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Abstract

The host country effect — where nations typically perform better when hosting
the Olympic Games — is a well-documented phenomenon. However, its magnitude
may be shaped by institutional and societal factors. This paper investigates how cor-
ruption and gender inequality moderate the host country advantage using a panel
dataset covering all Summer and Winter Olympic Games from 2000 to 2022. We an-
alyze their effects on athlete participation, medal counts, and the conversion rate of
athletes to medals, with a particular focus on gender disparities. Our findings show
that higher levels of corruption and gender inequality significantly reduce Olympic
performance, especially for female athletes and in the Summer Games, thereby weak-
ening the benefits of hosting. These results highlight the critical role of transparent
governance and gender equity in maximizing the returns of hosting international

sporting events.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The Olympic Games stand as the pinnacle of global sporting competition, bringing to-
gether nations in a grand showcase of athletic excellence and national pride. Yet, the
Games are more than a contest of physical prowess — they serve as a stage where geopo-
litical interests, socioeconomic conditions, and cultural identities intersect. For participat-
ing countries, the stakes extend well beyond the field of play, encompassing aspirations
of national prestige, international recognition, and the validation of domestic policies.
As a result, both governments and private stakeholders invest heavily in athletes and in-
frastructure, seeking not only to secure medals but also to enhance their global standing

through Olympic success.!

While athletic skill is essential, Olympic outcomes are shaped by a wide array of non-
sporting factors. Chief among these are corruption, gender inequality, and the so-called
host country effect — all of which can significantly influence a nation’s Olympic perfor-
mance. Although the performance boost enjoyed by host countries is well-established,
the degree to which this advantage is diminished by systemic issues like corruption and
gender inequality remains underexplored. These factors may weaken the benefits of host-
ing, particularly when examining disparities in outcomes between male and female ath-
letes. A deeper understanding of these dynamics is essential for policymakers and sports
administrators aiming to harness the Olympic Games as a vehicle for both national ad-

vancement and social progress.

In this paper, we examine how corruption, gender inequality, and the host country
effect jointly shape Olympic outcomes. Specifically, we analyze how these factors in-
fluence three key dimensions of performance: the number of athletes a country fields,
the number of medals won, and the efficiency with which participation translates into
success — measured by the conversion rate of athletes to medals. Our analysis places
particular emphasis on gender disparities in these outcomes. To this end, we construct a
panel dataset covering all Summer and Winter Olympic Games held between 2000 and
2022, a period characterized by significant geopolitical shifts and economic transforma-
tion. By disaggregating the data by gender, we shed light on the differential impact
of institutional and societal factors on male and female athletes in both editions of the

Games.

The host country effect is among the most well-documented phenomena in sports eco-
nomics research (Hoffmann et al., 2002, 2004, Bernard and Busse, 2004, Johnson and Alj,
2004, Lui and Suen, 2008, Forrest et al., 2010, Lowen et al., 2016). Host nations typically
experience a substantial increase in medal counts relative to non-hosting years. This

IMany National Olympic Committees (NOCs), as well as public and private actors, offer financial re-
wards to athletes for their Olympic performances (International Olympic Committee, 2024), underscoring
the value placed on sporting achievement at all levels of society.



effect is commonly attributed to a confluence of advantages: reduced travel burden, fa-
miliarity with local conditions, automatic qualification in select sports, larger delegation
sizes, and heightened government and public investment in athletic preparation. Host-
ing the Games may also galvanize national pride and media attention, creating a more

supportive environment for athletes.

Yet, the magnitude of the host country advantage varies widely across contexts. Dif-
ferences in institutional capacity, investment in sports infrastructure, and economic de-
velopment can moderate the extent to which host nations benefit (Forrest et al., 2010).
Wealthier countries with larger populations, for instance, are often better equipped to
exploit the opportunity (Lui and Suen, 2008, Lowen et al., 2016). Building on this litera-
ture, our study investigates how this advantage is conditioned by two key institutional
variables — corruption and gender inequality — and whether these factors attenuate the

expected gains from hosting.

While corruption has received less attention than gender inequality in studies of Olympic
performance, its implications for sporting success are increasingly salient. Corruption
can undermine the efficacy of investments in infrastructure and athlete development by
diverting resources from their intended uses. In highly corrupt environments, misalloca-
tion of funding, nepotism in athlete selection, and opaque governance can erode competi-
tive preparation and athlete morale. As Shughart and Tollison (1993) argue, athletes” abil-
ity to retain the rewards of their success positively influences performance; corruption
threatens that incentive structure. Supporting this, previous work shows that stronger
civil and political liberties are linked to higher Olympic success (Campbell et al., 2005),
while lower corruption levels are associated with a greater medal count (Pierdzioch and
Emrich, 2013).

Gender inequality, meanwhile, remains a deeply entrenched barrier in global sport,
shaping participation levels, access to resources, and competitive outcomes. Countries
with higher gender equality tend to support more successful female athletes by ensur-
ing access to training, funding, and international opportunities. In contrast, women
in more unequal societies often face structural disadvantages, including limited institu-
tional support, reduced visibility, and fewer competitive pathways. For instance, Bernini
and Acton (2025) find that gender inequality in professional cycling leads to fewer female
participants, less competitive balance, and diminished success for women. Olympic-
specific studies remain limited, though existing research confirms the trend: Johnson
and Ali (2004) document increased female participation over time — driven primarily
by larger countries — but do not explore medal outcomes or underlying institutional
determinants. Lowen et al. (2016) find that gender equality predicts both increased par-
ticipation and improved medal performance, even among male athletes. We extend this
line of inquiry by analyzing how gender inequality interacts with the host country effect,

potentially amplifying or mitigating its influence on female Olympic performance.



