DEM 5.820%+*
(1.579)
DICTATOR 0.864%+*
(0.259)
SGL PARTY -10.074
(129)
MILITARY 2.268
(2.030)
LN POP 27.206%* 31.530%* 25.071** 31.670%*
(11.563) (13.183) (12.465) (12.758)
GDP PC —0.001 —0.002 -0.002 —0.001
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
EC CRISIS -1.639 —2.847%#* —2.518** —1.386
(1411) (1.339) (1.265) (1.371)
BP CRISIS -0309 —0.955 -0.974 -0.123
(0.905) (0.988) (0.966) (0.891)
IMF -0.016 —0.806 -0.732 0.000
(0.740) (0.724) (0.698) (0.750)
OFFICE —0.062 —0.082 —0.068 —0.088
(0.103) (0.079) (0.076) (0.139)
GATT —5.060*** —6.950%** —6.623%** —5.246%%*
(1.661) (1.948) (1.888) (1.731)
AV OPEN 38.688*+* 41.083%#* 40.566*** 35.402+%*%*
(12.093) (12.324) (12.381) (12.237)
Observations 872 913 913 872
LR chi? 879 931 927 881
Prob > chi® 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Log likelihood —20.22 —20.84 —31.63 —28.52

Note: Conditional logit with country fixed effects and decade fixed effects. A natural spline function with three knots
was estimated as was the time since last opening occurred; all these were used to correct for serial dependence. All
right-hand-side variables are lagged one period. Asymptotic z-statistics are in parentheses.
*** significant at 1%; two-tailed tests.
** significant at 5%; two-tailed tests.
* significant at 10%; two-tailed tests,



TABLE 3. Definition of variables for NAFTA lobbying

Variable Maeciurement Sign
NAFTA LOBRYING 141 Jobbied in suppart v
0if did mo1 lobby
~ 1 if Jobbied in opposation
BCONOMIES OF SCALE Elasticity of value added per worker with respect to plant size +
REGIONAL INTRAFIRM TRADE  Intrafirm trade of LS. corporations with affilistes in Mexico t
and Canada divided by US. sales
OITSHORE ASSEMDLY Foreign content of imports from Mexico and Canada under +
HTS Chapier 9802 divided by U.S. sales
INFORT COMPETITION Imparts divided by U.S. consemptzon -
LABOR INTENSITY Wages divided by value added -
FXPORT DEPENDENCE Exports divided by U.S. sales +
INTRA-INDUSTRY TRADS Index of intra-industry trade +

Large

Returns to Scale

Small

Regional production sharing
High Low
) (2)
Intense lobbying Moderate Jobbying
for trading blocs for trading blocs
Support: 6L1% Support:  40.6%
Oppose: 5% Oppose:  11.2%
(4) )
Moderate lobbyng for No lobbyuing
tradling blocs for rading blocs
Suppoet: 283% Suppoet 13.7%
Oppose: 21 8% Oppose: 3198%

Nove: Cell entries see pradicted probubslitees from Moded 3, Table &, minus asd ples one standord deviaton of econ

omies of scale sad offshoes woembly, boldisg @i other isdepende

FIGURE 2. Business group lobbying for trading blocs: hypotheses and results

variables comstant ot their meen values,

TABLE 4. Ordered probis estimates for NAFTA lobbying

Variable Model ) Movdel 2 Model 3
ECONOMIES OF SCALE 4TI 4,228%°*
(1.193) (1,197
KEGIONAL INTHAFINN TRADE 10.787+
(4.299)
OISHOKE ASSEMBLY 39,7924+
(15.104)
INFORT COMPETITION -2217° =465 =2.579%+
(D.889) (0.949) 10.953)
LAROR INTENSITY «32070 «2.006 -2.497*
(Lo (1.152) 11.162)
EXPORT DEPENDENCE 4335 3.0 41047
(16600 (1.75%) {1.728)
INTRA-INDUSTRY TRADE 0224 0,362 0392
(. 463) (0.484) (0485
THRESHOLD | —| B -1.215* -1476*
(DA9R) (0.577) 10,586)
THRESHOLD 2 ~D665 (AR ] -0.122
(DA 10.567) 10.573)
Log likelibood ~128.28 ~119.75 ~118.03
Model y* 341000 S117eee 54.59%
Pseudo &° 0.7 0.176 0.188

Note: Cell entries sre maxmum bkelihood
are asympeotic standand oo, & = |54,
e < 001,

**p < DI,

o< 08,

Market interests and NAFTA lobbying (Chase 2003)

dered probil sanalysee Numben in paseniheses



TABLE 6. OLS regression resuits for NAFTA rariff phasing

Warlable Model | Model 2
FCONOMIES OF SCALE ~0.06006* ~0.620*
10.253) (0.256)
REGIONAL INTRAFIRM TRADE =2, 766"
10.841)
OFFSHORE ASSEMEBLY -3.280°
(2.534)
IMPORT COMPETITION LU S R DA
10.200) (0.202)
LABOR INTENSITY 0.165 0 206
10.274) (0279
EXPFORT DEPENDENCE ~{).854* -0976*
(0.382) (0.382)
INTRA-INDUSTRY TRADE ). 152 -0.171
(D.108) (0.106)
INDUSTRIAL CONCENTRATION 0,308« 0551
(0140 {0,140
GEOORAPHIC CONCENTRATION 0435 0.449
(0.231) 10,23%)
Constant -0.312 =0.317
(0.199) 10,203}
Forano Q.24+ B.620ee
Adyusted R* 0132 0314

Nowe: Cell entrses are cedimsry beast sgaaces (OLS) segresion cocliceents, with stsdand orrons @ pareniheses. N =
134,

..." o (.b

**p < DI

o< 08,

Market interests and NAFTA tariff phasing (Chase 2003)



TABLE 1. Institutional options in dispute settlement design

Spectrum of legalism

Treaty provision More diplomatic <

More legalistic

Third-party review None

political body
Third-party ruling Recommendation Binding if approved by

political body
Judges Ad hoc arbitrators Ad hoc panelists drawn

from roster
Standing States only

Remedy None

Access controlled by

States and treaty organs

Retaliatory sanctions

Automatic right to review

Directly binding obliga-
tion

Standing tribunal of jus-
tices

States, treaty organs, and
individuals

Direct effect in domestic
law

TABLE 9. Ordered probit regression of legalism

Variable Coefficient Standard error
Proposed integration 3.203** 0.682
Economic asymmetry 1.067* 0.484
Interaction —5.604** 1.483
Number of observations 63
Log likelihood —49.59
Chi-squared 26.16
Significance 0.000

**p < .01, two-tailed test.
*p < .05, two-tailed test.

PTAs and dispute settlement design (Smith 2000)
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FIGURE 1. Obtaining antidumping and countervailing duty relief

CUSFTA and dispute settlement (Goldstein 1996)



TABLE 2 The Effects of Veto Players on PTA Formation, 1950-99

Includes Hub FTAs/CUs/

Variable Base Model and Spokes CMs/EUs CUs/CMs/EUs
Veto Players; — 1.608%* —0.718%* — 1.538%% — 1.965%*
(0.244) (0.174) (0.252) (0.331)
Veto Players; — 1.698%* —0.724%* — 1.657%* —2.381%*
(0.244) (0.170) (0.250) (0.320)
Regime Type; 0.049%= 0.044%= 0.050%%* 0.055%%
(0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.008)
Regime Type; 0.040%* 0.041%% 0.042%* 0.051%*
(0.006) (0.004) (0.006) (0.007)
Trade;; —0.006 0.047%* —0.007 —0.012
(0.008) (0.006) (0.008) (0.009)
GDP; —0.208%* —0.201** —0.215%* —0.286%*
(0.020) (0.015) (0.020) (0.024)
GDP; —0.183%* —0.179%* —0.199%* —0.241%*
(0.019) (0.015) (0.020) (0.024)
AGDP; 6.94x 1010 —1.63X10°2  9.11X10°1° —6.94x 10 %=
(1.14x 1079 (887X 10719  (1.14x 1079 (226%10°9
AGDP; 364X 1071 —2,15X107%%% 0942x10°'° —6.08x 10 %=
(1.01 X 107 % (797X 1071 (956X 1077 (147x107°9
Dispute;; —0.484 —0.377 —0.444 —0.732%
(0.274) (0.248) (0.281) (0.337)
Ally; 1.269%* 0.726%* 1.210%* 1.203%*
(0.083) (0.063) (0.087) (0.100)
Former Colonyi; —0.813 0.660%* -5 -t
(0.717) (0.192)
Contiguity; —0.170 —0.383%* —0.231 —0.193
(0.119) (0.101) (0.124) (0.143)
Distance;; —0.910%* —0.819%* —0.934%* —0.903%*
(0.050) (0.036) (0.053) (0.061)
Hegemony — 18.033*= — 18.199%* — 17.852%* — 16.016%*
(1.989) (1.361) (2.103) (2.253)
GATT; 0.326%% 0.387%% 0.389%* 0.626%*
(0.057) (0.042) (0.058) (0.065)
Constant 11.404%* 12.064%* 11.768%%* 12.601%*
(0.842) (0.605) (0.884) (0.952)
Log-likelihood —11,389.03 — 16.869.78 —10,824.14 —7.662.21 .
N e 339,910 341,073 339,774 339,091 Veto points and trade agreements

(Mansfield et al. 2007)

Note: Parameters are estimated using logistic regression, after including a cubic spline function
with no knots. Entries in parentheses are Huber standard errors clustered on the dyad.
**p=0.01: ¥p=0.05. All tests of statistical significance are two-tailed.

§There is no case where states with a former colonial relationship formed a reciprocal FTA,
CU, common market or economic union.



TABLE 2. The economic and political determinants of FDI (cross-section)

Variables Model | Maodel 2 Model 3 Model 4
MARKET SIZE 0,200 (L.183 0.268* 0,259
(1.463) (1.19%8) (1.705) (1.629)
DEVELOPMENT LEVEL 0,088 -0.124 -0.358 —0.336
10.351) (- 0.340) (—=0.945) (—0.874)
GROWTH —0.2857*** =0.266** =().32] %= —0.317%**
(—2.857) (—2.465) (—3.243) (—3.176)
TRADE 0,030=** 00314 00344+~ 00345+
(7.151) (6.673) (10.048) (R.883)
NATURAL RESOURCLS 6,623%+* 6.365%** 52174 5.234v¢r
(3.114) (2.792) (2.701) (2.731)
GOVERNMENT CONSUMPTION =0.076%* =0.091*** .04 =0.043
(—2.440) (—=2.797) (—1.189) (—1.145)
BUDGET DEFICIT —0,116%* ~{),125%* =0,117%* =0, 1184+
(=2.111) (—2.267) (~2.428) (—2.399)
DEMOCRACY 0.057++ 0.053+ 0.060** 0.100
{2.208) (1.902) 12.156) (0.804)
HUMAN CAPITAL 0.149 0.203* 0.205*
{1.289) (1.893) (1.880)
DEMOCRACY SQUARED = 0.002
(—0.339)
FDI INFLOWS CONTROLS —1.839*+e = 1.T98¢**
(—3,597) (—3.357)
Constant —6.857** —5.305 ~6.316%* —6.374%==
(—2.500) (- 150 (—=2.014) (—2.014)
N 78 71 68 68
R? 0.68 0.70 0.75 0.75

Nare: All regressions are ordinary Jeast squares (OLS) cross-sectional regressions using net FDI inflows as g percent-
age of GDP averaged from 1990-98 as the dependent variable,

< D1, e < 08, T < LD

Democracy and FDI

TABLE 3. Robustness of democracy and FDI (cross-section)

Variables Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9
MARKET SIZE 0,243 0.246 O.185 0.260 0.219
(1.445) (1.521) (1.162) (1.514) (1.344)
DEVELOPMENT LEVEL -0.271 -0.173 0.160 -0.135 0.033
(~0.764) (—0.493) (0.517) (~0.389) (0.117)
GROWTH =0.361***  —0338*** —0277*** —0307***  —0.293***
(—3.561) (—3.329) {—3.205) {—3.296) (—3.149)
TRADE 0.0338= 0.034%** 0.033%%= 0.034%*= 0.033%*
(11.363) (11.389) (10.886) (11.053) (11.139)
NATURAL RESOURCES 5.86]1++* 6.130*** 60254+ 6,255+ 6,137%*=
(3.352) (3.382) (3.171) (3.208) (3.100)
GOVERNMENT CONSUMPTION  —0.040%* —0.042 -0.257 —0.038 -0.036
(—1.134) {(—1.167) (=0.734) (—1.043) (—0.916)
BUDGET DEFICIT ~0.114%+ “0.111== ~0.112%= “0.120%= ~0.115%=
(—2.523) (—2.413) (—2.430) (—2.493) (—2.329)
DEMOCRACY 0.076%+* 0.068*+* 0.0844== 0,080%=* 0,080+==
(3.536) (2.922) (3.669) (3.488) (3.454)
GOVERNMENT REPUTATION 0.198
(1.552)
EXPROPRIATION 0.165
(1.210)
CORRUPTION -0,159
(~1.288)
RULE OF LAW 0.106
(0.836)
BUREAUCRATIC QUALITY -0.017
(—0.128)
FDIINFLOWS CONTROLS —1.816%** —]1918%** —.840*** | 8]I3*** —1.84)**
(~3.943) (—3.643) (—3.504) (~3.583) (—3.579)
N 69 69 69 69 69
R* 0.76 0.76 076 0,75 0,75
Nose: All regressioas are ordinary least sg (OLS) cross ional reg) using net FDI inflows as a percent-

age of GDP averaged from 1990-98 as the dependent variable.
e < 0L, v p < 05, *p < .10,

: 1990-97(Jensen 2003)



TABLE 4. Panel analvsis

Variahies Maodel 10 Model 11 Model 12
LAGGED FDI 0.364%+* 0.358%** 0361
(5.059) 14,952) (5.006)
MARKET SIZE ~().554 ~0.206 0516
(—1.236) (—0.438) (—1.121)
DEVELOPMENT LEVEL 0834+ 0,419 0.803+
11.8638) {0.886) (1.762)
GROWTH 0.024%** 0.024%*+ 0.024++*
12.961) {2.897) (2.867)
TRADE (L0006 0.006 0.006
(1.249) (1.402) (1.330)
BUDGET DENICIY —0,023** —=0,024++ —~(L024++
{=2.187) (=2.272) {(—2.261)
GOVERNMENT CONSUMPTION =0.039** =0.041** —0.042+*
(—2.357) (—2.444) {(—2.508)
CAPITAL CONTROLS 0.054*+
(2.441)
FDI INFLOWS CONTROLS 0.002
(0.014)
DEMOCRACY 0.021*** 0.02]*** 0.019++
12.606) (2.358) (2,224)
Time dummics Yes Yes Yes
Country dummies Yes Yes Yes
Observarions 1630 1608 16049
Countrics 114 113 113
R* 0,72 0.72 0.72

Newe: ANl regressions are ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions using annual net FID inflows as a percemtage of

GDP as the dependemt vanable,

oo < 01, v < 05, e < L0

Democracy and FDI: 1970-97 (Jensen 2003)



TABLE 1. Effect of democratic institutions on FDI inflows 1o developing

coumtries 1982-95

Mondel 1 Model 2 Mode! 3 Model 4
DEMOCKACY -BELATED 007574+ 007614+
PROPERTY RIGHTS (1.67) (1.67)
PROTECTION
DEMOCRACY-EXCLUDED 0.08385%++ QO4ETeee
PROPERTY RIGHTS (300 (3.08)
PROTECTION
PROPERTY RIOHTS 0052244+ 005194+
PROTECTION {3.16) 13.33)
LEVEL OF DEMOCRACY ~RTRe** — QLRI
(3.4%) 11.4%)
SELECTION 00714 =0.079%
10.72) (07T
CONSTRAINT =0.0938 ~me
(1.05) (133)
COMPETITION ~ 0089 00876
11.06) {1L7)
JOINT F-TEST IRSeee 42,20+
KEGIME DURABILITY 002294+ Q0230 QO232%e" 00230 s
(2,53) 12.93) 1262) {2.97)
FOLITICAL INSTABILITY ~0.0172 =000 -00163 ~D0Is4
(0.90) 11.00) 10.82) {0.39)
LABOR COST CHANGE =0.0007 = 00007 =000 ~D.001Y
0.50) 10.2%) 10.76) {0.73)
BOONOMK SIZE 102995+~ 1.0289% 1OTTEw~ 1.0759%*
s 13.72) 13.68) 11.76)
POONOMN DEVELOPMENT ~0.0873 - 00858 —~00MT 00074
(0.34) 10.32) 1002} 002}
BCONOMIC GROWTH 002274+ 002404 Q0189 00198
{1.82) (1.E7) 11.51) (1.54)
EXCHANGE-RATE YOLATILITY =D | ** =000+ =0.0001** =001
(2.29) 12.12) 12.405) (1.9%)
CAPITAL FLOW =854 =077 = (LORO1** ~QOKISY
RESTRICTIONS (L.88) (1.95) (1.69) (1.72)
WORLD FDI INFLOWS 0.0036% Q00570 QOUSTe~ QOOATeee
{381 (4.05) (3.32) (3.42)
Constam —25.3194%*% 24 |824%%r 27367500 261584
{4.58) 4.72) (4.82) 14.96)
Ohservations 453 483 458 458
021 0.22 0.22 022
Note: QLS edi and np b arc based on pancl-coeractod standand errens (PCSE) with AR(1)
coerechon,
ooy < 0l
p s,

w0

Property rights, democracy and FDI (Li
and Resnick 2003)



TABLE 1 FDI, Human Rights, and Human Capital (Life Expectancy)

TABLE 2 FDI, Human Rights, and Human Capital (Education)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Variables DV=FDI DV = Human Rights DV = Life Expectancy Variables DV= FDI DV= Human Rights DV= Education
Human Rights 81* - 37 Human Rights .98* — 1.43*
(.12) (.19) (.15) (.49)
Life Expectancy .05* — — Education .02* — —
(.01) (.004)
FDI — .20 — FDI - 18" -
(.05) (.04)
Market Size 15% — - Market Size .20* - -
(.06) (.07)
Development —A44" —-03 9.60* Development —-.51* —.04 22.90*
(.15) (.03) (.18) (.15) (.03) (.50)
Economic Growth o7 -or — Economic Growth .08* -0 —
(.01) (.o1) (.01) (.01)
Trade Openness 1.30* .001 — Trade Openness 1.28* .02 -
(.19) (.10) (.21) (.09)
Government Consumption —.05* — — Government Consumption —.07* — —
(.o1) (.o1)
Resource Wealth 01% — — Resource Wealth o1 — —
(.003) (.003)
Democracy 01 .02* 3% Democracy .01 .02¢ A43%
(.o1) (.004) (.04) (.o1) (.004) (.07)
Internal Conflict — —.96* — Internal Conflict — —.95% —
(.06) (.06)
External Conflict — -2 — External Conflict — —.19* —
(.09) (.10)
Population — —16* Lo5* Population — -.16* 1.10%
(.02) (.12) (.02) (.30)
Observations 1,717 1,717 2,260 Observations 1,536 1,536 2,000
R 23 20 58 R 23 25 61
Note: Cells contain slope coefficients, with robust (Huber-White) dard errors in p h First two models are two-stage regres-

sion; third is OLS regression.

