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ABSTRACT 
 
 
In recent years, growing attention has been paid to the relationship between gender and bribery. 

Research has found that, given the traditional social construction of gender roles, men are more 

likely to be targeted for economic bribery, while women are disproportionately affected by 

alternative forms of exploitation such as sextortion. My findings support this conclusion. Using 

individual-level survey data from the 2018/2019 AmericasBarometer survey, in a series of linear 

probability models, I find that men in Mexico are more likely than women to be targets of economic 

bribery. This relationship may reflect the fact that men tend to have higher levels of participation 

in the workforce and greater earning capacity than women.  

RESUMEN 

Durante los últimos años, la relación entre género y cohecho ha generado creciente atención. 

Diversos estudios han encontrado que la construcción tradicional de los roles de género está 

relacionada con el hecho de que a los hombres se les solicitan más sobornos que a las mujeres. Por 

otro lado, las mujeres se ven mayormente afectadas por otros tipos de explotación, tales como la 

sextorsión. A través de varios modelos lineales de probabilidad, con datos de la encuesta Barómetro 

de las Américas de 2018/2019, se logró establecer una relación similar encontrando que, en 

México, a los hombres suelen pedirles más sobornos que a las mujeres. Esta relación puede ser un 

reflejo de la participación mayoritaria que los hombres tienen en la fuerza laboral y que, en 

promedio, suelen tener mayor poder económico que las mujeres.  
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Introduction 
 
Corruption is a world-wide phenomenon that threatens democracy, the rule of law, and economic 

development (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime [UNODC], n.d.-a). It creates economic 

inefficiencies, draining resources from investment in education and infrastructure and rendering 

governments less effective (Rose-Ackerman, 2010). The recent development and adoption of 

international anti-corruption initiatives and conventions, such as the United Nations [UN] 

Convention Against Corruption of 2005 and the Organization for Economic Co-operation and 

Development’s [OECD] Anti-Bribery Convention, signal growing concern on the part of the 

international community and a desire to address these problems (Olken & Pande, 2012).  

The Latin American Public Opinion Project [LAPOP] (2010) has found that bribery is the 

most common form of public corruption experienced by an average citizen, and that it exacts a 

particularly high toll on the world economy.  Approximately one trillion dollars is paid in bribes 

every year (UN, 2018). Transparency International [TI] defines bribery as “the offering, promising, 

giving, accepting or soliciting of an advantage as an inducement for an action which is illegal, 

unethical or a breach of trust.”  

Bribery is a rampant problem in Mexico. A 2011 survey by TI found that in 2010, 10.3% 

of Mexican households paid bribes (TI, 2011). The organization’s 2019 Global Corruption 

Perceptions Index ranked Mexico 130th among 180 countries and assigned Mexico a score of 29 

out of 100, where a score of zero indicates that the country is perceived as “totally corrupt” (TI, 

2020). TI (2019b) has also reported that, among the citizens of 20 Latin American countries, 

Mexicans are the most likely to have paid a bribe to access basic public services.1 Mexicans 

                                                        
1 51% of respondents indicated that they had paid a bribe in the 12 months before they completed 
the survey (TI, 2019b). 
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consider corruption to be the country’s second most pressing social problem after crime-related 

insecurity (Mexico’s National Institute of Statistics and Geography [INEGI], 2015). 

Bribery has received substantial attention from scholarly research.  Nonetheless, the UN 

has found that studies of bribery often fail to disaggregate their results by sex, which is to say that 

these analyses are “gender-blind” (UN, 2010). TI has urged the academic community to gather, 

analyze, and circulate gender-disaggregated data in order to better inform anti-corruption policies 

(TI, 2019a). UNODC emphasizes the importance of disaggregating victimization surveys by age 

and gender in order to develop a portrait of crime and bribery victimization that most readily lends 

itself to the development of effectively targeted policies (UNODC, n.d.-b).  

Perhaps in response to that argument, the most recent studies have indeed reported results 

that consider the role of gender. For example, LAPOP (2017) has found that men in Latin America 

are more likely than women to be asked for a bribe (bribery victimization). This claim is supported 

by evidence on topics tangentially related to bribery victimization, such as violent crime 

victimization and gender differences in financial capacity. On the other hand, studies show that 

women are more vulnerable than men to sextortion and that they make household financial 

decisions relatively frequently. These two points suggest that women may in fact be more appealing 

bribery targets than men. Thus, the literature contains conflicting evidence as to the question of 

whether women or men are more likely to be targeted for bribes. 

My thesis expands upon the existing literature by analyzing the effect of gender on the 

probability of being asked for a bribe in Mexico. More specifically, I assess whether public officials 

demand bribes more often from men or from women. My empirical analyses rely on data from the 

AmericasBarometer 2018/19 survey for Mexico, which includes questions related to bribery 

victimization in the twelve months leading up to the survey. The survey also records the gender of 

respondents, among other individual and family characteristics. 