By analyzing together three sporting outcomes — the host country advantage, the role
of corruption in sports, and the impact of gender inequality — this paper offers a compre-
hensive account of the institutional determinants of Olympic success. The findings have
clear implications for policymakers and sports administrators: mitigating corruption and
promoting gender equity are not only matters of fairness and governance, but also key
levers for enhancing national performance on one of the world’s most visible stages.

2. DATA

We construct a panel dataset covering all twelve Summer and Winter Olympic Games
held between 2000 and 2022. The data are drawn from multiple sources, including the
International Olympic Committee (IOC), the World Bank, and the Varieties of Democ-
racy (V-Dem) Project. By integrating these sources, we assemble a comprehensive cross-
national panel that captures Olympic participation and performance over two decades.
This structure allows for a detailed investigation of how the host country effect interacts

with country-level measures of corruption and gender inequality.

Dependent Variables. Our analysis focuses on three main variables: i) the number of
athletes participating from each country, disaggregated by gender; ii) the total number
of medals won, also disaggregated by gender; and, iii) the conversion rate of athletes to
medals, calculated as the number of medals per athlete. These variables are sourced from
Olympedia, a comprehensive database of IOC-related statistics. Together, they provide a
multidimensional view of Olympic success, capturing both the number of participation
and the efficiency with which countries convert athletic representation into medals. The
gender breakdown is essential to this study, enabling us to examine how corruption and

gender inequality affect male and female athletes differently.

Key Explanatory Variables. Our primary explanatory variables include: i) a binary indi-
cator for host country status, coded as one if the country hosted the Games in a given year
and zero otherwise; and ii) country-year measures of corruption and gender inequality,

both sourced from the V-Dem Project.?

Specifically, the corruption index, developed by Pemstein et al. (2023) and reported
by Coppedge et al. (2024), measures the pervasiveness of political corruption in a given
country-year. It covers six distinct types of corruption across different levels of the politi-
cal system, distinguishing between executive, legislative, and judicial corruption. Within
the executive realm, the index differentiates between corruption related to bribery and
embezzlement. The index is calculated by averaging four sub-indices: i) public sector

corruption; ii) executive corruption; iii) legislative corruption; and, iv) judicial corrup-

2Qur description of the indexes used largely draws from Coppedge et al. (2024), where more detailed
information regarding them can be found.



tion. It ranges from 0 to 1, with 0 associated with the theoretical lowest possible amount
of corruption and 1 the most. As of 2022, the least corrupt country, Denmark, had a score
of 0.02, while Venezuela was the most corrupt country listed with a score of 0.971.

Similarly, the gender inequality index, also developed by Pemstein et al. (2023) and
reported by Coppedge et al. (2024), measures the political empowerment of women in
a given country-year. Political empowerment is defined here as a process of increas-
ing capacity for women, leading to greater choice, agency, and participation in societal
decision-making. It is constructed as the mean of three equally weighted components:
i) civil liberties; ii) civil society participation; and, iii) political participation. This com-
prehensive measure captures the various dimensions of gender inequality, making it a
robust indicator for analyzing its impact on Olympic performance. Like the corruption
index, it ranges from 0 to 1 in theory, although no country reaches either extreme: in 2022,
Denmark scored the highest (0.961), while Afghanistan ranked lowest (0.025).

For interpretability, we rescale both indices to range from 0 to 100, with higher values
indicating greater corruption and more severe gender inequality.?
Control Variables. To address potential confounding influences, we include a set of
country-level control variables based on established predictors of Olympic performance.*
These controls, sourced from World Bank (2023) and Coppedge et al. (2024), include: 7)
total population (in thousands), to account for differences in talent pool size; ii) GDP per
capita (constant 2015 USD), to reflect national wealth and capacity for sports investment;
and iii) two binary indicators identifying countries that were formerly part of the So-
viet Union or that had centrally planned economies, as these nations often retain strong
state-backed sporting infrastructures and tend to outperform otherwise similar countries

(Forrest et al., 2010). °

Dataset Overview. The final dataset includes observations for all twelve Olympic Games
held between 2000 and 2022 — six Summer and six Winter — yielding approximately
2,000 country-year observations. For analyses disaggregated by Games type, we obtain
roughly 1,000 observations each for the Summer and Winter Olympics. Table A.1 pro-
vides summary statistics, while Table A.2 offers detailed descriptions of all variables.
Figure A.1 presents a global overview of participation, performance, and institutional

quality across countries.

Our analysis of the host country effect includes eleven distinct host countries, with

3These indices are widely used in political science and economics to measure institutional quality and
social equity. Their consistent cross-national methodology makes them particularly well-suited for our
longitudinal, comparative analysis.

“See Lowen et al. (2016) for a review of relevant predictors.

SEx-Soviet countries include Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Estonia, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan,
Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova,Russia, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, and Uzbekistan. Former centrally
planned economies in our model include Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, China, Croatia,
Cuba, Czech Republic, Hungary, North Macedonia, Poland, Romania, and Slovakia.



six unique hosts for each edition of the Games: Australia (Sydney 2000), the United
States (Salt Lake City 2002), Greece (Athens 2004), Italy (Turin 2006), China (Beijing 2008
and 2022), Canada (Vancouver 2010), the United Kingdom (London 2012), Russia (Sochi
2014), Brazil (Rio de Janeiro 2016), South Korea (Pyeongchang 2018), and Japan (Tokyo
2021). Although the sample of host nations is relatively small — limiting statistical power
in interaction analyses — it spans a diverse set of countries, mitigating concerns about

omitted variable bias.

Trends in the dependent variables for host countries are illustrated in Figure A.3,
which shows performance by year. We observe substantial jumps in both athlete par-
ticipation and medal counts during hosting years. For example, Greece fielded 426 ath-
letes in the 2004 Athens Summer Olympics — nearly four times its average across other
Games in the period. Likewise, South Korea earned 17 medals when hosting the 2018
Winter Olympics, more than double its average and the highest total recorded during the

sample window.