*indicates significance at the .05 level (two-tailed test).

Human rights and FDI (Blanton and Blanton 2007)
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Trends in BITs and FDI (Elkins, Guzman and Simmons 2006)
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FIGURE 2. Mean difference in GDP per capita between dyad members
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FIGURE 3. Mean difference in democracy between dyad members

Trends in the difference between BIT signatories (Elkins, Guzman and Simmons 2006)



TABLE 2. A model of BIT signings: Cox proportional hazard model

TABLE 2. Continued

Explanatory variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Competitive theory
BITS AMONG EXPORT MARKET COMPETITORS 1.O5*=*
(0.01)
BITS AMONG EXPORT PRODUCT COMPETITORS L1T***
(0.04)
BITS AMONG INFRASTRUCTURE COMPETITORS 1.04
(0.02)**
AVERAGE ANNUAL GLOBAL FDI FLOWS [.32%%* 1.53%%* 1.46%=*
(0.12) (0.14) (0.13)
HOST EXTRACTIVE INDUSTRIES/EXPORTS 0.73*%= 0.73%* 0.72%==
(0.09) (0.09) (0.09)
PERCEPTIONS OF HOST CORRUPTION 1.03 1.01 1.01
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
HOST LEGAL TRADITION (COMMON LAW) 0.66%** 0.65%** 0.66%**
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Alternative diffusion explanations
BITS AMONG THOSE WITH SAME RELIGION 0.99 0.98 0.99
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
BITS AMONG THOSE WITH SAME LANGUAGE 1.01
(0.06)
BITS AMONG THOSE WITH SAME COLONIZER 0.99
(0.04)
LEARNING FROM SUCCESS 1.85%# 1.83* 2.13*
(0.42) (0.61) (0.94)
COERCION: HOST USE OF IMF CREDITS 1.44%=* 1.39%** 1.43%=*
(0.12) (0.11) (0.12)
Host control variables
HOST GDP (LN) 1.07* 1.03 1.04
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
HOST GDP/CAPITA 1.00 1.00 0.99
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
HOST GDP GROWTH 0.97*=* 0.97+** 0.97*==
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
HOST NET FDI INFLOWS (% OF GDP), T-1 1.01 1.01 1.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
HOST ILLITERACY RATE 0.34%=* 0.30%** 0.30%==
(0.06) (0.05) (0.06)
HOST CAPITAL ACCOUNT/GDP 1.01 LO1** 1.01#*#*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
HOST LAW AND ORDER 1.34%%+* 1.39%%* 1.38%=#
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
HOST DEMOCRACY 0.99 0.99 0.99
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
HOST DIPLOMATIC REPRESENTATION LO1#*** LOT*** L.O]*==*
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
HOST PRIVATIZATION RECORD L.O5*** L.06*** 1.06***
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Home control variables
HOME NET FDI OUTFLOWS (% OF GDP) [.13%%* 1. 14%%* [.14%==
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
(continued)

Explanatory variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Dyadic control variables
DYADIC TRADE (% OF HOST’'S GDP) 1.59# 1.61 1.64
(0.35) (0.56) (0.57)
COMMON COLONIAL HERITAGE 0.4]1%== 0.40%*= 0.4]1%%*
(0.09) (0.09) (0.09)
COMMON LANGUAGE [.57%%* 1.55%*= 1.54%%%
(0.19) (0.19) (0.19)
ALLIANCE 1.18% 1.20* LI8
(0.10) (0.11) (0.14)
Common “shocks™
COLD WAR 0.37%=# 0.3]**= 0.32%%*
(0.08) (0.06) (0.06)
NUMBER OF BITS GLOBALLY, BY YEAR 1.03 1.00 1.01
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Observations 206,766 208,610 201,073
Number of country pairs analyzed 6,781 6,831 6,828
Number of BITs 1,125 1,140 1,137
Log likelihood —8723.114 —8858.474 —8823.590

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses.
++* Significant at 1%; ** significant at 5%; * significant at 10%.

Determinants of BITs (Elkins, Guzman and Simmons 2006)
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FIGURE 1. Synopsis of the policy preferences of various socioeconomic actors in
a world of mobile capital

Distributive consequences of capital mobility (Freiden 1991)
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OPENNESS, CURRENT ACCOUNT, CAPITAL ACCOUNT, 1850 - 1988
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Pattern of financial liberalization (Quinn and Inclan, 1997)
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State Autonomy Hypothesis

* Hypothesis I: Strong governments, regardless of partisanship, are more
likely to adopt capital controls.

Conditional Partisan Effect Hypotheses

* Hypothesis 2A: When a strong left government is in power, the positive
effect of highly skilled laborers over capital liberalization is stronger.

* Hypothesis 2B: When a strong right government is in power, the positive
effect of MNCs over capital liberalization is stronger.

* Hypothesis 2C: When a strong right government is in power, the positive
effect of commercial banks over capital liberalization is stronger.

Societal Capture Hyvpotheses

* Hypothesis 3A4: As highly skilled laborers increase in the population, cap-
ital control is more likely to be liberalized.

* Hypothesis 3B: As MNCs become more interested in capital liberalization,
capital control is more likely to be liberalized.

* Hypothesis 3C: As commercial banks become more interested in capital
liberalization, capital control is more likely to be liberalized.

Determinants of capital liberalization
(Li and Smith 2002)

72

TABLE 1

Ordered Probit Estimates for Capital Control Liberalization
in Industrial Democracies

Model | Model 2
Expected Std, Std.
Sign Coef. Eer.  Sig. Coef. Err.  Sig
Strong left government - —0.551 0223 o=
Strong center government - —0.589 0236 ***
Strong right government - =1.219 0311w+~
Strong government - -0813 0201 ***
Skilled Labor + 0117 0052  ** 0109 0048+
Strong lefi=Skilled Labor + 0.067 0130 0.193 0139 .
MNCs + =0.004 0027 0004 0,024
Strong night*MNCs + 0.082  0.059 . 0061 0047 .
Banks + 0014 0007 ve 0017 0006  ***
Strong nght+Banks + 0.028 0013+ 0019 0013 *
Conreol Variables
Central Bank Independence + 1.622  0.534  *** 1.709 0472 ***
Bretton Woods - =0427 0201 **  -0368 0,197 **
Managed Floating - =0.660 0222 *** 0531 0203 %=
Systemic Pressure + 0155 0077 ** 0,126  0.071 e
Trade Openness -+ =0.010 0005 ** 0010 0005 ¢+
Current Account Balance + -0.024  0.031 -0.024 0029
Policy Inertia + 2118 0008  *vr 2106 0233 ver
i 0151 0299 0.352 0249
“ 3110 0626 3.268  0.586
'S 4.798 0799 4965 0769
iy 8477 0898 8553 088l
™ 9.782 1.077 9819 L067
N mn in
Log likelihood - 184.21 -185.97
Pseudo R* 0.688 0.685

Note: » ***significant at 1% level, **significant a1 5% level, *signifscant at 10% level.

* White robust standard errors, adjusted for clustering over country.



Policy changes per year
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Country Liberalizations Restrictions Total Changes
Australia 4= 23 67
Austria 39 32 71
Belgium 43 39 82
Canada 13 14 27
Denmark 58 13 71
Finland 51 2 53
France 122 55 177
Germany 88 58 146
Iceland 19 7 26
Ireland 29 14 43
Israel 54 21 75
Italy 72 42 114
Japan 193 29 222
Netherlands 83 21 104
New Zealand 22 16 38
Norway 38 18 56
Sweden 50 15 65
Switzerland 68 65 133
United Kingdom 74 43 117

(B)

FIG.1A. Data Trends over Time: FiG. 1B. Capital Controls Policy Changes by Country




TABLE 3. Constrained multinomial logit: Floating versus (Fix/MCA)

Marginal Marginal Marginal
effect effect effect®

Independent variable Coefficient* SE (Fix) (MCA) (float)
Majoritarian—low opposition influence —4.65%* 235 -0.32 —0.50 0.82
Proportional—low opposition influence —4.54% 241 —0.31 —0.48 0.79
Electoral timing —6.75%* 239 —0.36 —0.56 0.91
Openness 9.13%* 294 0.20 0.31 —0.51
Domestic credit shock —0.01 0.01 —0.03 —0.05 0.08
Capital controls 4.84%% 1.74 0.33 0.50 —0.83
International capital mobility —6.40e-07 6.46e-06 —0.01 —0.01 0.02
Economic growth —156.13 96.98 -0.09 -0.13 0.22
Partisanship —0.08 1.00 -0.01 —0.01 0.01
Election year 0.01 073 0.01 0.01 —0.02
Pegged exchange rate (t— 1) —3.63%* 1.25 0.82 -0.23 -0.59
Member of MCA (t— 1 1.96 143 0.09 0.81 -0.90
Europe* 0.40 1.62 0.05 0.23 -0.30
EC membershipe 4.31%* 1.59 -0.52 0.63 —0.12
Actual number of fixed 100
Predicted number of fixed 95
Actual number of MCA 143
Predicted number of MCA 131
Actual number of floats 190
Predicted number of floats 184
Final log likelihood 72 —61.73%%*
Probability 0.0000
Temporal dummy variables

Log likelihood 12 41.13%==
Probability 0.0036

*Coefficients are multinomial logit estimates of the probability of (Fix/MCA) versus float. The model
is estimated with a set of twenty temporal dummy variables not shown.
*For a dummy variable, the marginal effect is calculated for a discrete change in the variable. Fora
continuous variable, the marginal effect is calculated for a change in one-half of one standard deviation.
Variables are unconstrained. For ease of presentation, we report coefficients for the choice between

pegging and joining a multilateral exchanging agreement.

*=*¥p < 05, 1 -test.
**p < 05, two-tailed z-test.
*p < .10, two-tailed z-test.

TABLE 4. Binomial logit: Fix versus floating (floating is the omitted category)

Independent variable Coefficient Robust SE Marginal effect*

Constant —7.22%* 3.08
Majoritarian—low opposition influence —3.55%* 1.51 —0.70
Proportional—low opposition influence —3.17** 1.56 —0.65
Electoral timing —3.93%* 1.34 -0.75
Openness T.44%* 2.58 0.36
Domestic credit shock —0.01 0.01 —0.03
Capital controls 3.13%* 0.91 0.57
International capital mobility —4.47e-06 4.91e-06 —0.13
Economic growth —182.68** 50.86 -0.21
Partisanship 045 0.54 0.03
Election year —0.01 0.50 —0.01
Lagged dependent variable 8.22%* 2.16 0.96
Europe 0.98 0.84 0.16
EC membership 3.52%* 1.79 0.50
Actual number of fixed/ MCA 190
Predicted number of fixed MCA 182
Actual number of floats 243
Predicted number of floats 236
Final log likelihood —37.72%%%
Probability 0.0000
Temporal dummy variables

Log likelihood %2 36.88%%*

Probability 0.0000

Note: Robust standard errors are based on clustering according to country. The model is estimated
with a set of twenty temporal dummy variables not shown.
*For a dummy variable, the marginal effect is calculated for a discrete change in the variable. Fora
continuous variable, the marginal effect is calculated for a change in one-half of one standard deviation.

#=4p < 05, 7 -test.
**p < 05, two-tailed z-test.
*p < .10, two-tailed z-test.

Governments and fixed exchange rates (Bernhad and Leblang 1999)
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TABLE 2. Monetary regimes after 1973

Share of time with a pegged exchange rate

Central bank
independence Below median Above median
Above median 16 countries including Switzerland. 19 countries including Austria,
United States, Mexico, and South Netherlands, Taiwan, and Malaysia
Africa (22.2 percent of sample) (26.4 percent of sample)
Below median 20 countries including United 17 countries including Belgium,
Kingdom, Japan, Brazil, and South Sweden, Venezuela, and Thailand
Korea (27.8 percent of sample) (23.6 percent of sample)

Note: Countries were classified as “above median™ in central bank independence if they were be-
low the developing country sample median in turnover rate or above the developed country sample

median in legal independence. Countries were classified as above the sample median (.60) in share of
time with a pegged exchange rate.

TABLE 3. Welfare effects of alternative monetary delegation schemes

Benefits Costs

Central bank * Credibility f lower inflation * Monetary inflexibity f less stabilization

independence
Fixed exchange < Credibility f lower inflation * Monetary inflexibility f less stabilization
rates * Exchange rate stability f more trade <« Exchange rate inflexibility f difficulties

and capital flows with competitiveness

Trade offs in monetary arrangements (Bernhard, Broz and Clark 2002)
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TasL1  Capital-Specific Preferences and the Choice of Fixed Exchange

Dependent Variable: Probability of Pursuing a Fixed Exchange-Rate Regime

1 2 3
Existing Fixed Exchange-Rate Regi 2.69 2.98 3.60
Presence of a Fixed Exchange-Rate Regime att — 1 (7.89)* (4.33)* (3.81)*"
Capital-Specific Variables
Private Sector Reliance on Foreign Lendingatt — 1 0.122 0.988 1.02
(Bank Debt PNG/GDP # 100) (.69) (1.90) (1.67)
Government Reliance on Foreign Lendingatt — 1 -0.0164 0.127 —0.0881
(Bank Debt PPG plus other public guaranteed debt/GDP # 100) (=.11) (.38) (=.21)
Private Reliance on Portfolio Investment at t — 1 ~0.0289 —0.0535 —.0580
((Bonds PNG + SR Debt + Portfolio Equity)/GDP * 100) (=2.59)" (—2.34)" (—2.23)°
Government Reliance on Portfolio Investment att — 1 —0.920 -2.31 -3.09
(Bonds PPG/GDP = 100) (=2.70)* (=2.30) (—2.30)"
Reliance on Foreign Direct Investmentatt — 1 —=0.0301 0.00408 —0.0379
(Gross FDI/GDP = 100) (—.42) (.04) (—.28)
Trade-Specific Variables
Importance of Export Dependent Sectoratt — 1 —-0.0264 —0.124 —.180
(X/GDP = 100) (—.80) (—1.85) (=2.23)*
Importance of Import Dependent Sectoratt — 1 —.0290 -0.0317 0.0242
(M/GDP = 100) (—.86) (=.42) (.29)
Proportion of Specialized Pass Through Goods att — 1 0.00451 0.0599 0.121
(Manufacturing Exports/Merchandized Exports = 100) 0.26 (1.56) (2.06)*
Change in the Real Exchange Rate
Real Exchange Rate Change (Log) -1.75 -3.49 —4.28
(REER estimated with 1990 = 100 World Bank, WDI) (-2.18)* (—1.81) (—1.95)*
Democracy Variables
Level of Democracy —0.532 —0.774
(Polity) (=2.15)° (=2.53)*
Elections this next year (t + 1) 0.266 L0580
(Dummy = 1 if yes) (.39) (.08)
Elections Last Year (t — 1) 0.698 1.15
(Dummy = 1 if yes) (1.09) (1.54)
Conservatism of Executive —0.214 —0.425
(Left = 1, Center = 2, Right = 3) (—.55) (.87)
Economic Control Variables
Controls on the Capital Account 1.86
(Dummy = 1 if yes, IMF) (1.75)'
Controls on the Current Account ~0.00644
(Dummy = 1 if yes, IMF) (—.01)
High Inflation in Past 5 Years Dummy -2.22
(Dummy = 1 if CPI > 25% for any year in the past five) (=2.24)"
Foreign Reserves 0.661
(Foreign Reserves/M2) (.36)
Debt Crisis 0.239
(Dummy = 1 if year >= 1982 and year <= 1989) (.23)
1990s —1.41
(Dummy = 1 if year == 1990 and year <= 2000) (~1.05)
Number of Observations 431 197 196
Prob > chi® .000 000 000
Pseudo R squared 0.386 0.502 0.584

‘alpha = .10, *alpha = .05, *"alpha = .01

Financial dependence and exchange rate regimes (Shambaugh 2004)
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Note: Observations are the number of country-months in which a speculative currency
attack occurred. The sample includes Auvstralia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark.,
Finland, France, Germany, Treland. Japan, the Netherlands. New Zealand, Norway.
Sweden, and the United Kingdom. The measure of speculative attacks is defined in
the text.

