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OAL. Table OA1: Sample of REOs

Acronym Name Start | End | Additional Information
1 AMU Arab Maghreb 1989 | 2020
Union
2 AU African Union 1963 2020 | Incarnation of the
Organization of African
Unity (OAU, 1963-2000).
3 CEAO West African 1973 1993 | Incarnation of the West
Economic African Customs Union
Community (UDAO, 1959-1965) and the
Customs Union of Western
African States (UDEAO,
1966-1973). CEAO merged
into UEMOA in 1994.
4 CEMAC Central African 1959 2020 | Incarnation of the Conference
Economic & of Heads of State of
Monetary Union Equatorial Africa
(CHSTEA/UDE, 1959-1965)
and the Central African
Customs and Economic
Union (UDEAC, 1965-1993).
5 CENSAD Community of 1998 | 2020
Sahel-Saharan
States
6 CEPGL Economic 1976 2020
Community of the
Great Lakes
Countries
7 COMESA Common Market for | 1982 2020 | Incarnation of the
Eastern and Preferential Trade Area for
Southern Africa Eastern and Southern Africa
(PTA, 1982-1993).
8 EAC1 Eastern African 1961 1976 | Incarnation of the East
Cooperation African Common Services
Organization (EACSO, 1961-
1966).
9 EAC2 Eastern African 1993 2020
Community
10 | ECCAS Economic 1985 2020
Community of
Central African
States
11 | ECOWAS Economic 1975 2020
Community of West
African States
12 | ENTENTE Conseil de I'Entente | 1959 2020
13 | G5S Sahel Group of Five | 2014 | 2020




14 | GGC Gulf of Guinea 2008 | 2020
Commission
15 | ICGLR International 2006 | 2020
Conference on the
Great Lakes Region
16 | IGAD Intergovernmental 1986 | 2020 | Incarnation of the Inter-
Authority on governmental Authority on
Development Drought and Development
(IGADD, 1986-1995).
17 | IOCom Indian Ocean 1984 | 2020
Commission
18 | MPCC Maghreb Permanent | 1964 1976
Consultative
Committee
19 | MRU Mano River Union | 1973 | 2020
20 | OCAM Common Afro- 1966 1985 | Incarnation of the African
Malagasy Economic and Malagasy Union (UAM,
Organization 1961-1962) and the African
and Malagasy Organization
for Economic Cooperation
(OCAME, 1963-1965).
21 | SACU Southern African 1969 | 2020
Customs Union
22 | SADC Southern African 1982 | 2020 | Incarnation of the Southern
Development African Development
Community Coordination Conference
(SADCC, 1982-1991).
23 | UEAC Union of Central 1968 1981
African States
24 | UEMOA West African 1962 | 2020 | Incarnation of the West
Economic and African Monetary Union
Monetary Union (UMOA,1962-1993).




OAZ2. Description of dependent variable Delegation

This section draws on excerpts from the MI4 measure for delegation conceptualized and
operationalized in Hooghe et al. (2017: 107-13).

Delegation is a conditional grant of authority by member states to an independent
body, such as a general secretariat that can set the agenda for decision making, an executive
that takes day-to-day decisions, or a court that can impose a sanction on a non-compliant
state. The delegate—in this case, the non-state actor—gains some influence over decision
making; the principals—the member states—gain a capacity for governance that does not
depend on their active presence.

The dependent variable Delegation is an annual measure of the allocation of
authoritative competences to non-state bodies in an 10’s decision-making process (Hooghe et
al., 2017: 107-13). A distinction is made between political delegation and judicial delegation.
Political delegation in setting the 10 agenda or taking the final IO decision is assessed:

¢ in one or more 10 bodies (assemblies, executives, general secretariats, consultative
bodies) that are

e partially or fully, composed of non-member-state actors, which
e exercise or co-exercise authority over agenda setting or final decision making

e in one or more of six decision areas: membership accession, membership suspension,
constitutional reform, budgetary allocation, financial non-compliance, and up to five
streams of policy making.