3. CORRUPTION, GENDER INEQUALITY, AND THE HOST
COUNTRY ADVANTAGE

3.1 The Empirical Strategy

In this study, we investigate the effects of corruption and gender inequality, as well as
their interaction with the host country effect — a phenomenon where countries generally
perform better when hosting the Olympics.

We construct a panel dataset that covers all Summer and Winter Olympic Games be-

tween 2000 and 2022 to estimate the following baseline specification:
Yo =a+ A+ BrHer + Boles + X0 yy + € (1)

where Y, represents one of the three outcome variables related to Olympic success: i)
the number of athletes participating from each country (disaggregated by gender); ii) the
total number of medals won (also disaggregated by gender); and, iii) the conversion rate
of athletes to medals (calculated as the number of medals per athlete). These variables
are observed for each country c and year of Olympics t. H; is a host country dummy
indicator, set to one if the country is hosting the Olympic Games in a given year, and zero
otherwise, and I.; represents one of V-Dem Project’s measures of corruption and gender

inequality.® X.; is a vector of control variables, including the size of each country’s pop-
q y , g y s pop

®The models in columns (1) and (5) of tables 1 through 4 do not include the I.; term. Similarly, the
equations whose results are featured in columns (4) and (8) include two terms, one representing corruption
and one representing gender inequality, each with their own coefficients
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ulation, GDP per capita (in constant 2015 USD), and two dummy variables for countries
that were part of the Soviet Union or those who had a centrally planned economy. The
idiosyncratic error term is represented by €. Year fixed effects (A;) are incorporated into
all specifications to control for global factors that vary over time but are constant across
countries, such as economic cycles, the COVID-19 pandemic, and Olympics-related pol-
icy changes (i.e., accounting for factors that affect all countries similarly in a given year).

Equation (1) is estimated using the Poisson Pseudo-Maximum Likelihood (PPML) re-
gression method (Correia et al., 2020). This approach is particularly well-suited for this
analysis for several reasons. First, all three outcome variables can be classified as count
data.” PPML allows the logarithm of the expected count to be modeled as a linear func-
tion of the predictors, accommodating the non-linear nature of count-based outcomes.

The estimation model in the context of PPML is specified as:
log(E[Yes]) = a + Ar + B1Hep + Boles + X0 py + €, )

where everything is the same as in equation (1), but the outcome variable is now the
logarithm of Olympic success for country ¢ and year t. Unlike ordinary least squares
(OLS) regression, which is not suitable for count data, PPML allows for a better fit when

dealing with non-linearities in count data such as overdispersion and zero inflation.

The main focus of this analysis is on the interaction terms between the host country
status and the measures of corruption and gender inequality. By including these inter-
action terms, the analysis aims to uncover whether corruption and gender inequality
modify the host country advantage across different outcome variables — separated by
gender — and Olympic Games (i.e., Summer vs. Winter):

log(E[Ye]) = &+ Ay + B1He + Boley + BaHIcr + X0y + €ct, 3)

where HI.; represents the interaction term between the host country dummy indicator

and each measure of corruption and gender inequality.

Given that equation (3) is estimated via PPML, the interpretation of the coefficients
is derived by exponentiating them. For example, if B3 is the estimated coefficient for
the interaction term (HI.;), then ebs represents the multiplicative effect on the expected
count of Y, for a one-unit increase in HI., holding other variables constant. To express
this multiplicative effect as a percentage change in the expected count, the following
formula is used: (633 — 1) x 100. The coefficients featured in 1 to 4 correspond to the
exponentiated forms of the coefficients.

’Count data are non-negative integers representing the number of occurrences of an event within a
fixed period. They exhibit properties such as non-linearity, overdispersion — the variance exceeds the
mean — and zero-inflation — an excess of zero counts — that complicates standard regression models.



3.2 Estimating the Direct Effects

In Table 1, we present the results from estimating equation (2), focusing on the direct ef-
fects of the host country indicator, the corruption index, and the gender inequality index.

First, the results of Table 1 underscore the significant advantage that host countries
enjoy during the Olympics. The host country effect, which is represented by a binary
variable equal to 1 if the country is hosting the Olympic Games, is consistently positive
and statistically significant across all outcome variables considered. When looking at
the number of athletes competing across in Summer Olympic Games — Panel A, col-
umn (4) — the coefficient for the host country effect implies an increase of about 250%
in the number of athletes a country fields, when both corruption and gender inequality
are accounted for. For the Winter Olympics, the increase in athlete participation for host
countries is even larger (approximately 140 percentage points higher). The substantial
increase in the number of athletes competing reflects the significant resources and atten-
tion that host countries typically invest in preparing for the Olympic Games, ensuring
that a larger contingent of athletes is fielded, as well as guaranteed qualifications in cer-
tain sports such as football and volleyball for the host country. This result is consistent
with the literature: When looking at Summer Olympics from 1996 to 2012, (Lowen et al.,
2016) find an increase in the number of athletes sent to the Summer Olympics by a host
country of around 222 athletes. In comparison, we find that countries from 2000 to 2012
send on average 52 athletes when not hosting. Using the host country coefficient found
in column (4) of panel A of Table 1, we obtain an increase of 182 athletes, closely match-
ing their estimate. Results from Panel B and Panel C confirm the existing results in the
literature by showing that the positive effect of hosting the Olympic Games extends to
the number of medals won, as well as to the conversion rate of medals per athlete. The
effect of being a host country on conversion rate is less pronounced than on the num-
ber of athletes and medals, as these opposing trends influence the conversion rate. For
example, looking at the Olympic Games between 1952 and 2004, Lui and Suen (2008)
estimate that host countries experience a 112% (using a Poisson model) and 149% (using

a negative binomial model) increase in medals won.

