
Appendix 1: Additional Þgures & tables

Bayesian model speciÞcation

Y ! N (X ! , 1/ " )

! ! N (µ�, " �)

" ! �(a�, b�)

µ� = 0

" � = 5

a� = 0.01

b� = 0.01

Following Stan Development Team (2015, p. 53), I use weakly informative priors for the

coe�cients ! . Given that all variables are standardized with zero mean and unit variance,

the |!̂ | is not expected to be greater than five (such that a one standard deviation change

in X would correspond to a five standard deviation change in Y ). As such, I use a weakly

informative prior that each coe�cient parameter is normally distributed with zero mean and

standard deviation 5.
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Table 3: Case descriptions of prosecuted FCPA violations in the oil and gas
sectors

Defendant Year Countries Involved Description Origin

ABB Vetco 2004 Nigeria Bribes paid to NNPC subsidiaries S
Applied PPO 1983 Mexico Bribes paid to Pemex W
Baker Hughes Inc. 2007 Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan Bribes paid to Kazakhoil W
C.E. Miller Corp 1982 Mexico Bribes paid to Pemex W
Chevron Corp. 2007 Iraq Connected to Oil-for-Food Program (OFP) J

Control Components 2009 Brazil, China, Indonesia, Bribes paid to multiple NOCs including P
South Korea, Malaysia, CNOOC, KHNP, Petronas, NPCC,
United Arab Emirates and Petrobras

Crawford Enterprises 1982 Mexico Bribes paid to Pemex W
Daniel Ray Rothrock 2001 Russia Bribes paid to RVO Nesco (former USSR) ?
El Paso Corp. 2007 Iraq Bribes connected to OFP J
Fiat S.p.A. 2008 Iraq Bribes connected to OFP J

Flowserve Corp. 2008 Iraq Bribes connected to OFP J
GlobalSanteFe Corp. 2010 Angola, Equatorial Guinea, Bribes paid to Sonangol and NNPC, and J

Gabon, Nigeria customs o�cials in Gabon & Eq. Guinea
Helmerich & Payne Inc. 2009 Argentina, Venezuela Bribes to customs o�cials for oil rig imports S
Innospec 2010 Iraq Bribes paid to Oil Ministry, part of OFP W
International Harvester 1982 Mexico Bribes paid to Pemex W

JGC Corporation 2011 Nigeria Bribes paid to NNPC and Petroleum Ministry P
Kellogg Brown & Root 2009 Nigeria Halliburton subsidiary. Bribes paid to NNPC W

and Petroleum Ministry
Marubeni Corporation 2012 Nigeria Bribes paid to NNPC and Nigeria-LNG P
Mercator Corporation 2010 Kazakhstan Bribes paid to Kazakh president and PM, W

former Mobil CEO was involved
Misao Hioki 2008 Argentina, Brazil, Ecuador, Bribes to various (unidentified) NOC o�cials J

Mexico, Venezuela

Noble Corp. 2010 Nigeria Bribes paid to Nigerian customs o�cials J
Paradigm B.V. 2007 China, Indonesia, Bribes paid to multiple NOCs including S

Mexico, Kazakhstan CNOOC, KazMunaiGaz, NNPC,
Venezuela Pemex, Pertamina

Parker Drilling Co. 2013 Nigeria Bribes paid to Ministry of Finance J
Pride International 2010 India, Kazakhstan, Bribes paid to PDVSA, Indian judges, and J

Mexico, Venezuela Mexican & Kazakh customs agents
Royal Dutch/Shell 2010 Nigeria Bribes paid to NNPC and Ministry of Finance J

Ruston Gas Turbines 1982 Mexico Bribes paid to Pemex W
Siemens 2008 Iraq Bribes paid to Oil Ministry, part of OFP P
Snamprogetti 2011 Nigeria Bribes paid to NNPC and Petroleum Ministry P
Statoil ASA 2009 Iran Bribes paid to NIOC o�cials W
Technip S.A. 2010 Nigeria Bribes paid to NNPC and Petroleum Ministry P

Tidewater 2010 Azerbaijan, Nigeria, Bribes paid to various (unidentified) J
United Arab Emirates Ministry of Finance o�cials

Total S.A 2013 Iran Bribes paid to NIOC o�cials P
Transocean Inc. 2010 Nigeria Bribes paid to Nigerian customs o�cials J
Triton Energy 1997 Indonesia Bribes paid to Pertamina o�cials J
Tyco International 2012 Congo, Egypt, Laos, Over $26 mn in bribes paid to state S

Libya, Madagascar, o�cials to secure contracts for
Mauritania, Niger, piping & flow control (note: this
Syria, Thailand, case also included non-oil contracts
Turkey, Vietnam which are omitted from the data)

Tyco VCME 2012 Iran, Saudi Arabia, Bribes paid to various (unidentified) NOC S
United Arab Emirates o�cials

Vetco Gray Controls 2007 Nigeria Bribes paid to Ministry of Finance P
Viktor Kozeny 2005 Azerbaijan Bribes paid to SOCAR o�cials W
Weatherford Int’l 2013 Algeria, Angola, Bribes through agents to Sonangol, Iraqi W

Congo, Iraq, oil ministers, ADNOC o�cials,
United Arab Emirates and various (unidentified) parties

Willbros Group 2008 Ecuador, Nigeria Bribes to NNPC and PetroEcuador o�cials W

Williams, James Bryan 2003 Kazakhstan Executive at Mobil; Bribes to Kazakh o�cials W

Information collected from case documents publicly available from DoJ and SEC websites. Origin column indicates the reason for initial investigation:
J (initiated by DoJ or SEC), P (suspicion based on information revealed in a prior FCPA case), S (voluntary self-disclosure), W (whistle-blower).
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Table 4: Oil-related institutions and transparent reporting practices

Dependent variable:

HRV Transparency Index (mean centered)

(OLS) (REML) (OLS) (REML)

Non-regulatory NOC ! 1.097!!! ! 0.873!!!

(0.254) (0.247)

Regulatory NOC ! 0.932!!! ! 0.780!!

(0.256) (0.252)

Oil income per capita (logged) ! 0.060! ! 0.007 ! 0.038 0.012
(0.029) (0.027) (0.027) (0.025)

Non-regulatory NOC " Oil income 0.160!!! 0.129!!

(0.043) (0.042)

Regulatory NOC " Oil income ! 0.123!! ! 0.137!!

(0.048) (0.047)

Regulatory NOC (binary) ! 0.682!! ! 0.582!

(0.250) (0.247)

Regulatory NOC (binary) " Oil income ! 0.161!!! ! 0.168!!!

(0.045) (0.044)

Regime (Polity) 0.001 0.007 0.001 0.007
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Time trend 0.086!!! 0.084!!! 0.085!!! 0.083!!!

(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

Constant ! 5.140!!! 0.436! ! 5.195!!! 0.362
(0.288) (0.195) (0.287) (0.190)

Observations 3,094 3,094 3,094 3,094
Number of groups 121 121
Fixed e! ects? ! !
Random e! ects? ! !