 3 

Background 
 
Historically, Mexico has primarily assigned men to leadership roles in politics and the workplace, 

and to manual and strength-related labor such as mechanical and construction work.2 Women are 

typically assigned care-giving roles, such as homemakers, nurses, and teachers. Research has found 

that this “sexual division of labor” has largely left decisions in the public sphere to men and 

relegated women to the private sphere, which is less valued in Mexican culture.  

The gender-based differentiation between bread-winning and care-giving roles has the 

potential to leave women vulnerable to economic abuse, defined as the deprivation of the necessary 

means to satisfy basic needs such as food, housing, access to healthcare, and clothing (Mexican 

Office of the General Prosecutor [PGR], 2017). Women may be subject to economic abuse, for 

instance, if their professional development is hindered, if they are paid lower salaries than men in 

comparable jobs solely on the basis of gender, if they are impeded from making financial decisions 

about the household, if they are obliged to account for their every expense, or if they are compelled 

to provide for their children without the assistance of partners (PGR, 2017). Two out of ten women 

in Mexico have reported suffering from these sorts of economic abuse (INEGI, 2011).  

 Fortunately, however, these dynamics are slowly reversing. In 2010, 25% of Mexican 

households had a female head, while by 2015 this number had increased modestly to 29% (INEGI, 

2011; INEGI, 2015).3 Additionally, Mexico has taken steps to increase gender equality in social 

and political life, such as by establishing participation quotas in Congress that have been followed 

by increases in the number of women in legislative positions (OECD, 2017). Mexico has also made 

                                                        
2 Unless otherwise noted, all of the factual claims in this paragraph are taken from Mexico’s 
National Institute for Women [INMUJERES] (2004). 
3 This is arguably a positive development because women who are not household heads are at 
greater risk of suffering from economic abuse, as laid out above. On the other hand, women could 
become household heads due to personal challenges, such as abandonment by a partner.  
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progress toward greater gender equality in education. University enrollment rates are now almost 

equal for men and women (OECD, 2017) and, among the employed, the proportion of women with 

secondary and tertiary education is higher than the proportion of men (INMUJERES & INEGI, 

2018). 

Despite this progress, however, Mexico has the third lowest female employment rate among 

OECD countries, with only 44% of working-age women employed (OECD, 2017). Moreover, 

Mexico’s gender pay gap is still above the OECD average (OECD, 2017). I hypothesize that these 

gender disparities may be related to the probability of being asked for a bribe in Mexico.  

Literature Review 
 
To analyze the difference in bribery victimization rates between men and women in Mexico, it is 

useful to review the literature on several topics:  

• Gender differences in rates of violent crime victimization. I hypothesize that men and women 

experience violent crime victimization to different degrees and that, if gender is correlated 

with violent crime rates, it might be similarly related to bribery victimization rates. 

• Differences in economic capacities of men and women. I hypothesize that the group with 

greater financial resources could be targeted more often. 

• Gender and bribery. I summarize studies that have analyzed differences in the extent to which 

men and women participate in bribes.  I also discuss research documenting differences in the 

degree to which men and women bear the indirect effects of bribery. 

Violent Crime Victimization 

I hypothesize that, if gender is correlated with violent crime rates, it might be similarly related to 

bribery victimization rates. Studies have found that men in Latin America are more likely than 

women to be the victims of violent crimes. For instance, a study conducted by the World Health 
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Organization [WHO] (2002) finds that, in Latin America, males are eleven times more likely to be 

the victims of violent crimes than females. Other studies focusing on homicides find similar results. 

For instance, data from UNODC suggests that the homicide rate for men in the Americas is 29.3 

per 100,000 inhabitants, as compared to 3.7 for women (Santamaría & Huesca, 2017). Even though 

violence in Latin America is a multi-factor problem, one important dimension of this gender 

difference might be the role played by organized crime (Alvarado, 2014). Approximately 30 

percent of homicides in the region are related to organized crime (Alvarado, 2014), and organized 

criminal networks are dominated by men (Colombian Observatory of Organized Crime, 2020).  

On the other hand, a substantial literature on gender-based violence documents the fact that 

women are often the victims of violent crime (Albuquerque, & Vemala, n.d.). The term “femicide” 

has been coined to describe violent crimes that are committed against women simply because they 

are female (Santamaría & Huesca, 2017). Additionally, females are more likely than males to 

experience sexual violence (Pan-American Health Organization [PAHO], 2012). PAHO (2012) has 

found that sexual violence is often perpetrated by women’s romantic partners or spouses and that 

inequality within romantic couples is often associated with women’s increased vulnerability to 

violence.  

In sum, then, the existing literature suggests that men are more likely than women to become 

victims of violence related to criminal activity, while women are at greater risk than men of being 

victims of violence of a sexual nature (PAHO, 2012). 