Second, Table 1 highlights that corruption — which we have scaled to range from
0 to 100, with 100 indicating higher corruption — has a consistently negative effect on
Olympic success. The PPML coefficients for corruption suggest that higher corruption
levels significantly reduce the number of athletes a country fields, the number of medals
it wins, and the conversion rate of medals per athlete. For example, the estimated coefti-
cient in Panel A, column (2), implies that a 1-point increase in the corruption index is as-
sociated with a 1.6% decrease in the number of athletes a country sends to the Olympics.
In the Winter Olympic Games, the same increase in corruption corresponds to a 3% re-

duction in athlete participation. In Panel B and Panel C, the results imply a similar reduc-



tion in the number of medals won and in the conversion rate (medals per athlete). For
example, a 1-point increase in the corruption index is associated with a 1.7% decrease in
the number of medals won and a 0.5% reduction in the share of medals won per athlete
competing in the Summer Olympics. The negative impact of country-level corruption
on Olympic success likely stems from corruption’s tendency to misallocate resources,
reduce transparency, and undermine the morale and preparation of athletes. The esti-
mates of Table 1 align with the existing limited evidence on the relationship between
corruption and Olympic success. For example, looking at data from the 2008 Summer
Olympics, Pierdzioch and Emrich (2013) find a reduction of 2.0% in the count of medals
won for a 1-point increase in the corruption perception index published by Transparency

International.

Third, Table 1 highlights a strong and negative relationship between gender inequality
and Olympic success. As shown in Panel A, column (3), a 1-point increase in the gender
inequality index — scaled to range from 0 to 100, with 100 indicating higher inequal-
ity — leads to a 4.0% reduction in the number of athletes a country fields at the Summer
Olympics. When considering the number of medals won (Panel B) and the conversion
rate (Panel C), the coefficients imply a reduction by 4.1% and 0.8%, respectively. Simi-
larly, as can be seen in column (7), a 1-point increase in the gender inequality index is
associated with a 9.6% decrease in the number of athletes fielded at the Winter Olympics.
The effects on the number of medals earned and the conversion rate are even more pro-
nounced, with a decrease of respectively 13.5% and 9.8% in number of medals earned
and in the conversion rate. This result is in line with the existing evidence on the nega-
tive relationship observed between the Gender Inequality Index and different measures
of Olympic success during the Summer Olympic Games from 1996 through 2012 (Lowen
et al., 2016). However, the stronger effect we observe for Winter Olympic Games might
be of particular interest to policymakers, due to its large size and statistical significance,
as well as the high cost associated with training athletes capable of participating in the
Winter Olympics.

fsim

3.3 Mediating Factors of the Host Country Effect

Across Tables 2, 3, and 4, we present the results from estimating equation (3), focusing
on the interaction between the host country dummy indicator and each measure of cor-
ruption and gender inequality. We present different outcomes — participation, medal
counts, and conversion rates — first without a breakdown by gender (Table 2), and then
separately for female (Table 3) and male (Table 4) athletes. The results presented in these
three tables offer a nuanced understanding of how corruption and gender inequality in-

teract with the host country effect to influence Olympic outcomes. The host country



effect, typically characterized by a significant advantage in terms of both athlete partic-
ipation and medal counts — as shown in Table 1 — is not uniform across all contexts.
Instead, it is significantly moderated by the levels of corruption and gender inequality in

the host country.

When considering the number of participating athletes, we observe a negative im-
pact of both corruption and gender inequality. First, higher corruption levels generally
reduce the number of athletes participating in the Olympics, particularly in the Sum-
mer Olympic Games. This effect is even more pronounced and statistically significant
when considering gender inequality, which is associated with a 3.1% decrease in partici-
pation for a 1-unit increase in the measure of gender inequality in the host country (Table
2, Panel A). These results underscore how societal factors can limit opportunities for
athletes, especially in environments where corruption and gender disparities are more
prevalent. When disaggregated by gender, the coefficients imply that female participa-
tion is particularly vulnerable to these factors. In Table 3, Panel A, a 1-unit increase in the
gender inequality index is associated with a 3.8% reduction in female athlete participa-
tion in the Summer Olympic Games. This suggests that in societies with greater gender
inequality, the potential for women to participate in sports is significantly hindered, even
when their country is the Olympic host.® Lastly, for male athletes (Table 4, Panel A), the
interaction effects are less severe but still notable. Corruption leads to a slight reduction
in participation in the Summer Olympic Games (1.1%), while gender inequality results
in a 2.3% decrease. While we cannot conclude statistical significance from this sample,
these results suggest that while male athletes are also affected by corruption and gen-
der inequality, the impact is more significant for female athletes, indicating a gendered
dimension to how these societal issues influence Olympic participation in the host coun-
tries. These dynamics are less pronounced in the Winter Olympics, where the interaction
between the host country effect and these variables is close to zero, as can be seen in
columns (6) and (7) of 2. This is possibly due to host country selection bias or socioe-
conomic characteristics, as winter sports are more prevalent in wealthier nations with

lower levels of corruption and gender inequality.