R2 0.823 0.822
Adjusted R2 0.816 0.815
Log Likelihood ! 4,482 ! 4,485
Akaike Inf. Crit. 8,984 8,986
Bayesian Inf. Crit. 9,045 9,034

Note: ! p< 0.05; !! p< 0.01; !!! p< 0.001

OLS and REML panel regression of HRV transparency index and ownership structure in all states, 1980Ð
2005. Interactions are included to capture the e! ects of ownership structure in states with oil production.
OLS regressions include country Þxed e! ects which are omitted from the table for brevity.
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Table 5: Results from Bayesian analysis of FCPA-related bribes in the oil sector

Mean (! ) Std. dev. 2.5% 97.5% Pr(! > 0)
Regulatory NOC 0.654 0.281 0.111 1.210 0.990

GDP (logged) -0.042 0.175 -0.373 0.305 0.400

Oil income (logged) 0.223 0.177 -0.129 0.573 0.898

Regime (Polity) 0.195 0.251 -0.302 0.691 0.787

Press freedom 0.419 0.250 -0.088 0.915 0.951

Constant -0.248 0.157 -0.562 0.053 0.055

Posterior coe! cients from Bayesian linear analysis: mean, standard deviation, 95% credible interval range,
and probability that the coe! cient is greater than zero (for positive ! Õs, 1 minus this probability can be
compared to a p value in the frequentist framework). MCMC analysis performed using Þve chains with
1,000,000 iterations each, thinning every 1,000 iterations, and discarding the Þrst 10,000 from each chain as
burn-in. Full diagnostics will be available online upon publication.
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Table 6: Results from Bayesian analysis of FCPA-related bribes, excluding estab-
lished democracies

Mean (! ) Std. dev. 2.5% 97.5% Pr(! > 0)
Regulatory NOC 0.657 0.299 0.070 1.252 0.984

GDP (logged) -0.029 0.201 -0.422 0.361 0.446

Oil income (logged) 0.245 0.198 -0.144 0.637 0.896

Regime (Polity) 0.194 0.267 -0.334 0.725 0.768

Press freedom 0.365 0.297 -0.216 0.958 0.891

Constant -0.220 0.180 -0.570 0.131 0.112

Posterior coe�cients from Bayesian linear analysis, excluding long-established democracies (Australia,
Canada, Denmark, Netherlands, Norway, New Zealand, and the UK) from the sample. Compare to results
in Table 5
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Table 7: Results from Bayesian analysis of Transparency International Corruption
Perception Index

Mean (! ) Std. dev. 2.5% 97.5% Pr (! > 0)
Regulatory NOC -0.296 0.203 -0.692 0.107 0.073

Regulatory NOC ⇥ Oil reliance 0.927 0.404 0.107 1.723 0.986

GDP (logged) -0.626 0.114 -0.849 -0.407 0.000

Oil income (logged) 0.115 0.107 -0.093 0.331 0.858

Regime (Polity) 0.395 0.123 0.156 0.636 1.000

Press freedom 0.801 0.137 0.535 1.067 1.000

Constant 0.013 0.088 -0.163 0.187 0.564

Posterior coe! cients from Bayesian linear analysis, using TI CPI scores as a dependent variable, rescaled
so that higher values correspond to greater perceived corruption. Compare to results in Table5
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Table 8: Results from Bayesian analysis of PACI measure of administrative cor-
ruption

Mean (! ) Std. dev. 2.5% 97.5% Pr(! > 0)
Regulatory NOC -0.489 0.289 -1.051 0.093 0.048

Regulatory NOC ! Oil reliance 1.289 0.609 0.052 2.478 0.978

GDP (logged) -0.518 0.169 -0.849 -0.181 0.001

Oil income (logged) 0.094 0.158 -0.219 0.406 0.720

Regime (Polity) -0.023 0.178 -0.368 0.339 0.447

Press freedom 0.514 0.196 0.135 0.906 0.995

Constant 0.030 0.130 -0.223 0.287 0.590

Posterior coe! cients from Bayesian linear analysis, using theEscresa and Picci(2015) PACI measure as a
dependent variable. Compare to results in Table5
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Table 9: Results from OLS analysis of FCPA-related bribes

Dependent variable:

Bribery (logged $)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Regulatory NOC 0.971!!! 0.816!! 0.768!! 0.655! 0.628!

(0.237) (0.264) (0.269) (0.272) (0.275)

GDP per capita (logged) ! 0.155 ! 0.089 ! 0.039 0.140
(0.159) (0.173) (0.173) (0.246)

Oil income (logged) 0.285 0.201 0.219 0.157
(0.149) (0.173) (0.170) (0.182)

Regime (Polity) ! 0.139 0.197 0.107
(0.145) (0.240) (0.257)

Press freedom 0.424 0.246
(0.243) (0.301)

TI - CPI score 0.261
(0.253)

Constant ! 0.365! ! 0.308! ! 0.291 ! 0.250 ! 0.236
(0.148) (0.152) (0.154) (0.153) (0.156)

Observations 59 59 59 59 58
R2 0.227 0.276 0.288 0.327 0.333
Adjusted R2 0.213 0.237 0.236 0.263 0.254

Note: ! p< 0.05; !! p< 0.01; !!! p< 0.001

OLS cross-sectional regression of energy-sector FCPA-related bribes and ownership structure in the oil-
producing states, disaggregated into two groups: no NOC or non-regulatory NOC, and regulatory NOC.
The no NOC or non-regulatory NOC case is captured by the constant term. Model 1 includes no control
variables. Model 2 adds GDP and oil income, both per capita and in logged dollars. Model 3 adds regime
type (Polity index). Model 4 adds press freedom (Freedom House). Model 5 adds the Transparency Interna-
tional Corruption Perceptions Index (2012), rescaled so that higher values represent greater perceptions of
corruption.
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Table 10: Results from OLS analysis of Transparency International Corruption
Perceptions Index

Dependent variable:

CPI (rescaled: higher values = more corrupt)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Regulatory NOC 0.827! ! 0.108 ! 0.110 ! 0.303 ! 0.333
(0.342) (0.270) (0.264) (0.194) (0.196)

GDP per capita (logged) ! 0.908!!! ! 0.784!!! ! 0.612!!! ! 0.596!!!

(0.138) (0.152) (0.114) (0.115)

Oil income (logged) 0.284! 0.153 0.119 0.104
(0.125) (0.144) (0.105) (0.106)

Regime (Polity) ! 0.182 0.378!! 0.362!!

(0.105) (0.120) (0.121)

Press freedom 0.800!!! 0.769!!!

(0.132) (0.135)

FCPA-related bribes 0.072
(0.069)

Regulatory NOC " Oil reliance 0.210 0.839 0.773 0.924! 0.907!

(0.727) (0.569) (0.557) (0.405) (0.405)

Constant ! 0.320 0.024 0.032 0.028 0.038
(0.162) (0.121) (0.118) (0.086) (0.086)

Observations 46 46 46 46 46
R2 0.247 0.667 0.690 0.841 0.845
Adjusted R2 0.212 0.635 0.651 0.816 0.817

Note: ! p< 0.05; !! p< 0.01; !!! p< 0.001

OLS cross-sectional regression of perceived corruption (CPI scores) and ownership structure in oil-producing
states. Compare to model results in Table9. Interactions are included to capture the e! ects of ownership
structure in states with oil production.
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Table 11: Results from OLS analysis of FCPA-related bribes, excluding estab-
lished democracies

Dependent variable:

Bribery (logged $)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Regulatory NOC 0.863⇤⇤ 0.766⇤⇤ 0.750⇤ 0.659⇤ 0.616⇤

(0.260) (0.279) (0.284) (0.292) (0.300)

GDP per capita (logged) �0.057 �0.038 �0.029 0.143
(0.188) (0.197) (0.196) (0.286)

Oil income (logged) 0.268 0.233 0.244 0.169
(0.167) (0.194) (0.193) (0.215)

Regime (Polity) �0.060 0.193 0.114
(0.166) (0.260) (0.280)

Press freedom 0.365 0.250
(0.289) (0.326)

TI - CPI score 0.292
(0.349)

Constant �0.257 �0.216 �0.218 �0.220 �0.241
(0.173) (0.172) (0.174) (0.173) (0.180)

Observations 52 52 52 52 51
R2 0.181 0.238 0.240 0.265 0.265
Adjusted R2 0.164 0.190 0.175 0.185 0.164

