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6. Why Control of Corruption Works - When it Does
ALINA MUNGIU-PIPPIDI1

Why do some societies manage to establish control of corruption and others not?
Control of corruption is defined here as the capacity of a society to constrain
individual corrupt behaviour (defined as particular distribution of public goods
leading to undue private profit) in order to enforce the norm of individual integrity
in public service and politics as well as to uphold a state that is free from capture
by particular interest. This shortened version of the ANTICORRP milestone
report explains the causes of the global fight and stagnation against corruption.
It uses 2013 data to explain why societies around the world that feel their
governments act for their self-interest alone call this corruption. The full version
can be read at anticorrp.eu/publications.
Once evidence exists that what is called corruption is a governance context and not
an individual behaviour the question on why certain societies have evolved to achieve
ethical universalism and control of corruption and others have not becomes the major
research question replacing the mis-conceptualized one of ‘what causes corruption’
(Nield 2002), but retaining the chief question about causality. This report will address
that from its interdisciplinary perspective by offering:
1. A theoretical general answer explaining national control of corruption or its
opposite, generalized corruption (particularism); in other words, explaining
individual behaviour in a given governance context.
2. The statistical tests to support the theory, in other words by explaining what
makes some societies more effective than others at controlling corruption.
3. A test of the major policies and institutional interventions used against
corruption or with the potential to affect it - always controlling for structural
factors.
The means to realize objectives is a large-N comparison method, wherein econometric
methods will be used to test factors of interest across as many countries as possible (data
allowing). For our dependent variables, we shall use the aggregated Control of
Corruption Index (CoC) from the World Bank, the Corruption Risk Index from the
International Country Risk Guide (ICRG), experience of bribery from the Global
Corruption Barometer 2012, experience of bribery and the perception of favouritism
from ANTICORRP’s own QOG survey and tolerance towards corrupt practices from
World Values Survey 2008. A methodological justification of those choices can be
found in our previous ‘Trends’ report of August 2013 (Mungiu-Pippidi 2013).
1
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1. Understanding corruption as a dependent variable
Most anti-corruption strategies are designed to deal with bribery. However, if
corruption is considered from a holistic perspective, as we do here, then bribery is just
the tip of the iceberg. When answering questions about corruption, survey respondents
consider favouritism and offer assessments of their own society’s general capacity to
enforce public integrity and ethical universalism, rather than considering corruption
as it is legally defined in criminal codes. The answers that respondents give to surveys
on corruption are filtered by the respondents’ general assessment of whether control of
corruption works or not in their own country. Two out of three from the 114,000
respondents in 107 countries interviewed for the 2013 Global Corruption Barometer
(GCB) consider that favouritism is the rule not the exception in their public service
(with only a quarter having resorted to bribes in the year previous to survey) and over
50% believe their governments is captured by vested interests and that corruption has
increased, not decreased in the last year.
The argument in favour of control of corruption as the societal capacity preventing
institutional corruption (or of particularism as a governance order) is based on the
following evidence:
1. All corruption perceptions reflecting the overall capacity of a society to
enforce merit and honesty versus connections or privilege are correlated
and a holistic view exists on the country’s performance in that respect. The
popular perceptions of corruption take into account all aspects of life (e.g.
school, career and public life) and expose the mechanism of advancement in a
society and the way the state operates (see Table 1). Countries ranked higher
for perception of corruption in the Global Corruption Barometer also have
higher scores for bribery, the importance of connections for getting things done
and show a greater belief that big interests run the government.
2. Bribery is significantly associated with complex of perceptions (national
corruption), but explains very little of it, because bribery is only the result
of more complex arrangements that explain differential access to social
allocation. In nearly every survey we find a large gap between corruption
victimization (having been asked for a bribe) and perception of corruption
(assessment of how many public officials are corrupt), with overblown samples
assessing high levels of corruption and low levels of direct experience (see Figure
1). Despite this gap, when explaining corruption perception we do find that
higher levels of experience of bribery are significantly associated with higher
perception of corruption. We simply have to ‘top up’ exposure to bribery with
other experiences and behaviour, to fill the gap. Those factors are captured in
Table 1.
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Table 1. The faces of particularism.
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Figure 1. Weight of bribery experience among respondents perceiving high corruption.

Source of data: Global Corruption Barometer 2013.

3.

Control of corruption (the aggregate) and bribery are explained by different
factors, with structural factors being very important in the first case
(Treisman 2000) and circumstantial factors very important in the second.
Bribery is not easily determined by wealth or education, for example, but these
factors do explain why more or less bribery is to be found in a given country:
Any individual might offer a bribe in a context where control of corruption is
weak and social determinism is far stronger than the individual. Evidence for
the logic of this governance order which shows that where particularism is the
rule of the game, bribery develops as a way to counter other types of favouritism
(for example, where the individual or company who is not part of some network
of privilege has to buy its way in), with favouritism far more widespread than
bribery and no correlation between them (see Table 1). Furthermore, of the
majority of GCB 2013 respondents who thought the public service is very or
entirely corrupt, more than two thirds actually were thinking of favouritism,
meaning privilege arising out of patronage, nepotism, or connections, when
making their assessment (see Figure 2). It is therefore favouritism which fills
in the gap from point 2.
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Figure 2. Weight of connections by respondents perceiving high corruption.

Source: Global Corruption Barometer 2013.

Additionally, and proving that the primary problem is a modus operandi of the state
on the basis of particularism we find that satisfaction with public service is inferior for
bribers who have to grease the wheels of service compared with the rest of its users
across all services who do not need to furnish a supplementary fee to get things done
(see Table 2).
Table 2. Satisfaction with public service by bribe.

Sector/Service

% of respondents
not satisfied with the
service

% of respondents
satisfied with the
service

32

49

Paid bribes
Education Did not pay
bribes
Health

Police

94

38
12

66

Paid bribes

40

42

Did not pay
bribes

18

67

Paid bribes

52

30

Did not pay
bribes

16

65

Source of data: QOG ANTICORRP survey 2013.

% of respondents
with contact

82

22

In most cases the motivation for bribery is the need among those who are lower on
power distance to access a service on an equal footing, because they do not have the
necessary connections. When we look at the health sector in the EU and some
neighbouring countries, we see that only 36% of the people in the West European core
group feel like there are inequalities in the way people are treated. This figure increases
to 42% in the group of Mediterranean countries and 47% in accession and aspiring
countries (with Turkey doing far better than the Ukraine). The proportion of citizens
perceiving unequal treatment in the health care sector then turns into a majority (53%
of respondents) in the new EU Member States (Table 3). Moreover, the overwhelming
majority of people who report having some experience of bribery (between 87% and
98% across regions) come from the group who accuse the health care sector of not
treating them equally, and who thus say they have to resort to bribery to ensure access
(Table 3). Favouritism and bribery therefore fall into place within a larger governance
regime placed somewhere on the continuum between particularism and ethical
universalism. Finally, again proving the holistic character of corruption, we find that
societies which perceive much favouritism and corruption also believe that merit has
little to do with social advancement and success in life.
Table 3. Incidence of bribery and perception of equality in health care.