Judicial delegation is the conditional transfer of authority to courts, arbitrators, or
tribunals. It is assessed with items that tap how obligatory and independent legal dispute
settlement is, how binding, whether there is a standing tribunal, who has access, whether
there is a remedy for non-compliance, and whether it can make compulsory preliminary
rulings.

The scoring for delegation works as follows:

1. Each body receives a composition score for the degree to which it is non-state. All
scores range from 0 to 1.

2. Composition scores for all bodies that participate in agenda setting are averaged in
each decision area after two adjustments. An adjustment is made for a general
secretariat that gatekeeps agenda setting, and an adjustment is made when an 1O has
more than one policy stream. This produces an agenda setting score for each decision
area.

3. We identify the body with the highest (i.e. most non-state) composition score in final
decision making in each decision area. This is the final decision score for each
decision area.

4. A dispute settlement score is calculated for each decision area.

We now have three scores for each decision area: an agenda setting score, a final
decision score, and a dispute settlement score. The average of these scores is the
delegation score for a decision area. The delegation score for an IO is the average of
the delegation scores across the six decision areas.



Composition Scores

The first step in estimating delegation is to assess the extent to which an IO body is composed
of non-state actors.

An 10 body may be partially or fully independent of member states in one of three
ways. It may be composed of representatives of bodies outside the executive organs of the
member state, for example, representatives of national or regional parliaments, courts,
interest groups, professional associations, or international organizations.! Or it may be
composed of one or more members of an 10 body who operate under an explicit norm of
independence from member state control. Or it may be an external non-state body, such as an
international organization that plays an independent decision-making role in a second
international organization. In each case, the participant in an 10 body must have full voting
rights to qualify as non-state.

GENERAL SECRETARIAT

A general secretariat receives a composition score of 1 when it consists of a permanent core
of non-state actors with at least one of the following properties: the officials of the secretariat
have international diplomatic status; they are required to take an oath of independence;
member states are required to refrain from influencing the general secretariat. An 10
administration receives a score of zero if none of the above conditions is met and/or the
administration is lodged in one or more member state administrations or rotates among them.

ASSEMBLY

Most IOs have member state-dominated assemblies, but some have independent assemblies
in which some or all members are popularly elected or are selected by national parliaments,
regional governments, local governments, trade unions, business associations, or other non-
state groups. Each assembly present in an 10 is scaled as follows, with the applicable
composition score in brackets:

How are members of the assembly selected?
e All members selected by member states (0)
e A majority, but not all, selected by member states (0.33)

e At least 50 percent of the members of the assembly are selected by parliaments,
subnational governments, or other non-member state actors (0.66)

e At least 50 percent of the members of the assembly are popularly elected (1)
EXECUTIVE

The composition of an executive is non-state when those who sit and vote in an executive do
not receive voting instructions from their government.

This is assessed by examining the explicit constraints on member state command in relation
to some proportion of the members of the executive. For example, one or more members of
the executive may be required to take an oath of independence or may be constitutionally
bound to act on behalf of the organization rather than his or her member state. We scale each
executive in an IO as follows:

Do members of the executive directly represent member states?

! A national executive is defined to include ministers of the central government, diplomats, military or security
attachés, central bankers, civil servants, and experts representing their national government.
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e All members receive voting instructions from a government (0)
e 50 percent or more, but not all, members receive voting instructions
e from a government (0.33)

e Fewer than 50 percent of the members receive voting instructions from a government
(1)
OTHER 10 BODIES

Member states receive a compositional score of zero where they play an individual role in
agenda setting or the final decision. International organizations that play a role in agenda
setting or the final decision of another 1O receive a score of 1. Consultative bodies, that is,
bodies composed of non-state representatives selected by national or subnational assemblies,
representatives of business, trade unions, social movements, or professional experts, have a
composition score of 1.

Delegation in Agenda Setting and the Final Decision

The next step is to identify those bodies that take part in agenda setting and the final decision
in each decision area. Each body has a separate column in the dataset with a value—its
composition score—in the row indicating the decision stage at which it participates. For the
sample of forty-six 1Os in the period 1950-2019, this requires fourteen columns: three
columns each for assemblies, executives, and consultative bodies; two columns for general
secretariats; one column for the dispute settlement body; one column for individual member
states; and one column for a non-state actor not captured by the preceding options (e.g. an
international organization that operates as a non-state decision maker in this 10).