The number of medals won by a host country, a key indicator of Olympic success, is
similarly influenced by corruption and gender inequality. As seen in Table 2, Panel B,
corruption significantly reduces the medal count in the Summer Olympics, with a 1-unit
increase in corruption in the host country leading to a 3.1% decrease in the number of
medals. Gender inequality has an even stronger effect, resulting in a 4.4% reduction in
medals won for every unit increase in this index. As seen in (Table 3, Panel B) and (Table
4, Panel B), the impact of corruption and gender inequality on medal counts is similar

for both men and women when it comes to the Summer Olympics. In contrast, the ef-

8Bernini and Acton (2025) find that an increase in gender inequality not only negatively affects the
overall number of professional female cyclists but also skews gender balance and results in fewer wins
and podium finishes for women.



fects of these variables on the Winter Olympics differs: Indeed, the interacted coefficient
between host country and gender inequality and host country status and corruption in
Table 3 indicate a positive impact on the number of medals earned by male athletes, and
a neutral one on those earned by female athletes, while the uninteracted coefficients still
indicate a negative relationship. While corruption reduces medal count in the Summer
Olympic Games by 3.1% for men, it actually increases them in the Winter Olympic Games
by 4.5%. Gender inequality similarly reduces Summer medals by 4.9% for men but in-
creases Winter medals by 5.9%. In contrast, for women, corruption and gender inequality
reduce medal count by 2.8% and 3.6% respectively, while having an effect that is close to
null for the Winter Olympics. This suggests that in the Winter Olympics, where sports
are often more niche and less accessible, corruption and gender inequality in host coun-
tries might paradoxically benefit certain male athletes, potentially by skewing resource
allocation or selection processes in their favor, while not significantly affecting female
athletes. Alternatively, considering the lower diversity amongst host countries for the
Winter Olympics, this may be due to some form of omitted variable bias.

Lastly, the conversion rate of medals per athlete provides insight into how efficiently a
host country translates its athlete participation into Olympic success. The results in Table
2, Panel C, show that corruption generally reduces the conversion rate, particularly in
the Summer Olympics, where a 1-unit increase in corruption leads to a 2% reduction in
the conversion rate. Gender inequality has a similar effect, with a 3.1% reduction, high-
lighting that in more unequal host countries, even when athletes do participate, they are
less likely to achieve success. For female athletes (Table 3, Panel C), the overall trend
in corruption and gender inequality indicates that these factors hinder the ability of fe-
male athletes to compete effectively on the world stage. Male athletes (Table 4, Panel C)
show a similar pattern, with corruption reducing the conversion rate by 2.4% in the Sum-
mer Olympic Games. However, in the Winter Olympic Games, corruption increases the
conversion rate by 3%, although the result is not statistically significant. This suggests
that in host countries where Winter sports dominate, societal issues like corruption and
inequality might not be as detrimental to male athletic performance, and might even cre-
ate environments where certain athletes excel, possibly due to less competition or more
targeted support.

3.4 Discussion and Policy Implications

This study deepens our understanding of the host country effect by demonstrating that
Olympic success is shaped not only by logistical and environmental advantages but also
by the broader institutional context in which hosting occurs. While the traditional host
country advantage — driven by factors such as increased investment, home crowd sup-

port, and reduced travel strain — is well-established, our findings challenge the assump-

10



tion that this benefit is uniformly realized. Instead, we show that the effectiveness of
hosting in boosting Olympic outcomes is significantly conditioned by non-sporting fac-
tors, particularly corruption and gender inequality.

A central finding is the presence of negative interaction effects between host status and
both corruption and gender inequality, especially in the context of the Summer Games.
Gender inequality, in particular, emerges as a powerful constraint on Olympic success for
female athletes. Even when countries host the Games — typically a moment of height-
ened investment and attention — structural gender disparities persist, limiting participa-
tion and reducing medal potential. This pattern echoes broader trends in the literature,
which point to the enduring influence of societal norms and institutional barriers that
restrict women’s advancement in sport (Stevenson, 2007, 2010, Deaner and Smith, 2012,
Cooky et al., 2013, Lowen et al., 2016, Bernini and Acton, 2025, Leeds and Leeds, 2024).

Corruption similarly erodes the host country advantage by reducing the efficiency and
equity of resource allocation. Misappropriated funds, favoritism in team selection, and
lack of institutional accountability can all compromise athlete development and prepa-
ration. Our results indicate that these effects are particularly salient in the Summer
Olympics, where the greater scale and diversity of sports increase the risk and impact
of corrupt practices (Johnson and Ali, 2004). These findings underscore the importance
of good governance and institutional integrity in ensuring that hosting translates into
actual performance gains (Shughart and Tollison, 1993, Campbell et al., 2005, Pierdzioch
and Emrich, 2013).

By contrast, we find no significant interaction effects in the Winter Games and even
observe weakly positive effects for male athletes. This asymmetry likely reflects the dis-
tinct characteristics of Winter Olympic host nations, which tend to be wealthier, more
institutionally stable, and better resourced. As Johnson and Ali (2004) note, participation
in the Winter Olympics is more strongly correlated with national income than in the Sum-
mer Games. In such contexts, stronger governance and more targeted investment may
help insulate athletic performance from the negative effects of societal inequality. More-
over, in environments where corruption and gender disparities are less pronounced — or
are counterbalanced by institutional supports — male athletes may even experience en-
hanced benefits from hosting.

Taken together, these findings highlight that the host country effect is not a fixed or
automatic advantage but one that is conditional on broader societal conditions. Host-
ing the Olympics can amplify a country’s strengths, but it can also expose and magnify
underlying institutional weaknesses. For policymakers and sports administrators, the
implications are clear: efforts to improve Olympic outcomes must go beyond logistical
planning and infrastructure investment. Enhancing transparency, reducing corruption,
and advancing gender equity are critical not only for maximizing the returns from host-

ing but also for fostering more inclusive and effective sports systems overall. These insti-
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tutional reforms carry broader societal benefits, reinforcing the Olympic spirit of fairness
and inclusion.

4. CONCLUSIONS

Olympic success is shaped not only by athletic performance but also by the broader in-
stitutional and societal context in which countries operate. This paper demonstrates that
non-sporting factors — particularly corruption and gender inequality — can significantly
moderate the well-documented host country advantage, especially in the Summer Games
and for female athletes. While hosting the Olympics generally confers performance ben-
efits, these gains are far from guaranteed and may be undermined by weak governance
or entrenched social disparities.