Equal treatment in the public
health care system

Unequal treatment in the public
health care system

Region

% of respondents who
agree that
everyone is
treated equally
in the public
health care
system

% of bribe payers who perceive
equal treatment

% of respondents
who think they are
treated unequally
in the public health
care system

% of bribe payers who perceive
unequal treatment

Northern
Europe

64

2

36

98

Mediterranean
Europe

58

7

42

93

New EU
Members

47

13

53

87

Non- EU
Members

53

10

47

90

Source of data: QOG ANTICORRP survey 2013.
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Many scholars and policymakers dismiss data extracted from corruption surveys
because it is based on ‘perceptions’. However, according to the GCB 2013, countries
where perception of corruption is high are nevertheless significantly associated with
low public expenditure on health (e.g. hospital queues in Brazil), but high on various
government projects (from Brazil’s expensive World Cup to President Ben Ali’s grandiose
and empty mega-mosque in Tunis), reduced absorption of assistance funds, low returns
from public investment and low participation of women in the labour market and
politics (cf. Holmberg et al. 2009). This shows that respondents actually have numerous
cues other than their experience with bribery to assess whether or not they are poorly
governed.
Leaving aside the complex relationship between corruption and development with
its reverse causality problems (corruption may hinder development, but in poor
countries which do not pay their policemen or doctors at all or only insufficiently,
corruption also funds such services directly), evidence exists of some indisputable
consequences of corruption, which again pleads for a holistic approach to control of
corruption: High corruption is associated with massive brain drain, as the best educated
flee to more meritocratic countries, therefore further subverting their own country’s
investment in education and finally development itself (Mungiu-Pippidi 2013; Ariu
and Squicciarini 2013). That highlights the mechanism by which corruption is so
detrimental: Corruption generates high opportunity costs through the subversion of
fair competition in diverse sectors, from admission exams into public schools to public
sector employment and from a biased allocation of public funds to an unequal treatment
of taxpayers’. Perceptions are redeemed by what are extremely close associations with
such negative phenomena. Corruption on a national scale thus creates disincentives for
merit: in the ANTICORRP QOG 2013 survey of 88,000 Europeans, only citizens in
Northern European countries agreed that for the most part advancement in the public
or private sector is based on hard work and competence, while for the rest favouritism
through connections, the most insidious and widespread form of corruption, seems
the ticket to success in their societies (Charron 2013).
Just as individual behaviour has to be placed in a certain governance context, the
state too must be understood in the context of a given society. Social allocation reflects
the power distance in a society and the dominant exchange mode, based on either
performance (market) or rent-seeking (violence, corruption). Particularism is the wider
governance regime indicating the dominant norm and behaviour. In a society ruled by
particularism, favouritism would be the main social allocation mode, with widespread
use of connections of any kind, exchange of favours and, in their absence, monetary
inducements. Particularism in a society operates mostly to the advantage of those with
more power resources, but no simple elite-theory type explains it. The weaker have
their defences, resorting to patronage, cheating, bribery, tax evasion and a variety of
other practices to reduce inequality (Scott 1972) once they perceive that the social
contract imposed to them is unfair. Elites in societies with a great deal of particularism
enjoy a culture of impunity, a culture mirrored by the self-indulgence of the rest of the
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population who see the behaviour of elites as their best excuse for their own behaviour.
By and large, vertical and horizontal exchange networks intersect to create the systemic
nature of the problem (Johnston 2005), which remains the particular character of
transactions (della Porta and Vanucci 1999).
The most powerful people in such societies would capture the state and channel the
distribution of public resources to themselves, their peers and their clients, doing so
either openly in neo-patrimonial regimes, or more insidiously in regimes where some
competition for power exists, but particularism is the rule. If we cross-tabulate control
of corruption measured by the World Bank with the existence of free elections measured
by Freedom House (Table 4), we can see the distribution of three different governance
regimes: Universalism, a regime characterized by a high level of control of corruption
is present in the 35 electoral democracies in the upper tercile of control of corruption
and in only three non-democratic regimes: Qatar, the United Arab Emirates and
Singapore. Although the average score of all democracies, corrupt or non-corrupt, is
far better than that of non-democracies (5.33 versus 3.06), the number of neopatrimonial regimes, defined as corrupt or very corrupt non-democratic polities, is
almost the same as the number of corrupt or very corrupt democratic countries i.e.
competitive particularistic regimes. As shown in Table 4, there are 75 (51 + 24) neopatrimonial countries versus 79 (22 + 57) competitive particularistic regimes.
Across the three groups we find, as expected, that the countries which are in the
upper tercile of control of corruption (the ‘universalism’ countries) differ significantly
from those where particularism is the norm, having almost no bribery, a lower perception
of the importance of connections for success and significantly fewer people who believe
that a few big interests run the government. Ethical universalism seems then to be more
of an ideal benchmark than a real governance regime as only the Scandinavian countries,
Australia, New Zealand, Switzerland, the Netherlands and Luxembourg have reached
a control of corruption score above 9 (in a recoded scale from 1 to 10 where Denmark
ranks as the top performer). The remaining countries in this group range down to a
control of corruption score of 6.7. 22 more countries ranging from the Czech Republic
to Israel, constitute a ‘borderline’ group, where the two norms, particularism and
universalism, seem to be competing.
Table 4. Governance regimes at a glance.

Total

Average
CoC
score

3

78

3.06

57

35

114

5.33

81

38

192

CoC lowest
tercile

CoC mid
tercile

Non democratic

51

24

Electoral democracies

22
73

2012

Total

CoC top
tercile

Source: Control of corruption (World Bank Institute, 2012) recoded 1 to 10 with 10 the best, by electoral democracy
as classified by Freedom House.
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The top group of democratic achievers looks remarkably compact, old European
cultures and some of their colonies, those populated for the majority with people of
European descent. Japan alone is different, and is universally acknowledged as the most
successful Western-type modernization; and different too are the nondemocratic
achievers of good governance. The fact remains that very few original streams remain
to explain this group of top achievers, with the Scandinavians, Anglo-Saxons, Central
Europeans (Dutch and German) at the top, and the French and the Spanish one step
lower in accomplishment. Good governance origins seem therefore to have time and
culture boundaries (Neild 2002).