Next, for agenda setting, we ask who can initiate a) the accession of new members; b)
the suspension of a member state; ¢) constitutional reform; d) drafting the budget; e)
proceedings on financial compliance; f) policy (up to five policy streams). To assess who is
involved in the final decision, the same six decision areas are evaluated.

AGGREGATE DELEGATION IN AGENDA SETTING

Composition scores for delegation for all IO bodies involved in agenda setting in each of the
six decision areas are averaged. When an 1O has more than one policy stream, the
composition scores are averaged across the policy streams to produce an aggregate policy
stream score. This aggregate score is then used as the policy stream score when we average
across the six decision areas.

The aggregate score for delegation in agenda setting for an IO is the average score for
accession, suspension, constitutional reform, budget, financial compliance, and policy
making. This score, like every one of its components, ranges from 0 to 1.

AGGREGATE DELEGATION IN THE FINAL DECISION

The same composition scores are used to calculate an aggregate score for delegation in the
final decision. Rather than averaging scores, we assess whether a body composed to some
degree by non-state actors is in a position to block a decision. Whereas we estimate
delegation in agenda setting by identifying all bodies that are involved in agenda setting, we
ask instead whether the final decision runs through a non-state body, and if so, how non-state
is its composition. So we first identify the most non-state actor in each decision area, allocate
the appropriate composition score to that body, and then average across decision areas. This
score varies between 0 and 1, as do all its components.
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Delegation in Dispute Settlement

Legal or judicial dispute settlement is the third and final component of the delegation
measure. The measure of dispute settlement is concerned with arbitration and adjudication. It
excludes diplomatic or political forms of dispute settlement involving negotiation, mediation,
or conciliation by a third party which, if routinized in an IO body and involving non-state
actors, are encompassed in the measure as political delegation.

The score for dispute settlement is the average of seven components scaled from 0 to
1. If an IO has two dispute settlement mechanisms, the final score of the most supranational
mechanism is used. The items are as follows with scores in brackets.

Third party dispute settlement is estimated along seven dimensions. Each component
is scaled from zero to one.

e Is there a dispute settlement system; can member states opt out; or is it obligatory for all
member states (0, 0.5, 1)?

e I[s there a right for third-party review of disputes; is this right mediated by a political body;
or is it an automatic right (0, 0.5, 1)?

e Is there a tribunal; is its composition ad hoc; or is it a standing tribunal (0, 0.5, 1)?
e Are rulings non-binding; conditionally binding; or binding (0, 0.5, 1)?

e Who has access to dispute settlement: member states only; the general secretariat; non-state
actors as well as states (0, 0.5, 1)?

e I[s there no remedy; partial remedy (retaliatory sanctions); or full remedy (direct effect) (0,
0.5, 1)?

e s there a preliminary ruling system; is it voluntary; or is it compulsory (0, 0.5, 1)?

Aggregate Delegation Scores

The variable, Delegation, is the unweighted average of delegation in agenda setting,
delegation in final decision, and judicial delegation across six decision areas: accession,
suspension, constitutional reform, budgetary allocation, financial compliance, and policy
making.



OA3. Table OA2: List of policies included in measure of policy competency

We measure policy scope (or policy competency) as the number of policies in which an 10 is
engaged in a given year across a list of twenty-five policies (see below).