FIGURE 1. Speculative attacks in parliamentary democracies, 1970-95
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FIGURE 2. Simulated probabilities of cabinet dissolution

Currency crises in developed countries and variety of governments (Leblang and Bernhard 2000)
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TABLE 7. Probit models of speculative attacks

TABLE 7. continued

Variable Baseline model Political economy model Variable Baseline model Political economy model
Constant —4.436* -4.127* Realignment (d) 789 762¢
(1.020) (1.089) (0.152) (0.159)
Speculative attack, 0.546+ 0.546* 10.102] 10.096]
(0.216) (0.217) Member of the EMS (d) -0.026 - 0.051
(0.056) (0.061)
[0.057] [0.056] ooy oo
Current account deficit (d) 0.164* 0.171* Expectations [~0.001] [ 1‘6451'
(0.080) (0.086) pec ©.552)
' [0.011] [0.011] - 0.001]
Inflation 0.023* 0.022% Government end (d) 0.419*
(0.009) (0.009) (0.202)
) [0.007] [0.007] [0.039]
Log (exports + 1imports) 0.098* 0.082* Expectations + end —2.112*
(0.044) (0.047) (0.651)
10.007] [0.006] [~ 0.017]
RER overvaluation- 0.061* 0.059* N 3665 3665
(0.013) (0.013) Model 22 4 688.10%* 788.930%
[0.010] [0.010] Expectations variables ¢ 2 210.83%*
Capital controls (d) 0.080 0.063
(0.107) (0.113) Note: The dependent variable is coded 1 if the speculative attack index for country j exceeds that
. i [0.005] [0.004] country’s average speculative attack by two standard deviations; zero otherwise. Cell entries are probit
Partisan shift to the Left 1.223+ 1.252% estimates obtained using maximum likelihood. Numbers in parentheses are robust Huber/White standard
(0.278) (0.274) errors. Numbers in brackets are partial effects. For dichotomous independent variables, the partial effect
[0.005] [0.005] is computed for a one-unit change in the independent variable, holding all other variables at their means.
Change in unemployment 0.156* 0.154* (d) indicates that the variable is dichotomous. For continuous independent variables, the partial effect is
(0.054) (0.056) computed for a change of one-half of one standard deviation from the mean of that vaniable, holding all
[0.001] [0.001] other variables at their means. All models were initially estimated with a series of five to twelve linear

TABLE 8. Predicted probabilities of a speculative attack

Values of expectations variable

Situation 0 0.0168 0.044 0.20
Cabinet survives 0.025 0.027 0.029 0.050
(end = 0) (0.021,0.029) (0.023,0.030) (0.025,0.034) (0.028,0.044) (0.031,0.075)
Cabinet ends 0.063 0.062 0.061 0.051
(end= 1) (0.028.0.12)  (0.029,0.12)  (0.030,0.113) (0.031,0.104) (0.026.0.09)
Difference 0.038* 0.035* 0.032* 0.001

Note: Cell entries are the predicted probability of a speculative attack. Confidence intervals are in pa-
rentheses. Probabilities, standard errors, and confidence intervals calculated using CLARIFY (Tomz,

Wittenberg, and King 1998).
*p < .05.

splines; in no case were the splines, as a whole, statistically different from zero. The models shown here

were estimated without linear splines.
*p < .05, two-tailed z-test.
**p < 05, joint-significance test.

Currency crises and expectation of government
collapse (Leblang and Benhard 2000)
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TABLE 1. Frankel-Rose sample

Unified-
divided

Turnover
and divided

FR variables Baseline  Democracy government government
COMMERCIAL BANK SHARE 0.001 0.002 —0.015 0.006
OF TOTAL DEBT (0.013) (0.013) (0.011) (0.013)
CONCESSIONAL SHARE —-0.001 —0.000 -0.010 0.001
OF TOTAL DEBT (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.009)
VARIABLE RATE SHARE 0.009 0.007 0.020 0.002
OF TOTAL DEBT (0.014) (0.014) (0.015) (0.014)
FDI/TOTAL DEBT —-0.070 —-0.069 —0.064**  —0.066
(0.045) (0.046) (0.031) (0.047)
SHORT-TERM SHARE —-0.007 —0.008 —0.004 —0.008
OF TOTAL DEBT (0.016) (0.016) (0.014) (0.016)
PUBLIC SECTOR SHARE —0.002 —0.003 0.001 —0.002
OF TOTAL DEBT (0.012) (0.011) (0.011) (0.012)
MULTILATERIAL SHARE 0.003 0.003 0.011 —0.001
OF TOTAL DEBT (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.013)
TOTAL DEBT/GNP 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.001
(0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002)
RESERVES/M2 —0.001 —0.001 —0.001** —0.001*
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
CURRENT ACCOUNT/GDP 0.025 0.025 0.034* 0.023
(0.016) (0.017) (0.017) (0.016)
GOVERNMENT BUDGET DEFICIT —0.002 —0.003 —-0.010 —0.004
(SURPLUS)/GDP (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014)
DOMESTIC CREDIT GROWTH 0.007* 0.007* 0.009* 0.006*
(0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.004)
GROWTH RATE OF GDP —0.076%*  —0.078** -0.010 —0.076**
(0.017) (0.017) (0.012) (0.017)
FOREIGN INTEREST RATE —0.000 0.000 0.028 —0.007
(0.032) (0.033) (0.029) (0.032)
EXCHANGE RATE 0.015* 0.015* 0.018** 0.015*
OVERVALUATION (0.008) (0.008) (0.007) (0.008)
NUMBER OF PRIOR CRISES 0.189* 0.186* 0.085 0.207**
(0.101) (0.102) (0.053) (0.098)
DEMOCRACY: 0.151
COMPETITIVE ELECTIONS (0.229)
GOVERNMENT TURNOVER 0.653
(0.406)
UNIFIED DEMOCRACY 0.075 —0.048
(0.272) (0.303)
DIVIDED DEMOCRACY 0.516* 0.353
(0.305) (0.376)
TURNOVER IN DEMOCRACIES 0.165
(0.637)
_cons —1.826 —1.783 —2.482**  —1.834
(1.215) (1.216) (1.141) (1.241)
N 1222 1222 1222 1222
**op < 001,
**p < 0,05,
*p < 0.10.

TABLE 2. Kamin, Schindler, and Samuel sample

KSS variables

Government

Baseline Democracy  turnover

Unified- Turnover
divided  and divided

government government

REAL GDP GROWTH 0.005 0.007 —0.007 —0.007 0.003
(0.058) (0.057) (0.034) (0.036) (0.037)
GOVERNMENT DEFICIT 0.002 0.004 0.001 0.004 —0.004
(SURPLUS)/GDP (0.021) (0.021) (0.024) (0.023) (0.023)
DOMESTIC BANK LOANS/GDP —0.002 —0.002 —0.005 —0.004 —0.004
(0.006) (0.006) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003)
REAL EFFECTIVE EXCHANGE RATE 0.029** 0.028+* 0.020%* 0.020** 0.022%*
(0.009) (0.010) (0.007) (0.006) (0.007)
EXPORT GROWTH —-0.014 —0.015 —-0.012 -0.013 —0.013
(0.012) (0.012) (0.009) (0.010) (0.009)
CURRENT ACCOUNT/GDP —-0.025 —0.020 —-0.042 —-0.034 —0.032
(0.044) (0.043) (0.036) (0.033) (0.034)
M2/RESERVES 0.007** 0.007** 0.005** 0.004** 0.005**
(0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
TOTAL EXTERNAL DEBT/EXPORTS 0.005 0.005 0.006 0.005 0.006*
(0.006) (0.006) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)
RESERVES/SHORT-TERM DEBT 0.007 0.006 0.002 0.001 0.002
(0.004) (0.004) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
FDI/GDP -0.119 —0.135 0.013 -0.017 —0.005
(0.098) (0.105) (0.098) (0.112) (0.116)
TERMS OF TRADE GROWTH —0.036** —0.036*%* —0.027** —0.026%* —0.026**
(0.012) (0.012) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)
U.S. REAL INTEREST RATE 0.121 0.136 0.179** 0.190** 0.183*=
(0.191) (0.188) (0.085) (0.076) (0.081)
INDUSTRIAL COUNTRY —0.378* —0.377* —0.331** —0.328%*  —0.323**
GDP GROWTH (0.196) (0.197) (0.140) (0.137) (0.136)
NUMBER OF PRIOR CRISES 0.092 0.121 0.010 —-0.018 —0.030
(0.259) (0.252) (0.113) (0.119) (0.120)
DEMOCRACY: —-0.319
COMPETITIVE ELECTIONS 0.411)
GOVERNMENT TURNOVER 1.048*= 1.736%*
(0.262) (0.571)
UNIFIED DEMOCRACY —0.450 —-0.293
(0.306) (0.311)
DIVIDED DEMOCRACY 0.364 0.483
(0.387) (0.398)
TURNOVER IN DEMOCRACIES —-1.137
(0.825)
_cons —-3.078%  —-2.905* —2.955**  —2.506** —2.869**
(1.710) (1.736) (0.707) (0.723) (0.675)
N 354 354 354 354 354
**%p < 001,
**p < 0.05.
*p < 0.10.

Currency crises, political institutions, and divergent expectations (Leblang and Satyanath 2006)



TasLE 1 —FREQUENCY OF

Crises Over Tive

Number of crises

19701995 19701979 19801995
Average Average Average
Type of crisis Total per year Total per year Total per year
Balance-of-payments 76 2.92 26 2.60 50 313
Twin 19 0.73 1 0.10 18 1.13
Single 57 2.19 25 2.50 32 2.00
Banking 26 1.00 3 0.30 23 1.44

Note: Episodes in which the beginning of a banking crisis is followed by a balance-of-payments crisis within 48 months are
classified as twin cnises

V777Z) Banking Crises
- Balance-of-Payments Crises <4 8
— - 6
= ~ 4
Z %
- / / 7 . 2
Z Z 72
72 % % %
72 % % 7
. 777 / 4o
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Figure 1. NuMmiereR oF Crises PER YEAR

Twin Crises (Kaminsky and Reinhart 1999)
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Table 2
Revised Estimates: Determinants of Banking Crisis Resolution

(3) 4)
A US. interest rates 038 (0.68) 0.26 (0.71)
Economic openness 0.63 (0.41)* 0.70 (0.43)
Exchange rate regime 0.12 (0.11) 0.11 (0.12)
LogIMF credits / GDP -0.99 (0.42)** 0.9 (0.44)*=
Balance of payments / GDP 0.03 (0.02)
International reserves / debt 0.003 (0.001)**
Rate of inflation (+ 100) 0.09 (0.03)*=
A Rate of inflation 0.06 (0.02)*=
Crisis severity (more severe = 1) 422 (1.02)*= 5.61 (1.32)*=
Regime decisiveness 0.26 (0.14)* 041 (0.22)*
Crisis Severity x Regime Decisiveness 058 (0.20)** -0.80 (0.26)*=
Regime instability 0.04 (0.24) 023 (0.23)
A Exchange rate -0.0008 (0.02) -0.03 (0.02)*
LogGNP per capita 0.43 (0.37)
Asia -2.55 (0.55)**
Mideast 1.35 (0.65)*=
Spline (less than 4 years) -0.13 (0.20) -0.01 (0.29)
Spline (4 to 8 years) 033 (0.20) 0.47 (0.23)*=
Spline (8 to 11 years) -0.73 (0.48) -1.07 (0.53)*=
Spline (11 to 15 years) 1.02 (0.56)* 1.95 (0.57)%=
Number of crises 74 74
Number of obstacles 313 313
Log likelihood -97.30 -82.22
Pseudo R 0.13 0.26
Resolution correctly predicted (%) 75 83
Nonresolution correctly predicted (%) 89 91

NOTE: IMF = Intemational Monetary Fund. Constant not displayed. Panel-corrected standard
errors in parentheses.
*p < 0.10. **p < 0.05.

Determinants of banking crisis resolution (Montinola 2003)
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Table 4

Determinants of IMF loan-participation rate (cells show estimated coefficients with standard errors in

parentheses)
(1 2) (3) 4) (5) (6)
Per capita GDP growth rate =213 =217 ~1.66 ~1.69 ~1.68 ~1.75
(0.70) 0.67) (0.72) (0.72) (0.71) 0.71)
International reserves ~0.046 ~0.041 ~0.041 ~0.042 ~0.045 ~0.041
(0.013) 0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) 0.012)
GDP per capita 0.101 0.080 0.077 0.083 0.094 0.078
(0.029) (0.028) (0.029) (0.029) (0.030) (0.030)
GDP per capita squared ~0.0097 ~00089 -0.0092 0009  -0.0100 -0.0092
(0.0022)  (0.0021) (0.0022) (0.0022) (0.0024) (0.0023)
Log (GDP) 0.26 0.23 0.29 0.28 0.33 0.29
(0.13) 0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) 0.12)
Log (GDP) squared ~0.0090 ~0.0091 ~0.0141 ~0.0149 ~0.0179 ~0.0151
(0.0064)  (0.0060) (0.0067)  (0.0067)  (0.0068)  (0.0068)
Group of advanced OECD countries  —0.14 ~0.28 -0.22 -0.27 ~0.39 ~0.35
(0.21) 0.23) (0.23) (0.24) (0.26) 0.25)
Log (IMF quota) 0.155 0.146 0.164 0.150
(0.082) (0.080) (0.081) (0.080)
Log (IMF staff) 0.072 0.068 0.073 0.067
0.032) (0.032) (0.031) 0.032)
Political proximity to the US 0.254 0.274 0.254 0.038
0.095) (0.095) (0.095) 0.119)
Political proximity to major Europe 0.42 0.37
(0.13) 0.17)
Intensity of trade with the US 0.044 0.043 0.040 0.043
(0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020)
Intensity of trade with major Europe 0.006 0.005
(0.032) (0.032)
p-value (a) 0.0009 0.0030 0.0011 0.0002 0.0016
(b) 0.0000 0.0003 0.0000 0.0001 0.0001
Number of obs. 613 613 613 613 613 613

Notes: The dependent variable is the fraction of time that a country participated in an IMF loan program during
each 5-year period. Estimation was by the Tobit procedure, including allowance for within-country correlation of
the error terms over time. See the notes to Tables 2 and 3 for additional information.

Determinants of IMF-loan participation (Barro and Lee 2005)
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H1: The effect of IMF programs on social expenditures is conditional on the regime
type of the recipient country.

H2: Under IMF programs, democracies should spend more on social services than
nondemocracies.

H3: Under IMF programs, increases in levels of democracy should have smaller
impacts on social expenditures.
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FIGURE 1. Effect of IMF program on education spending FIGURE 2. Effect of IMF program on health spending

IMF programs and government spending (Nooruddin and Simmons 2006)
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TABLE 4
The Effects of Intemational Monetary Fund (IMF) Programs
on Net Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) Inflows

Variable OLS (t Statistics) Treatment (t Statistics)
Past FDI 0.546**  (18.330) 0.543**  (18.392)
Development level 0.179+ (2.121) 0.181* (2.139)
Market size -0.035 (-0.761) -0.041 (-0.884)
Gross domestic product growth 0.040** (3.787) 0.040*= (3.814)
Trade 0.007** (3.351) 0.007*= (3.274)
Deficit 0.000 (0.026) -0.003 (-0.268)
Government consumption 0014 (-1.158) -0.016 (-1.298)
IMF participation -0.129 (-1.176) -0.360* (-2.189)
Time dummies Yes Yes

Number of countries 63 68

Number of observations 314 814

NOTE: rho=0.165(0.087), sigma = 1 .480(0.037), lambda =0.244 (0.132). OLS = ordinary least squares.
*05% confidence level. **99% confidence level.

IMF Conditions and FDI (Jensen 2004)
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Table 1. The Partisan Hypothesis in an Open Economy

Capital Controls No Capital Controls

Fixed
Exchange Rate

Floating
Exchange Rate

Open economy and partisan economic policy: framework (Oatley 1997)
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Table 2. The Partisan Hypothesis and Fiscal Policy

Table 3. The Partisan Hypothesis and Monetary Policy

in an Open Economy in an Open Economy
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Lagged Dependent Variable T9 (04)**+ T9(04) %= Lagged Dependent Variable 3107t 20 (06)*=*
Party A0(10) —62 (.19)4++ Party =37 (. 14)*e= —A48 (19)4%»
Party*Fixed Exchange Rate ~45(.16)%=* Party*Fixed Exchange Rate 49 (,12)y**=
Party*1990 03(.15) Party* 1990 A8 (25)++
Party*Fixed Exc Rate*1990 A3 (14)==* Party*Fixed Exchange Rate*1990 56 (.13)ree
Party*Floating Exchange Rate and
No Capital Controls 52(.38)
Party*Fixed Exchange Rate and
No Capital Controls 104 (30)*++
Purty*Fixed Exchange Rate and
Capital Controls 55 (.32)*

Labor Strength -.003 (.004) -003 (.004)
Inflation 08 (L03)** A1 (03)%==
GDP Growth (percent change) 26 (L0S)*+* 28 (04)*e-
1990s ~1.15 (.54)*+ ~1L.15 (50)**
Fixed Exchange Rate and

Capital Controls -.79 (.68)
Floating Exchange Rate and

Capital Controls —2.44 (.T0)***
Floating Exchange Rate and

No Capital Controls -02(.79)
Fixed Exchange Rate 1.28 (48)***
R-Squared .88 89
F 103.29 871.77

(P> F.000) (P> F .000)

N 323 323

Dependent variable is government budget balance. Method of estimation is OLS fixed effects with
robust standard errors,
* significantat .1 ** significant a1 .05 *** significant at .01

Inflation ~61 (10)*=* —-.56 (.06)***
Budget Balance 06 (.06) 02(.05)
1990s -.51(.80) -.52(.82)
Fixed Exchange Rate and

Capital Controls -.91(.90)
Fixed Exchange Rate and

No Capital Controls 245 (92)%=*
Fleating Exchange Rate and

No Capital Controls 1.68 (1.09)
Fixed Exchange Rate L5 (.50)***
R-Squared NA 76
F 34.14 34.49

(P>F.000) (P >F .000)

N 323 323

Dependent variable is the real money market interest rate. Method of estimation is OLS fixed effects
with robust standard errors.
* significant at .1 ** gignificant at 05 *** significant at .01

Open economy and partisan economic policy (Oatley 1997)
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Partisan economic policy and
central bank independence:
framework (Way 2000)

95

GOVERNMENT
CENTRAL BANK Left-leaning Right-leaning
Depeadent | high mfanon; low inflation;
| low unemployment. hugh unemployment.
Independent . low inflanon; very low nflavon;
high unemployment. low unemployment

Figure 1. The mutually contingent effects of government partisanship conditional and

central bank independence.
GOVERNMENT

CENTRAL BANK Left-leaning Right-leaning

Dependent average mflaton:  7.72 average wflanon:  6.03
average change in average change in
unemployment:  0.14 unemployment:  0.20

[ndependent averuge inflanon:  5.64 average flanon:  4.53
average change in average change in
unemployment: 0,18 uncmployment:  0.07

Figure 2. The mutually contingent effects of government partisanship conditional and
central bank independence, 1961-1991.

Note: Inflation is change in the consumer price index. Change in unemployment is the first

difference in unemployment rates. Governments are classified as left-leaning if the score on the

partisanship variable was less than the mean value; those scoring higher than the mean are

classified as right-leaning. Similarly, central banks scoring lower than the mean independence rating

are categorized as dependent, while those above the mean are placed in the independent cells.