Note: ⇤p<0.05; ⇤⇤p<0.01; ⇤⇤⇤p<0.001

OLS cross-sectional regression of energy-sector FCPA-related bribes and ownership structure in the oil-
producing states, excluding long-established democracies (Australia, Canada, Denmark, Netherlands, Nor-
way, New Zealand, and the UK) from the sample. Compare to model results in Table9.
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Table 12: Results from OLS analysis of FCPA-related bribes per dollar of oil
income per capita

Dependent variable:

Bribes per dollar of oil income (logged)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Regulatory NOC 1.009⇤⇤⇤ 0.885⇤⇤ 0.857⇤⇤ 0.787⇤⇤ 0.772⇤⇤

(0.235) (0.267) (0.274) (0.282) (0.288)

GDP per capita (logged) �0.152 �0.113 �0.082 0.009
(0.162) (0.177) (0.179) (0.257)

Oil income (logged) 0.139 0.089 0.101 0.067
(0.151) (0.176) (0.177) (0.191)

Regime (Polity) �0.082 0.126 0.078
(0.148) (0.249) (0.269)

Press freedom 0.262 0.166
(0.252) (0.315)

TI - CPI score 0.134
(0.265)

Constant �0.381⇤ �0.337⇤ �0.326⇤ �0.301 �0.291
(0.147) (0.154) (0.157) (0.158) (0.163)

Observations 59 59 59 59 58
R2 0.244 0.258 0.263 0.277 0.274
Adjusted R2 0.231 0.218 0.208 0.209 0.189

Note: ⇤p<0.05; ⇤⇤p<0.01; ⇤⇤⇤p<0.001

OLS cross-sectional regression of energy-sector FCPA-related bribes and ownership structure in the oil-
producing states, using bribes per dollar of oil income per capita as the dependent variable. This variable is
constructed by dividing bribes by oilincome, and transforming to the log scale to account for skew. Compare
to model results in Table 9.
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Table 13: Results from OLS analysis of FCPA-related bribes, using trichotomous
measure of institutions

Dependent variable:

Bribery (logged $)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Non-regulatory NOC 0.581⇤ 0.455 0.410 0.300 0.273
(0.289) (0.321) (0.329) (0.333) (0.339)

Regulatory NOC 1.261⇤⇤⇤ 1.058⇤⇤ 0.998⇤⇤ 0.837⇤ 0.796⇤

(0.273) (0.312) (0.325) (0.339) (0.346)

GDP per capita (logged) �0.156 �0.107 �0.058 0.110
(0.158) (0.173) (0.174) (0.250)

Oil income (logged) 0.209 0.154 0.183 0.129
(0.157) (0.176) (0.175) (0.186)

Regime (Polity) �0.103 0.185 0.103
(0.147) (0.241) (0.258)

Press freedom 0.375 0.216
(0.249) (0.304)

TI - CPI score 0.242
(0.255)

Constant �0.655⇤⇤ �0.542⇤ �0.505⇤ �0.412 �0.385
(0.204) (0.223) (0.230) (0.236) (0.243)

Observations 59 59 59 59 58
R2 0.279 0.302 0.309 0.337 0.341
Adjusted R2 0.253 0.250 0.243 0.261 0.249

Note: ⇤p< 0.05; ⇤⇤p< 0.01; ⇤⇤⇤p< 0.001

OLS cross-sectional regression of energy-sector FCPA-related bribes and ownership structure in the oil-
producing states, disaggregated into three groups: no NOC, non-regulatory NOC, and regulatory NOC. The
no NOC case is captured by the constant term. Compare to model results in Table 9.
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Table 14: Results from OLS analysis of FCPA-related bribes, using binary indi-
cator of bribery as an outcome

Dependent variable:

Bribery dummy

OLS Logit

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Regulatory NOC (binary) 0.259 1.154
(0.137) (0.752)

Regulatory NOC (trichot.) 0.314 1.549
(0.172) (1.019)

GDP per capita (logged) 0.112 0.102 0.800 0.715
(0.122) (0.124) (0.859) (0.902)

Oil income (logged) 0.071 0.062 0.340 0.301
(0.090) (0.093) (0.608) (0.627)

Regime (Polity) 0.070 0.069 0.381 0.370
(0.128) (0.129) (0.728) (0.725)

Press freedom 0.140 0.130 0.862 0.793
(0.149) (0.152) (0.898) (0.912)

TI - CPI score 0.172 0.166 1.403 1.363
(0.126) (0.127) (0.925) (0.943)

Constant 0.321⇤⇤⇤ 0.272⇤ �1.044⇤ �1.438
(0.077) (0.121) (0.467) (0.834)

Observations 58 58 58 58
R2 0.334 0.338
Adjusted R2 0.256 0.245
Log Likelihood �27.910 �27.727
Akaike Inf. Crit. 69.821 71.455

Note: ⇤p<0.05; ⇤⇤p<0.01; ⇤⇤⇤p<0.001

OLS (1-2) and logit (3-4) cross-sectional regression of energy-sector FCPA-related bribes and ownership
structure in the oil-producing states, using dichotomous bribe variable. Bribery = 0 if no bribes were recorded
in a given country, and bribery = 1 otherwise. Compare to model results in Table 9.
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Table 15: Results from OLS analysis of FCPA-related penalties in the oil sector

Dependent variable:

FCPA-related penalties (logged $)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Regulatory NOC 0.775!! 0.710! 0.705! 0.641! 0.632!

(0.266) (0.285) (0.289) (0.292) (0.295)

GDP per capita (logged) ! 0.112 ! 0.090 ! 0.028 0.077
(0.198) (0.221) (0.226) (0.308)

Oil income (logged) 0.156 0.130 0.118 0.084
(0.165) (0.201) (0.200) (0.213)

Regime (Polity) ! 0.035 0.194 0.140
(0.150) (0.245) (0.269)

Press freedom 0.331 0.216
(0.280) (0.362)

TI - CPI score 0.162
(0.319)

Non-oil FCPA penalties 0.502!!! 0.501!!! 0.465!!! 0.446!!

(0.118) (0.120) (0.123) (0.129)

Constant ! 0.364 ! 0.351 ! 0.350 ! 0.347 ! 0.346
(0.182) (0.174) (0.176) (0.175) (0.177)

Observations 49 49 49 49 49
R2 0.153 0.410 0.411 0.430 0.434
Adjusted R2 0.135 0.357 0.343 0.349 0.337

Note: ! p< 0.05; !! p< 0.01; !!! p< 0.001

OLS cross-sectional regression of oil FCPA-related penalties and ownership structure in oil-producing states.
Penalties are assessed by the DOJ and SEC in proportion to the amount of bribes paid, with adjustments for
Þrm and/or individual compliance during the investigation. Compare to model results in Table9.
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Table 16: Results from OLS analysis of Transparency International Corruption
Perceptions Index, all countries

Dependent variable:

CPI (rescaled: higher values = more corrupt)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Regulatory NOC 0.928!! 0.279 0.221 0.024
(0.324) (0.241) (0.237) (0.199)

GDP per capita (logged) �0.728!!!
�0.650!!!

�0.441!!!

(0.076) (0.082) (0.076)

Oil income (logged) 0.170! 0.068 �0.068
(0.084) (0.093) (0.081)

Regime (Polity) �0.202! 0.329!!

(0.089) (0.112)

Press freedom 0.766!!!

(0.122)

Regulatory NOC ⇥ Oil reliance 0.299 1.006 0.829 1.145!