2. Institutional monocropping and the prescription mechanism
While always assisting in some general modernization policies at the state level (e.g.,
civil service merit-based recruitment, administrative reforms, and support for central
audit agency), the international anti-corruption community has concentrated its efforts
in the past years on promoting a specific international legislation against corruption
and has promoted a few anti-corruption tools for domestic implementation. Over a
span of less than fifteen years, policy and legal instruments were identified, agreed upon,
and adopted en masse by countries. Donors, consultants, and NGOs set out to
implement the control of corruption agenda by selling a limited number of anticorruption instruments across the globe and by shaping the programs and budgets of
development agencies accordingly. Peter Evans (2004, p. 30) described it as:
‘`institutional monocropping’: the imposition of blueprints based on idealized versions
of Anglo-American institutions, the applicability of which is presumed to transcend
national circumstances and cultures.’ It might seem patronizing today that western
countries could expect to export their institutions to the rest of the world in the same
way that technologies are transferred. However, it bears recalling that this approach
broadly worked in countries like Japan, which embarked on its modernization path
with a program similar to that of the West, determined in fact to beat the West at its
own game. There was likewise a resurgence after 1990 of the belief – differently
formulated than in earlier generations – that the ‘right’ institutions can deliver
development and that in their absence external aid does not work. That approach to
institutional export is differently motivated, labelled, and marketed than was the case
under colonialism, but its central belief – that societies can be modernized by outside
intervention through institutional transplants to resemble the West more closely –
remains in the end basically unchanged.
The contemporary approach seems no longer driven by imperialism, but by
convenience. Many donors are governments, so it is natural for them to advocate their
own type of organization to the governments they assist or trade with in the hope that
their assistance will generate better returns. Furthermore, good governance strategies
based on knowledge transfers to other governments create a labour market for
consultants from developed economies and can be easily packed into short-term
programs. Anti-corruption strategies anchored in domestic political dynamics are more
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politically sensitive, labour-intensive and long-term, and therefore far less profitable
for external consultants. An anti-corruption industry quickly developed around the
international anti-corruption package and began to attract considerable funds and
lobbying for more training and capacity-building. But did the anti-corruption industry
deliver a panacea?
In his now classic book, Comparative Constitutional Engineering, Giovanni Sartori
(1994) warned about the dangers of believing that formal institutions shape countries,
showing that long Latin American constitutions had not translated after many decades
into anything comparable to democracy as known in the United States, which had been
their primary source of inspiration. Douglass North too was aware of local specificities,
warning that ‘different institutional structures will yield different results’ (North in
Andrews 2008, p. 381). Furthermore, by copying the formal institutions of present-day
Sweden or Denmark, ‘one-best-way’ transfer models presume that the actual path those
countries took to get where they are does not matter. As one critic put it: ‘The good
governance picture of effective government is not only of limited use in development
policy […] It imposes an inappropriate model of government that ‘kicks away the
ladder’ that today’s effective governments climbed to reach their current states’ (Andrews
2008: 402).
A few examples might help us understand this ‘monocropping’ better. The Council
of Europe’s Group of States against Corruption (GRECO), a rotating peer-review
system, assesses individual European countries’ anti-corruption legislation and
recommends that components of a universal repertoire of anti-corruption measures are
adopted everywhere, regardless of local circumstances. In 2004, it was the turn of
Denmark, which is generally considered to have one of the best-quality governments
in the world. GRECO (2009, p. 12) found Denmark’s legislation imperfect on the
grounds that it was a century old and was not used often enough for prosecutions
(because, in fact, it had an effective deterrent effect on corruption). Likewise, in Spring
2012, the Australian government made the news for its refusal to implement UNCAC
and adopt a single anti-corruption agency as recommended by UN experts and a
parliamentary committee, although the committee then stated that: ‘there is very little
evidence of serious or systemic corruption in the Australian public service’ (Baker and
McKenzie 2012). Australia’s state anti-corruption agencies (notably New South Wales)
had been in the historical vanguard of successful control of corruption and the refusal
of the Australian national government to change a system that worked well was perfectly
justified - but it was badly received by the global trend of monocropping.
A reputable US-based NGO called Global Integrity created an index which placed
countries on a scale reflecting their institutional tools for fighting corruption. In 2011,
they abandoned the index with little public explanation. The countries which featured
in the top five of the index in the previous two years were in fact extremely corrupt
countries which had simply adopted more anti-corruption instruments than anyone
else – notably Bulgaria, Romania, and Macedonia, because they were motivated by the
need to show progress in their EU accession negotiations (Global Integrity 2011).
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Lambsdorff (2008) regressed the two measures of the Global Integrity Index, the legal
framework and the actual practice, on TI Corruption Perceptions Index and the 2007
Global Competitiveness Survey of the World Economic Forum (WEF) and found that
too many laws can actually hinder control of corruption. What is important is whether
or not the laws are practiced. Global Integrity created a good indicator called
‘implementation gap’ from the difference between legal arrangements and practice,
which in the cases of most institutionally ‘advanced’ countries (where international
community’s conditionality is stronger, like in the Balkans) can be higher than 50%,
showing a major divergence between the ‘legal’ country and the ‘real’ country.
Assessments of the impact of this anti-corruption repertoire on corruption levels
around the world have not been very systematic. To fill this gap, we focus on five distinct
institutional efforts: the ratification of UNCAC, the endorsement of freedom of
information legislation/acts (FOIA), the establishment of an anti-corruption agency
(ACA), the creation of an office of ombudsman and ‘constitutional’ interventions.
While UNCAC is a recent treaty (2005), the other interventions have been around
much longer – as such, their effect, or lack of it, has had more time to materialize. All
of those tools have been promoted intensely by the international community, resulting
in their importation by a large number of countries (see Table 5). FOIA and ACA have
been adopted on a massive scale since 2000; an ombudsman was more popular as an
accountability tool between 1990 and 2000, following democratic revolutions. The
final result, however, is a virtual explosion of institutional imports all around the world.
Table 5. The development of Institutional Interventions.

Year

UNCAC ratifications

Countries with
FOIA

Countries with
ACA

Countries with
ombudsman

15

12

47

42 (27 new)

41 (29 new)

100 (53 new)

86 (44 new)**

98 (57 new)

135 (35 new)

1990
2000
2008

145*

Note: *2003 to 2011 data / **2010 data.
Source: Hertie School of Governance Database2.

To test the impact of this institutional equipment, two sets of measures were created:
one a simple dichotomy indicating the existence of an anti-corruption tool (e.g., an
2
This database was compiled by the Hertie School of Governance for NORAD in 2011 and updated for
ANTICORRP in 2013. In the case of UNCAC, the dataset from the website of the United Nations Office on
Drugs and Crime, which records information about the ratification of the Convention (applied to 193 countries in our database), was used; in the case of FOIA, Roger Vleugels’ (2008) records of the existence of FOIA
in countries worldwide were used (applied to 193 countries in our database). In the case of anti-corruption
agencies, according to the OECD categorization, 176 countries were checked for the existence, year of establishment and type of anti-corruption agency in 2008. Similarly, a set of 193 countries has been checked for
the presence and year of establishment of a working office of the Ombudsman in 2008. The Hertie School
datasets record the sole existence (year of establishment and type of an agency in the case of ACA) and do not
include any estimate on the efficiency or independence of the institutions.
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anti-corruption agency), and another indicating the number of years the tool has been
in operation. We documented the adoption of an intervention until 2008, and tested its
impact on the 2008, 2010 and 2012 corruption ratings. Two different tests were
undertaken: (i) a simpler, descriptive procedure comparing the evolution of corruption
over time, before a given intervention (marked as year 0), and submitting it to a significance
test; and (ii) bivariate and multivariate regressions for each of the interventions, with
controls for development. The ICRG corruption risk was used as the dependent variable
for both trend and regression analysis due to its longer time series. It also fits the aim of
holistically analysing corruption because, despite its commercial purpose, it attempts to
measure particularism rather than just bribery (PRS 2013). However all regressions
were also run on CoC (see Table 6).
Table 6. Impact of interventions on control of corruption.

VARIABLES
Presence of
FOIA

ICRG Risk of Corruption (2010)

WGI Control of Corruption (2012)

Model I

Model IV

Model II

Model III

0.65***

1.17***

(0.186)

(0.321)

Presence of
ACA

Model V

-0.17

-0.39

(0.198)

(0.326)

Presence of
Ombudsman

Model VI

0.15

0.30

(0.218)

(0.362)

2.33***

2.77***

2.57***

3.89***

4.61***

4.22***

(0.136)

(0.155)

(0.186)

(0.217)

(0.235)

(0.304)

Observations

137

138

137

186

191

186

R-squared

0.08

0.01

0.00

0.07

0.01

0.00

Constant

Robust standard errors in parentheses / *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10

The bivariate regressions returned only the presence of a Freedom of Information
Act (FOIA) as significant. For the rest, there seems to be no significant difference in
the performance of countries which installed an ombudsman or an anti-corruption
agency and those which did not. For the before and after significance test two different
samples were used, one with all the countries, the other without countries in the top
tercile of control of corruption, to allow for more sensitivity to countries which need
more change. But in neither circumstance did the control of corruption scores at the
end vary significantly compared with the start of intervention, although again the
presence of an FOIA is the exception. Otherwise, however, the results of tests support
each another showing no significant impact across countries when comparing countries
which adopted the intervention with countries which did not. Two different explanations
seem to be needed. One question is why do favourite interventions seem to work so
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poorly? The second is about FOIA: when and in what circumstances does adopting it
work?
The UNCAC includes provisions for preventive measures (Chapter II) as well as
criminalization and law enforcement (Chapter III). The adoption of an effective followup monitoring mechanism for the implementation of the UNCAC is considered to be
one of the biggest challenges ahead. Few developing countries have transposed the
provisions of the UNCAC into national law, to say nothing of the challenges of
implementing them in practice. Considering the reputational costs (international and
domestic) for a country that does not adopt the UNCAC, it is to be expected that far
more countries must have adopted the treaty than actually meant to implement it.
Once every country has adopted the UNCAC - a moment fast approaching - variation
will disappear and it will not be worth testing the impact of UNCAC through regression
analysis, because too little diversification in the dummy variable will remain. However,
the before and after test too shows no significant improvement (Figure 3).
Figure 3. ICRG risk of corruption before and after UNCAC ratification.

Legend: Evolution of corruption (horizontal line) after ratification of the UNCAC (year zero), when averaged
(confidence interval indicated by vertical bar), is non-significant. ICRG corruption scale has the highest number
of points indicating the lowest potential risk for that component and the lowest number (0) indicating the highest
potential risk. Reference year 2009.
Source: ICRG and Hertie School of Governance database.