Table 1
Pooled Time-Series Estimates of Inflation and Unemployment Models

Inflation
(change in consumer Unemployment

Variable price index) (first difference)
Intercept 3.03 (1.06)" 0.40 (0.21)%
Lagged dependent variable 0.58 (0.05)% —
OECD average® 0.57 (0.07y% 0.58 (0.08)%
European Monetary System® -0.84 (0.26)%* -0.05 (0.10)™
Gross domestic product growth 0.05 (0.05)*7 -0.13 (0.02)%
Openness® -0.09 (0.07)"° -0.03 (0.02)"°
Degree of coordinated wage bargaining® -0.72 (0.35)* -0.03 (0.02)*
Cabinet partisanship® -0.90 (0.27)* 0.13 (0.06)*
Central bank independence’ -543 2.01)% 0.74 (0.48)%
Interaction term (cabinet partisanship *

central bank independence) 1.14 (0.65)% 037 (0.17)%*
Number of observations 480 493
Adjusted R 0.72 041

Note: All entnies are ordinary least squares coefficients with panel-comrected standard errors in
parentheses. Approximate p value from one-sided ¢ test is In superscnipted italics.
a. Annual Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development average of the dependent

vaniable.

b. Dummy variable for membership in the narrow band of the European Monetary System.

c. Exports as a share of gross national product.
d. See Franzese (1994) and Franzese and Hall (1998).

e. Cabinet ideological center of gravity scores (see Cusack, 1997; Cusack & Garrett, 1993; Gross
& Sigelman, 1984). Higher scores indicate more Right-leaning government.

f. Cukierman’s (1992) index of central bank independence.

Partisan economic policy and central bank independence (Way 2000)
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High

Vulnerable-group
demands for welfare
compensation

Support or low opposition

High opposition

Internationalized producer/investor stance on welfare compensation

One-sided politics:
Welfare expansion
Job training and
relocation assistance

Conflictual politics:
Indeterminate outcome

Unemployment insurance
Public employment
Labor-standard regulations

No politics:
Little change
General education

Capital spending
Defense spending

One-sided politics:
Welfare retrenchment

Health-care benefits
Retirement benefits
Family benefits

FIGURE 1. Support for or opposition to welfare compensation in the face of
greater economic openness

HYPOTHESIS 1: COMPARED WITH GREATER OVERALL TRADE, MORE LOW-WAGE TRADE
AS A PROPORTION OF OVERALL TRADE SHOULD ELICIT STRONGER POLITICAL DEMANDS FOR,
BUT ROUGHLY THE SAME OPPOSITION TO, WELFARE COMPENSATION, LEADING TO GREATER
EXPANSIONS OR LOWER REDUCTIONS IN WELFARE EFFORT.

HYPOTHESIS 2: GREATER OPENNESS SHOULD INSPIRE ONE-SIDED POLITICS OVER
PROGRAMS FOR JOB TRAINING AND RELOCATION; VULNERABLE GROUPS SHOULD DEMAND,
AND INVESTORS, PRODUCERS, AND GOVERNMENT REPRESENTATIVES SHOULD ACCOMMO-
DATE, EXPANSION OF SUCH PROGRAMS.

HYPOTHESIS 3: GREATER OPENNESS SHOULD INSPIRE LITTLE POLITICAL STRUGGLE
OVER PROGRAMS FOR GOVERNMENT INFRASTRUCTURE, DEFENSE, OR CAPITAL INVEST-
MENTS: OPENNESS SHOULD ELICIT FEW DEMANDS FOR SUCH PROGRAMS FROM VULNERABLE
GROUPS; AND INVESTORS, PRODUCERS, AND GOVERNMENT REPRESENTATIVES SHOULD
ACCEPT THE STATUS QUO.

HYPOTHESIS 4: GREATER OPENNESS SHOULD ELICIT MORE CONFLICTUAL POLITICS WITH
UNCERTAIN IMPLICATIONS FOR PASSIVE LABOR-MARKET PROGRAMS AND REGULATIONS;
INTERNATIONALLY VULNERABLE GROUPS SHOULD MAKE STRONG DEMANDS FOR COMPEN-
SATION, AND INVESTORS AND OTHERS SHOULD STRONGLY OPPOSE SUCH COMPENSATION.

HYPOTHESIS 5: GREATER OPENNESS SHOULD ELICIT ONE-SIDED POLITICS, LEADING TO
SOME RETRENCHMENT OF FAMILY, RETIREMENT, AND DISABILITY BENEFITS. VULNERABLE
GROUPS SHOULD MAKE MODEST DEMANDS FOR COMPENSATION, AND INVESTORS AND
THEIR CHAMPIONS SHOULD MAKE RELATIVELY STRONG DEMANDS FOR ROLLBACKS.

Globalization and compensation: Hypotheses (Burgoon

2001)
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TABLE 5. Varying kinds of openness and varying social expenditures, TABLE 6. Varying kinds of openness and varying social expenditures,

198094, first estimation (t-statistics in parentheses) 1980-94, second estimation (t-statistics in parentheses)
Total social Retirement cash Health-care Family cash Training and A Total social A Retirement cash A Health A Family cash A Training and
Variables expenditures and services benefits and services relocation benefits Variables expenditures and services benefits and services  relocation benefits
vee er e 95ees .ar Lagged dependent level — —0.420%** —0.628*** —0359***  —0262*** —0.446%%*
Lagged dependent 0536 0.411 064 0.7125 e (-7784) (~11353) (-7704)  (=5.147) (~9.059)
variable (1 — 1) (1121 7.612) (13.966) (14327) (9.150) T By R By - -
" e o ! X 0124 0.0074 0.002
Trade (¢ = 1) i Ry g g e (—2.438) (—0.453) (—1.629) (-1312) (—0.978)
(“2.847) ("3.065) (0.374) ("0.483) (0.3 |7) dec (, —_ I) _D:%S"t -0:030"' 0:00' _o:wso _0002
Percentage low-wage 0.014 -0.017 0.012 —0.001 0.006* (-3.644) (=2715) ©.117) (-1778) (—0.934)
imports (r — 1) (0.538) (—0.948) (1.255) (—0.132) (1.696) A% Low-wage imports 0.036 —0.014 —0.006 0.005 0.013***
FDI(t — 1) -0.036 -0.037 —-0.008 -0.007 0.021%** 0.810) (—0.504) (=041D) (0.461) (3.046)
(=0.718) (—1.054) (—=0.450) (—0.504) (4.058) Percentage low wage -0.022 —-0.036* 0.007 —0.001 0.009***
Portfolio flows 0.007 0.003 —-0.001 0.003+ 0.001** =1 (=077 (—1.966) 0.695) (=0.151) 2914)
t—1 (1.239) (0.725) (—0.613) (1.594) (2.129) AFDI (-3-033) (-g-?gg) (3'?(3’3, (?%) (g-&ﬂg)
- B e ” —0. —0. 132 . .
Deindustrialization 0010 —0.024 0.046 0.003 0.002 DL 1) -+ —816 oz aim DA
-1 0.252) (—0.826) (2968) 0.292) (0.410) L0 LD oD (029 a.309)
Unemployment 0.239*** 0.055%* -0016 0.022** 0.006 A Poutolio fows 0005 0004 00 0.00¢ 00
i G247) 2.039) L1118 (1.995) (1.240) (~0.081) (-0915) (- 1113) (1974) (~0.280)
GDP per Cnplm 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000' —0.000 Portfolio flows 0.006 0.000 —0.003 0.004** 0.00 H’
=1 (0.118) (0.228) (0.802) (1.681) (—=0.776) -1 (0.816) (0.003) (=1.114) (2.291) (1.324)
Growth percentage —0.250*** —0.087*** -0.021% —0.022** —=0.001 A Deindustrialization —.2]12%** —0.153*** 0.010 -0.015 0.000
(—=7.469) (—3.706) (—1.641) (—=2.395) (=0.192) (—4.01D (—4.538) (0.568) (=1.101) 0.061)
Dependency rate 0.279%=+ 0.068 0.005 0.054** -0.022 Deindustrialization —0.038 —0.062** 0.047*+* 0.002 0.004
(=1 (2.919) (1.048) (0.139) (2.145) (=0.159) U (t o D ‘-3-2? (-g-gg) %’3‘,’77’ ‘3&) ‘8‘3}?’
" _ _ nemployment . e X -0 X * X -
LeR pontfolios 0.002 -y -y eyt 0'020 -1 2.940) (1.136) (-1.055) (1762) (2.458)
=1 (1.085) (—0.084) (—=0.009) (0.888) (0.529) .
Christian Democrat —0.002 —0.003 —0.004* 0.001 0.001 GDP per capita 0000+ 0.000+ 0.000 0.000+¢ —0.000
h . . p . y =1 (1.745) (1.633) (1.008) (2.181) (—1.165)
porlfoho r=1 (—0.428) (—0.747) (—1.703) 0777 (0.949) Growth percentage —0.165*** —0.076%** —-0.016 —0.008 0.003
Constant —4.623 1.645 —0.960 —2441v —0.074 -1 (-4.303) (-3.185) (—1.250) (—0.879) (0.965)
(—1.066) (0.538) (—0.582) (=2.103) (—=0.162) Dependency rate 0271%* 0.041 0.002 0.062** 0.004
No. of observations 270 270 270 270 270 (t—1) (2.599) (0.637) 0.054) (2411 (0.405)
Wald x2 (43) 35,068.63 490346 240152 6,569.77 1,782.27 Left portfolios 0.006** 0.002 0.000 0.001 0.000
=1 (2.325) (L.o91) 0.225) (0.997) (0.587)
Christian Democrat 0.000 —-0.001 —0.004* 0.001 0.001
. C = 2 - portfolios (r — 1) (0.073) (—=037D) —-1.825 (0.975) (1.044)
Nac;lg. OLSdooefﬁCIenls. p';a(l)\e]-oon'ected standard errors, estimated using STATA 6.0 (xtgls). Coun Constant 4 3159 Zo831 3718 ~0301
try year dummies not shown. ) . (—0.897) (1.026) (—0.473) (=2.275) (—0.633)
Source: OECD Historical Statistics, various years; OECD Labour Force Statistics, various years; No. of observations 270 270 270 270 270
OECD National Accounts, various years; OECD 1996 and 1998: IMF Balance of Payments Statistics Wald x> (48) 27276 226.72 164.81 106.98 13148
Yearbook, various years; and Swank 1995.
*%%
. P << 0(5” Note: OLS coefficients, panel-corrected standard errors, estimated using STATA 6.0 (xtgls). Coun-
. p= .U try and year dummies not shown.
p = .10. Source: OECD Historical Statistics, various years: OECD Labour Force Statistics, various years;
P < .2 OECD National Accounts, various years; OECD 1996 and 1998: IMF Balance of Payments Statistics
Yearbook, various years; and Swank 1995.
#*3p < (1.
**p < .05.
*p < [10.
. < 2.
Openness and compensation: some results (Burgoon 2001) <2
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H 1: Trading bloc’s formation will result in an increase in the number of complaints that thind
parties file against the bloc’s members in the dispute settlement system of the GATT/WTO.

H2: Trading bloc’s deepening will result in an increase in the number of complaints that thind
parties file against the bloc’s members in the dispule settlement system of the GATT/WTO.

H3: Trading bloc’s enlargement will vesult in an increase in the number of complaints that third
parties file against the bloc’s members in the dispute settlement system of the GATT/WTO.

TABLE 2. Count Models of the Annual Complaints Filed Against EEC, Mercosur, and NAFTA,

TABLE 3. Count Models of the Annual Complaints Filed Against EEC, Mercosur, and NAFTA,
1948-2000: Bloc Formation

1948-2000: Bloc Depth

Variable 1. Basic Model 11 Lagged Endogenous Vaniable Variable II1. Bas Model IV Lagged Endogenous Variable
TBLOC 1.077** LO31* BDEPTH ().758%e (1.705%%
(4.24) (4.06) (4.51) (4.30)
BLOCMEM —0.080°* — 0.075% BLCMEM — 0.189% —0.1700%
(—2.32) (—218) (—3.98 (—3.75)
WTO 0.513 0.477 WTO 0.461 0.435
(1.61) (1.49) (1.50) (1.41)
GATTMEM —0.007 - 0.009* GATTMEM - 0.007* —0.000%+
( —1.59) (- 1.93) (- 1.68) (—2.00)
BTRD 0.001** 0.001% BTRD 0.001% 0.001°%
(5.69) (4.63) (6.29) (5.16)
LAGDSP 0.055 LAGDSP 0.051
(1.63) (1.55)
CONSTANT 0.149 0.249 CONSTANT 0.497 0.585
(0.44) (0.72) (1.40) (1.61)
Log likelihood —977.29 — 927501 Log likelihood -276.20 - 273.03
v 81.14% S1.00% ¥ 78.100% 77.62%
N 150 159 N 159 159

Note: ™ p< 01; ™p<05;"p<.1 (two-tailed). Figun:s in parentheses are x statistics.

Note: ™ p< 01; *p < 05;"p<.1 (two-tailed). Figures in parentheses are = statistics.

Trading blocs and WTO disputes (Haftel 2004)
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FIGURE 2. Trends in GATT/WTO membership, disputes, and reciprocal PTAs,
1948-98

Trading blocs and WTO disputes (Mansfield and Reinhardt 2003)
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TABLE 2. Duration dependent logit models of PTA formation, directed dyads

Variable Model 1 (1950-93) Model 2 (1948-98) Model 3 (1950-93)

Prob(pTa) = 1 Coefficient SE Cocfficient SE Coefficient SE

NEW DISPUTE BETWEEN I AND j, 7 — 1 —0.933 0.643 —-0.922 0.619 —0.809 0.640
ALLIANCE, t — 1 0.270+% 0.116 —_ — 0.453%# 0.117
DISTANCE, T —0.627%+* 0.027 —0.665%+* 0.026 —0.545%=% 0.027
TRADE, t — 1 14.304%* 3.129 — — 16.826%* 3.459
PTA DENSITY, f — 1 —37.658** 3971 —23.331%#* 2.636 —32.651%#* 3.263
PTA DF.NS:TYE, t—1 —364.91+%+* 83.59 —690.87+* 70.01 —455.14%* 82.62
DEMOCRACY, T — 1 0.065%* 0.006 0.047+* 0.005 0.059+=# 0.005
Gop, t— 1 —0.273%* 0.059 —0.133* 0.054 —0.311*# 0.061
PER CAPITA GDP, t — 1 0.010* 0.004 0.016%* 0.004 0.018%# 0.004
GROWTH, 1 — 1 —0.022%+* 0.008 —_ — 0.006 0.008
TRADE PARTNER PTA COVERAGE, I — 1 3.040%* 0.135 2.765%* 0.128 3.073%# 0.142
YEAR, t —0.503%+* 0.042 —0.395%#* 0.025 —0.040% 0.018
POSTCOMMUNIST, — — — — 2.772%# 0.209
FORMER COLONIAL RELATIONSHIP, 1 —_ —_ —_ — 1.511%# 0.197
CONSTANT 968.966++ 79.678 763.259+* 48.358 73.128% 35.361
Number of observations 149,308 259,267 149,308

Model X’ 2661.9%% 22 d.o.f. 3069.4%* 19 d.of. 2768.6%* 24 d.of.
Pseudo-R* 0.390 0.360 0414

Note: Shaded rows identify the variables that are central to our argument. Two-tailed tests are conducted for all estimates, Robust standard errors (SEs) clustered over dyads. Six
duration dependence splines omitted from table. PTA DENSITY is “centered” by subtracting .075 to reduce collinearity without other effects. d. o. f. = degrees of freedom.
**p < 01

*p < 05.

WTO disputes and trading blocs formation (Mansfield and
Reinhardt 2003)
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Primary variables

NUMBER OF MEMBERS, 1-1

MTN ROUND UNDERWAY. t

NEW DISPUTE WITH THIRD PARTY, t=1
DISPUTE LOSS WITH THIRD PARTY, -3
Conirol variables

DISTANCE. 1

ALLIANCE t=1

TAADE, t= 1

DEMOCRACY, t-1

GDR, t=1

PERCAPITAGDP t-1

QROWTH, 1-1

TRADE PARTNER BTA COVERAGE, t—1

0 10 100
Relative risk

Note: Horlzontal axis I8 in logarthmic scale. For all varablas that are not dichotomous

and that have a positive (negative) coefficient, "reiative risk" is the predicted probability

of PTA formation when the variable in question equals its sample mean plus oné standard
deviation (sample mean), divided by the pradictad probability of PTA formation when it
8quals |ts sample maan (sample maan plus ons standard daviation) holding othar variablas
at thalr sampie means, For dichotomus varlabies, the comparison |5 batwaean valuas of

1 and 0. (The ratios are inveried for GDP and DISTANCE, whose cocefficiénts aré negative.)

FIGURE 3. Estimated substantive significance of selected variables in model (1),
in terms of relative risk

Determinants of trading blocs formation (Mansfield and Reinhardt 2003)
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TABLE 1. The apparent irrelevance of GATT/WTO

TABLE 2. The Effect of Participation in the GATI/WTO

TABLE 3. Increase in trade among GATT/WTO
participants

membership
Includes Dyad and
year year
effects effects
Both formal GATT/WTO members -.07 07
(.03) (.02)
Only one formal GATT/WTO member -.21 —.02
(.03) (.02)
Reciprocal PTA 33 35
(.03) (.02
Nonreciprocal PTA 14 -.07
(.03) (.03)
GSP -.10 -.10
(.02) (.02)
Currency union 1.01 49
(.08) (.09)
Colonial orbit 1.75 .88
(.10) (.08)
Log product real GDP a7 .67
(.on (o1)
Log of distance =71
(.on)
Common language .36
(.03)
Land border 58
(.06)
Number landlocked —.14
(.02)
Number of islands 24
(.03)
Log product land area —-.10
(.00)
Standard error of the regression 1.42 94
R? .61 84
N 381,656 381,656

Restricted
Full model model
Both participate in the GATT/WTO
Both formal members 34 A
(.03)
Both nonmember participants 45 35
(.07) (.03)
Formal member and nonmember participant 38
(04) )
Only one participates in the GATT/WTO
Formal member 20 A
(.03)
.20
(.03)
Nonmember participant A7
(04) )
Reciprocal PTA 34 34
(.02) (.02)
Nonreciprocal PTA —.05 -.05
(.03) (.03)
GSP -.10 -.10
(.02) (.02)
Currency union 50 49
(.09) (.09)
Colonial orbit 81 .84
(.08) (.08)
Log product real GDP .66 .66
(.o1) (.o1)
Standard error of the regression 94 94
R? 84 84
N 381,656 381,656

Notes: Estimates from ordinary least squares (OLS) regression. For both
models, the unit of observation is the directed dyad and the dependent vari-
able is the natural log of imports (measured in 1967 U.S. dollars). The data
cover fifty-nine years and 17,359 directed dyads. Robust standard errors,
clustered by directed dyad, appear in parentheses, Both models include year-
specific dummy variables, which are not shown, The second model adds

fixed effects for directed dyads.