(0.772) (0.551) (0.544) (0.455)

Constant �0.244!
�0.140 �0.113 �0.090

(0.109) (0.079) (0.078) (0.065)

Observations 92 92 92 92
R2 0.192 0.619 0.641 0.755
Adjusted R2 0.174 0.602 0.620 0.737

Note: ! p<0.05; !! p<0.01; !!! p<0.001

OLS cross-sectional regression of perceived corruption (CPI scores) and ownership structure in all states
with available data. Compare to model results in Table9. Interactions are included to capture the e↵ects of
ownership structure in states reliant on oil income, measured by dividing oil income by GDP.
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Table 17: NOCs established in 1979-2012

Country Year established NOC type

Argentina 2012 Non-regulatory
Azerbaijan 1992 Regulatory
Brunei 2007 Regulatory
Cameroon 1980 Regulatory
Rep. of Congo 1998 Regulatory
Dem. Rep. of Congo 1999 Regulatory
Denmark 1984 Non-regulatory
Equatorial Guinea 2001 Non-regulatory
Gabon! 1979 Non-regulatory
Ghana 1983 Non-regulatory
Jordan 1995 Non-regulatory
Kazakhstan 1996 Regulatory
Sudan 1996 Regulatory
Turkmenistan† 1992 Regulatory
Uganda 2012 Non-regulatory
Uzbekistan 1992 Regulatory

Note that this list only includes countries which pass the Òoil-producingÓ threshold of having at least$100 in
oil income per capita in 2011.
! Gabon e! ectively privatized its upstream oil sector in 1989 when its NOC, Petrogab, went bankrupt.
† Turkmenistan adopted a non-regulatory NOC framework in 1995Ð1996 with the integration of the Ministry
of Oil and Gas.
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Table 18: Pre-existing corruption and NOC choice

Dependent variable: Regulatory NOC (1=yes, 0=no)

Logistic OLS (LPM)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Corruption (pct rank) ! 2.401 0.235 3.740 0.192
high = less corrupt (2.104) (2.682) (4.963) (0.508)

Polity score ! 0.274 ! 0.556 ! 0.050!

high = more democratic (0.195) (0.363) (0.024)

Num. years producing 1.771! 0.189!!

(logged) (1.001) (0.073)

Observations 16 16 16 16
AIC 24.541 23.486 18.446
BIC 26.086 25.804 21.537
Log Likelihood ! 10.271 ! 8.743 ! 5.223
R2 0.512
Adj. R 2 0.391

!!! p < 0.01, !! p < 0.05, ! p < 0.1

Pre-existing corruption levels and the establishment of regulatory NOC structure for 16 coun-
tries with nationalization occurring after 1980. Pre-existing corruption is measured using two
sources. For the pre-1996 nationalizers, the Business International corruption scores are
used; for post-1996 nationalizers, the World Bank KKZ scores are used. For each country, I
measure the corruption score for at least one year prior to nationalization. However, since
scores are not comparable across time nor across data sources, I operationalize pre-existing
corruption as the percentile rank of a countryÕs score in that year compared to all countries
for which there is data. This results in a pre-existing corruption rank score which ranges
from 0 (most corrupt) to 1 (least corrupt).
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Figure 7: Results from Bayesian linear analysis: Escresa Picci PACI measure
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Posterior distributions of coe! cients for the Bayesian linear model with the Escresa-Picci
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Figure 8: Results from Bayesian linear analysis, removing established democra-
cies
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Posterior distributions of coe! cients from the Bayesian linear model, excluding established
democracies from the list of major oil-producing states. This includes Australia, Canada,
Denmark, Netherlands, Norway, New Zealand, and the United Kingdom.
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Figure 9: Results from Bayesian linear analysis, adding region Þxed e ! ects
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There is little evidence for regional e" ects when compared to the baseline (Europe and Asia)
on corruption not already captured by existing covariates.
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Figure 10: Geological favorability by institutional choice
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Appendix 2: Institutional choice Ð what drives the de-
cision to establish a regulatory vs non-regulatory NOC?

Conditional on nationalization, what factors might inßuence a state to choose a regulatory
NOC over a non-regulatory NOC? Here I review selected examples of NOC formation to
trace out the process of this institutional choice.

Consider the case of nationalization in the United Arab Emirates. When Sheykh Zeyed
established the Abu Dhabi National Oil Company (ADNOC) in 1971, he and his council de-
cided that contract-awarding authority would be vested in another agency (ÒThe Petroleum
DepartmentÓ) and not ADNOC. This other agency was known as ÒThe Petroleum Depart-
ment.Ó In accordance with Law No. 8 of 1978, Òall oil operations and relations with the
operating companies of those which have concession agreements should be carried outÓ by
the regulatory agency and not ADNOC. This agency was re-established as the Supreme
Petroleum Council (SPC) by Law No. 1 of 1988, with decisions regarding contracts to be
made in conjunction with both the monarch and theMajlis al-Wattani al-Ittihadi (Parlia-
ment). This was part of a broader agenda of what Zeyed called Òpartial nationalizationÓ
that would allow international oil companies to continue with favorable contracts and regu-
lations, a choice whichVictor et al. (2012) attribute to the high geological risks inherent in
the countryÕs nascent oil and gas Þelds.

In contrast, exploration and production in nearby Kuwait was not so risky given the
history of commercial oil operations since 1934 (Ward, 1965). The process of nationalization
was formalized by Emir Sabah III al-Sabah with the General Agreement on Participation
in 1972 whereby companies would be compensated by the state to the tune of $200 per
barrel of oil capacity to gain state-owned equity shares. In Kuwait, the originally agreed
upon 25% share was increased to 40% in 1972, to 60% in early 1974, and to 100% in mid
1974, when the Western-owned Kuwait Oil Company (KOC) and others became a fully
state-owned company. After the nationalization of KOC, Emir Jaber al-Sabah established
the Kuwait Petroleum Corporation (KPC) as both the lead producer of the countryÕs oil
Þelds and the regulator of all joint ventures and production-sharing agreements (Stevens,
2008). The petroleum law stipulates in particular that Òthe Board of Directors (of KOC)
shall have powers for . . . takeover of existing companies, participating therein, or cooperating
therewith in joint activities.Ó1 Unlike the UAE, KuwaitÕs monarchs were not inßuenced by
tough geological constraints which would have forced the state to adopt a strong regulatory
agency to manage licenses to international Þrms.

Regulatory authority is not necessarily tied to production capacity. Table1 shows a
cross-tabular breakdown of the 50 countries with NOCs as of 2012. In Cameroon, the
nationalization of the French oil company Elf Aquitaine in 1980 led to the creation of the
state-owned oil company, Soci«et«e Nationale de Hydrocarbures (SNH). In contrast to ADNOC
or KPC, SNH was not founded as an operator or producer of oil; the company only plays a
regulatory role wherein SNH manages licensing contracts. Article 4 from Presidential Decree
13-3 of March 1981 stipulates that Òthe National Hydrocarbon Company (SNH) conducts
all studies, collects all information, supervises the execution of contracts between the state

1(Decree Promulgating Law No. 6 Concerning the Establishment of the Kuwait Petroleum Corporation,
amended 4 Sep, 1980.)
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Table 1: Variation in institutional pathways, 2012

Regulatory Authority

No Yes

Production No 3 6
Capacity
(any) Yes 21 20

Regulatory Authority

No Yes

Production No 13 11
Capacity
(major) Yes 11 15

Disaggregation of 50 countries with NOCs with respect to production and regulatory capacity.
The top table shows production capacity as deÞned as the ability of the NOC to physically
extract and produce crude oil. The bottom table shows production capacity as deÞned more
conservatively as a NOC which produces the majority of a countryÕs oil production. See Table
1 in the main text for the list of countries with NOCs; the table shown here also includes
three countries with NOCs but without major commercial oil production: Chile, Poland, and
South Africa.

and foreign oil companies, and undertakes the training of Cameroonian personnel relative to
the petroleum industry.Ó2 While the state decided against establishing a producing NOC,
it opted for a NOC with contract-awarding authority to serve as an intermediary between
the state and foreign oil companies in joint ventures (Gauthier and Zeufack, 2009). Given
favorable geology, the NOC can monitor foreign operators with little information asymmetry,
making licensing oversight a relatively straightforward endeavor without having to shift to
a more established and intricate regulatory agency. Much of the countryÕs oil is o! shore
but in relatively shallow waters (less than 75 feet deep) and the quality of crude is high
(around 34 API gravity and mostly free of sulfur); both the location and quality of reserves
are illustrative of a relatively ÒeasyÓ petroleum geology.