The establishment of a dedicated anti-corruption body has been one of the main
institutional recommendations in anti-corruption conventions to date. The international
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community became the major proponent of ACAs, persistently recommending their
creation as an important piece of a country’s institutional architecture and its large-scale
anti-corruption strategies. The forerunners of today’s anti-corruption agencies date back
to the 1980s and 1990s (e.g., Hong Kong, Singapore, and Australia), when internal
corruption scandals and poor performance by conventional law enforcement bodies
(e.g., police, courts, and offices of the attorney general) strengthened the position of
ACAs as the ‘ultimate institutional response to corruption’ (de Sousa 2009, p. 2). ACAs
were promoted by several conventions on the control of corruption - UNCAC, the
African Union Convention, the Inter-American Convention, the Convention of the
Council of Europe - as well as by the EU during its enlargement process. But in line
with the theory of change presented later in this chapter, we should presume that an
anti-corruption agency works only if the rule of law already exists in a given country
- otherwise the agency will be either inefficient or used against political opponents by
those in power. The main difficulty however is to build rule of law, in other words to
convince those in government that they should stand before the law on an equal footing
with everyone else. Unsurprisingly, no significant improvement in the corruption risk
estimate is found for countries which have adopted the agency compared to the rest.
All types of agencies were tested separately, as well as according to OECD categories,
with no significant results - a finding in line with earlier reports by Kaufmann (1998)
and Meagher (2005). An earlier report has already acknowledged that, in fact, context
is the essential element for the success of an agency (Doig et al. 2005). Reports have
now started to warn that ACAs can be effective tools only when they respond to a
national consensus and are supported by a broad domestic coalition (Heilbrunn 2004,
p. 2) and they should not be created without a ‘systematic assessment of the local
(political) context’, for there is a risk that they could use their special powers to engage
in a witch-hunt against political opponents, rather than genuinely pursue anticorruption goals (USAID 2006, p. 5).
But the ‘failure’ of many agencies is more systemic and stems from the fact that such
agencies are simple forms of pleasing donors and as such were created without any
intention of enforcement. This is the reported ‘prescription mechanism’, which operates
frequently in relations between the international donor community and a country, e.g.
the European Union and candidate countries, when good marks are given to candidates
who adopt all suggestions of the donor for reform, without any check on their real
implementation, impact or, indeed, the adequacy of the reforms (Mungiu-Pippidi
2007). Similarly, van Aaken et al. (2008) investigated the impact of prosecutorial
independence on containing corruption and found that ‘de facto’ independence
decreases corruption, but ‘de jure’ (formal) independence has little impact.
While the UNCAC does not mention the ombudsman’s office in the repertoire of
anti-corruption measures, this accountability tool is promoted by donors and by
Transparency International as a measure to control corruption. The role of the
ombudsman has mostly been related to making administrative law simpler for ‘aggrieved
persons’ wishing to challenge government actions in courts (Brown and Head 2004, p.
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5). However, the ombudsman’s mandate of protecting citizens from abuse directly
addresses favouritism and lack of transparency. Even though nowadays ‘the mandate of
the ombudsman generally goes beyond corruption cases and includes instances of
maladministration attributable to incompetence, bias, error or indifference that are not
necessarily corrupt’ (UNDP 2005, p. 14), cases exist where the ombudsman is given a
mandate to investigate corruption complaints directly and takes on the role of an ACA
(e.g., Philippines and Papua New Guinea). In any case, as guarantor of an accountable,
impartial, and fair government, the ombudsman as an institution should contribute to
better governance through improvement of government accountability (Mungiu-Pippidi
et al. 2011). The problem, however, is the same as with ACAs: many such institutions
are de facto subordinated to government or parliamentary majority. Historically, the
Swedish ombudsman, is strong because it is an instrument of the opposition.
Freedom of Information Acts (FOIAs) have existed longer than UNCAC and ACAs,
yet empirical results on their impact have been mixed. Bac (2001, p. 88) argues that
greater transparency leads to improved information about whom to bribe, while at the
opposite end of the spectrum Islam (2006, p. 153) finds that countries with greater
transparency, measured through the existence of FOIA, do have lower corruption rates.
By the end of 2003, 46 countries had implemented some form of FOIA (Escaleras et
al. 2010, p. 436); by 2008 that number had increased to 82 (Vleugels 2008). The
FOIAs differ in strength and measurements exist on how strong or weak a FOIA is;
however, all information acts around the world include a few common elements to
whit the right to file a claim for information, due process which must be followed
(including time frames), legislation which should be enforced, whether a means for
appeal exists, whether certain information can be withheld, and if so, by whom
(Escaleras et al. 2010, p. 436).
These days, a growing body of treaties, agreements, action plans and other statements
urge or require nations to adopt an FOIA. The FOIA clauses are included not only in
anti-corruption treaties but also in agreements on environmental protection and natural
resources management, as well as in a number of international human rights treaties
and regional conventions (Banisar 2006, p. 8). The UNCAC also recommends a variety
of measures aimed at improving transparency as a means to fight corruption (Article
10 on ‘Public Reporting’ and Article 13 on ‘Participation of Society’). Additionally, the
Universal Declaration on Human Rights and the International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights both require that every person shall have the right to free expression
and to seek and impart information (Article 19, the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights). Among recently written constitutions from countries in transition (Central
and Eastern Europe as well as Latin America) most include a provision on access to
information (Mungiu-Pippidi et al. 2011). Additionally, a number of countries with
older constitutions (e.g., Finland, Norway) have recently begun amending their
constitutions to include right of access to information (Banisar 2006, p. 17).
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Figure 4. Improvement in control of corruption after introduction of FOIA.

Legend: Evolution of corruption (horizontal line) after introduction of FOIA (year zero), is significant when averaged
(confidence interval indicated by vertical bar). ICRG corruption scale from 0 to 6 has the highest number of points
indicating the lowest potential risk for that component and the lowest number (0) indicating the highest potential
risk.
Source: ICRG and Hertie School of Governance database.

The before and after test results are shown in Figure 4, which traces the development
of control of corruption from ten years before the implementation of a FOIA (t=-1 to
t=-10) to twenty years after its implementation (t=1 to t=20)3. The graph shows that
there is a downward trend in control of corruption before the implementation of an
FOIA, followed by an upward trend, which starts a few years after its implementation.
To establish whether the corruption score changed significantly after the implementation
of an FOIA, t-tests were run, comparing the mean corruption score at t=0 with the
means from later years, up to twenty years following the introduction of an FOIA.
Taking into consideration the actual t-test, the increase in corruption score becomes
significant at the 5% level two years after the implementation of a FOIA and remains
so for twenty years after its introduction. FOIA is also the only intervention significant
in bivariate regressions on control of corruption. But how robust is this finding?
Although it is a significant determinant of control of corruption in bivariate regressions,
the impact is weakened when controlled for development as shown by the results in
3

The graphs were produced using the xtgraph procedure in STATA, showing averages of a single outcome
measured at several points over time. Standard errors and confidence intervals are calculated separately for
every time point, using the t-distribution. See also Mungiu-Pippidi et al. 2011 for more details.
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Table 7. Transparency remains positively associated with control of corruption, if we
control for the rural-urban dimension and civil society development, but is less robust
when life expectancy is introduced as a control (significant on CoC, but not on ICRG’s
Risk of Corruption). Its impact seems to be stronger at mid to high levels of development
and to be due to non-state actors playing a large role in its implementation. Evidence
collected by Transparency International, the Open Society Institute, and SAR shows
that a successful FOIA goes hand in hand with civil society and citizen activism.
Implementation was poor (Kocaoglu and Figari 2006) in countries where the law was
adopted as part of a top-down government reform plan (e.g., Albania), as an international
initiative (e.g., Bosnia) or as a result of lobbying from civil society elite (e.g., Peru). By
contrast, in counties where civil society coalitions pressed for access laws (e.g., Slovakia,
Romania and Bulgaria), the resulting legislation, even if far from perfect, was used as
a weapon for disclosure by civil society, journalists, and members of the general public
alike. Monitoring in Bulgaria and Romania already showed that by 2006 more than
50% of requests filed elicited the information sought (Kocaoglu and Figari 2006) and
that NGOs were winning spectacular litigation cases against government in courts,
forcing disclosures that directly led to accusations of corruption (SAR 2011).
Table 7. Impact of freedom of information on control of corruption.