Notes: Estimates from ordinary least squares (OLS) regression. For both models, the unit of
observation is the directed dyad and the dependent variable is the natural log of imports
(mcasured in 1967 U.S. dollars). The data cover fifty-nine years and 17,359 dirccted dyads.
Robust standard errors, clustered by directed dyad, appear in parentheses, The restricted
model c ins all three of “both participate in GATT” to have cqual effects and
constrains both forms of “only one participates in GATT” to have equal effects. Both mod-
els include fixed effects for directed dyads and years,

Formal Nonmember

member participant Nonparticipant
Formal member 41% 46% 22%
Nonmember participant 56% 19%
Nonparticipant 0%

Notes: Entrics are the estimated percentage increase in trade for a pair of countries
(with GATT/WTO participation given by the row and column labels), relative to
when neither country participates. Each effect is calculated as an arc clasticity, eh —
1, where B is the appropriate p from the full model in Table 2.

The effect of GATT/WTO participation (Goldstein et al. 2007
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TABLE 4. Effects by GATT/WTO negotiating round

Both One
participate participates
in GATI/WTO in GATI/WTO

Before Annecy Round (1949) .86 A5
(.08) (.06)
Annecy to Torquay Round (1951) 58 A7
(.06) (.05)
Torquay to Geneva Round (1956) .66 22
(.06) (.06)
Geneva to Dillon Round (1961) A48 .19
(.05) (.05)
Dillon to Kennedy Round (1967) 33 A5
(.05) (.05)
Kennedy to Tokyo Round (1979) 23 A3
(.05) (.05)
Tokyo to Uruguay Round (1994) 21 A2
(.06) (.05)
After the Uruguay Round 10 .02
(.06) (.05)

Notes: All estimates in the table come from a pooled ordinary least squares (OLS)
regression with separate GATT coefficients for each negotiating round. The unit of
observation is the directed dyad and the dependent variable is the natural log of
imports (measured in 1967 U.S, dollars). The regression involved 381,656 observa-
tions, which covered fifty-nine years and 17,359 directed dyads. The model includes
fixed effects for directed dyads and years, as well as controls for reciprocal PTAs,
nonreciprocal PTAs, GSP, cumrency union, colonial orbit, and the log product of
real GDP. Robust standard errors, clustered by directed dyad, appear in parentheses,
The standard error of the regression was .94, and R? was .84,

The effects of GATT/WTO rounds (Goldstein et al. 2007)
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TABLES. Effects by income group TABLE 6. Trade agreements—hierarchical or additive?

Only Industrial with No 7 )
industrial nonindustrial industrial i CZ-" Hierar 2"-"
countries country countries impose teste
Both participate in the GATT/WTO 54 .37 .28 Colonial orbit 1.10 80
(.11) (.06) (.04) (.08) (.10)
Only one participates in the GATT/WTO .25 .27 13 Reciprocal PTA
(.10) (.05) (.04) 3 .
Reciprocal PTA 29 32 29 No colonial orbit .65 30
(.05) (.03) (.03) (.04) (.07)
Standard error of the regression .61 .90 1.02 With colonial orbit — 23
R? 93 .83 74 (.09)
N 28,9M1 194,963 157,122 Both in the GATT/WTO ‘
Notes: Each column comes from a scparate ordinary least squares (OLS) regression in which the unit of observation Neither colonial orbit nor recip rocal PTA .30 36
was the directed dyad and the dependent variable was the natural log of imports (measured in 1967 U.S. dollars). All (.03) (.03)
regressions included fixed effects for directed dyads and years, as well as controls for nonreciprocal PTAs, GSP, With colonial orbit and/or reciprocal PTA — 44
currency union, colonial orbit, and the log product of real GDP. The regression for “only industrial countries™ cov- :
ered 594 directed dyads over fifty-nine years; the “industrial with nonindustrial country” regression covered 6,445 (-07)
directed dyads over fifty-nine years; and the regression with “no industrial countries™ covered 10,320 directed dyads One in the GATT/WTO
over fifty-nine years. Neither colonial orbit nor reciprocal PTA .19 22
(.03) (.03)
With colonial orbit and/or reciprocal PTA - A5
_ (07)
TABLE 7. Increase in trade with and without higher-order agreements Nonreciprocal (PTA or GSP) )
No colonial orbit, GATT/WTO, or reciprocal PTA .39 34
(.11) (.11)
Colonial  Reciprocal  Both in One in Nonreciprocal With colonial orbit, GATT/WTO, or reciprocal PTA — —-.11
orbit PTA GATT/'WTO ~ GATT/WTO  agreement (.02)
Currency union Sl 50
No higher-order agreement 123% 35% 43% 25% 41% (.08) (.09)
Higher-order agreement 26% 55% 17% ~10% Log product real GDP ('(6)’11) (-g?)
Notes: Entries are the estimated percentage increase in trade when both countries have the relationship described by Standard error Of the regression 94 94
the column label, relative to when no such relationship exists. Each effect is calculated as an arc elasticity, ef —1, Rz R4 R84
where B is the appropriate parameter estimate from the full model (hicrarchy tested) in Table 6. N 381.656 381.656
Notes: Estimates from ordinary lcast squares (OLS) regression. For both models, the unit of obser-
vation is the directed dyad and the dependent variable is the natural log of imports (measured in
1967 U.S. dollars). The data cover fifty-ninc years and 17,359 directed dyads. Both models include
. . fixed effects for directed dyads and years, Robust standard errors, clustered by directed dyad, a)
GATT/WTO membership and PTAs (Goldstein et al. in parcothcacs, g Y Y yad appe
2007)
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Hypothesis 1.1: Cases are more likely to have been paneled after the adoption of the 1989
Improvements.

Hypothesis 1.2: Cases are more likely to have been settled early after the adoption of the

TABLE 2

Estimates of a Rare-Events Logit Model of Concession at the Consultation Stage

Probability (CONCESSIONS = 1) Coefficient Robust Standard Error
1989 Improvements.
Constant 2811%%* 0.95
Hypothesis 1.3: Cases are more likely to have been resolved through concessions at the panel }hgg:iOVE g‘g:;,, 8'82
stage after the adoption of the 1989 Improvements. MULTI 0143 011
LDCVDME -0.089 1.11
TRADE -0.090 0.11
C_OPEN -0.017 0.02
. ) ) D_OPEN —0.056%** 0.02
Hypothesis 2.1: Cases arc more likely to have been paneled the more democratic the dyad. A23 0.580 0.54
Number of observations 103
Percentage correctly predicted 85
Hypothesis 2.2: Cases paneled by more democratic dyads are less likely to have ended with “p<.1.**p < 05. ***p < 001. One-tailed p for all variables.
concessions.
TABLE 3 TABLE 4
Estimates of a Rare-Events Logit Model of Paneling Estimates of a Rare-Events Logit Model of Concession at the Panel Stage
Probability (PANEL = 1) Coefficient Robust Standard Error Probability (CONCESSIONS = [) Coefficient Robust Standard Error
Constant -2.656*** 0.49 Constant 1.031 0.77
IMPROVE -0.230 028 IMPROVE 0.131 0.76
JDEM 0.065%** 0.02 JDEM -0.010 0.04
MULTI -0.052 0.06 MULTI 0.077 0.11
LDCVDME 1.0342== 0.38 LDCVDME 0.214 0.64
TRADE 0.007 0.06 TRADE -0.350%** 0.14
C_OPEN 0.009* 0.01 C_OPEN 0.006 0.01
D_OPEN 0006 0.01 D_OPEN _00'24. Ll 0 0]
A23 1.813*** 0.26 A23 0.901** 0.‘“
Number of observations _ 352 Number of observations 133 A
Percentage correctly predicted 72 Percentage comrectly predicted 79

*p<.1.***p < 001. One-tailed p for all vaniables.

*p<.1.**p < .05 ***p < 001. One-tailed p for all variables.

Determinants of concessions and paneling in GATT (Busch 2002)
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TABLE 1
STATUS OF CASES

Stamus Number of Cases
Completed 42
Inacave/settled 51
Appeal and panel reports adopted 16
Active 13
Panel report appealed 5
Panel report issued 6
Pending consultation _8

Total 216

Note.—The World Trade Organization does not offer explicit defi-
nitions of these categories. Compkwd appears to refer to a case in
which the have completed the and 2 3 ss. “In-
mvasetﬂcpgu:sppem to m}crm to casgsuﬁ wh:chw pm:smsenlcd
mﬂmmtrnscofapmdormwmchhcmmmwnhdmwuscom-
plaint “Appeal and panel reports adopted™ refers to the subset of com-
pleted cases in which either a panel ruling has been adopted and not
appealed or else an appeal has been made and the appellate ruling has
been adopted. It does not imply i ion of these rulings. “Panel
r:pmappcded’u&nmmosccascsmwhmhdrwndmpmhnsbctn

and is in the process of bein aled by one
adopedmmcd__ refers tc?i'ascs mwhchgawpmdhas mmpm
has not been adopted or appealed. “Pending consultation™ refers to cases
currently in the consultation process (after the written request for a
consultation is submitted but prior to any move to form a panel or a
statement of settiement to the mumal sansfaction of the parties).

Participants and cases in WTO conflict

resolution
(Guzman and Simmons 2002)
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TABLE 5

LoGiT COEFFICIENTS FOR THE PROPENSITY TO PROCEED TO A PANEL

Explazatory Vanables 1) @ (3) “@ o)
Constant ~1,065¢¢ ~1,196%¢ —~1,120%¢ ~1,131++ ~1,084++
(33%) (356) (353) (358.7) (358)
Year 53400 601+ 5634+ 5604+ 5504+
(170) (178) 17N (.180) (.180)
Lumpy -1.028 -124 -134° -134° -133°
(722) (762) 779) (778) (781)
Democratic Pair ~1.19+ —147¢ ~133¢ -123¢ -120*
(345) (623) (631) (647) (648)
Lumpy and Democratic Pair 1.88¢ 203+ 195+ 1.86* 183
(828) (882) (276) (897 (2%2)
Complanant’s Experts to
Defendant (x 10 7) ~882 -10.9 -20.1* -186* ~154¢
(6.73) (6.89) (10.8) (10.0) (7.65)
Log GDP of Complanant —-.058 -.127 - 187" -201° ~.183°
(100) ¢102) ¢111) 112 ¢111)
IDC v LDC -270* -2 ~255° -219
(1.48) (152) (135) (161)
Trade-Dependent Pair 31 106 106
070y (073) (072)
Paxrliamentary Pair —~ 631
77D
Log GD? Difference 134
118)
Number of cbzervasons 151 150 150 150 150
Wad ¥’ 18.16 16.13 1847 1874 2035
Pyt 006 024 020 028 016

Note.—Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Variables are explained in Appendix C.
"P>Z =10

*P>Z= 05

**P>Z= 0L

Determinants of proceeding to a panel in WTO (Guzman and Simmons 2002)
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Table 1. Basel Core Principles—Definitions

Chapter 1: Preconditions for effective banking supervision
Principle 1. Objectives, autonomy, powers, and resources

Principle 1(1). There should be clear responsibilities and objectives set by legislations for each supervisory
agency

Principle 1(2). Each supervisory agency should possess adequate resources to meet the objective set,

provided on terms that do not undermine the autonomy, integrity and independence of supervisory agency
Principle 1(3). A suitable framework of banking laws, setting bank minimum standard, including provisions
related to authorization of banking establishments and their supervision

Principle 1(4). The legal framework should provide power to address compliance with laws as well as safety
and soundness concems

Principle 1(5). The legal framework should provide protection of supervisors for actions taken in good faith in
the course of performing supervisory duties

Principle 1(6). There should be arrangements of interagency cooperation, including with foreign supervisors, for
sharing information and protecting the confidentiality of such information

Chapter 2: Licensing and Structure

Principle 2. Definition of permissible activities

Principle 3. Right to set licensing criteria and reject applications for establishments that do meet the standard
sets

Principle 4. Authonty to review and reject proposals of significant ownership changes.
Principle 5. Authority to establish criteria for reviewing major acquisitions or investments

Chapter 3: Prudential Regulations and Requir ts

Principle 6. Prudent and appropriate risk adjusted capital adequacy ratios must be set

Principle 7. Supervisors should evaluate banks' credit policies

Principle 8. Banks should adhere to adequate loan evaluation and loan-loss provisioning policies

Principle 9. Supervisors should set limits to restrict large exposures, and concentration in bank portfolios should
be identifiable

Principle 10. Supervisors must have in place requirements to mitigate the nisks associated with related lending
Principle 11. Policies must be in place to identify. monitor and control country risks, and to maintain reserves
against such risks

Principle 12. Systems must be in place to accurately measure, monitor and adequately control markets risks and
supervisors should have powers to impose limits or capital charge on such exposures

Principle 13. Banks must have in place a comprehensive risk management process to identify, measure, monitor
and control all other matenial risks and. if needed. hold capital against such risks

Principle 14. Banks should have internal control and audit systems in place.

Principle 15. Adequate policies. practices and procedures should be in place to promote high ethical and
professional standards and prevent the bank being used by criminal elements

Chapter 4: Methods of On-Going Supervision

Principle 16. An effective supervisory system should consist of on-site and off-site supervision

Principle 17. Supervisors should have regular contact with bank management

Principle 18. Supervisors must have a means of collecting, reviewing and analyzing prudential reports and
statistics returns from banks on a solo and consolidated basis

Principle 19. Supervisors must have a means of independent validation of supervisory information either
through on-site examinations or use of external auditors

Principle 20. Supervisors must have the ability to supervise banking groups on a consolidated basis

Table 1. Basel Core Principles—Definitions (concluded)

Chapter 5: Information Requirements

Principle 21. Each bank must maintain adequate records that enable the supervisor to obtain a true and fair view
of the financial condition of the bank of the bank, and must publish on a regular basis financial statements that
fairly reflect its condition

Chapter 6: Formal Powers of Supervisors

Principle 22. Adequate supervisory measures must be in place to bring about corrective action when banks fail
to meet prudential requirement when there are regulatory violations, or when depositors are threatened in any
other way. This should include the ability to revoke the banking license or recommend its revocation.
Chapter 7: Cross-Border Banking

Principle 23. Supervisors must practice global consolidated supervision over internationally active banks,
adequately monitor and apply prudential norms to all aspects of the business conducted by these banks.

Principle 24. Consolidated supervision should include establishing contact and information exchange with the
various supervisors involved, primarily host country supervisory authorities

Principle 235. Supervisors must require the local operations of foreign banks to be conducted at the same
standards as required of domestic institutions, and must have powers to share information needed by the home
country supervisors of those banks

Source: Core Principles for Effective Banking Supervision, Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, Basel,
September 1997.

Basel Core Principles
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Appendix I. Basel Core Principles—Information Requirements of
Banking Organizations

Principle 21: Banking supervisors must be satisfied that each bank maintains adequate
records drawn up in accordance with consistent accounting policies and practices that
enable the supervisor to obtain a true and fair view of the financial condition of the
bank and the profitability of its business, and that the bank publishes on a regular basis
financial statements that fairly reflect its condition.

For banking supervisors to conduct effective off-site supervision of banks and to evaluate the
condition of the local banking market, they must receive financial information at regular
mntervals and this information must be venfied periodically through on-site examinations or
external audits. Banking supervisors must ensure that each bank maintains adequate
accounting records drawn up in accordance with consistent accounting policies and practices
that enable the supervisor to obtain a true and fair view of the financial condition of the bank
and the profitability of its business. In order that the accounts portray a true and fair view. 1t
1s essential that assets are recorded at values that are realistic and consistent. taking account
of current values, where relevant. and that profit reflects what. on a net basis. 1s likely to be
received and takes into account likely transfers to loan loss reserves. It 1s important that
banks submit information in a format that makes comparisons among banks possible
although. for certain purposes, data derived from internal management information systems
may also be helpful to supervisors. At a minimum. periodic reporting should include a bank's
balance sheet. contingent liabilities and income statement, with supporting details and key
risk exposures. Supervisors can be obstructed or misled when banks knowingly or recklessly
provide false information of material importance to the supervisory process. If a bank
provides information to the supervisor knowing that it 1s materially false or misleading, or it
does so recklessly. supervisory and/or criminal action should be taken against both the
individuals involved and the institution.

1. Accounting standards

In order to ensure that the information submitted by banks 1s of a comparable nature and its
meaning is clear. the supervisory agency will need to provide report mstructions that clearly
establish the accounting standards to be used in preparing the reports. These standards should
be based on accounting principles and rules that command wide international acceptance and
be aimed specifically at banking institutions.

2. Scope and frequency of reporting

The supervisory agency needs to have powers to determine the scope and frequency of
reporting to reflect the volatility of the business and to enable the agency to track what 1s
happening at individual banks on both a solo and consolidated basis, as well as with the
banking system as a whole. The supervisors should develop a series of informational reports
for banks to prepare and submut at regular intervals. While some reports may be filed as often
as monthly, others may be filed quarterly or annually. In addition, some reports may be
"event generated", meaning they are filed only if a particular event occurs (e.g. investment in

a new affiliate). Supervisors should be sensitive to the burden that reporting imposes.
Consequently, they may determune that 1t 1s not necessary for every bank to file every report.
Filing status can be based on the organizational structure of the bank. 1ts size, and the types
of activities 1t conducts.