In neighboring Equatorial Guinea, the NOC (Gepetrole) similarly lacks operational ca-
pacity, which is handled exclusively by international oil companies. But here the geology
is more complex than in Cameroon given the location of wells in deepwater o! shore Þelds
(Mobbs, 2001). As such, President Obiang opted for a structure wherein the NOC neither

2Translation from French provided in Mark D. DeLancey, Rebecca Mbuh, and Mark W. DeLancy (eds.)
(2010), Historical Dictionary of the Republic of Cameroon (Lanham, MD: Scarecrow Press, p. 347).
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produces nor regulates but instead only serves to collect revenues from other operating Þrms
(Victor et al. , 2012). Because the state lacks even the capacity to discern the appropri-
ate Þrms to explore and produce its oil, some contract-awarding authority is outsourced to
Western oil services Þrms such as InSies Terra and Glencore(Silverstein, 2014; Soares de
Oliveira, 2007) This makes for a non-regulatory and non-producing NOC where theft might
be rampant (McSherry, 2006), but there is little opportunity for government agents to solicit
bribes from operating Þrms.

While far from being an exhaustive list of cases, these four are representative of in-
stitutional choices in developing countries that have nationalized the oil sector. Political
factors may drive the decision to nationalize (Luong and Weinthal, 2010; Warshaw, 2012)
but the speciÞc institutional choices made by leaders upon nationalization appear driven to
a larger extent by geological context and the timing of nationalization with respect to the
countryÕs oil production history. Further, countries with high levels of corruption prior to
nationalization Ñ such as Cameroon and Equatorial Guinea Ñ opt for both regulatory and
non-regulatory NOCs, providing preliminary evidence that corrupt leaders are not embracing
one institutional choice over the other.
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Appendix 3: Are FCPA data too biased to use as an
outcome measure?

Given the reliance on DOJ- and SEC-driven prosecutions and court documents to create
the primary outcome measure, we should be concerned about measurement error in the
dependent variable and, more importantly (for our estimated coe! cients), selection bias.
SpeciÞcally, FCPA prosecutions could be driven by factors that are conßated with oil-related
institutions.

It could be the case, for instance, that US prosecution of corrupt behavior is politically
easier when the bribe-recipient is not a formal government o! cial, as is the case when NOC
managers receive bribes instead of petroleum ministry o! cials. The DoJ and SEC may
Þnd it more di! cult to prosecute FCPA violations against government ministers for fear of
political backlash against US economic interests in oil-producing countries, while prosecuting
NOC directors bears no such risk of retaliation given their non-governmental a! liations.

Figure 1: Distribution of FCPA cases by regulatory structure
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Distribution of the number of FCPA cases in the petroleum sector Þled by the Department
of Justice or Securities and Exchange Commission, 1997Ð2013, disaggregated by regulatory
structure.

If true, this explanation would suggest that the number of prosecuted cases should be
greatest in countries with regulatory NOCs, irrespective of the magnitude of bribes and
penalties associated with each case. The data on FCPA prosecutions do not show this
pattern. As shown in Figure1, there is no statistical di" erence in the median number of
FCPA cases between countries with the non-regulatory NOC structure versus those with
the regulatory NOC structure (if anything, the median is lower in countries with regulatory
NOCs). A t-test of the di" erence in means similarly shows no statistical di" erence between
the two groups. There is, however, a noticeable drop in the number of FCPA cases in
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countries without NOCs, though this is due to the inclusion of established democracies such
as Australia, Canada, and the UK none of which has a NOC, along with Eastern European
producers such as Croatia, Hungary, Romania, and the Ukraine.

It could also be the case that the DOJ and SEC go after bribery in certain countries
based primarily on political motivations rather than actual corruption on the ground. For
example, it is clear that the US maintains strong diplomatic and military ties with some
oil producers but not others. As such, we might expect the DOJ to refrain from going
after corruption occurring in places that are Òfriends of the USÓ while primarily prosecuting
companies doing business in ÒunfriendlyÓ places. We might also expect that countries with
bilateral investment treaties with the US may also be spared from DOJ investigations, while
companies operating in countries without BITs might be more subject to FCPA violations.

One could construct further arguments for why the FCPA measure of corruption su! ers
from this kind of selection bias, including the very arguments made about using perceptions-
based measures such as the TI-CPI. If these factors were also to be strongly correlated with
countries that have regulatory NOCs, then the main Þndings would indeed be biased by
these and otherwise similar omitted variables.

While it is impossible to test against all such omitted variables, I use proxies to capture
these constructs and include them as controls in the regression models in the main text. In
addition, I model violations as a function of political motivations (again, using proxies) and
use the residuals from this model as a dependent variable. The idea is to capture variation
in FCPA-related bribes not due to political factors that would inßuence the DOJ and SEC
in prosecuting a Þrm doing business in a given country. If the model is speciÞed properly,
then the resulting residuals should represent investigations driven by the presence of corrupt
practices only, without any prosecutorial bias.

In the Þrst step, I consider a number of possible explanations for why the DOJ and SEC
would or would not target a given country for FCPA violations. These are proxied by the
pattern of voting with the US (Percent Agreement) at the United Nations General Assembly
(Bailey et al., 2016), the number of bilateral investment treaties with the US (Elkins et al.,
2006), and whether or not the country has a defense pact with the US (Correlates of War
project). After regressing these factors on oil-related bribes, I compute the residuals from the
model and use them in a regression with the same model speciÞcation as the main analysis
in the paper.

Results from this procedure are shown in Table2, with the Þrst step estimates in column
1 and the second step in column 2. While countries with high agreement with the US in the
UNGA are predicted to have no bribes in the oil sector (and thus no prosecutions), accounting
for this bias does not change the main result that countries with regulatory NOCs have higher
FCPA-related bribes. Adding in perceptions of corruption as an additional covariate in the
Þrst step regression (column 3) nearly halves the UNGA coe" cient, but similarly does not
alter the coe" cient for regulatory NOC in the second step (column 4). As a robustness
check, I run a model with all covariates in conventional one-stage OLS and the result for
regulatory NOCs persists. Indeed, across all three models (2, 4, and 5) the coe" cient for
regulatory NOC is close to 0.654, the estimated coe" cient from the main model in the text.

While the main result persists in these models, there is nonetheless some evidence for
prosecutorial bias present in FCPA investigations. If I plot the residuals from model 1 against
the actual amount of bribery captured in FCPA investigations, I can discern where the model
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Table 2: Modeling determinants of FCPA prosecutions

Dependent variable:

Bribery Residuals Bribery Residuals Bribery

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

UNGA: Percent Agreement with USA ! 2.790!! ! 1.537 ! 0.617
(1.336) (1.735) (1.838)

BITs (count) with the US 0.207 0.057 0.156
(0.279) (0.301) (0.288)

Defense pact with the US ! 0.340 ! 0.233 ! 0.064
(0.296) (0.308) (0.389)

TI - CPI score 0.233 0.216
(0.187) (0.284)

Regulatory NOC 0.666!! 0.637!! 0.634!!