VARIABLES
Presence of FOIA

CSOs per capita

Life expectancy

ICRG Risk of Corruption (2010)
Model I

Model II

Model III

Model IV

0.31*

0.59***

0.23

0.92***

(0.167)

(0.165)

(0.304)

(0.300)

0.02***

0.02***

0.01**

0.02**

(0.006)

(0.006)

(0.006)

(0.006)

0.06***

0.14***

(0.009)

(0.015)

Rural Population

Constant

Observations

WGI Control of Corruption
(2012)

-0.02***

-0.05***

(0.004)

(0.007)

-2.10***

2.98***

-5.88***

5.82***

(0.603)

(0.223)

(1.015)

(0.394)

131

130

163

162

Adj. R-squared
0.37
0.32
0.41
Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses / *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10
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0.34

The hypothesis that the interaction between transparency and activism from civil
society together exert an effect was confirmed in our analysis: The introduction of an
interaction between the number of civil society organizations and a fiscal transparency
measurement, Open Budget Index (OBI), makes the Civil Society Organization per
capita variable lose its significance which exists in the bivariate equation, while both FOIA
and the interaction remain significant (Table 8). Practically, that means that the disclosure
of public budgets would have a positive effect on control of corruption, provided always
that civil society is strong and able to participate successfully as an actor in budgetary
oversight. The fact that FOIA remain highly significant with all these controls also
confirms that among all interventions they have the greatest potential - provided some
sort of civil society exists or is under development.
Table 8. FOIA and interaction between fiscal transparency and civil society.

VARIABLES
HDI

ICT
FOIA presence
Political stability
Open Budget Index (OBI)
Number of CSOs

ICRG Risk of Corruption
Model I

Model II

26.97***

25.80***

(7.352)

(7.526)

0.112

0.117

(0.103)

(0.105)

0.0754***

0.0744***

(0.0167)

(0.0161)

3.976***

3.988***

(1.076)

(1.076)

0.00823

0.0314

(0.0492)

(0.0602)

0.0177***

0.00588

(0.00523)

(0.0142)

Interaction OBI*CSO

0.000180*
(0.000204)

Constant
Observations

-13.82**

-11.68*

(5.900)

(6.364)

78

78

R-squared
0.542
Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses / *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10

0.545

Finally, great hope among good governance consultants is invested in reform of
political institutions. The rationale for it, however, is unclear. In Italy, for instance,
domestic agency has pushed for reforms of the electoral system several times in reference
to corruption, but that did not prevent backsliding on CoC from 1996 (first year of
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measurement) to the present. The mechanism of such persistence in reforming
institutions that change nothing seems rather to be related to the external perception
of such reforms. Passing a law or even amending a Constitution is simple and can be
reported instantly as a successful reform, even if no real control of corruption follows.
Persson and Tabellini (2004) have tested a good number of constitutional tools in a
sample of 90 countries, finding only one robust effect, the magnitude of electoral
districts (i.e. small districts are associated with more corruption), eventually combined
with single seat constituencies, which they explain as a measure of open or closed entry
into politics. Small districts are actually far easier to gain by patronage and clientelistic
allocations, so they favour corruption, in comparison with larger ones, which might
require a more programmatic approach to electoral campaigning. In our larger dataset,
we were unable to find any significant relationship between electoral systems and
control of corruption, testing proportional versus majority systems, closed lists versus
the rest, and electoral threshold. Reported results are mixed and controversial in the
area of political reforms - particularly concerning federalism (e.g. Treisman 2000 found
it associated with corruption), decentralization and electoral systems (Kunicova and
Rose-Ackerman 2005; Brown et al. 2005; Chang and Golden 2004; Lederman et al.
2005; Park 2003). Generally, each of these papers covers only a limited number of
countries and electoral situations, so the universality and robustness of their findings
is uncertain. Another constitutional device without statistical evidence of impact on
control of corruption is the establishment of Constitutional Courts.
In the conclusions of this review of the impact of favourite anti-corruption interventions,
whether tested alone or with development controls, we suggest that a country does not
progress simply because it imports one or other institutional tool - or, indeed, all of them
- when state and society actually operate largely by particularism. Our results do not
mean that outliers do not exist, nor that such tools are ineffective everywhere and in
every context, but they do warn strongly against over-reliance on the institutional
toolkit. It may be that an institution such as the ombudsman might have more impact
if reformed along the lines of a FOIA - that is, entrusting it to the losers in corrupt
arrangements, making them the key stakeholders in the institution rather than
subordinating it to Parliaments or Governments, with the attendant risk of their being
just as likely to be part of the problem. What is ultimately needed is not a silver bullet,
because none exists, but a better alignment of tools with contexts, in particular with
already existing human agency in favour of change. Few institutional weapons seem
effective, and they will not work on their own, for they need active agents to put them
to use in order to achieve success.