In this paper, we investigate the interactions between the host country effect — a phe-
nomenon where nations generally perform better when hosting the Olympics — and the
levels of corruption and gender inequality. We construct a panel dataset for all Sum-
mer and Winter Olympic Games between 2000 and 2022 to analyze how these factors
influence the number of athletes a country fields, the number of medals won, and the
conversion rate of athletes to medals, with a particular focus on gender disparities. The
results indicate that while hosting the Olympics generally provides a performance boost,
this advantage is significantly diminished in countries with higher levels of corruption
and gender inequality, particularly in the Summer Olympics and among female athletes.
These findings underscore the importance of institutional quality in realizing the full po-
tential of Olympic investment and spotlight the need for transparent governance and
inclusive sports policy.

Our results also raise important questions for future research. What mechanisms link
corruption and gender inequality to Olympic outcomes? Do similar dynamics exist in
other major sporting events, such as the FIFA World Cup or FINA World Aquatics Cham-
pionships? And what are the long-term impacts of hosting on national sports systems,
political accountability, and gender equity? Addressing these questions is crucial not
only for improving competitive performance but also for advancing equity and integrity
in global sport.
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TABLE 1. Host Country Effect, Corruption, and Gender Inequality: Direct Effects

Dep. variable: Olympic Success

Summer Games Winter Games

1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Panel A: Number of Athletes

Host Country 4.263**  3.563*** 3563**  3.502%* 6.217**  4.623%**  4.996***  4.874%**
(1.623)  (0.933) (0.862) (0.843) (1.718)  (1.270) (1.261)  (1.256)

Corruption Index (%) 0.984*** 0.996* 0.970%** 0.995
(0.002) (0.002) (0.004) (0.004)
Gender Ineq. Index (%) 0.960***  0.965%** 0.904***  0.914***
(0.004)  (0.004) (0.013)  (0.013)

Pseudo-R-Squared 0.28 0.42 0.47 0.48 0.34 0.54 0.61 0.61

Observations 928 995 993 991 1113 997 994 993

Panel B: Number of Medals

Host Country 3.418** 27407  2.766***  2.716%**  7.422%* 4 467*** 5536%**  4.970%**
(1.610) (0.931) (0.936) (0.899) (2.152) (1.583) (1.715) (1.613)
Corruption Index (%) 0.983*** 0.995 0.951*** 0.980**
(0.003) (0.003) (0.011) (0.009)
Gender Ineq. Index (%) 0.959%**  (0.965*** 0.865%**  (.897***
(0.006) (0.006) (0.026) (0.022)
Pseudo-R-Squared 0.30 0.41 0.43 0.43 0.30 0.52 0.56 0.57
Observations 1116 995 993 991 1113 997 994 993
Panel C: Conversion Rate: Medals per Athlete
Host Country 1.249 1.120 1.134 1.118 2.334%*  1.733*  2.028***  1.835**
(0.361) (0.253) (0.252) (0.245) (0.506) (0.469) (0.534) (0.482)
Corruption Index (%) 0.995%** 0.997 0.964*** 0.976%**
(0.002) (0.002) (0.005) (0.007)
Gender Ineq. Index (%) 0.992** 0.995 0.902***  (0.947**
(0.004) (0.004) (0.017) (0.021)
Pseudo-R-Squared 0.11 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.31 0.31 0.33
Observations 1101 986 984 982 461 441 441 441

Notes: The table replicates the model in equation (3) estimating the effect on: i) Summer Games in columns (1), (2), (3) and (4); ii) Winter
Games in columns (5), (6), (7) and (8). Controls are: Population; GDP Per Capita (Constant 2015 USD); two dummy indicators for Soviet
Union and Centrally Planned Economies. Year fixed effects included in every model. Robust standard errors in parenthesis. ***, **, and *
indicate statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.
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TABLE 2. Host Country Effect, Corruption, and Gender Inequality: Direct and
Interacted Effects

Dep. variable: Olympic Success

Summer Games Winter Games

1) () () (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Panel A: Number of Athletes

Host Country 4.263*  4.975%**  6.137***  6.234**  6.217**  3.460***  3.872%**  3.841***
(1.623)  (0.883)  (1.394) (1.323)  (1.718)  (1.099)  (1.346)  (1.061)

Corruption Index (%) 0.984*** 0.996** 0.969*** 0.993
(0.002) (0.002) (0.004) (0.005)
Gender Ineq. Index (%) 0.960***  0.965*** 0.903***  0.910***
(0.004)  (0.004) (0.013)  (0.015)
Host X Corruption 0.986 1.010 1.012 1.049*
(0.015) (0.028) (0.014) (0.011)
Host X Gender Ineq. 0.969* 0.955 1.015  0.953***
(0.016)  (0.042) (0.018)  (0.015)

Pseudo-R-Squared 0.28 0.42 0.48 0.48 0.34 0.54 0.61 0.62

Observations 928 995 993 991 1113 997 994 993

Panel B: Number of Medals

Host Country 3.418%*  6.124** 6966 5.775%** 7.422** 2385 = 2917**  3.088***
(1.610) (1.175)  (1.985) (1.770)  (2.152)  (1.269)  (1.080)  (1.333)
Corruption Index (%) 0.984*** 0.995 0.950*** 0.975**
(0.003) (0.003) (0.009) (0.010)
Gender Ineq. Index (%) 0.960**  0.966** 0.859*  0.889***
(0.006)  (0.006) (0.026)  (0.024)
Host X Corruption 0.969*** 0.969 1.032 1.097***
(0.009) (0.029) (0.033) (0.027)
Host X Gender Ineq. 0.956***  1.002 1.039 0.922%*
(0.013)  (0.047) (0.025)  (0.029)
Pseudo-R-Squared 0.30 0.41 0.44 0.44 0.30 0.53 0.56 0.59
Observations 1116 995 993 991 1113 997 994 993