(0.274) (0.272) (0.283)

GDP per capita (logged) 0.136 0.217 0.155
(0.174) (0.173) (0.272)

Oil income (logged) 0.154 0.124 0.157
(0.172) (0.171) (0.193)

Regime (Polity) 0.286 0.178 0.133
(0.242) (0.240) (0.275)

Press freedom 0.246 0.162 0.233
(0.245) (0.245) (0.328)

Constant 0.607!! ! 0.257 0.377 ! 0.252 ! 0.138
(0.270) (0.154) (0.338) (0.154) (0.424)

Observations 59 59 58 58 58
R2 0.160 0.185 0.181 0.182 0.338
Adjusted R2 0.114 0.108 0.119 0.104 0.214

Note: ! p< 0.1; !! p< 0.05; !!! p< 0.01
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Figure 2: Visualizing prosecutorial bias in FCPA-related bribery
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Comparing actual FCPA-related bribery in the oil sector (used as the main dependent variable
in the analysis) with residuals from a model accounting for potential sources of prosecutorial
bias. Residuals based on results shown in column 1 in Table2.

would suggest under-reporting of corruption based on prosecutorial bias Ð reßected in cases
that are far above the 45-degree line Ð as well as over-reporting of corruption Ð reßected
in cases far below the 45-degree line. I Þnd that there is likely to be under-reporting of
corruption in the long-established democracies (Australia, Canada, Denmark, Netherlands,
and Norway), which is not surprising given strong economic ties with the US and fear of
political backlash for DOJ-led investigations in these countries. This is one reason, among
many others, why I omit these cases in robustness checks of the regression analyses in the
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main text. Interestingly, there is no strong evidence of over-reporting of corruption, although
cases such as Egypt and the Congo (Republic) are roughly 0.5-standard deviations from the
Þtted line. This would suggest that perhaps the DOJ is going after FCPA violations in
these countries at a higher rate than otherwise. Indeed, both states are relatively small oil
producers yet have high amounts of reported bribery, a fact that by itself is suggestive of
possible over-reporting of corruption in the oil sector.

In addition to the two-step models above, I assess whether these factors of prosecutorial
bias inßuence the decision to investigate an FCPA case in a given country using HeckmanÕs
classic selection model. Here I use a binary variable to indicate whether or not a country
was implicated in an FCPA case (Di = 1 if bribery is investigated and captured by the DOJ
or SEC, Di = 0 otherwise):

Di =

!
1 if Bribery i > 0

0 if Bribery i = 0

With this variable, I test the following selection and outcome models:

Pr(Di = 1) = ! 0 + ! 1UN percent agreei + ! 2BIT i + ! 3Defense pacti + ! 4CPI i + "1i

Bribery i = #0 + #1Reg NOCi + #2GDP per capitai + #3Oil income per capitai

+ #4Polity i + #5Press freedomi + "2i

where Bribery, GDP per capita, and Oil income per capita are logged, and all continuous
variables are standardized as in the main regressions. Note that the correlation between"1

and "2, denoted by$, is estimated from the data (and not assumed to be Þxed at zero). I
include the TI-CPI scores here as well to assess the degree to which perceived corruption
inßuences DOJ and SEC prosecutions. Results from various speciÞcations of this model are
presented in Table3, with results from the model speciÞcation above presented in column 5.

Models including the covariates from the main regressions in the text, in this case columns
3Ð5, show that the regulatory NOC Þnding persists at statistically signiÞcant levels, though
with coe! cients estimated at smaller magnitudes (between 0.293 and 0.443, compared to
the main regression Þnding of 0.654). As with the two-step models in Table2, there is strong
evidence that states with similar voting patterns to the US at the UN General Assembly (a
proxy for Òfriends of the USÓ) are much less likely to be investigated by the DOJ and SEC
for FCPA violations occurring within their borders. This result persists even after removing
the seven long-established democracies from the sample. But again, even after controlling
for this prosecutorial bias, my Þnding that regulatory NOCs have higher levels of corruption
remains robust.

It should be noted, however, that the Heckman selection models may be improperly
speciÞed given the extremely high estimates of$.3 This is likely due to the small sample

3Estimating ! from the reported inverse hyperbolic tangent of! for all Þve models gives values of ö! close
to 1.
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Table 3: Heckman selection models of FCPA prosecutions

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

First stage results, DV: Binary indicator for FCPA prosecution

UNGA: Percent agreement with the US -7.194!! -7.482! -9.365!!! -7.399!! -7.967!

(-2.90) (-2.13) (-4.03) (-2.77) (-2.48)

BITs with the US 0.470 0.0110 -0.265
(1.10) (0.02) (-0.51)

Defense pact with the US -0.477 -0.501 -0.359
(-1.07) (-1.10) (-0.74)

TI-CPI score 0.389
(1.82)

Constant 1.092! 1.101! 1.355!!! 1.191!! 1.164!!

(2.47) (2.02) (3.55) (3.07) (2.86)

Second stage results, DV: FCPA-related bribes (logged$)

Regulatory NOC 0.277 0.259 0.443!!! 0.293! 0.347!!

(1.81) (1.61) (269.16) (2.13) (2.84)

GDP per capita (logged) -0.127 -0.253 -0.221!

(-0.73) (-0.96) (-2.55)

Oil income (logged) -0.0461 0.0473 0.0546
(-0.49) (0.32) (0.76)

Regime (Polity) -0.116 -0.0110 -0.0329
(-0.98) (-0.04) (-0.18)

Press freedom -0.234 0.0705 0.146
(-1.56) (0.20) (0.43)

Constant 0.502 0.912! 0.444!!! 0.393!! 0.349!!

(1.89) (2.28) (4.33) (2.61) (2.84)

atanh ! 1.804 0.182 17.12 16.97 16.57

ln " -0.526 -0.946 -0.448 -0.487 -0.495

# (Inverse Mills ratio) 0.560 0.070 0.639 0.614 0.609

N 59 59 59 59 58

t statistics in parentheses
! p < 0.05, !! p < 0.01, !!! p < 0.001
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size (n = 59). Despite reasonable Mills ratios, these results should thus be interpreted with
caution.

Overall, there appears to be little support for the argument that the relationship between
NOC structure and corruption is driven by politically-motivated probabilities of prosecution
as estimated by two-step models as well as by the raw count of FCPA cases pursued by
the DoJ and SEC in a given country. While political factors appear to drive the choice of
investigation sites by the DOJ and SEC Ð notably refraining from investigations in countries
with a high percentage of agreement with the US at the UN General Assembly Ð incorporating
these determinants of bias does not change the main Þnding that regulatory NOCs foster
environments with higher levels of bribery.
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Appendix 4: Rival explanations regarding NOC central-
ization

Beyond spurious correlations, what alternative explanations exist for the relationship be-
tween corruption and institutional choice? I have argued above that the primary mechanism
driving this relationship is that contract-awarding authority vested in opaque institutions
such as NOCs incentivizes corrupt behavior.

An alternative reason for the proposed institutional argument relies on the centraliza-
tion of contract-awarding decisions. When NOCs have the unchecked power to manage the
contract bidding process, NOC o! cials wield considerable authority over highly lucrative
concessions, for which private operators (and even NOCs from other countries) are willing to
pay large sums of money to secure. This regulatory structure places the awarding authority
of scarce contracts in the hands of a select group of o! cials, as opposed to allowing this
decision-making authority across a di" use range of government actors, each with little power
over delivering a contract to the successful bidder.