3. Critical mass or critical mess? In search of the optimal equilibrium
Despite an exponential increase in work on corruption over the last twenty years,
the field remains divided between micro-theoretical models and macro-empirical
models at the country level, with much confusion and no real communication between
individual, organization and national level. Not only is the disconnect between these
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levels of analysis a serious impediment, but so too is the absence of time series data
which would allow a theory of governance change to develop. There has simply not
been enough change in the data since 1984 when the PRS Group started measuring
corruption risk to allow valid inference, and older expert scores are even less reliable
(PRS also had a change of methodology which makes their time series corruption risk
measure to some extent debatable). But change occurred in the twentieth century. Some
first generation achievers of good governance continued to evolve during this interval,
with the Americans and the British cleansing urban politics of corruption, the French
gradually de-politicizing administration, certain British colonies like Australia and New
Zealand laying the foundations of an accountable independent government; and so
forth. All those developments cannot be captured except by qualitative methods, as we
have no quantifiable dependent variable.
Samuel Huntington had already asked the insightful research question in 1968 when
he wondered why the modernization process increases, not decreases corruption.
Indeed, if modernity is the quintessence of good governance with the build-up of a
critical mass of enlightened citizens, accountable politicians and trustworthy magistrates,
why does the process of ‘getting there’ itself look like such a critical mess? Huntington
suggested that the answer lies in the transition process between the old social order and
new norms, with disputed access to resources for new groups never fully consented to
by old elites, leading to the development of informal strategies of social mobility. Many
developing and transitional countries have set up a superstructure of rational-legal
administration, but particularism continues to be the rule. Modern impersonality and
objectivity, which lie at the basis of behaviour in the public domain, including market
transactions, do not necessarily emerge in every case, which is why control of corruption
has come to be seen by economists like Acemoglu and Robinson (2012) as the major
problem of development.
Modernization, as Huntington saw, does not bring about only increased constraints
on the behaviour of rulers with the political modernization process (reducing power
distance in societies, excepting 20th century totalitarian systems) but with serous growth
of public resources (i.e. potential spoils) brings about an increased role for the state to
fulfil all the new functions. Historically the two processes seem to have developed in
opposite directions (Mungiu-Pippidi 2014). As political discretion decreases and people
become citizens in the modern sense, endowed with civil and political rights, potential
spoils grow in time due to the state’s scope growing, at least until the neo-liberal
austerity policies of the late twentieth century, as people begin to pay more and more
taxes than before to finance a state which takes more and more tasks upon itself. The
increase in potential spoils is brought about by modernization in all its forms, from
communization (nationalization only brings more spoils to the private interests
capturing the state) to de-communization (non-competitive privatization offers again
great opportunity for spoiling). But the reduction of power discretion is anything but
guaranteed. If many countries hold elections, more even than before, the accountability
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of rulers is still more of a desiderate than a reality even in such settings, let alone in
autocracies.
Corruption at the individual level has been attributed, as have other criminal
activities, to individuals’ weighting of the expected costs and benefits of their actions
in a given context and making their decisions on how to act ‘not because their basic
motivation differs from other persons but because their benefits and costs differ.’
(Becker (1968, p. 176). Following Becker, other macro and micro level studies of
corruption have advanced the idea of control of corruption as a balance between
resources and costs (Becker and Stigler 1974; Nye 1967; Klitgaard 1998; RoseAckerman 1999; Huther and Shah 2000; Aidt 2003). When costs are low and
opportunities are high, it is rational for individuals to be corrupt; especially if those
around them behave similarly. Most individuals just follow the existing rules of the
game rather than dissenting (Karklins 2005; della Porta and Vannucci 1999). But that
structure of opportunities and penalties can eventually change, as winners and losers
cannot go on eternally in a sustainable way. Even if that seems an insurmountable
obstacle to change, dividing public resources always to the advantage of spoilers and
managing to buy off eventual dissenters is sustainable only when unlimited resources
exist (for instance, spoils from natural resources can be spread widely in exchange for
political support through what are known as ‘clientelist’ policies). It seems therefore
that governance evolves only incrementally and can be described as a series of equilibria.
The understanding of corruption as an equilibrium was pioneered by World Bank
scholars. Robert Klitgaard (1988, p. 75) first developed this idea, which was later
developed at the macro level by Huther and Shah (2000). Klitgaard proposed the
following formula:
Corruption = Monopoly + Discretion – Accountability (C=M+D-A)
This formula expresses that corruption emerges when someone has monopoly power
over a good or service, the discretion to decide who receives it and is not accountable.
The logical solution that seems to derive from here is that corruption can be controlled
by reducing or carefully regulating monopolies, curtailing official discretion and
enhancing transparency (Klitgaard 1998, p. 4). Also, the probability of being caught
should increase. There is only one problem when this model is considered in a given
social context, which is that the principal who should enforce all this against the unruly
agent is seldom there.
The ideal model to explain control of corruption should be an equilibrium model
without a principal agent perspective. What such a model would measure is the
collective capacity to enforce governance based on ethical universalism - any deviation
from it creating social loss and discrimination. Empirical literature has, in fact, ample
evidence to support such a model, although the idea of this holistic approach to a causal
model was advanced only recently (Mungiu-Pippidi et al. 2011). Factors could be
grouped thus:
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Under opportunities or resources:
 Discretionary power resources due not only to monopoly, but also to
privileged access under power arrangements other than monopoly or oligopoly
– for example, status groups (Weber 1978), negative social capital networks
(Olson 1965), and social orders, cartels, etc. (North et al. 2009).
 Material resources, such as state assets and discretionary budget spending,
foreign aid, natural resources (resource curse), public sector employment,
preferential legislation to influence markets (Johnston 2006) and any other
resources which can be turned into spoils or generate rents.
Under deterrents or constraints:
 Legal constraints, supposing an autonomous, accountable, and effective judiciary
able to enforce legislation, as well as a body of effective and comprehensive laws,
with control agencies able to monitor their implementation.
 Normative constraints, which implies that existing societal norms endorse ethical
universalism and permanently as well as effectively monitor deviations from that
norm (through public opinion, media, civil society, critical citizens/voters etc).
For an effective sanction we need a population of autonomous and critical citizens
capable of collective action, not a mass of citizens merely conforming to the corrupt
rules of the game.
Control of corruption or its antithesis, particularism, could thus be summarized in
the following formula:
Control of corruption = Opportunities (Power discretion + Material
resources) – Constraints (Legal + Normative)
This equilibrium formula can be tested empirically and offers a more complex picture,
not only of the individual causes of corruption (or even categories of factors), but also of
their interaction, which allows for a better understanding of why certain policy
combinations work and others do not. All elements of the formula can be affected by
human agency. Resources, for example, are not an absolute given; they can be manipulated
by policy. Power resources can be increased by discretionary regulation and red tape and
decreased by transparency; many anti-corruption policies focus on that area.
Opportunities can include a number of things, for example natural resources in
state property, foreign aid (Easterly and Levine 1997) discretionary expenditures, public
jobs, public contracts, preferential bailouts, subsidies, loans from state banks or any
form of monetary rents, preferential concessions and privatizations of state property,
and market advantages in the form of preferential regulation. Opportunities are a
mixture of resources and the discretion to allow them to be used for rent creation. In
bivariate models economies based on fuel or aid are indeed associated with greater
corruption, but in more complex models direct material resources lose their significancethey seem to be a ‘curse’ only in very poor dependent societies, which in itself is
problematic and increases the responsibility of Western donors or companies acting in
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such environments. Government investment in capital formation is a stable finding.
Countries, which spend more on ‘projects’, either in the EU or in developing countries,
tend to exert less control over corruption.
Some economists have argued that government intervention in the economy only
creates resources for corruption. Vito Tanzi (1994), for example, suggests that government
intervention in free markets creates rents and leads to a sharp rise in corruption payments.
Several papers on trade agreements and aid present evidence that control of corruption
is associated with more economic freedom, less regulation and more competition (Ades
and Di Tella 1999). Kaufmann (1997) tests the relationship between an indicator of
regulatory discretion and corruption and finds a strong correlation in a small sample of
developing countries. Power discretion is actually a robust determinant of corruption
whatever the proxy used, but economic freedom (i.e. proxies used by either the Fraser
Institute or Heritage Foundation) and red tape (cf. World Bank Ease of Doing Business)
are especially robust predictors of it (Figure 5 and Figure 6).
Husted (1999) tested a more specific ‘power distance’ – the extent to which less
powerful members of society expect and accept unequal influence – and found it
positively associated with corruption, as were the extent of dominance of materialism
and the perceived threat of uncertainty. That finding greatly supports the idea that
social conformity allows power discretion in societies dominated by particularism, but
such surveys exist for only a limited number of countries.
Figure 5. Association between control of corruption and economic freedom.

Source: Transparency International, CPI (10 = less corrupt) and Fraser Institute, Economic Freedom of the
World Index (10 = more economic freedom).

112

Figure 6. Association between control of corruption and red tape.

Source: Transparency International, CPI (10 = less corrupt) and World Bank, Ease of Doing Business Index (1 =
most business friendly).

Economic freedom and red tape figures (Figure 5 and Figure 6) illustrate how
power and material resources interact, for instance rulers promoting regulations that
only increase their discretionary power and create resources for their own further
spoiling. Discretionary regulation offering opportunities for extortion can be promoted
under any regime – by a group of parties just as well as by a dictator. Thus, proxies for
political determinants become insignificant when tested in the same time period in the
model. Since all variables are interconnected and some basic modernization factors
influence many of them, a path model is needed to illustrate their relationships. Figure
7 illustrates such a model.
The equilibrium model should not, however, be understood in terms of separate
variables or even groups of them, but as a complex mechanism. More discretionary
resources in the hands of a corrupt government only increases corruption, but once the
equilibrium is reached where corruption is controlled, it is possible that if more
spending is dedicated to welfare social trust is increased and will play a very positive
role (Tanzi and Davoodi 1998; Rothstein and Uslaner 2005). It is not the volume of
government spending, but the discretion of spending which matters.
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Figure 7. Theoretical path model of control of corruption.