3. Confirmation of the accuracy of information submitted

It 1s the responsibility of bank management to ensure the accuracy. completeness and
timeliness of prudential, financial, and other reports submutted to the supervisors. Therefore,
bank management must ensure that reports are verified and that external auditors determine
that the reporting systems in place are adequate and provide reliable data. External auditors
should express an opinion on the annual accounts and management report supplied to
shareholders and the general public. Weaknesses in bank auditing standards in a particular
country may require that banking supervisors become involved in establishing clear
guidelines conceming the scope and content of the audit program as well as the standards to
be used. In extreme cases where supervisors cannot be satisfied with the quality of the annual
accounts or regulatory reports, or with the work done by external auditors, they should have
the ability to use supervisory measures to bring about timely corrective action, and they may
need to reserve the right to approve the 1ssue of accounts to the public. In assessing the nature
and adequacy of work done by auditors, and the degree of reliance that can be placed on this
work, supervisors will need to consider the extent to which the audit program has examined
such areas as the loan portfolio, loan loss reserves, nonperforming assets (including the
treatment of interest on such assets), asset valuations. trading and other securities activities,
derivatives, asset securitizations, and the adequacy of intemal controls over financial
reporting. Where it 1s competent and independent of management. internal audits can be
relied upon as a source of information and may contribute usefully to the supervisors'
understanding.

4. Confidentiality of supervisory information

Although market participants should have access to correct and timely nformation. there are
certain types of sensitive information that should be held confidential by banking
supervisors. In order for a relationship of mutual trust to develop. banks need to know that
such sensitive information will be held confidential by the banking supervisory agency and
its appropriate counterparts at other domestic and foreign supervisory agencies.

5. Disclosure

In order for market forces to work effectively, thereby fostering a stable and efficient
financial system, market participants need access to correct and timely mnformation.
Disclosure, therefore, 1s a complement to supervision. For this reason, banks should be
required to disclose to the public information regarding their activities and financial position
that 1s comprehensive and not misleading. This information should be timely and sufficient
for market participants to assess the risk inherent in any individual banking organization.

Basel Core Principle 21
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Figure 1. Compliance With the BCPs (by region)
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Table 7. Impact of Individual Chapters

Dropping Countries One by One
@ @ 3) @ ® © (O] ®) ® 10)
Foreign-owned 0427 0309 0.409 0394 038 0.397 0.403 0.449 0.186 0.295
[2.65]*** [1.94]* [224]**  [2.52]** [2.80]*** [2.63]*** [237]** @ [2.37]*¢ [1.03] [1.8]*
State-owned -0.52 -0.575 -0.443 -0.381 -0.673 -0.406 -0.447 -0.498 -0.639 -0.691
[2.07])** [2.07)** [1.82)* [1.51] [2.35]** [1.64] [1.75]* [-1.86]*  [-2.16]** [-2.14]**
Other bankmg
institutions 0.105 0234 0.099 0.083 0252 0.093 0.124 0.077 0.296 0.340
[0.56] [1.29] [0.50] [0.41] [1.25] [0.45] [0.62] [0.4] [1.64] [1.51]
Retum on equity 0.008 0.008 0.013 0.01 0.007 0.01 0.009 0.013 0.002 0.002
[1.57] [1.58] [1.83])* [1.91]* [1.40] [1.99]** [1.82]* [1.73)* [0.31] [0.56]
Capitalization -0.005 -0.006 -0.006 -0.007 -0.009 -0.008 -0.005 -0.004 -0.001 0.560
[1.00] [1.01] [0.98] [1.38] [1.61] [1.39] [0.95] [-0.63] [-0.14] [-0.77]
Net loans-to-assets 0.03 0.036 0.03 0.035 0.028 0.038 0.039 0.027 0.013 0.013
[1.42] [1.60] [1.39] [1.60] [1.52] [1.70]* [1.86]* [1.26] [0.54] [0.64]
Total assets 02 0211 0.195 0221 0212 0.205 0.206 0.210 0.184 0.184
[3.47]***  [3.74]*** [3.04]*** [3.22]*** [3.59]*** [3.38]*** [3.52]*** [3.34]*** [2.65]*** [2.85])***
Index of rule of
law 0.551 05 0.603 0.724 0434 0.744 0.576 0.575 0.939 0.858
[2.26)** [2.03]**  [225]** [3.68]*** [179]* [4.05]*** [2.28]** [221]** [4.05)*** [3.85]***
Index chapter 1 1.14 1.379
[1.73)* [1.07]
Index chapter 2 2538 1.491
[3.71]*+* [1.39]
Index chapter 3 0.568
[0.56]
Index chapter 4 -0.632
[0.59]
Index chapter 5 2.037 1.573
[3.17]¢*= [2.13]#*
Index chapter 6 -0.509
[0.90]
Index chapter 7 0.682
[1.31]
Av. chapters, excl.
chapter 1 -0.399
[-0.26]
Av. chapters, excl
chapter 2 0.116
[0.07]
Av. chapters, excl
chapter 5 0.326
[0.33]
Observations 203 203 189 203 203 203 203 186 166 175
Pseudo R2 017 018 017 0.17 0.19 017 017 0.1736 0.2432 0.25
Method of
estimation Ordered Ordered  Ordered  Ordered  Ordered  Ordered  Ordered  Ordered Ordered  Ordered
probit probit probit probit probit probit probit probit probit probit

7 regression with the largest standard ervor for the vaniable of interest.

Notes: Robust z statisics m brackets, observations are clustered by country. * sigmficant at 10%; ** sigmficant at 5%; *** sigmficant at 1%.

Impact of individual BCP chapters in bank soundness (Dermirguc-Kunt et al. 2006)
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Table 10. Bank Z-Scores and BCP Compliance

2 (&) (C)) (©) ©6) (@) 8) (€)) ao an a2
Foreign owned -0.057 -0.013 -0.103 -0.157 -0.027 -0.041 -0.072 -0.142 -0.122 -0.129 -0.095
[0.20] [0.05] [0.36] [0.49] [0.10] [0.15] [0.26] [0.48] [0.36] [0.42] [0.33]
State owned 0.039 0.027 0.096 0.043 -0.023 -0.066 0.141 0.142 0.016 -0.007 -0.083
[0.19] [0.13] [0.42] [0.19] [0.12] [0.35] [0.61] [0.59] [0.07] [0.03] [0.43]
Non commercial bank 0.161 0.112 0.143 0.064 0.188 0324 0.098 0.121 0.062 0.107 0346
[0.65] [0.45] [0.56] [0.30] [0.86] [1.45] [0.41] [0.52] [0.29] [0.56] [1.52]
Total assets 0.064 0.073 0.1 0.095 0.064 0.088 0.106 0.1 0.089 0.082 0.081
[1.28] [1.94]* [2.56]** [1.34] [1.61] [2.53]** [3.24]*** [2.62]** [2.66]** [2.24]** [2.02]*
Overheads/Total assets -10.245 -9214 -9.171 -10.36 -9.357 -9.261 -7.603 -6.454  -10344 -9.903 -8.275
[2.20]** [1.88]* [1.85]* [1.96]* ([1.92]* [1.87]* [1.38] [1.11] [2.11]** [2.05]** [1.60]
Index of rule of law -0.143 -0.073 -0.031 -0.03 -0.275 -0.154 0.005 0.045 -0.039 -0.147 -0.14
[0.88] [0.44] [0.22] [0.20] [1.59] [1.20] [0.03] [0.31] [0.26] [0.93] [1.16]
Compliance with BCPs 0.02
[1.48]
Index chapter 1 1.65 0.742
[2.08]** [0.68]
Index chapter 2 0.796
[0.66]
Index chapter 3 0.169
[0.14]
Index chapter 4 2137 1332
[2.63]** [1.53]
Index chapter 5 2.014 1.979
[3.58]===% [3.66]==%
Index chapter 6 0.108
[0.19]
Index chapter 7 0.066
[0.12]
Compliance, excl. chapter 1 -0.158
[0.12]
Compliance, excl. chapter 4 -0.43
[0.48]
Compliance, excl. chapter 5 0.192
[0.21]
Observations 160 160 160 146 160 160 160 155 146 146 155
R-squared 0.16 0.18 0.13 0.14 0.19 0.23 0.12 0.12 0.14 0.15 0.23

Notes: Robust t statistics in brackets. * significant at 10%: ** significant at 5%: *** significant at 1%.

Bank z-scores and BCP complience (Dermirguc-Kunt et al. 2006)
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I v
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FIGURE 1. Expectations: Incentives for regulatory harmonization (dominant
center, followers) and likely role of international institutions
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FIGURE 2. Issue areas, harmonization processes, and institutional outcomes

Patterns of regulatory harmonization (Simmons 2001)



FIGURE 1. Growth in Membership in the International Monetary Fund 1967-97
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Note: Resuts of a Cax proportionate hazard model with me varying covanates; hazard ratios (robust standard erors) g 11 = <05,

on fis mean|, with 3l other variables hald af ther mears, -mmmnﬁhddecMmWMmmmm which are held 2t 0. For use of
fund credits, Aprob is caloudated moving fom 0o 1, "p > 120 =

TABLE 1. Influences on the Rate of Article VIIl Acceptance TABLE 3. Influences on the Decision to Comply with Article VIII Obligations
Explanatory Varable Reduced form Model 1 Model 2 Mcdel 3 Model 4 Model 4
iy “%, ‘('.g'ﬁ] 1['%;;, ‘('_832, Explanatory Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Coef. Aprob.
. . . . Constant 1.907 2173 3.154° 2.09°
Regional Norm fr—A pr- A pr-A 8.56) (984) (1.038) (898)
Regional Noncomplance 6,409° 5.973" 6.427* 590" 62
Use of Fund Cradits - 534" 71 548"
(160) (241) (169) 4906 (1.002) (1.145) (968)
) . Rule of Law 535 572" -~ 50a° - 589" ~.45
Flexible Exchange Rate — 1(:238') ﬁ.-ggg] 1(:%3’ (137 (148) (168) (146)
. . ' Bureaucratic Quality 409" 476" 621° 447 38
Surveitance 0('_823] (:;g;) (142) (153) (170) (150}
Openness (Trade Dependenca) 1.008° 1.008 1.019 1.009° Democracy - - _('g; -
(.002) (.003) (.004) (179) 3
Openness - 051 — —
— — 1. -
Democracy (-(lf'z] (301)
GNP/Capita 1.00007* 1.00007* 1.00009° 1.00007 Exchange Rate Fleuibility - —12 - -
{.00002) (.00003) (.00004) (,00003) (.284)
GOP Growth 1.0a3 1.035 1.021 1,036 Use of Fund Credits - 742" 1.128° 678" 18
(.020) {.021) (.041) (022) (.355) (-388) (.341)
Reserves/GDP — 1.740 050 1.744 Average Balance of -.098" -.096" -.131* -.091°* -32
(.493) (1.182) (.508) Payments/GDP (.034) (.032) (047) (0.30)
Resarve Volatili — 770 883 753 Terms of Trade Volatility .609° 642° 662* 660" 28
i (157) (.300) (155) | (:257) (.266) (-302) (285)
Year — — — 1.052 l World Interest Rate Shocks -A77 ~.208" -.221 - 208 -.30
(051) | {non-OECD countries) (0.57) (.061) (.065) (.080)
No. of countries 133 128 108 128 : Ne. of cases 691 646 607 691
No. of acceptances 77 72 a6 72 | Py 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Time “at risk” 2,462.99 237505 2177.96 237505 Log-likelihocd -155.95 -151.76 ~127.65 -154.02
Log-likelinood ~228.089 200.354 ~86.305 ~199.51 | Pseudo-A* 623 618 654 628
v 16958 16536 220 | | e e e e St e o
p:’X; 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 : model 4, A prob refers 10 the efect on the ofa of an increase of two standard deviations in the variable’s value [centered
|

Article VIII acceptance and compliance (Simmons 2001)
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TABL"E 4. Rostricﬁons'on Current Account: Does Article VIII Commihnenf Matter?

Model 3 o
Explanatory Variables Model 1 Model 2 Coed. Aprob.
Constant —-.699 680" 598*
(.413) (.331) {.355)
Articie VIl Commitment ~.003" 1101 1 18
(.128) (.135) {.130)
Regional Restrictions 4.00° — —_
(.395)
Terms of Trade Volatility a3r a7 403 18
(.059) (.095) (.094)
Balance of Payments/GDP -.016° -.022* -019* -.09
{.008) (.0D8) (007}
GNP/Capita .00004 — —
(-00002)
Resarvers/GDP - 1.43* Aasr 05
(.526) (.353)
Change in GDP -.032* -.026" - 027" -14
(.D13) (.012) {011}
Openness -.002 ~.003 -
(.001) (.002)
Use of Fund Credits o 828 880" 34
(132 (131)
Flexible Exchange Rates — 146 -
(.156)
Years since Last ~1.226" -1.272" -1.28" -.38
Restriction (.108) (117) (.109)
No. of cases 3,053 3,060 3,100
[ 0.00 0.00 0.00
Log-likelihood ~751.75 -805.39 ~819.89
Pseudo-R* B4 62 62

MNote: The results of 2 time-Sares oross-section logit model are reported; the dependent variable s restrictions on cument acoounts; coetickents are robust
standard omors. Three cubic spines were Included but not reporied here. For model 3, & prob reders 10 e efoct on the predicted probabiity of a
restriction of an Increass of two standard deviatons in the vanable's valus (cemerad on its mean|, with all oter varisbles hald at $er means, with e
wxoapton of use of fund credits, years Enos kst restriction, and % cubic spines, which sre helc i 0. For use of fund credits, Sprob s calculated moving

from 0 to 1. For years sincs last restriction, dprab is calculsied moving from 1% 5 ‘e > 21 = 05

Article VIII and capital restrictions (Simmons 2001)
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Figure 1

Distribution of Average Aid
Countries
0

Average Real Ald ($ milllons)

Distribution of aid (Bandyopadhyay and Wall 2007)
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Figure 3

Aid Per Capita and the Explanatory Variables (country averages)
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Table 2

Regression Results: Dependent Variable = Level of Real Aid

No fixed effects With fixed effects

Coefilclent  Standard error  (-Statistic Coeffident  Standard error  t-Statistic
Common intercept 564.693* 48.850 1156 400.684* 126.088 338
Recipient fixed effects No Yes
2000 dummy -56.913* 12.688 —4.49 -82.195* 6.984 -177
2003 dummy -18.343 12.985 -141 -11.714 10667 -1.10
Real GDP per capita -78.178* 5.955 1313 -116.490* 5.848 1317
Real GDP per capita squared 2.646* 0.268 9.86 3927+ 0387 1014
Infant mortality -3.053* 0.693 441 3.632¢ 1291 23
Infant mortality squared 0.022* 0.004 575 -0.015* 0.008 -1.95
Civil/political rights 0212 1.841 012 8.940* 2486 3.60
Government effectiveness 114.432¢* 13.934 8 82.453* 12.856 6.41
Population (millions) 7.497* 0.39%4 19.01 13.419* 2815 477
Population squared -0.005* 0.000 -10.78 -0.012* 0.002 -6.95
Log likelihood -2,563.56 -2264.07
Number of observations 395 395
Number of recipient countries 135 135
Estimated coefficients 1 145

NOTE: Estimated using feasible generalized least squares, allowing for reciplent-spedfic heteroskedasticity; “Indicates statistical signifi-

cance at the 10 percent level.

Determinants of foreign aid (Bandyopadhyay and Wall 2007)
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Figure 5
Relationships with Fixed Effects
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Table la. Ininwional and poverty selectivity estimates of aggregate aid and madtdateral donors, 2000-03

Institutional sclectivity Poverty selectnity Colonsal dummecs
Democracy Rule of law GDP per capita France Japan Unied Kingdom United States
Total &d ~0,562 *** 0127 ~0.443 *** ~0.145 - 1,395 oo¢ ~0.104 0.072
Rikuteral aid 0,385 *o¢ 0,140 ~0.353 o+ ~01n ~1.363 *** ~0.175 ** 0.074
Multilateral aid ~0.622 *** 0.224 ** ~0.679 *** ~0.172 ¢ ~0.954 ** 0127 0.089
AIDF ~0488 1,522 #0e ~ 1,559 so 0.695 ** 9.657 1,235 o0 ~1223§
Arab agenocs 0.307 0.427 ** ~0.597 *** 1005 *** ~-4213 0.486 *** 0.549
AsDF 0387 0,456 ~0.285 ~21.463 ~14.607 1,666 ** 0,196
EBRD o1 ~0488 * 0.121 -5559 2364 ~5418 -2.223
EC —1.510 *** -0.108 —0.635 *** -0205 -7513 —0.148 0.534 ¢
GFF 0,524+ 0,074 ~0.068 ~0.183 ¢ ~5223 ~0.300 *+** 0.07%
DA 0.3% 0549 ** —3431 *** -0384 =12.117 -0.070 —0.628
IDB sp. fund 1021 **¢ 033 ~1.770 4 ~1.274 44+ 882 0749 1,162 *+*
IFAD 0.068 0.706 *** 0769 *** DASQ o+ ~6164 0204 ~0.046
Nordic dev, fund ~1,116 *** 0,768 *** 0,799 0897 ** 2088 0,465 * 0.5%1
Other United Nations 0.147 0.023 ~0.048 ~0.007 0613 046 0.189
SAF/ESAF/PRGF ~0452 0,708 -2.364 o0¢ ~0526 40.723 ~0,012 -2.233
UNDP ~0.266 *** 0.042 ~0.538 *** 0169 *** = 1049 *=* 0.226 *** 0180 *
UNFPA -0082 0.099 * ~0.336 *** 0.092 —2688 0.105 ** 0.9
UNHCR 0396 *** 0.044 ~0.161 ** -0.279 * 0248 0281 ** =0.100
UNICEF 0.004 0.106 ** —0.575 *** 0.153 *** -4236 0151 *** 0.084
UNTA 0.1 *** 0018 ~0.136 *** 0230 *++ <0463 ** 0.163 +++ ~0,196 ***
WEFP 0634 *2* 0,355 ** ~0.818 *** ~0.065 ~3013 0228 0,160
Export shases Log distance Number of  Pseudo-R*
France Japan  United Kingdom  Unised States  France Japan  United Kingdom United Stases ODservatioas
Total aid 68152 o -9,298 ** ~30.190 -9.344 **° ~1.330 ¢ ~0A54 *** 1441 ¢ ~0.100 405 039
Bilateral aid 62433 4o ~9.613 ** ~44050 * ~9.42] *** ~1.710*% -0, 557 *** 2,138+ ~0.177 405 0346
Mulukteral wd 110342 %%* 14845 -25.233 ~8.472 00 0634 ~0.185 ~0.997 ~0.005 408 0326
AMF 5.063 175.572 ~444821 ** ~20.433 17.621 *** 12854 *** -23.124 *** 6594 ¢+ 405 0487
Arub agencics ~67673 ~38.323 62,69 ~39.132 “9.231 #0759 *** 10,290 *++ ~0.512 ** 408 0210
AsDF ~399.912 ~144.805 * ~305.593 ~ 147618 ~17.022 %% 10424 *** 5 25.837 00e 405 0687
EBRD 61.649 =365.177 *** -142224 13.562 1.72%6 * ~1955 = =3.149 *** 0.154 405 0631
EC 242,189 ¢+ 8,247 ~146,452 *** <~ 15453 oo 1972 0,626 *** ~3.154 *¢ 0301 * 405 0241
GEF 61375 00 6,485 ~T8201 *** 2143 1,879 ** 0,020 ~2,055 ** 0,030 405 0249
IDA ~424.750 *** 102362 ** 331.768 ** ~248.471 * ~2.681 ~1477 *** 124 ~1012* 405 0305
1DB sp. fund 291.238 * —163924 *** 385,624 11.929* 172642 *** 9389 *** =17L13] *** 2340 o 408 0.666
IFAD ~81.352 ** 7.683 ~94228 * ~21.561 ~3146° ~0984 *** 31746 ~0.859 o 405 032
Nordic dev. fund 313978 *** 5043 ~939.32] *** ~154.150 * ~-9.635* ~0.558 * 11308 * =1.217 *** 405 03%4
Other Unied Natons —16497 -7.745 * 32918 1.654 1269 0.589 *** -1.128 0.254 ** 405 0275
SAF/ESAF/PRGF —421.634 144.398 —1340.971 —1802.362 *o -3.187 -1.030 1.666 —3010 408 0247
UNDP ~50.315 *** 5653 ** 14.8582 -1.913 ~1.162 ** ~0.173 ** 1132 = 0.013 405 0.649
UNFPA -6.270 -S54 —37293 *** 1378 -0.097 —0.197 *** 0.310 -0.103 * 405 0636
UNHCR 27016 4.248 —26.087 * 11,383 oee -1L1% 0.635 o 0.628 0969 see 408 0209
UNICEF ~36.658 *** 411 30132 ¢ ~2.337 4,280 *** 0.045 4846 40 ~0.1* 405 0723
UNTA 0.356 0.8502 —33.549 o -1.433 -0.793 ** —0.154 *** 1043 *o —0030 405 1063
Wrp 25458 2518 ¢ —106.609 ** ~74.891 ** 1933 0463 ** -1L.7%0 —0.408 408 0326