Firms seeking to win state contracts without relying solely on the formal channels of
selection thus have to bribe a small number of recipients, increasing the probability of a
successful bid when a bribe is paid (Bardhan, 1997; Freeland, 2000). In addition, with a
smaller number of high-level government o! cials to bribe, Þrms do not face the same worries
of Ònot bribing the right peopleÓ in order to win a contract as they would when the number of
o! cials deciding on contract awards is su! ciently large (Basu et al., 1992).4 The literature
on market structures of natural resource sectors has tested these hypotheses, Þnding that
market centralization Ñ often through creation of state-owned enterprises and the erosion of
local-level competition Ñ leads to corruption and ine! ciency in the management of resources
such as forestry (Robbins, 2000), minerals (Petermann et al., 2007), and petroleum (Ascher,
1999; Arezki and Br¬uckner, 2012).

Yet there remain doubts on the robustness of the relationship between government cen-
tralization and corruption. There is no strong evidence, for instance, of a systematic relation-
ship between corruption and political decentralization in the form of federalism, subnational
Þscal autonomy, or polycentrism (Treisman, 2007; Fan et al., 2009).5 Further, while Þscal
decentralization Ñ as measured by the share of subnational revenues as a percentage of GDP
Ñ may reduce the frequencyof bribery by increasing the costs of paying bribes, there is no
evidence that decentralization reduces the overalllevel of bribery (Fan et al., 2009).

Even if there were a strong e" ect of decentralization on reducing corruption, it is not
entirely clear that the regulatory NOC framework is any more centralized than the non-
regulatory NOC framework. There is no evidence that would suggest that the number
of decision-makers in granting contracts is di" erent across regulatory structures. In Saudi
Arabia, for example, the authority to grant licenses is vested in the Supreme Economic

4This line of reasoning will be familiar to students of the industrial organization of corruption, whereby the
more separate, uncoordinated bureaucrats one must bribe, the greater will be the aggregate costs (including
transactions costs) in bribes, and so the fewer Þrms will want to bribe (seeShleifer and Vishny, 1993).

5Bardhan and Mookherjee(2006) attribute the lack of a Òfederalism e! ectÓ by arguing that the mecha-
nisms are conditional and not linear. In analyzing subnational governance in the Indian states, the authorsÕ
Þndings imply that corruption will be greater when the actors involved in decision making are more restricted
in number and when the decisions are less subject to public scrutiny.
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Council (formerly the Supreme Petroleum Council) and not the NOC. Here, decisions on
contracts are made by the members of the council, an independent arm of the state with
almost no overlap in management with the NOC, Saudi Aramco.6 In Malaysia, where the
NOC has contract-awarding authority, contract-awarding decisions are similarly made by a
small group of individuals, speciÞcally the board of directors and select licensing managers
within the NOC.7

6As of 2015, sector restructuring by King Salman has created even greater distance between Aramco and
regulatory decisions by the council (and in non-contract situations by the Ministry of Energy). Seehttp:
//www.reuters.com/article/2015/05/04/us-saudi-oil-aramco-idUSKBN0NM36H20150504 , accessed 15
October 2015.

7See Petroleum Development Act of 1974 and the Petronas Licensing and General Guidelines of 2012.

33

http://www.reuters.com/article/2015/05/04/us-saudi-oil-aramco-idUSKBN0NM36H20150504
http://www.reuters.com/article/2015/05/04/us-saudi-oil-aramco-idUSKBN0NM36H20150504


Appendix 5: Primary data sources for NOC data

I code whether a country has a regulatory NOC, non-regulatory NOC, or no NOC based
on primary documents such as petroleum laws, petroleum contracts, national oil company
annual reports, and national oil company websites. I supplement this information at times
with secondary accounts of the petroleum history of each country.

To assess thede facto institutional structure and to di ! erentiate between contradictions in
de jure institutional structure and oversight, I draw on accounts from the United States Ge-
ological SurveyMinerals Yearbooksfrom 1932 to 2014, the International Comparative Legal
Guides (ICLG), the Oil, Gas & Energy LawGlobal Energy Law & Regulation Portal, and
the Natural Resources Governance InstituteResource Governance Indexreports.

A full list of primary documents for each country is presented below, including countries
which later privatized their national oil companies (Canada, Gabon, and the UK). Unless
noted otherwise, all documents are printed and available in English. Petroleum contracts
are indicted with brackets referring to the signing date, where avaibable. All contracts are
downloaded from theOpenOil Repositoryat repository.openoil.net/wiki .

Note that the list is not intended to be a comprehensive list of a countryÕs petroleum laws or
contracts, but rather indicates which documents were consulted to create the NOC database.

Algeria
Hydrocarbon Law, Law No. 86-14 of 19 August 1986
Algeria dd19891023 Exploration-Exploitation [Contract, signed 23 October 1989]

Angola
Law No. 13/78: General Petroleum Activities Law (1978)
Law No. 10/04: Petroleum Activities Law (2004)
Decree 48-06 of 1 September (2006)
Angola Block-5-06 dd20061101 PSC [Contract, signed 1 November 2006]

Argentina
Law 7059 of 6 September 1910
Hydrocarbons Act No. 17,319 (1967)
State Reform Act No. 23,696 (1989)
Hydrocarbons Sovereignty Act No. 26,741 (2012)

Azerbaijan
Article 14, The Constitution of the Republic of Azerbaijan (1995)
State Oil Company of Azerbaijan Republic (SOCAR) Charter (2003)

Bahrain
Law No. 12 (1975), translated from Arabic
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Bolivia
Law 21 of December 21st (1936)
Bolivia Block-XX-Tarija-Oeste dd20061028 Operation-Contract [Contract, signed 28 Octo-
ber 2006]

Brazil
Decree-Law No. 395 of 29 April 1938
Decree-Law No. 538 of 7 July 1938
Petroleum Law, Law No. 9.478 (1997)
Pre-Salt Law, Law No. 12.351 (2010)

Brunei
Brunei National Petroleum Company Order of 14 January 2002
Brunei Darussalam Block-L dd20060828 PSC [Contract, signed 28 August 2006]

Cameroon
Article 4 from Presidential Decree 13-3 of March 1981
Code Petrolier (1999), translated from French
Cameroon Kombe-Nsepe-Permit dd20080321 JOA [Contract, signed 21 March 2008]

Canada
Bill C-8: An Act to Establish a National Petroleum Company, House of Commons (1975)

Chile
Ley Numero 1.208 Organica de la Empresa Nacional del Petroleo (ENAP)(1950), translated
from Spanish
Ley Numero 18.575 Organica Constitucional de Bases Generales de la Administracion del
Estado, translated from Spanish
Article 19 No. 21, Political Constitution of the Republic of Chile
Articolo 11, Ley Numero 18.196, translated from Spanish
Articles 29 and 44, Decree Law No. 1,263 (1975)
Article 3, Decree Law No. 1,056 (1975)

China
Mineral Resources Law, Sixth National PeopleÕs Congress Standing Committee of the Fif-
teenth Meeting (1986)
Mineral Resources Law, Eighth National PeopleÕs Congress Standing Committee of the
Twenty-First Meeting Òon the EditMineral Resources LawÕs decisionÓ Correction (1996)
China Kongnan-Block-Dagang dd19970908 Petroleum-Contract [Contract, signed 8 Septem-
ber 1997]

Colombia
Law 165 (1948)
Decree No. 1760 of June 2003
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Congo (Democratic Republic)
Decret-Loi No. 245 du 09 Aout 1999 Portant Creation et Statuts d-une Enterprise Publique
Denommee la Congolaise des Hydrocarbures, translated from French.