Panel C: Conversion Rate: Medals per Athlete

Host Country 1.249  1.890%** 2.134** 1.972%* 2334***  1.092 1.437 1.670
(0.361)  (0.230)  (0.450) (0.354)  (0.506)  (0.438) (0.476)  (0.602)
Corruption Index (%) 0.995*** 0.997 0.964*** 0.974***
(0.002) (0.002) (0.005) (0.008)
Gender Ineq. Index (%) 0.992** 0.995 0.901***  0.946**
(0.004)  (0.004) (0.017)  (0.022)
Host X Corruption 0.980%** 0.985 1.023 1.071%
(0.005) (0.010) (0.024) (0.016)
Host X Gender Ineq. 0.969**  0.992 1.022  0.926***
(0.009)  (0.016) (0.024)  (0.023)

Pseudo-R-Squared 0.11 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.32 0.31 0.34

Observations 1101 986 984 982 461 441 441 441

Notes: The table replicates the model in equation (3) estimating the effect on: i) Summer Games in columns (1), (2), (3) and (4); ii) Winter
Games in columns (5), (6), (7) and (8). Controls are: Population; GDP Per Capita (Constant 2015 USD); two dummy indicators for Soviet
Union and Centrally Planned Economies. Year fixed effects included in every model. Robust standard errors in parenthesis. ***, **, and *
indicate statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.
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TABLE 3. Mediating Factors of the Host Country Effect: Female Athletes

Dep. variable: Olympic Success

Summer Games Winter Games

1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Panel A: Number of Athletes

Host Country 4.688***  5.502%**  7.238**  7378%** 50945%*  3798%** 4939+ 4 888***
(1.803)  (1.005)  (1.729)  (1.619) (1.942) (1.443) (1.686)  (1.348)
Corruption Index (%) 0.983*** 0.997 0.970%** 0.990*
(0.002) (0.002) (0.004) (0.006)
Gender Ineq. Index (%) 0.953***  (0.957*** 0.911***  0.924***
(0.004)  (0.004) (0.013)  (0.015)
Host X Corruption 0.982 1.010 1.007 1.057***
(0.015) (0.029) (0.019) (0.012)
Host X Gender Ineq. 0.962** 0.947 1.002  0.939***
(0.016)  (0.044) (0.017)  (0.016)
Pseudo-R-Squared 0.29 0.43 0.49 0.49 0.34 0.52 0.57 0.58
Observations 1116 995 993 991 1113 997 994 993

Panel B: Number of Medals

Host Country 3.142**  5.624***  5.708**  4.083*** 4.895** = 2944*  2938*  3.240**
(1.418) (1.360)  (1.694) (1.459) (2.036) (1.895) (1.450) (1.774)
Corruption Index (%) 0.982%** 0.998 0.947*** 0.973***
(0.004) (0.004) (0.010) (0.010)
Gender Ineq. Index (%) 0.951***  0.954*** 0.855***  0.893***
(0.008)  (0.008) (0.026)  (0.025)
Host X Corruption 0.972%** 0.950% 1.001 1.085%**
(0.008) (0.029) (0.038) (0.032)
Host X Gender Ineq. 0.964**  1.043 1.018 0.916**
(0.013)  (0.051) (0.022)  (0.032)
Pseudo-R-Squared 0.31 0.41 0.44 0.44 0.25 0.47 0.50 0.52
Observations 1116 995 993 991 1113 997 994 993
Panel C: Conversion Rate: Medals per Athlete
Host Country 1.246 1.682** 1.320 1.145 1.225 0.899 1.033 1.133
(0.287)  (0.355)  (0.360)  (0.288)  (0.305)  (0.394)  (0.430)  (0.518)
Corruption Index (%) 0.996 1.005 0.970%** 0.982**
(0.003) (0.004) (0.005) (0.008)
Gender Ineq. Index (%) 0.977%**  0.972%** 0.904***  0.939**
(0.006)  (0.006) (0.020)  (0.028)
Host X Corruption 0.986** 0.964*** 1.010 1.053**
(0.007) (0.010) (0.024) (0.023)
Host X Gender Ineq. 0.992 1.048** 1.007 0.941**
(0.012)  (0.019) (0.023)  (0.028)
Pseudo-R-Squared 0.08 0.09 0.11 0.11 0.09 0.23 0.23 0.25
Observations 1068 964 966 964 359 349 349 349

Notes: The table replicates the model in equation (3) estimating the effect on: i) Summer Games in columns (1), (2), (3) and (4); ii) Winter
Games in columns (5), (6), (7) and (8). Controls are: Population; GDP Per Capita (Constant 2015 USD); two dummy indicators for Soviet
Union and Centrally Planned Economies. Year fixed effects included in every model. Robust standard errors in parenthesis. ***, **, and *
indicate statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.
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TABLE 4. Mediating Factors of the Host Country Effect: Male Athletes