Constraints, on the other hand, have to be seen as societal constraints to be truly
independent of the core cause of particularism, which is inequality between public
influence resources which generates uneven access to public rents. In other words, the
government should not be expected to constrain itself through an autonomous
bureaucracy. The existence of an autonomous bureaucracy is so much part of the
definition of control of corruption that it should be considered to be part of the
dependent variable and not truly an independent factor, so as not to enter the vicious
circle of ‘when the solution is the problem’ described by development scholars (Pritchett
and Woolcock 2004). In corrupt countries bureaucracies are entirely part of the problem
through politicization, nepotism or patronage.
Could the same argument be made for the judiciary? Only to a limited extent; there
exists the principle of separation of powers for judiciaries, presently enshrined in most
Constitutions, but which does not exist for bureaucracies and which matters both in
constitutional and practical terms (recruitment, dismissal). A bureaucracy, regardless of
how it is organized, exists to implement a government’s will, so in the end it is prevented
from being truly ‘autonomous’. The judiciary is there to control government and few
governments still have direct appointment powers. Of course, the government has other
tools to prevent the judiciary from censoring it; still the distance is greater than in the
case of bureaucracy and other factors than government intervene in shaping an
autonomous judiciary (Neild 2002).
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Judiciary can be independent, but still corrupt: a good performance measure of the
judiciary must look at its accountability, not just its independence (for instance, tenure),
a measure already covered by power discretion. We find a strong association, as expected,
between autonomy of the judiciary and control of corruption, an expert score compiled
by World Economic Forum (conceiving independence from private interest also, not
just politics). That score is a highly significant and robust determinant of control of
corruption, and the significance of the judiciary performance has been previously
reported (cf. Messick 1999; Damania et al. 2004; Ali and Isse 2003; Brunetti and
Weder 2003; Herzfeld and Weiss 2003; Park 2003; Broadman and Recanatini 2000;
Leite and Weidmann 1999; Ades and Di Tella 1997). However, due to the high
discretion of the nature of its activity the judiciary remains in practice one of the most
difficult areas for external donors to treat, so there is a great distance from its significance
to some meaningful recommendations (Fukuyama 2004).
Any model explaining control of corruption – no matter how carefully built and
tested – is bound to be reductionist. Figure 7 suggests that the broader development
and stability context influences nearly all factors in the equilibrium equation and can,
in turn, be influenced by many of them in the long run. The ‘equilibrium’ model builds
on the modernization model, but departs from it in that all its factors can be influenced
by human agency. However, its empirical validation proves to be challenging. The
complex associations of variables make it difficult to find clearly distinguishable
indicators for each of them. As a result, serious co-linearity problems may arise. In
addition, the absence of time series for appropriate indicators renders such an empirical
path model hardly feasible. On the hand, a simplified cross-sectional model may also
raise potential endogeneity problems.
Table 9 proposes however a parsimonious model, which seems robust across our
three different measures of corruption (aggregate score, business survey, general
population survey). As proxies we used:
For power discretion, the score of physical integrity rights;
For administrative discretion, the ease of doing business (also, services offered
as e-government and other transparency indicators, economic freedom,
economic globalization index);
For factionalism, ethnic fractionalization;
For material resources, an indicator on abundance on natural resources. Other
indicators can be amount of spending going into procurement (this data is difficult
to find for many countries, but for the EU-28, where data is available, the effect of
the variable is significant) or amount of assistance funds as percentage of GDP;
For legal constraints, the expert score produced by the World Economic Forum
on Judicial Independence;
For normative constraints, the determinants tested were press freedom, civil
society (measured in simple numbers of CSOs per 100,000 inhabitants) and
Internet access (signifying the presence of well-informed and therefore
potentially critical citizens), social and communication globalization index.
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The parsimonious cross-sectional ‘equilibrium’ model (see Table 9) proved to be
robust, highly significant and with high explanatory power in the dataset with little
variation from one model to another and controlling for development as well as regional
differences4. Additional to independent judiciary system and lack of power discretion,
civil society, press freedom and the existence of enlightened citizens (newspaper
readership, Internet connections) positively influence control of corruption. In
particular, press freedom and civil society have previously been reported to be significant
by Brunetti and Weider (2003); Grimes (2008) and Mungiu-Pippidi (2012).
As mentioned above, testing the model predictions with time series data we have to
use different indicators compared to those that have been used with cross-country
analysis due to lack of availability of certain variables. In particular, the estimation
models presented in Table 12 introduce two new indicators, which have not been used
in the previous analysis and are part of the so-called KOF Index of Globalization: one
is a measure on the degree of economic globalization that captures trade as well as
financial openness, and the second measures the degree of social openness that is mostly
based on the data on information flows and usage of telecommunication services. The
data covers the years 1996-2011 and a sample of 148 countries. We use 3-years averages
to take the persistence of institutional indicators into account, and apply two standard
estimation methods for panel data analysis: random effects model and fixed effects
model. The latter one is used to additionally account for potential effects of countryspecific unobserved time invariant factors such as political culture, tradition, etc. We
include indicators for rural population and education to control for the effect of
development because the data on HDI is not available annually. Furthermore, since
the results might be driven by the inclusion of developed countries, columns (5)-(8)
repeat the estimations from the previous four models considering only middle and
low-income countries. Overall the models explain more than 70% of the differences
in the level of control of corruption in our total data sample, most of which, however,
resulting from the cross-country rather than time variation (which endorses the
hypothesis that causes leading to evolution or change in control of corruption are
different than causes explaining why in a given moment in time certain countries enjoy
it and others not). Our general findings are consistent with those obtained from the
cross-sectional analysis. In particular, the results show that power discretion and
dependency on natural resource revenues tend to determine poor control of corruption.
By contrast, economic openness, resulting in a higher degree of competitiveness, and
normative constraints, captured by the degree of social openness as well as press
freedom, positively influence control of corruption.

4

When using the GCB measure on corruption as a dependent variable, regional dummies are not included
because of the limited sample size. Furthermore, models IV-VIII additionally control for the effect of the
squared term of the freedom of the press score due to its non-linear relationship with the respective corruption
indicator.
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Table 9. Equilibrium cross-sectional models.
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Table 10. Panel regressions.

Conclusions
As is clear from the analysis above, only individual assessments can diagnose a
specific country and find remedies and no universal silver bullet exists. Indeed, if the
norm is not ethical universalism then the specific term ‘anti-corruption’ might even be
inappropriate in itself. What is needed to achieve results in fighting corruption is
complex state building and deep democratization, empowering those who lose from
corruption under current institutions, the upsetting of the current equilibrium and the
achievement of another, superior, equilibrium, in the medium- to long-term investment.
Cases such as Uruguay, Costa Rica, Estonia and Georgia prove that it is possible.
A forecast based on this model would imply that change in governance order
can occur only gradually and by a succession of radical actions and disequilibria
until new equilibrium is achieved with better control of corruption. That explains
why so few success stories exist, and why they seem to result more from domestic
agency and broad reforms than from typical anti-corruption focused on repressive
agencies.
Control of corruption in a society has to be understood as a complex balancing
act rather than as a group of separate factors determining corruption. Therefore
anti corruption (AC) cannot be effective unless it manages to assemble these features:
1. AC is adjusted to the real equilibrium level (particular transactions are either the
exception or the norm) as two different sets of policies apply (contextual);
2. If particular transactions are widespread AC needs to affect more than one
element (comprehensive);
3. If particular transactions are widespread, AC needs to be radical and strong
enough to affect the balance and so trigger a disequilibrium (deep);
4. If particular transactions are widespread AC needs to involve both state (e.g. fiscal
transparency) and society (watchdog NGOs) in order to influence both sides of
the formula (balanced);
5. If particular transactions are widespread AC needs to result from action by those
groups on all sides (state and society) who oppose the institutional status quo
(genuine ‘principals’) and cannot be simply conceived as top-down ‘reforms’.
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Variable description / Measurement

Percentage of respondents who answered the question: ‘To what extent do you see public officials/civil servants to be affected by corruption in this country?’ with 4 (corrupt) or 5 (extremely
corrupt).

Data on the number of civil society organizations from CIVICUS, a global network of civil
society organizations active in the area of social and economic development. The directory is
compiled for the development community and does not purport to be an exhaustive register of
all organizations.
Grimes (2009) validated the data by comparing it to the results of a comprehensive analysis
conducted at the Johns Hopkins University Center for Civil Society Studies of a much smaller
subset of countries . Though the latter employs a broader definition of civil society and measures
civil society as the proportion of a country’s workforce active in civil society, the Johns Hopkins
and CIVCUS measures correlate respectably (Pearson’s r=0.63, p<0.001, N=35)

Number of civil society organizations per million inhabitants. For more information on the
construction of the variable see ‘Civil Society Organizations (number)’ above.

In your country, how common is diversion of public funds to companies, individuals, or groups
due to corruption?