1. Agriculture

2. Competition policy, mergers, state aid, antitrust

3. Culture and media

4. Education (primary, secondary, tertiary), vocational training, youth

5. Development, aid to poor countries

6. Financial regulation, banking regulation, monetary policy, currency

7. Welfare state services, employment policy, social affairs, pension systems

8. Energy (coal, oil, nuclear, wind, solar)

0. Environment: pollution, natural habitat, endangered species

10. Financial stabilization, lending to countries in difficulty

11. Foreign policy, diplomacy, political cooperation

12. Fisheries and maritime affairs

13. Health: public health, food safety, nutrition

14. Humanitarian aid (natural or man-made disasters)

15. Human rights: social & labor rights, democracy, rule of law, non-
discrimination, election monitoring

16. Industrial policy (including manufacturing, SMEs, tourism)

17. Justice, home affairs, interior security, police, anti-terrorism

18. Migration, immigration, asylum, refugees

19. Military cooperation, defense, military security

20. Regional policy, regional development, poverty reduction

21. Research policy, research programming, science

22. Taxation, fiscal policy coordination, macro-economic policy coordination

23. Telecommunications, internet, postal services

24. Trade, customs, tariffs, intellectual property rights/patents

25. Transport: railways, air traffic, shipping, roads




OA4. Summary Statistics and Bivariate Correlations

Table OA3a: Summary Statistics — Monadic Analysis

Variable N Mean STD Min Max
Delegation 761 0.13 0.15 0.00 0.62
Monadic MEPOS 755 0.10 0.04 0.00 0.21
Number of Policy Competences 761 8.11 5.68 0.00 21.00
Number of Members 761 10.70 11.78 2.00 54.00
REO Trade Share 706 5.96 4.25 0.08 21.85
Mean GDPpc (LN) 752 7.28 0.78 5.67 8.82
Std GDPpc (LN) 739 6.97 1.18 1.18 9.12
Mean Polyarchy 761 0.32 0.14 0.11 0.61
STD Polyarchy 761 0.14 0.07 0.01 0.34
Concentration 739 0.47 0.20 0.08 0.99
MID 761 0.11 0.31 0.00 1.00
Civil Wars 761 2.08 2.81 0.00 20.00
Colonial Homogeneity 761 0.68 0.23 0.25 1.00
Table OA3b: Summary Statistics — Dyadic Analysis

Variable N Mean | STD Min Max
Difference in Delegation 5,518 0.16 0.14 0.00 0.62
Dyadic MEPOS 5,518 0.02 0.05 0.00 0.41
Difference in No. of Policy

Competences 5,518 6.44 5.18 0.00 | 21.00
Difference in Number of Members 5,518 | 10.61 13.44 0.00 | 51.00
Difference in REO Trade Share 4,765 | 4.75 3.49 0.00 | 21.15
Difference in Mean GDPpc (LN) 5,482 0.39 0.28 0.00 1.20
Difference in Std GDPpc (LN) 5,354 0.60 0.43 0.00 3.22
Difference in Mean Polyarchy 5,518 0.11 0.09 0.00 0.40
Difference in STD Polyarchy 5,518 0.07 0.05 0.00 0.31
Difference in Concentration 5,354 0.22 0.17 0.00 0.81
Difference in MID 5,518 0.19 0.39 0.00 1.00
Difference in Civil Wars 5,518 2.58 2.97 0.00 | 20.00
Difference in Colonial Homogeneity 5,518 0.26 0.19 0.00 0.75
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Table OA4a: Correlation Matrix — Monadic Analysis

S| F|gF| F| 8| F|e|§F 8|88 ¢
O O - O - T I A <
S S | 35| 8 N Q S T S S N
S S g 9 3 g S < S T N S
S i ] a\‘ = & o) ) \E ] § -
SO T > - T - A -
S S s | s 2| & F
A g Q %
N
]
Monadic MEPOS -0.08
No. of Policy Competences 0.57 -0.33
Number of Members 0.26 -0.33 0.35
REO Trade Share 0.25 -0.04 0.33 0.33
Mean GDPpc (LN) 0.06 | -0.29 0.33 0.19 0.07
Std GDPpc (LN) 0.09 -0.29 0.36 0.33 0.08 0.91
Mean Polyarchy 0.22 0.21 0.23 0.08 0.39 0.28 0.15
STD Polyarchy 0.06 | -0.03 0.23 0.33 0.47 0.45 0.44 0.54
Concentration -0.11 0.02 0.00| -024] -0.10| -0.04| -0.14 0.13 0.08
MID 0.14| -0.18 0.07 0.55 0.16 | -0.01 0.10 -0.05 0.14| -0.19
Civil Wars 030] -0.18 0.33 0.80 0.26 0.13 0.24 0.06 022 | -0.31 0.44
Colonial Homogeneity -0.06 022 | -0.21 -0.45 -0.01 -0.22 | -0.23 -024] -032] -0.06| -032| -044