Congo (Republic)
Ordonnance-Loi No. 81-013 du 02 Avril 1981 Portant Legislation Generale sur les Mines et
les Hydrocarbures, translated from French.
- Amended by Law No. 82-039 of April 5, 1982
- Amended by Law No. 86-008 of December 27, 1986

Denmark
ÒSole ConcessionÓ of 8 July 1962
Danish Subsoil Act, Act No. 27 of 19 February 1932
- Amended by Act No. 960 of 13th September 2011
- Amended by Act No. 535 of 29 April 2015
Danish North Sea Fund, Act No. 587 of 24 June 2005
- Amended by Order No. 710 of 21 June 2007

East Timor
Section 95.1 and Article 139 of the Constitution of Timor-Leste
Petroleum Act (2005)

Ecuador
Decree 522 (1972)
Hydrocarbon Law (1973)
- Amended 1993
- Amended 2010

Egypt
Law No. 20/1976 Regarding the Egyptian General Petroleum Company (1976)

Equatorial Guinea
Hydrocarbons Law No. 8/2006 of 3 November of the Republic of Equatorial Guinea (2006)

Gabon
Loi n. 14/82 du 24 Janvier 1983: Reglementation des activites de recherche et dÕexploitation
des hydrocarbures, translated from French

Indonesia
Mining Law (Indische Mijnwet) of 1907
Government Regulation No. 198 of 1961
Government Regulation No. 199 of 1961
Petroleum and Mining Code (JDPA) of 2005
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Iran
Petroleum Act (Imperial Persia) of 1974
Petroleum Law (Islamic Republic of Iran) of 1987
- Amended 1998
- Amended 2009

Iraq
ÒDeÞning the Exploitation Areas for the Oil CompaniesÓ, Law No. 80 (1961)
Law No. 101 (1976)
Oil and Gas Law of 2007

Kazakhstan
Government Resolution No. 410 of 24 March 1997
Decree No. 454 of 20 May 2010
Law of Subsoil and Subsoil Use, Law No. 291-IV of 24 June 2010

Kuwait
Public Tenders Law No. 37/1964
General Agreement on Participation in 1972
Decree Promulgating Law No. 6 Concerning the Establishment of the Kuwait Petroleum
Corporation (1974-75)
- Amended 4 September 1980
Resolution No. 5/1979 of the Council of Ministers (Supreme Council for Petroleum)
- Amended by Resolution No. 1/2005
Issue No. 3: Kuwait Oil Company Policies and Regulations of Purchasing (2008)

Libya
Royal Decree and Law No. 13 of 14 Apr 1968
Law No. 24 (1970)
Decision of the Secretary of Petroleum No. 89 (1979)

Malaysia
Section 22 of The Companies Act (1965)
Act 95: The Petroleum Mining Act (1966)
Act 144: The Petroleum Development Act (1974)
- Amended by Act A290 (1975)
- Amended by Act A382 (1977)
- Amended by Act A613 (1985)
- Amended by Act A842 (1993)

Mexico
Nueva Ley Publicada en el Diario OÞcial de la Federacion el 25 de noviembre de 1938, trans-
lated from Spanish
Petroleum Law of 2008
- Amended by Hydrocarbon Law of 2014
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Netherlands
Article 168 of the Mijnreglement 1964
The Mining Act 02-12-1997
- Amended 2003
Mining Decree 2003 of 6 December 2002, State Gazette 604

Nigeria
Petroleum Act of 27 November (1969)
- Amended by Chapter 350 LFN / Chapter P10 (1990)

Norway
ÒTen Commandments of Norwegian Oil IndustryÓ, Norwegian Parliament 1970, translated
and abridged by Victor, Hults, and Thurber (2011)
Parliamentary Report No. 25, 1974-1975
Petroleum Tax Act of 1975
Petroleum Act of 1996

Oman
Oman Exploration and Production Sharing Agreement [Model contract]
Petroleum Development Oman, ÒAbout usÓhttp://www.pdo.co.om/Pages/History.aspx
[Online, accessed 11 March 2014]

Peru
Law No. 26221: Organic Law for Hydrocarbons (1993)
Peru Block-Z-1 dd20011130 Exploration-Exploitation [Contract, signed 30 November 2001]

Qatar
Emiri Decree No. 10 of 1974
Decree-Law No. 4 of the year 1977, Concerning Conservation of Petroleum Wealth
- Amended by Decree-Law No. 35 of 2002
- Amended by Law No. 3 of 2007

Russia
Law No. 2395-1 of 21 February 1992
Resolution of the Supreme Soviet of the Russian Federation No. 3314-1 of 15 July 1992
Federal Law 225-FZ Dated 30 December 1995 On Production Sharing Agreements

Saudi Arabia
Royal Decree No. 25 of 22 November 1962
Royal Decree No. M/8 of 14 November 1988
Saudi Aramco, ÒOur HistoryÓhttp://www.saudiaramco.com/en/home/about/history/
1970s.html [Online, accessed 11 March 2014]
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Sudan
Petroleum Resources Act of 1972
Petroleum Wealth Act of 1998

Syria
Legislative Decree No. 9 of 1974
Syria Block-IX dd20070920 Exp-Dev-Prod [Contract, signed 20 September 2007]

Trinidad
The Petroleum Taxes Act of 1 January 1974
Petroleum Regulations (Competitive Bidding) Order, Legal Notice No. 40 (1999)
Trinidad Production Sharing Agreement [Model contract]

Tunisia
Hydrocarbon Code, Law No. 99-93 of 17 August 1999
- Amended by Law No. 2002-23 of 14 February 2002
Tunisia Safx-o! shore dd20050720 PSC [Contract, signed 20 July 2005]

Turkmenistan
Petroleum Law of 1996
Nebit-Gaz, ÒMinistry of Oil and GasÓhttp://www.oilgas.gov.tm/en/m/page/page/22
[Online, accessed 12 March 2014]
Nebit-Gaz, ÒTurkmen Oil State ConcernÓhttp://www.oilgas.gov.tm/en/m/page/page/
26 [Online, accessed 12 March 2014]

Uganda
Petroleum Exploration and Production Act of 1985
- Amended by the Petroleum Exploration and Production Regulations of 1993
- Amended by the Petroleum Exploration, Development and Production Act of 2013

United Arab Emirates (Abu Dhabi)
Law No. 7 of 27 November 1971: Establishing the Abu Dhabi National Oil Company
- Amended by Law No. 8 of 1978
- Amended by Law No. 1 of 1988
The Petroleum Concession Agreements of the United Arab Emirates, 1939Ð1981 (Abu Dhabi),
Dr. Mana Saeed al-Otaiba, Minister of Oil and Mineral Resources of the United Arab Emi-
rates (Published in English in 1981 by Croom Helm, London & Canberra)

United Kingdom
Petroleum Production Act of 1934
Petroleum and Submarines Pipelines Act of 1975 (to establish the British National Oil Com-
pany in 1976)
Petroleum Production Landward Areas Regulations, No. 1436 of 30 June 1995
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Uzbekistan
Oil and Gas Law, Presidential Decree of 28 April 2000
Uzbekistan North-Urtabulak dd19990819 Prod-Enhancement-Contract [Contract, signed 19
August 1999]

Venezuela
Organic Law of Hydrocarbons of 1943
Organic Hydrocarbons Law, Special O! cial Gazette No. 5.453 of 24 March 2000
- Reprinted/amended in O! cial Gazette No. 38.506 of 23 August 2006
Venezuela dd20100917 Exp-Prod [Contract, signed 17 September 2010], translated from
Spanish

Vietnam
Petroleum Law of 1992
- Amended by Petroleum Law of 2000 of June 2000
- Amended by Revised Petroleum Decree of September 2000

Yemen
Republican Decree No. 204 of 1997
Republican Decree No. 40 of 2000
Yemen Block-75 dd20070331 PSC [Contract, signed 31 March 2007]
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