Note: Estimates from pooled tobt regressions with yeur dummics (» significant at the 10% kevel, o= significant at the 5% kevel, soe significant at the 1% kevel),
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Table 1b. Institutional and poverty selectivity estimates of bilateral donors,

200003

Democracy Rule of law GDP per Colonial Export share Distance Number of Pseudo-R*
capita dummy observations

Bilateral donors with former colonies

Australia -0.230 * 0.241 * —0.218 *** 0.450 —11.190 ** —3.534 *** 405 0.406
Belgium —0.389 *** 0.080 —0.552 *** 2.645 *** -0.784 0.162 ** 405 0.182
France —0.245 ** —-0.033 —0.315 *** 1.882 *** 141.556 *** —-0.078 405 0.298
Germany —0.545 *** 0.443 *** —0.334 *** 1.036 *** —2.468 —-0.096 * 405 0.280
Ttaly 0.349 ** -0.092 —0.335 *** 1.749 *** 27.394 —~0.206 ** 405 0.091
Japan —0.554 *** 0.256 —0.388 *** —1.857 ** 12.456 * -0.761 *** 405 0.168
Netherlands —0.933 *** -0.100 —~0.809 *** 1.404 *** —86.118 ** 0.039 405 0.240
Portugal —0.585 *** -0.077 —0.250 *** 1.900 *** 107.157 *** —0.223 ** 405 0.271
Spain 0.179 —0.121 —0.202 *** 2203 *** 8.879 —0.429 *** 405 0.193
United Kingdom —1.172 *** 0.174 —0.716 *** 1.375 *** —58.215 * —-0.170 * 405 0.222
United States —0.851 *** —-0.102 —0.736 *** 0.456 —13.187 ** —0.949 *** 405 0.105
Bilateral donors without former colonies

Austria —~0.264 ** 0.230 * —0.354 *** 37.812 *** —0.283 *** 405 0.172
Canada —0.519 *** -0.070 —0.447 *** —111.509 *** —0.647 *** 405 0.222
Denmark —1.230 *** 0.459 ** —0.865 *** 75.636 * —0.248 ** 405 0.102
Finland —0.382 *** 0.551 *** ~0.42] *** 43.882 *** 0.078 405 0.190
Greece 0.089 —0.24] *** ~0.116 *** 18.724 *** —0.589 *** 405 0.472
Ireland —0.358 *** 0.371 *** —0.571 *** —65.521 * 0.45] *** 405 0.216
Luxembourg —0.388 *** 0.435 *** —0.328 *** —1.581 —0.005 405 0.090
New Zealand —0.133 #** 0.061 —0.140 *** —5.325* —1.573 #** 405 0.695
Norway —0.398 *** 0274 * —0.648 *** —18.363 0.083 405 0.155
Sweden —0.732 #** 0.204 —0.62] *** -14.174 —0.237 *** 405 0.108
Switzerland —0.517 *** 0.052 —0.252 *** —78.784 *** —0.154 ** 405 0.159

Note: Estimates from pooled tobit regressions with year dummies (* significant at the 10% level, **significant at the 5% level, ##= significant at the 1% level).
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Table 2. The changes v J and poverty ek Iy extims 1%ks 2003
Iestitutional dastsaty Poverty chistiaty
Democracy Rule of law GDF per capetn

198489 1950.94 195.9% 200003 158489 199054 199599 200003 198459 195094 199595 200003
Aggregare akd
Total wd 0677 v 0289 *** 0383 % 0562 *** 0220 *** LN bod 0139 (A bl 0,549 **» 0.40] *** 0,377 *** 0,843 ***
Bilateral axl 0692 *** 025 * 0289 *** 0385 oo 0174 oo 0o 0140 0.520 *** 0,347 *» 0272 o 0,353 ***
Mult:hitcral axd 045 ** 0308 =~ 0429 * 0622 *** 0193 *=° 0o 0322 o 024 0623 *** 0.9 ** 0639 *** 0.679 ***
Mk dateral donors
AIDF QU 04n 0.197 0.45% 0.430 ** 02668 1498 *** 1522 o0e 0988 *** 1312 see 1.579 oo 1599 v
Arub agencies DAT3 0.199 02 030 0,337 °° 0081 0774 *** 0427 * 0377 v 0,015 *** 0,552 *o* 0,997 oo
AsDF 0xo0 0,842 0067 03157 1619 *** 1243 v 2410 DA% 0792 o 0900 0288
ERRD na na, na na 0.19%0 o nana na na 0.582 D488 * Ba na na na 0288 02
B 0662 *** 0544 *** 1248 **° 1510 *** 0092 e 0095 0.108 11SS oo° 0,530 ** 0,506 ** 0,635 ***
GEF na na. na na. Ra na. —0.524 o nana na na na na -0.074 na na na na na na —0.068
IDA ~0.217 ~0.203 0.683 0.3%0 ~1129%%% 1012 %% |25] % QS S CLTEI SN S36I0 Mt CATER SR 34D e
1DB sp. fund ~0.758 ** 0.448 0912 s 102] **= ~0.502* 067 0262 0329 ~0.924 % Q35| e 2620 LT A
1FAD 0.703 *** 0.207 0239 0068 0258 **° oox OX11 """ 0706 *** 0700 *** 0.95% **° 0.728 oo 0.7 »**
Noedic dev, fund na na, na na ~0.29% < LLIG *** nana na na 0.5 0768 *+* Bana na na “0.331 %% <070 o
Other United Natioms <0260 ***  ~0245 *** 0076 0147 0.07% oo a7 0023 ~0484 *** <0383 0032 ~0048
SAF/ESAF/TRGF na na. ~0.670 0834 0452 nana 0541 2062 ** 0.708 na na -1.084 —~2880 *** 2364 oo
UNDP 0321 *** -0.052 ~0.041* ~0266 *** 0103 ** 0033 LA 0.042 ~0.480 *** 0697 *** 0605 ***  —0.518 ***
UNFPA 0,179 *** 0051 0.031 0082 0.0%0 0,128 == 0236 *** 0.099 * 0,254 oo 0.320 ***
UNHCR 03e D541 *** 0323 oo 0396 *** 0228 oo 0.106 0044 aan7re o
UNICEF 0282 *** 0,037 0062 00 0271 *** 0240 *** onls 0106 0.6 *** 0,653 ***
UNTA 0,127 **+ ~0.060 ~0.007 ~0.16H *+* ~0.019 aosy* 0037 0018 “O172 4% 0145 *¢
WFP ~03il6 0429 *+ 0473 *+* 0634 *** ~0470 *** 0452+ 030 0355 * ~OKKT *** 0092+

Table 2—conrimed
Institational chisticity Poverty dastiaty
Democracy Ruk of law GDP per capita
198489 199094 199599 200003 198489 1990-%4 1995-99 200003 198489 199094 199599 200003
Bilateral domors with former colomies
Australia 0167 oms 0,152 0% 0% AL 0,572 ** 0241 * 089 0 0259 ** 0292 ** 0218 ***
Belgium 0.189 0359 *** 0058 00so 0366 *** 0552 *°
France 0157 ~0.(8S ~0.010 ~0.245 ** 0149+ 0047 “0.379 oo ~0033 ~0A14%%  C0M6*** 0235 %% L0315 v
Cernamy ~0.677 *** ~0.301 ** “0).354 *** «0.545 *** 02 0185 0,499 *** 0443 ** ~0.253 *** “D319*** 035 “0334 ***
Taly 0,688 *** 0068 0191 0339 * 0033 208 0n9e 0092 08920 DAS) *o 0327 oo 0338 **
Japan 0.926 *** 0539 *** 0615 D553 = one 0215 0218 02% 0601 *** D647 *e 0472 o 0388 ***
Netherkunds <0860 ***  <L022%%* 0KI0*** <0933 ~0.240 ** <0208 0022 <0100 ~ORI4 %% 0658 4% 0TR2 % 0R00 4
Portugal na na 1012 * ~0.213 <0585 o+ na na ~0.119 ~0.735 *** ~0077 na na ~0213 ~0.166 ~0250 **+
Spain na. na 0368 * 0411 * 0179 na na, 0.160 0238 o na. na, LR EL 0202 ***
United Kingdom 0415 *** 0717 % 1,127 0% 1172 oo 0153 ** 0066 027 s 0.733 0 0,59 *** 0.716 ***
United States LS9 St L1201 4% 0Ottt CORSE M ST SR L0786 %4 0193 ~0l102 ~LO9K *** <0661 *** 0736 ***
Blateral donors without former colonkes
Austria 0201 0o ~0.010 <0264 ** ~0.037 0.141 [ 2] B 230 * 0.080 ~0.000 ~0.195 *** 035§ 4
Canada 0,559 *o* 0333 % 0axg e 0519 019x . 0167 om o0 0,656 ** DATO " 0373 oo 0447w
Denerark ~0410 ¢ ~OT5 % B9 L1230 0152 0604 *** 0,893 ¢+ 0450 ++ ~LAR6 %t 1357 1066 4t 0865 ¢
Finland -0162 -0.032 ~0.175 —0382 o 0.006 0246 1015 ** QSS51%%*  —0671°%%  —0A13%%*  —QASE***  —042] ***
Greece 0089 ~0.116 ***
Ireland 0168 0037 024% 034 voe 0037 0120 0.363 *** 0358 voe 02XK *o* 0.590 »* 057] o
Luvembourg na na na na ~025 % <0388 ** na na na na 0.0% na na na na <0157 **¢ 0328 ***
New Zealand -0007 0119 -0.002 ~0.133 o= -0.030 0134 ** 0.244 ** 0.061 ~0.075%%  —0055°** 0126 °%* 0140 ***
Norway ~0.507 *** 095545 06650 0358 e 0.146 ~0.114 0.577 oo 0274+ <1009 *** D833 OSI1 Mt 0648 et
Sweden ~0.713** ~0616°** 0787 " ~0.732 *** ~0.241 -0 0153 0208 ~0.963 = ~0487 *** 00613 > ~0.62] ***
Suitarlind ~0412 %% _0577%%% 00T 0517 % 0ND0 ~0.1%1 ~0M6* ans2 ~0.525%%%  ~0534%%% <0207 %% 0252 %+
Nove: Estmames from pooled tobit regr with year (* signs ut the 107 level, o signaficant at the 5% level, s s significumt at the 1% level),
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Table 1. Selection and Allocation Equations, 1960-97

Table 2. Selection and Allocation Equations with Political Interactions, 1960-97

(1) 2) 3) 1) ) 3)
Selection Selection equation Allocation Selection Selection equation Allocation
equation with regions equation equation with regions equation
Dependent variable Receives US aid Receives US aid US aid share Dependent variable Receives US aid Receives US aid US aid share
Small donor aid,, 72419 66.049 0234 Small donor aid,, 31.744 27.839 0.088
(3.11)** (3.09)** (12.70)*= (1.46) (1.56) (2.92)**
US exports,, 7.864 4.824 0.256 Small donor aid,;*Cons Pres, ; —62.422 —59.339 -0.134
(1.09) (0.80) (6.00)** (2.05)* (1.92) (4.60)**
US imports,, -1.182 -2.713 -0.074 Small donor aid,;*Cons Cong, ; -1,190.471 -1,115.153 -1.843
(0.35) (0.93) (2.50)* (2.87)** (3.13)** (4.65)**
UN voting;;1 1.361 1.209 —0.001 US exports;; 11.934 12.720 0.425
(2.45)* (2.00)* (0.31) (1.02) (1.14) (5.28)**
Democracy,, 0.020 0.013 0.00002 US exports,, ;*Cons Pres, ; 1.659 0.329 0.012
(1.73) (0.89) (0.19) (0.23) (0.05) (0.20)
GDP,, —0.13883 —0.12658 —0.00125 US exports,, ;*Cons Cong, , 69.213 97.510 3.057
(4.55)** (3.82)%* (2.89)*= (0.66) (0.98) (3.43)**
Population,, —8.91606 —4.44211 1.28353 US imports,, ; -8.524 -11.842 -0.271
(1.17) (0.44) (13.57)*# (0.99) (1.42) (3.92)*=
Observations 2,907 2,907 2,565 US imports,,1*Cons Pres. ((3)33; (3;1;; (3(7)2?
Number of countries 19 1o m US imports,, ;*Cons Cong, ; ~109.023 -123.457 -2.617
Pseudo R-squ_are_d 0.204 0.227 (1.30) (1.53) (3.42)**
R-squared (within) o o 0.301 UN voting,, , 0.605 0.751 ~0.004
Estimation method Probit with PCSEs Probit with PCSEs OLS with FE (1.17) (1.17) (0.82)
o o o UN voting,, ;*Cons Pres, ; 0.002 —0.264 0.012
Notes: t-statistics in parentheses; *significant at 5%; **significant at 1%. +
Year dummies included (0.00) (0.36) (2.34)
. UN voting,, ;*Cons Cong, , -14.838 -8.461 —0.076
(1.63) (1.04) (1.04)
Democracy,, 0.038 0.028 0.00012
(2.36)* (1.62) (0.80)
Democracy,, ;*Cons Pres, 0.010 0.007 —0.00006
(0.89) (0.57) (0.46)
Democracy,, ;*Cons Cong, , 0.279 0.241 0.00191
(1.18) (1.02) (1.08)
GDP,, -0.139 —0.129 —0.00114
(4.60)** (3.93)** (2.66)**
Population, —8.385 —5.548 1.49698
¥
US domestic politics and aid allocation Observa , 9((];'38) , 9(()3'88) , ;:19)
. servations . : :
(Fleck and Kilby 2006) Number of countries 119 119 111
Pseudo R-squared 0.224 0.244
R-squared (within) 0.325
134 Estimation method Probit with PCSEs  Probit with PCSEs ~ OLS with FE

Notes: t-statistics in parentheses; * significant at 5% **significant at 1%.
Year dummies included.



Hla:

Hib:

HZa:

HZ2b:

H3a:

H3b:

Hda:

Hdb:

States important to US security are
more likely to receive foreign assist-
ance if they did not receive aid in the
previous year.

States important to US security are
likely to receive more assistance than
other states.

States with electoral institutions are
more likely to receive US foreign
assistance if they did not receive aid in
the previous year.

States with electoral institutions are
likely to receive more US foreign
assistance than other states.

Democracies that are important to US

national security are more likely to
receive US foreign assistance if they
did not receive aid in the previous year.

Democracies that are important to US
national security are likely to receive
more US foreign assistance than other
states.

Democracies facing instability are
more likely to receive US foreign
assistance if they did not receive aid in
the previous year.

Democracies facing instability are
likely to receive more US foreign
assistance than other states.