11




Table OA4b: Correlation Matrix — Dyadic Analysis
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Dyadic MEPOS 0.10

Difference in No. of Policy Competences | 0.33 | -0.11

Difference in Number of Members 006 0.19]| 0.12

Difference in REO Trade Share 0.04] -0.14| 0.14] 0.03

Difference in Mean GDPpc (LN) -0.02| -030]| 0.04] -0.09| 0.05

Difference in Std GDPpc (LN) -0.06 | -0.31 0.05] -0.05 0.04 | 0.81

Difference in Mean Polyarchy 0.03] -026| 0.05| -0.13| 0.11] 0.16 | 0.06

Difference in STD Polyarchy -0.10| -0.19] -0.10| 0.00| 0.12| 0.22| 0.18] 0.25

Difference in Concentration 0.02| -0.08| 0.01| -006| 002| 0.04| -0.01 0.12] 0.18

Difference in MID 0.06| 0.07| -0.02] 0.45| -0.08| -0.07| -0.06 | -0.03| -0.06 | -0.09

Difference in Civil Wars 0.10] 0.18] 0.10] 0.81| 0.04] -0.06| -0.07| 0.02]| -0.04| -0.01 | 0.35

Colonial Homogeneity -0.08 | -0.08] -0.04| 0.12] -0.02] 0.07] 0.17] -0.04| 0.06| -0.01] 0.00| 0.08
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OAS. Robustness Checks and Additional Results

Table OAS5: The Sources of Delegation in African REOs, 1970-2020, with a-Three Year
Lagged MEPOS Variable, Bootstrapping, and Additional Controls

(1 2 A3) “4)
Three-Year Lag Bootstrap Ideal Point Mean
GDP per Capita GDP per Capita Distance Mean & Corruption
Variables Variables SD
Number of Policy 0.00297" 0.00288" 0.00270" 0.00276"
Competences (1.82) (1.54) (1.90) (1.89)
Number of 0.000985 -0.000225 -0.000858 -0.000658
Members (0.57) (-0.13) (-0.78) (-0.64)
Monadic MEPOS -0.284f -0.155" -0.140" -0.137°
(-1.44) (-1.79) (-2.01) (-1.99)
REO Trade Share -0.00294F -0.00197™ -0.00197" -0.00201"
(-1.70) (-2.13) (-2.79) (-2.63)
Mean GDPpc (LN) -0.0102 -0.0115
(-0.41) (-0.88)
STD GDPpc (LN) 0.00505 0.00162
(0.38) (0.26)
0.0133
Mean Ideal Point (1.30)
Distance
-0.000737
STD Ideal Point (-0.07)
Distance
Concentration -0.0112 -0.0124 -0.0156 -0.0155
(-0.28) (-0.48) (-0.85) (-0.80)
MID -0.00107 -0.00454F -0.00333f -0.00290
(-0.10) (-1.32) (-1.35) (-1.24)
Civil Wars -0.00239 -0.000804 -0.000491 -0.000648
(-0.83) (-0.42) (-0.34) (-0.45)
Mean Corruption -0.0328
(-0.93)
Lagged Delegation 0.744™" 0.885™" 0.883"" 0.883™
(12.94) (19.81) (23.72) (23.15)
Constant 0.124 0.1157 0.0556™ 0.0682"
(0.93) (1.32) (2.15) (1.98)
N 628 662 659 659
R? 0.835 0.947 0.944 0.944
REO FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

¢ statistics in parentheses

Tp<0.1 (one sided), " p< 0.1, ™ p<0.05, " p<0.01
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Table OA6: The Sources of Difference in Delegation in African REOs, 1970-2020, with a