Dep. variable: Olympic Success

Summer Games Winter Games

) () 3) (4) (5) (6) () (8)
Panel A: Number of Athletes
Host Country 4.771%*  4568**  5311**  5.383***  6.431** 3.284*** 3257%*  2.734%**
(1.446) (0.812) (1.172) (1.134) (1.577) (0.934) (1.153) (1.012)
Corruption Index (%) 0.985%** 0.995** 0.969*** 0.988**
(0.002) (0.002) (0.004) (0.005)
Gender Ineq. Index (%) 0.964***  0.970%** 0.897***
(0.004)  (0.004) (0.013)
Host X Corruption 0.989 1.009 1.016 1.042%*
(0.014) (0.027) (0.012) (0.011)
Host X Gender Ineq. 0.977 0.963 1.025 0.975
(0.016)  (0.041) (0.019)  (0.023)
Pseudo-R-Squared 0.24 0.38 0.43 0.43 0.32 0.53 0.60 0.61
Observations 1116 995 993 991 1113 997 994 993
Panel B: Number of Medals
Host Country 3.614%*  6.330%* 7787 7.115%** 9.637**  2433**  2.669* 2.976%**
(1.755)  (1.303)  (2.365)  (2.316)  (2.468)  (0.915)  (1.032) (1.221
Corruption Index (%) 0.986*** 0.995% 0.948*** 0.974**
(0.003) (0.003 (0.009) 0.011)
Gender Ineq. Index (%) 0.968***  0.974*** 0.860***  0.888***
(0.006)  (0.005) (0.026)  (0.026)
Host X Corruption 0.969*** 0.985 1.045** 1.098***
(0.011) (0.032) (0.023) (0.027)
Host X Gender Ineq. 0.951***  0.973 1.059* 0.932*
(0.014)  (0.048) (0.034)  (0.035)
Pseudo-R-Squared 0.26 0.35 0.37 0.37 0.29 0.51 0.55 0.57
Observations 1116 995 993 991 1113 997 994 993
Panel C: Conversion Rate: Medals per Athlete
Host Country 1.195  2.068** 2.851*** 2.740** 2937*** = 1218 1.571 1.914*
(0.441) (0.351) (0.636)  (0.602)  (0.639) (0.451)  (0.588)  (0.736)
Corruption Index (%) 0.995** 0.995* 0.964*** 0.968***
(0.002) (0.002) (0.007) (0.009)
Gender Ineq. Index (%) 0.995 1.000 0.921*** 0.974
(0.004)  (0.004) (0.017)  (0.021)
Host X Corruption 0.976*** 0.995 1.030 1.071%**
(0.008) (0.014) (0.020) (0.016)
Host X Gender Ineq. 0.954***  0.961* 1.030  0.928***
(0.009)  (0.022) (0.027)  (0.025)
Pseudo-R-Squared 0.12 0.14 0.13 0.14 0.13 0.32 0.29 0.32
Observations 1095 980 978 976 445 425 425 425

Notes: The table replicates the model in equation (3) estimating the effect on: i) Summer Games in columns (1), (2), (3) and (4); ii) Winter
Games in columns (5), (6), (7) and (8). Controls are: Population; GDP Per Capita (Constant 2015 USD); two dummy indicators for Soviet
Union and Centrally Planned Economies. Year fixed effects included in every model. Robust standard errors in parenthesis. ***, **, and *
indicate statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.

18



A. ADDITIONAL FIGURES AND TABLES

FIGURE A.1. Map of Olympic Success, Corruption, and Gender Inequality

(A) Number of Athletes (sum), 2000-2022 (B) Number of Medals (sum), 2000-2022

B 2500 t0 5000
B 200 to 2500

o .
=1 Noathletes N . . [ No medals

(D) Gender Inequality (average), 2000-2022

Notes: Data on the number of athletes fielded and the number of medals won are sourced from Olympedia,
a comprehensive online database that tracks International Olympic Committee (IOC)-associated statistics. The
corruption index, developed by Pemstein et al. (2023) and sourced from Coppedge et al. (2024), measures the
pervasiveness of political corruption in a given country-year. It includes measures of six distinct types of cor-
ruption across different levels of the political system, distinguishing between executive, legislative, and judicial
corruption. The index is calculated by averaging four sub-indices: i) public sector corruption; ii) executive cor-
ruption; 7ii) legislative corruption; and, iv) judicial corruption. The gender inequality index, also developed by
Pemstein et al. (2023) and sourced from Coppedge et al. (2024), measures the political empowerment of women
in a given country-year. This index is composed of three equally weighted dimensions: ) civil liberties; ii) civil
society participation; and, iii) political participation. We have rescaled both the corruption index and the gender
inequality index to range from 0 to 100, with higher numbers indicating greater levels of corruption and gender
inequality, respectively.
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FIGURE A.2. Corruption and Gender Inequality Across Countries in 2022
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Notes: The scatter plot illustrates the relationship between corruption and the gender inequality index. The
accompanying histograms show the distribution of corruption scores (top left) and gender inequality values (bot-

tom right). The two variables exhibit a correlation of 0.602.
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FIGURE A.3. Dot Plots of Outcome Variables by Host Country
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TABLE A.1. Summary Statistics

Mean St. Dev.  Min Max

) 2 ®) (4)

Panel A: Olympic Success

Number of Athletes, Total 33.7 78.2 0.0 744.0
Number of Athletes, Female 14.3 37.2 0.0 472.0
Number of Athletes, Male 194 42.3 0.0 341.0
Number of Medals, Total 3.2 10.5 0.0 160.0
Number of Medals, Female 1.3 5.0 0.0 79.0
Number of Medals, Male 1.7 54 0.0 71.0
Medals per Athlete, Total (X 100) 41 7.0 0.0 64.5
Medals per Athlete, Female (X 100) 42 9.2 0.0 100.0
Medals per Athlete, Male (X 100) 4.0 7.2 0.0 70.0
Panel B: Measures of Corruption and Gender Inequality
Corruption Index (%) 51.1 30.4 0.2 97.1
Gender Inequality Index (%) 28.4 19.3 3.7 96.5
Panel C: Country-Level Control Variables
Population (thousand) 36536.2 136944.7 9.6 1417173.1
GDP per Capita (Constant 2015 USD, thousand) 13.1 20.1 0.3 178.9
Soviet Union or Centrally Planned Economy 0.1 0.3 0.0 1.0

Notes: The table reports summary statistics at the country-year level. The years considered are 2000-2022. For a
description of the variables and sources, see Section 2 and Table A.2.
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