Ease of doing business ranks economies from 1 to 183, with first place being the best. A high
ranking (a low Numerical (0 to ∞) rank) means that the regulatory environment is conducive to
business operation. The index averages the country’s percentile rankings on 10 topics covered in
the World Bank’s Doing Business. The ranking on each topic is the simple average of the percentile rankings on its component indicators.

Economic globalization is characterized as long distance flows of goods and services as well as
information and perceptions that accompany market exchanges

Reflects probability that two randomly selected people from a given country will not belong to
the same ethnolinguistic group. The higher the number, the more fractionalized society. The
definition of ethnicity involves a combination of racial and linguistic characteristics.

Whether FOIA was in power this year

Variable

per cent of respondents who consider civil servants
/ public officials as
corrupt

Civil Society Organizations (number)

Civil Society Organizations per million inhabitants

Diversion of public
funds

Ease of doing business

Economic Openness
Index

Ethnic fractionalization

FOIA presence

Appendix

1 (FOIA is present) and
0 (no FOIA present)

0 (no fractionalization) 1 (total fractionalization)

2010

2001

19702010

2010

1 (best)- 183 (worst)

0 (least globalized)- 100
(most globalized)

2010

2000

2000

2012

Time
period

1 (very common) - 7
(never occurs)

Numerical (0 to ∞)

Numerical (0 to ∞)

per cent

Scale

189

183

207

183

135

191

191

110

Country
coverage

Hertie School of Governance database

Quality of Government
Dataset

Dreher (2006)

World Bank Database

Global Competitiveness Report

Quality of Government
Dataset

Grimes (2009) and
Salamon et al. (2003)

Global Corruption
Barometer 2012

Source
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Year FOIA came into power

The press freedom index is computed by adding three component ratings: Laws and regulations,
Political pressures and controls, Economic Influences and repressive actions.

Summary composite index that measures a country’s average achievements in three basic aspects
of human development: longevity, knowledge, and a decent standard of living. Longevity is measured by life expectancy at birth; knowledge is measured by a combination of the adult literacy
rate and the combined primary, secondary, and tertiary gross enrolment ratio; and standard of
living is measured by GDP per capita. The Human Development Index (HDI), reported in the
Human Development Report of the United Nations, is an indication of where a country is development wise. The index can take value between 0 and 1. Countries with an index over 0.800
are part of the High Human Development group. Between 0.500 and 0.800, countries are part
of the Medium Human Development group and below 0.500 they are part of the Low Human
Development group.

Internet users (per 100 people)

To what extent is the judiciary in your country independent from influences of members of
government, citizens, or firms? [1 = heavily influenced; 7 = entirely independent]

Total natural resources rents are the sum of oil rents, natural gas rents, coal rents (hard and soft),
mineral rents, and forest rents.

Binary variable taking the value of 1 if a country is resource-rich according to the IMF classification: A country is classified as resource-rich if its natural resources contribute to at least 20% of
its total fiscal revenues and/or at least 20% of its total exports.

Freedom of the
Press

HDI

Internet users (per
100 people)

Judicial independence

Natural resources
rents

Natural resource
dummy

Variable description / Measurement

FOIA year

Variable

1 (resource rich) and 0
(not resource rich)

%

1 (heavily influenced- 7
(entirely independent)

19962011

19962011

2010

2010

2010

0 (lowest human development) to 1 (highest
human development)

per cent

2010

2010

Time
period

0 (most free)- 100 (least
free) or reversed scale
when specified

Numerical (0 to ∞)

Scale

196

196

135

192

185

189

81

Country
coverage

IMF (2010) and IMF
(2012)

World Bank Database

Global Competitiveness Report

World Bank Database

UNDP database

Freedom House

Hertie School of Governance database

Source
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Variable description / Measurement

The Open Budget Index rates countries on how open their budget books are to their citizens. It
is intended to provide citizens, legislators, and civil society advocates with the comprehensive and
practical information needed to gauge a government’s commitment to budget transparency and
accountability.

Whether ombudsman was in operation the previous year

Year ombudsman started operating

This is an additive index constructed from the Torture, Extrajudicial Killing, Political Imprisonment, and Disappearance indicators.

Whether Anti-corruption Agency (ACA) was in operation the previous year

This is an assessment of corruption within the political system reported in a scale from 0 (lowest risk of corruption) to 6 (highest risk of corruption). The most common form of corruption
met directly by business is financial corruption in the form of demands for special payments
and bribes connected with import and export licenses, exchange controls, tax assessments, police
protection, or loans. This measure takes such corruption into account, but it is more concerned
with actual or potential corruption in the form of excessive patronage, nepotism, job reservations, ‘favour-for-favours’, secret party funding, and suspiciously close ties between politics and
business. In our view these insidious sorts of corruption are potentially of much greater risk to
foreign business in that they can lead to popular discontent, unrealistic and inefficient controls
on the state economy, and encourage the development of the black market.

Variable

OBI (Open Budget
Index)

Ombudsman presence

Ombudsman year
of creation

Physical integrity
rights index

Presence of AntiCorruption Agency
(ACA)

Risk of corruption

0 (lowest risk of corruption - 6 (highest risk of
corruption)

1 (ACA is present) and 0
(ACA is not present)

0 (no government respect for physical integrity) to 8 (full government respect to physical
integrity)

Numerical (0 to ∞)

1 (ombudsman is present) and 0 (no ombudsman is present)

0 (scant or no information available)- 100
(extensive information
available)

Scale

19842012

2010

20022010

2010

2010

2010

Time
period

139

171

187

131

194

100

Country
coverage

PRS Group (ICRG)

Hertie School of Governance database

Cingranelli and Richards (2010)

Hertie School of Governance database

Hertie School of Governance database

Open Budget Survey
2010

Source
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% of total population living in rural areas

Social globalization is expressed as the spread of ideas, information, images and people.

Total enrolment in tertiary education, regardless of age, expressed as a percentage of the total
population of the five-year age group following on from secondary school leaving.

Year of UNCAC ratification

‘Control of Corruption’ measures perceptions of corruption, conventionally defined as the exercise of public power for private gain. The particular aspect of corruption measured by the various sources differs somewhat, ranging from the frequency of ‘additional payments to get things
done’, to the effects of corruption on the business environment, to measuring ‘grand corruption’
in the political arena or in the tendency of elite forms to engage in ‘state capture’. Estimate of
governance (ranges from approximately -2.5 (weak) to 2.5 (strong) governance performance).
The recoded version of this variable to a scale of 1 (lowest Control of Corruption) to 10 (highest
control of corruption) was also used throughout this report.

Reflects perceptions of the likelihood that the government will be destabilized or overthrown
by unconstitutional or violent means, including politically-motivated violence and terrorism.
Estimate of governance (ranges from approximately -2.5 (weak) to 2.5 (strong) governance
performance)

Year when ACA was created

Years since ACA was established

Years since FOIA came into power

Social Openness
index

Tertiary school
enrolment

UNCAC year of
ratification

WGI Control of
Corruption estimate

WGI Political
Stability estimate

Year of creation of
the Anti-Corruption
Agency (ACA)

Years since ACA was
established

Years since FOIA
came into power

Variable description / Measurement

Rural population

Variable

Numerical (0 to ∞)

Numerical (0 to ∞)

2010

2010

2010

2010

-2.5 (worst political
stability) to 2.5 (best
political stability)
Numerical (0 to ∞)

19962011

2010

2010

19702010

2010

Time
period

-2.5 (weak control of
corruption) -2.5 (strong
control of corruption)
(Alternatively recoded
to a scale from 1 (lowest
control of corruption)
-10(highest control of
corruption)

Numerical (0 to ∞)

%

1 (least globalized) - 100
(most globalized)

%

Scale

189

171

171

203

200

147

156

207

210

Country
coverage

Hertie School of Governance database

Hertie School of Governance database

Hertie School of Governance database

Worldwide Governance
Indicators

Worldwide Governance
Indicators

Hertie School of Governance database

UNESCO Institute for
Statistics

Dreher (2006)

World Bank Database

Source
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