Table | Catekeoping (Probit) Modd of Whao [nntally Cees Aud (Onset Only)

Modks | Mokl 2 Modks 3 Mot 4 Mier 5 Modkel 6
Coked War Fime Cold War FOW HE meassrd PUW test PUW e W e
Ve faalile 1892-%0 (FCH). 1991-96 wOal o Hea o Hia o Hir
Proxamity to throat A29+ T4 802* 1.04* 1.16* T3
(.254) (.350) (.331) (.350) (.510) (.278)
Troops -.748" -.041 -113 -.060 -.087 -112
(.259) (419) (.386) (410 (441) (.380)
Allance -016 -.523 -.356 -512 -.567 -313
(.217) (.557) (.541) (.524) (.512) (.541)
Human rights abuses -317+ =127 - - - -
(175) (210
Human righes abuses dummy 318 350 627 289
(491) (610 (A79) (.516)
Polny 036 015 a37 034
(044) (.046) (.033) (.032)
Electoral mnstinsions 621
(.105)
Full insteunsons 1527
(.750)
LN Expons 061 067 ain 0754 09 a7
(038) (.047) (.046) (.046) (045) (.046)
LN GDPleapiea 2457 418" a1 589° 30z 384"
(098) (215 (.185) (241 (138) (:201)
Instabilay 40
(035)
Democracy” instabiliny 04"
(049)
[emocracy” theeas s
(1.16)
Years since aid -.033 -.126* ~114+ =117+ -.156* -7+
(063) (019) (054) (.062) (051) (.070)
Constant 183 318 255+ 3137+ 27" 242
(1.32) (2.36) {1.55) (1.79) (1.15) (1.7
Spltne | -.522 -.148 41 031 021 076
(340 (.560) (154) (684) (558) (841)
Spltne2 611 1.49 889 112 142 1.01
(.578) (1.01) (147 (1.40) (1.03) {163)
Spltned -.249 e -3.33+ -3.60 ~4.45% -3A4T
(497 (1.15) (1.76) (1.33) (123 (1.38)
Splined -.008 445 397 404 5.06*** 4.07
(723 (883) (1.26) (141) (934) (1.30)
N« 364 N«205 N«205 N« 205 N«198 N« 205
LL~- 1368 LL=- 11447 LL=-1132 LL~--1112 LL =~ 1055 LL=--1129
Ch? =249 Che’ « 264 Ch? «25.1 Chr « 303 Che? « 140 Ch? =271

*p< 05, pe 010 pe 00, 4]

A signilicance tests are two talled. Kobust standard esrors in parentheses.
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Tatdo 1L Allocatson (O1S) Model of How Much Axd 2 State Inntally Recotves Tatde 1L Allocasson (O15) Mot of How Much Asd 3 Seate Recetves.

Mol 1 Mo 2 Mokt 3 Modd 4 Model 5 Aol 6 Matd 3 Mokl &
Cokt War Flsr Cold War FCW HR meauured FOW 1t FOW ten FOW rew m&" bﬁ{“ POWHR FOW cwermy ”lﬁ‘ﬂll-’ K“‘T’“' K“‘:l:'
- - s variabl S L
:u m:: l” ~n. '::" “ ':; ! '::' "’: ’:‘: Virtatee 18290 (FOW). 199196 w0 ! P et ofHD aHi o b
eimity to thesat - o o 4
Y ) (758 (X35 (849) (564) (101) Proxamay to threat -0 oo o -8 -00% -0y 067
Teocgn v 557 810 831 A1 £ (072 (R3] (109 (345) oy (115 (g
e e i S L3 it - o am a2 aw  am o e
‘ (916 (Lrs; @19 235 (130 258 Atarce 1% A2 118 83 102 110 09
Huasman eights sbuws 58 - (099 (1 (A1) (605) e (175 175
(520 (315 - - - - - Harmun eights sbraes. d:zﬂ % 125
Haman rights abenes dummy 204 1.88* N | 192 { (204)
(790 (735 (871 Huarmun eights straes Surremy s 120 m k)
Tolny 071 -.253* - 215 (14 (139 (130 (10
(125) (085) (061) >3 - (062) Peamy e 09 23 020 - - 0zE*
Flectorad natitutions 34 (02 mn (005 [ {.005)
Ra fogh it wtnen 20
Instutions e
- - - (1.20) - - ol nematiors .
e & & & & & & . dis
! ) g v . o -
IN - e S 3% 204 312 00 LN Expors 0071 18 Az 160 104 s A
(1 (31m (404) (582) (a3l (AT6) (ee7 (036) (3 (310 (9 (0G3) (035)
Trstabsl : : 164 g LN Poputsson o AR 26 205 A2 qe A
(178) - (2] (039) (09 (1o (043 (m (035)
Desmocracy” inscabily . i ) . 2% ) (1
Diencxracy"theeat 9 Demecracy” imtabiey - - - - - lg -
(163
Comtaet 307 7.0 612+ 292, 533 562 ™ Democracy” theeat - . - - - - -
@z2n 260 @61) (518 @15 (4 i
%70 261 67 - -
N - 3357 Nellt N=174 N=1T4 N 168 Nellt L ¥ c:ér (045 wn.:, 40 ‘:; ‘g
Rho Chef » 33 Rho Chid » 72 Riwo Che = 68 Rho Che = 59 RhoChiw 186 RhoClf» X3 Comtart m 168 162 ST 156~ T 1617
*p< 05,7 p< 01" pe 0L+ pe . (Jg (n&e_ (#ﬂ (l:._ (m (7R tg?_
AR sigrdfivarme teuis are .ul.aﬁ“u-umu.m A : an- : ‘ 2 e
TIV = g of Abewsun ALt (1hocnarn of 1887 US cotand (137 13 () e (138 (135 (M2
N«645 N5 N« a3 N«635 N N« 580 N«53

RhoCn2 = 5T RhoCnZ=057 RwoCh2-363 ReOM2-973 RoC2-345 RoO2-75% RoOwm-50

Tp< DA p< 01" p< 001
AB ugriicance s wv two tafied. Robast wardard aron in paresthesn.
IV = bg of Alltod Aif hwmmars of 1987 US bl
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Hypothesis 1. The IMF will set conditions on the basis of domestic economic Hypothesis 3. The IMF will set more conditions during the period prior
conditions, including the growth rate of real gross domestic product (GDP), the to democratic elections.

government’s consumption, the budget deficit, the rate of monetary expansion,
and the current account balance.

Hypothesis 2. The IMF will specify fewer conditions for countries that are Hypothesis 4. For countries closely allied with the United States, the IMF
closely allied with the United States. will set fewer conditions during the period prior to democratic elections.
Table 2
Total Number of International Monetary Fund (IMF) Conditions

Variable (n (2) (3) 4 (3) (6) ()]
Voting with United States (r — 1) —23.74* (430) —8.62* (234) —26.86*" (4.76) —0.75"* (261) —26.50"" (4.66) —0.56* (2.56)
Election within next 6 months —44*" (2.97) —.15* (1.80) —.19  (39) 21 (98)
Voting with United States x election

variable -92 (54 —147° (18D
Real GDP (r — 1) —.03** (4.19) —02** (3.84) —.01** (3.00) —.02** (3.70) —.01"* (2.03) —.02** (3.70) —.01** (2.88)
Real GDP growth (r — 1) —.004 (.60) 003 (40) 001 (13) 001 (16)
Real per capita GDP growth in OECD

countries (r — 1) .59** (5.07) 58+ (4.95) 50*" (4.92) 60** (5.15) A8 (4.72) 607 (5.10) A8 (4.71)
LIBOR (r — 1) 12¢ (2.06) 22+* (339) 13** (2.85) 24* (3.71) 14%% (3.07) 23* (3.65) 14%* (2.98)
Government consumption

(% GDP; t — 1) —.01 (37) -04 (112) -.04 (L17) -04 (113)
Government budget deficit

(% GDP; t — 1) —.01 (.93) —-002 (35) —.01 (1.00) -.01 (.78)
Monetary expansion (%; ¢ — 1) 01+ (453) 01** (4.08) 01** (4.80) 01** (3.53) 017" (4.96) 017 (3.56) 017+ (4.92)
Change in international reserves (t — 1) -.002 (69) —-003 (98) -002 (96) -002 (93)
Current account balance (% GDP; ¢t — 1) —.004 (50) -01 (1.18) -01 (1.27) —.01 (1.26)
New net IMF credit (% quota; ¢ — 1) —.001* (1.7 —-001 (157) —.001* (1.94) —.001* (1.88)
Log likelihood —25425 —244.93 —368.01 —240.26 —306.35 —240.11 —394.70
Number of countries 19 19 20 19 29 19 29
Number of observations 92 92 139 92 139 92 139

Note. Values are based on a Poisson regression analysis of quarterly panel data, April 1997 to February 2003. Fixed country and time dummy variables were included;
z-statistics are in parentheses. GDP = gross domestic product; OECD = Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development; LIBOR = London Interbank Offer
Rate.

*Significant at the 10% level.

*Significant at the 5% level.

** Significant at the 1% level.
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Table 3

Total Number of International Monetary Fund Conditions, by Sector

Monetary Conditions

Public Sector Conditions

Variable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Voting with United States (+ — 1) —=3.11 (.44) -2.17 (.30) —-1.02 (.14) —28.88** (3.53) —29.52** (3.56) —28.89** (3.58)
Election within next 6 months A3 (.78) 94 (1.99) —.07  (46) 61 (1.47)
Voting with United States x

election variable —3.23° (1.81) —2.96" (L73)
Real GDP (¢ — 1) —-01* (1.77) —.01* (1.78) —-.01* (L.79) —-.02 (1.25) —-.02 (1.24) —-.02 (1.24)
Real per capita GDP growth

in OECD countries (¢t — 1) 617 (2.69) .63** (2.77) 65 (2.85) 28 (153) 28 (149 28 (1.49)
LIBOR (¢t — 1) 16 (1.58) 15 (1.46) 14 (134) 06 (.69) 07 (.76) 06 (.72)
Monetary expansion (%; t — 1) 01* (2.50) .01 (1.08) 01* (254) 01 (1.97) o1 (201 01 (1.99)
Log likelihood —224.41 —146.94 —-222.71 —-232.09 —231.98 —230.45

Note. Values are based on a Poisson regression analysis of quarterly panel data, April 1997 to February 2003. Fixed country and time dummy variables are

included; z-statistics are in parentheses. For each column, the number of countries is 29, and the number of observations is 139. GDP = gross domestic
product; OECD = Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development; LIBOR = London Interbank Offer Rate.

*Significant at the 10% level.
*Significant at the 5% level.
** Significant at the 1% level.

Table 5
Total Number of International Monetary Fund Conditions, by Voting with Group of 7 Countries in UN General Assembly

Variable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 7)
Voting with United States (r — 1) —1346* (2.15)
Voting with Canada (r — 1) —6.20** (3.65) —1932 (1.30)
Voting with United Kingdom (r — 1) —5.72** (2.87) 70.83** (2.70)
Voting with France (¢ — 1) —5.63"* (2.82) -798 (41
Voting with Germany (¢ — 1) —5.91"* (3.58) —54.86* (2.05)
Voting with Italy (r — 1) —5.62"* (3.48) 1348 (44)
Voting with Japan (¢ — 1) —5.12** (3.42) 536 (56)
Election within next 6 months 54 (1.58) 51° (1.60) 51 (157) 54° (L62) 56 (1.66) 45 (127) A5 (64)
Voting with United States x election

variable -1.06 (1.08)
Voting with Canada x election variable —1.35* (2.16)
Voting with United Kingdom x election

variable —1.48* (2.20)
Voting with France x election variable —148* (2.17)
Voting with Germany x election variable —1.38% (2.19)
Voting with Italy x election variable —138 (2.22)
Voting with Japan x election variable —114* (1L.75)
Real GDP (r— 1) —.02** (3.52) —.01** (3.45) —.01"* (3.39) —.01"* (3.45) —.017* (3.52) —.02** (3.77) —01* (242)
Real per capita GDP growth in OECD

countries (¢ — 1) A8 (4.78) 49" (4.85) 49" (4.81) 507 (4.88) 497 (4.81) 50%* (4.96) A48%* (427)
LIBOR (r — 1) A2 (271) 17 (245) 127 (2.67) 107 (2.41) 17 (261) 0% (2.22) 7% (2.16)
Monetary expansion (%; ¢t — 1) 01*" (4.65) 01** (4.78) .017* (4.78) 017 (4.69) 017" (4.66) 01 (4.60) 01%* (4.58)
Log likelihood —391.21 —303.87 —304.01 —3091.60 —366.39 —302.70 —37838

Note. Values are based on a Poisson regression analysis of quarterly panel data, April 1997 to February 2003. Fixed country and time dummy variables are included;
z-statistics are in parentheses. For each column, the number of countries is 29, and the number of observations is 139. GDP = gross domestic product; OECD =
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development; LIBOR = London Interbank Offer Rate.

*Significant at the 10% level.
*Significant at the 5% level.
** Significant at the 1% level.

IMF sector conditions, the U.S, and the G7 (Dreher and Jensen 2007)
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Table 1. Heckit and least squares results for IDA commitments to developing countries

Dependent variable: IDA commitments (log)
Heckit
OLS
Model: 1 2 3 <
Log (population) (.449%%* 0.578*** 0.649%** 0.634%**
(0.087) (0.122) (0.113) (0.091)
Log (GDP per capita) 0.037 —0.202 —0.195 —0.178
(0.224) (0.220) (0.177) (0.169)
Physical quality of life 0.007 0011+ 0.010* 0.012%*=
(0.008) (0.006) (0.006) (0.004)
Former Western colony 0.001 —0.002 —0.003 —0.001
(0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Log (DAC export to recipient) 0.102 0.037 0.060 0.026
(0.106) (0.120) (0.110) (0.093)
Percentage Christian 0.003 0.003 0.003* 0.001
(0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Political freedom —0.099***  _0.110*** —0.095*** —0.046**
(0.029) (0.033) (0.033) 0.022)
Human rights 0.156%* 0.137* 0.198***
(0.079) (0.075) (0.068)
Military expenditures 0.004 —0.004 —0.004
(0.012) (0.010) (0.007)
Trade openness —0224 —0.136 —0.336%*
(0.198) (0.177) (0.161)
External debt 0.118 0.104* 0.171%*=
(0.074) (0.062) (0.053)
Corruption 0.200 0.052
(0.178) 0.134)
Rule of law 0.041 0.191
(0.177) (0.161)
Regulatory burden —0.252 —0.020
(0.174) (0.129)
UN voting on key issues 0.782** L191*** 1.208%** 1.324%%*
(0.382) (0.404) (0.44) (0.395)
Constant —4.113 —4.075 —5.288¢* —4371
=2911 — 3441 (3.153) —2.860
Total number of observations 553 420 389 299
Number of uncensored observations 362 312 299 299
Number of countries 76 &0 54 51

Note: Autocorrelation and heteroscedasticity robust standard errors in parentheses; Asterisks
* ® % %% denote significantee at 10%, 5% and 1%, respectively.

Determinants of World Bank IDA commitments (Andersen et al. 2006)
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Monadic:

H1I: Democracies impose sanctions more
often than other regime types.

HZ2: Democracies prefer to impose financial
sanctions alone, rather than combi-
nations that include import or export
sanctions. By contrast, autocracies will
be less reserved in their sanctions policy,
preferring comprehensive packages of
sanctions including both import and
export sanctions.

H3: Democracies are more likely than
autocracies to impose minor sanctions.

Dyadic:

HI: Jointly democratic dyads will experi-
ence fewer episodes of sanctions than
other types of dyads.

HZ: Jointly democratic dyads will experi-
ence shorter and less severe sanctions
than other types of dyads.

Monadic determinants of sanctions
(Lektzian and Souva 2003)

140

Table ITI. Determinants of State Initiation of Sanctions, 1950-90

Model 1: Monadic analysis

B
Variable Se. First differences®
Democratic initiator 1.044 == +184%
.333
Monadic trade dependence/openness -.030 *** -70.85%
012
GDP per capita .0002 *** +89.39%
.00003
Major power 2.214 =
.385
USA 763 *
426
Constant -5.391 =
.520
N 4,228
Wald 245.60 ***

 The first differences reflect changes in the predicted probability of event occurrence relative to
a baseline model where democracy, USA, and major power are set equal to zero, and openness
and GDP per capita are set at their mean values.

*** p< 01;** p<.05; p-values reflect one-tailed tests.

Table IV.  Type of Sanctions by Regime Type

Regime type Trade sanctions only Financial sanctiors only ~ Trade and financial sanctions
Non-democracies 5 0 7
Democracies 12 28 35

Chi-square: 8.26, p< .05.

Table V.  Goal of Sanctions by Regime Type

Regime type Minor goal Major goal
Non-democracy 4 14
Democracy 48 38

There is a slight difference in the number of cases between Tables IV and V,

owing to incomplete information on sanctions type.
Chi-square = 6.72, p < .05.



Table VII. Determinants of the Onset of Dyadic Sanctions, 1950-90

Model 2: Dyadic analysis

Table VIII. Length of Sanctions by Dyad Type

B
Variable Se. First differencest %
Joint democracy -0.707 ** -50.69
0.337
Dyadic trade dependence, weak link -211.1556** -77.41
88.016
Ln relative capabilities -0.515 *** -59.61
0.091
Allies 0.672 **
0.333
Ln distance 0.094
0.089
USA 3.724 ***
0.542
Constant -6.382 ***
0.490
N 26,514
Wald 136.83 ***

Dyad type Mean length of sanctions
in years

Jointly democratic 5.0

Mixed dyads 6.42

Jointly autocratic 9.8

* The first differences reflect changes in the predicted probability of event occurrence relative to a
baseline model where democracy, USA, and major power are set equal to zero, and openness and
GDP per capita are set at their mean values.

*** p< 01;* p < .05; pvalues reflect one-tailed tests.

Dyadic determinants of sanctions
(Lektzian and Souva 2003)
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TableI. Estimating Sanction Onset

Exports Imports
Democratic dyad —1.845** —1.479** -1.767** —1.412**
(-0.323) (-0.317) (-0.31) (-0.31)
Democratic sender 3.332% 2.283* 3.576* 2.584*
(-1.011) (-1.022) (-1.015) (=1.027)
Logged exports 0.520** 0.305** 0.398* 0.191*
(-0.044) (-0.049) (-0.043) (-0.045)
Relative power 0.060** 0.035** 0.056** 0.029**
(~0.006) (~0.008) (~0.006) (~0.008)
Year 0.037 0.008 0.029 0.01
(-0.025) (-0.026) (-0.0206) (-0.026)
Alliance between dyad members 1.253** 0.307 1.432** 0.47
(-0.297) (-0.298) (—0.285) (-0.294)
United States 3.207** 3.396**
(-0.324) (-0.329)
Time since last sanction —0.476** —0.364* —0.474** —0.358*
(~0.148) (~0.145) (~0.148) (~0.143)
Splinel -0.013 -0.011 -0.014 -0.011
(-0.007) (-0.007) (-0.007) (-0.007)
Spline2 0.006 0.005 0.007 0.005
(=0.007) (~0.007) (~0.007) (~0.007)
Spline3 0.002 0.002 0.001 0.002
(-0.004) (-0.004) (-0.004) (-0.004)
Constant —-84.462 -26.573 —68.141 -29.179
(-50.184) (-51.498) (-50.683) (-50.666)
Observations 149,255 149,255 150,042 150,042

Robust standard errors in parentheses; * significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%.

Determinants of economic sanctions (Cox and Drury 2006)
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