Lagged MEPOS Variable and Bootstrapping

(1 2 3) 4
Three-Year Lag Bootstrap Ideal Point Mean
GDP per Capita  GDP per Capita  Distance Mean Corruption
Variables Variables & SD
Difference in Number of 0.000855% 0.00121™ 0.00125™ 0.00128™
Policy Competences (1.47) (3.03) (3.30) (3.38)
Difference in Number of -0.000232 -0.000360 -0.000457 -0.000427
(-0.25) (-0.87) (-1.12) (-1.04)
Dyadic MEPOS 0.100 0.07707 0.0713% 0.07357
(0.91) (1.40) (1.39) (1.46)
Difference in REO Trade -0.00143" -0.000535" -0.000489% -0.0005047
Share (-1.79) (-1.70) (-1.54) (-1.61)
Difference in Mean GDPpc 0.00717 0.000138
(LN) (0.40) (0.02)
Difference in STD GDPpc -0.00751 -0.00393
(LN)
(-0.99) (-1.27)
Difference in Mean Ideal Point -0.00586
Distance (-1.16)
Difference in STD Ideal Point -0.00937%
(-1.56)
Difference in Concentration 0.0432™ 0.0128" 0.0133™ 0.0140™
(2.50) (1.97) (2.06) (2.16)
Difference in MID -0.00562 -0.00474™ -0.00478"" -0.00455™"
(-1.16) (-3.14) (-3.18) (-2.99)
Difference in Civil Wars -0.00345™" -0.000987" -0.00101" -0.00102"
(-2.80) (-1.87) (-1.95) (-1.95)
Difference in Mean Corruption 0.00850
(0.71)
Lagged Difference in 0.691™" 0.879™" 0.874™" 0.874™
Delegation (23.83) (64.61) (61.59) (61.72)
Constant 0.0755™" 0.0267"" 0.0288"" 0.0250""
(4.91) (3.79) (4.94) (3.95)
N 4265 4500 4460 4460
R? 0.679 0.871 0.867 0.867
REO Dyad FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

¢ statistics in parentheses

Tp<0.1 (one sided), " p < 0.1, ™ p<0.05, " p<0.01
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Table OA7: The Sources of Delegation in African REOs, Additional Models

(M () 3) “4)
Monadic Cold War Overlapping Overlapping
MEPOS Core Period Policies Membership
Number of Policy 0.00295™ 0.00213™ 0.00265" 0.00264"
Competences (2.37) (2.94) (2.23) (2.25)
Number of Members -0.000206 -0.0000429 -0.0000748 -0.000267
(-0.20) (-0.07) (-0.07) (-0.30)
Monadic MEPOS Core -0.175™
(-2.36)
Monadic MEPOS 0.00554
(0.42)
Overlapping Policies -0.0275
(-0.73)
Overlapping Membership -0.0669
(-1.23)
REO Trade Share -0.00175™ 0.000500 -0.00148™ -0.00183™
(-2.54) (0.81) (-2.29) (-2.44)
Mean GDPpc (LN) -0.0129 0.00111 -0.00582 -0.00686
(-1.63) (0.31) (-0.69) (-0.85)
STD GDPpc (LN) 0.00215 0.000595 -0.000180 0.000847
(0.58) (0.68) (-0.04) (0.22)
Concentration -0.0132 0.0182 -0.0143 -0.0140
(-0.66) (0.61) (-0.74) (-0.72)
MID -0.00442" -0.00949 -0.00391™ -0.00445"
(-1.90) (-1.30) (-2.08) (-1.97)
Civil Wars -0.000706 0.000398 -0.000582 -0.000428
(-0.54) (0.44) (-0.47) (-0.35)
Lagged Delegation 0.880"" 0.499"" 0.897"" 0.895""
(22.38) (21.49) (24.42) (25.36)
Constant 0.117" 0.0102 0.0749 0.0811
(2.09) (0.30) (1.23) (1.38)
N 662 179 662 668
R? 0.947 0.423 0.946 0.946
REO FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

¢ statistics in parentheses

Tp<0.1 (one sided), " p < 0.1, ™ p<0.05, " p<0.01
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Table OAS: The Sources of Difference in Delegation in African REOs, Additional Models

(M 2 3) “
Dyadic MEPOS  Cold War Period Overlapping Overlapping
Core Policies Membership
Difference in Number of 0.00112™ 0.000776 0.00142™ 0.00108"
Policy Competences (2.75) (1.01) (3.20) (2.70)
Difference in Number of -0.000341 0.000238 -0.000353 -0.000334
Members (-0.87) (0.80) (-0.90) (-0.86)
Monadic MEPOS Core 0.000415"
(1.96)
Dyadic MEPOS 0.000236
(0.01)
Overlapping Policies 0.0186"
(1.64)
Overlapping Membership 0.0134
(0.73)
Difference in REO Trade -0.000580" 0.000823™ -0.000593" -0.000557"
Share (-1.85) (2.11) (-1.83) (-1.80)
Difference in Mean GDPpc -0.00139 0.00368 -0.00114 -0.000849
(LN) (-0.18) (0.53) (-0.15) (-0.11)
Difference in STD GDPpc -0.00388 0.000130 -0.004307 -0.00374
(LN) (-1.30) (0.08) (-1.41) (-1.25)
Difference in Concentration 0.0122" -0.01757 0.0113" 0.0131™
(2.00) (-1.34) (1.81) (2.04)
Difference in MID -0.00471" -0.0119"* -0.00480™" -0.00464""
(-3.10) (-3.41) (-3.18) (-3.07)
Difference in Civil Wars -0.00102" -0.000478 -0.00107" -0.000880"
(-2.03) (-0.76) (-2.11) (-1.75)
Lagged Difference in 0.881"" 0.467"" 0.879™" 0.880"""
Delegation (66.78) (10.46) (65.01) (67.26)
Constant 0.0289"" 0.0465™" 0.0237" 0.0284™"
(4.32) (7.26) (3.16) (4.04)
N 4500 835 4500 4500
R? 0.871 0.290 0.871 0.871
REO Dyad FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

¢ statistics in parentheses

Tp<0.1 (one sided), " p < 0.1, ™ p<0.05, " p<0.01
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Table OA9: Different Components of Delegation — Monadic Analysis/Fixed Effects

@ ) 3) “) ®) (6) ) ®)
Dispute Accession Suspension Constitution Budget Final Policy Agenda Setting
Settlement Compliance
No. of Policy 0.0101* 0.00346"" 0.00277" 0.00335™" 0.00212" 0.00235*" 0.00378"" -0.000846
Competences (2.32) (2.63) (2.07) (3.98) (2.03) (2.44) (2.42) (-0.88)
Number of -0.00111 -0.00101 -0.000377 -0.000803 -0.000688 -0.000779 -0.000651 0.000107
Members (-0.43) (-0.85) (-0.32) (-0.61) (-0.57) (-0.62) (-0.63) (0.23)
Monadic -0.395™ -0.131™ -0.139" -0.114™ -0.1597 -0.224™ -0.1517 -0.0954
MEPOS (-2.76) (-2.61) (-1.96) (-2.19) (-1.46) (-2.09) (-1.60) (-0.86)
REO Trade -0.00635™ -0.00273™ -0.00161% -0.00246™ -0.00363™ -0.00177" -0.00273™ 0.000166
Share (-2.53) (-2.35) (-1.62) (-2.36) (-2.58) (-1.88) (-2.17) (0.22)
Mean GDPpc -0.0341% -0.0181% -0.0151 -0.0222% -0.0147 -0.0194% -0.0128 0.00361
(LN) (-1.43) (-1.44) (-1.13) (-1.71) (-1.17) (-1.46) (-1.14) (0.39)
STD GDPpc 0.00737 0.00401 0.00434 0.00463 -0.000158 0.00304 0.00105 -0.00281
(LN) (0.66) (0.85) (0.83) (0.93) (-0.03) (0.54) (0.22) (-0.72)
Concentration -0.0432 -0.0205 -0.0123 -0.0184 -0.0283 -0.00635 -0.0192 0.00912
(-0.80) (-0.93) (-0.54) (-0.83) (-0.92) (-0.28) (-0.69) (0.66)
MIDs -0.0179™ -0.00514™ -0.00515" -0.00452" 0.000996 -0.00456" -0.00423 0.00327
(-2.65) (-2.45) (-1.72) (-1.82) (0.20) (-1.61) (-1.03) 0.77)
Civil Wars -0.00275 0.0000263 0.000807 -0.000307 -0.00156 0.000623 0.000315 0.000432
(-0.83) (0.02) (0.44) (-0.20) (-0.96) (0.35) (0.22) (0.43)
Lagged DV 0.846™" 0.834™" 0.889™" 0.909™" 0.888™" 0.894™" 0.849™" 0.888™"
(16.92) (17.84) (24.28) (25.45) (26.81) (36.07) (18.77) (30.20)
Constant 0.301" 0.151" 0.108 0.168" 0.201" 0.170" 0.142f 0.0304
(1.85) (1.73) (1.20) (2.03) (1.93) (1.69) (1.62) (0.36)
N 662 662 662 662 662 662 662 662
R? 0.928 0.902 0.934 0.932 0.913 0.932 0.924 0.904
REO FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

t statistics in parentheses, Tp < 0.1 (one sided), " p < 0.1, ™ p < 0.05, ™ p < 0.01
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Table OA10: Different Components of Delegation — Dyadic Analysis/Fixed Effects

@ 2 3 “ ) (6) )] 8)
Dispute Accession Suspension Constitution Budget Final Policy Agenda Setting
Settlement Compliance
Difference in Number of 0.00300"** 0.00101** 0.00114™* 0.000332 0.000693 0.000691F 0.00167°* -0.000972"
Policy Competences (2.70) (2.48) (2.85) (0.80) (1.23) (1.42) (3.16) (-2.70)
Difference in Number of -0.000689 -0.0005307 -0.000507 -0.000749" -0.000971 -0.000976™ -0.000437 -0.000233
Members (-0.75) (-1.59) (-1.13) (-1.79) (-1.73) (-2.25) (-0.92) (-0.74)
Dyadic MEPOS 0.0574 0.0137 0.0145 0.0309 0.124* 0.0404 0.09461 -0.0172
(0.35) (0.28) (0.37) (0.67) (2.41) (1.00) (1.58) (-0.58)
Difference in REO Trade -0.000751 -0.000399 -0.000549° -0.000234 -0.0009517 -0.000591 -0.000596 -0.000244
Share (-0.94) (-1.17) (-1.46) (-0.57) (-1.62) (-1.27) (-1.34) (-0.84)
Difference in Mean -0.0115 -0.00421 0.00343 -0.00964 0.00711 0.0110 0.00172 0.0133"
GDPpc (LN) (-0.51) (-0.41) (0.30) (-0.93) (0.55) (0.94) (0.14) (1.90)
Difference in STD GDPpc -0.0128f -0.00438 -0.00389 0.00218 -0.00752 -0.007847 -0.00582 -0.00350
(LN) (-1.38) (-1.19) (-0.93) (0.58) (-1.23) (-1.61) (-1.28) (-0.82)
Difference in 0.0338™ 0.00974" 0.0174* 0.00335 0.0141% 0.0138™ 0.00731 0.00623
Concentration (2.01) (1.81) (2.52) (0.48) (1.64) (2.08) (0.98) (0.95)
Difference in MIDs -0.0108™ -0.00288** -0.00270" -0.00228" -0.00325 -0.00175 -0.00568"** -0.00217
(-2.51) (-2.06) (-1.53) (-1.46) (-1.28) (-1.06) (-3.01) (-1.09)
Difference in Civil Wars -0.00205" -0.000307 0.0000811 -0.000836 -0.00154" -0.000279 -0.000269 -0.000576
(-1.61) (-0.67) (0.14) (-1.54) (-1.78) (-0.48) (-0.40) (-1.19)
Lagged DV 0.867" 0.850" 0.877" 0.892"* 0.858" 0.870" 0.844™ 0.843™
(61.27) (60.86) (74.82) (69.41) (51.03) (81.58) (59.83) (66.68)
Constant 0.0567"* 0.0277** 0.0252** 0.0383™ 0.0551"* 0.0379™ 0.0393™ 0.0463**
(3.36) (4.37) (3.49) (5.13) (4.85) (4.79) (4.85) (7.53)
N 4500 4500 4500 4500 4500 4500 4500 4500
R? 0.834 0.804 0.880 0.845 0.800 0.862 0.831 0.807
REO Dyad FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

¢ statistics in parentheses
Tp<0.1 (one sided), “p< 0.1, p<0.05," p<0.0
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