The Financial Capacity of Men and Women in Mexico 

It is possible that the party most likely to be bribed is the one with the greatest financial resources. 

Thus, it is relevant for my analysis to assess differences in men’s and women’s financial capacity. 

Mexico’s gender pay gap is significant. According to the OECD (2017), among full-time 

employees in Mexico, men earn 16.7% more than women for the same jobs. The extent of this pay 
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gap varies depending on the level of education, widening the most for men and women with 

graduate degrees. On average, men with a graduate degree earn 43% more than women with the 

same degree (INEGI, 2018).  

On the other hand, a World Bank (2013) survey finds that, in Mexico, of the respondents who 

make financial decisions related to the household, 46% are men and 54% are women, even though 

almost half of the surveyed women reported that they did not contribute to the household’s income. 

For this reason, women might be targeted for bribes even if they do not have earnings of their own.  

Gender and Bribery 

Several studies have sought to analyze the direct relationship between gender and corruption, and 

more specifically, between gender and bribery. These studies have found that men and women 

experience bribery differently in terms of: (1) differences in their level of involvement in bribery 

and (2) differences in the indirect consequences of bribery.  

Existing evidence generally suggests that women pay fewer bribes than men (Mishler & Rose, 

2008), that men are more likely than women to offer bribes (Boehm, 2015), and that the value of 

the bribes offered by men tends to be higher than those offered by women (Boehm, 2015). An 

analysis by Transparency International (2019a) provides additional nuance by showing that men 

usually pay more bribes to the police and for identification documents, while women tend to pay 

more bribes for education and health services (TI, 2019a).   

LAPOP has conducted the AmericasBarometer survey periodically since 2004 and has 

published survey results that illustrate regional differences in corruption. LAPOP has consistently 

found that, in the average country in the Americas, approximately 20% of individuals have been 

victims of bribery (LAPOP, 2017) and that well-educated male respondents are the most likely to 

report that they have had an experience with bribery in the previous year (LAPOP, 2017, 2014, 

2012, 2010, 2008).  
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LAPOP also conducts country-specific analyses. In their 2016/17 report for Mexico, the 

authors find similar results: men were more likely than women to pay a bribe and to be asked to 

pay a bribe.4 The authors theorize that this difference might be related to an assumption by public 

officials that men can be convinced to pay bribes more easily than women. To reach these results, 

the authors perform an analysis in which the dependent variable is a dummy set equal to one if an 

individual either paid a bribe or was asked to pay a bribe.5   

On the other hand, there are specific forms of corruption that disproportionately affect women, 

such as sextortion, in which the currency for a bribe is a sexual favor (TI, 2019a; Novoa, 2012). 

Public officials tend to ask men for economic bribes, while they might ask or coerce women for 

sexual favors in exchange for the same service (Novoa, 2012).  

Other studies show that, even if men participate in bribery more often than women, the latter 

are more likely to bear some of the negative consequences of bribery (TI, 2014; TI, 2019a; Novoa, 

2012). For instance, due to Mexico’s gender wage gap, women tend to be more negatively impacted 

than men when the two groups are asked to pay a bribe of the same size (Novoa, 2012).  

 Given that women traditionally perform care-giving roles, their everyday activities such as 

cooking, parenting, and cleaning, depend heavily on the provision of public services such as water 

and electricity (Novoa, 2012). Thus, it is perhaps not surprising that women are more likely than 

men to be asked to pay bribes for medical services or public education (TI, 2019b). However, 

women are also indirectly affected when corruption leads to a lower quality of public services. For 

                                                        
4 Unless otherwise noted, all factual claims in this paragraph are taken from Romero, et.al. (2018).  
5 The authors’ study is limited in its analysis of bribery victimization because it conflates the 
variables that reflect whether one is asked for a bribe and whether one actually pays a bribe. The 
variable used by the authors does not differentiate between voluntary offers to bribe a public 
official from bribes that are paid because a public official requested them. The authors conclude 
that, as a result of this limitation, their results must be interpreted with caution (Romero et. al., 
2018). 
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example, electricity and water distribution could be negatively impacted by irregular procurement 

processes in which underqualified companies are chosen to provide these services (Novoa, 2012).  

My Study’s Contribution to the Literature 

In sum, the research described above offers contradictory arguments. Literature on violent crime 

victimization and on men’s financial capacity, supports the argument that men are more likely than 

women to be the targets of bribery. However, women’s vulnerability to sextortion and the 

frequency with which women make household financial decisions suggest that women could be 

more common targets of bribery.  

The present study expands upon this research by analyzing the profiles of individuals who 

were asked to pay a bribe in Mexico in 2019, using gender as the key independent variable. This 

analysis thus assesses whether men’s and women’s participation in bribery differ. 

Conceptual Framework and Hypothesis 
 
The literature is unclear on whether men or women in Mexico are more likely to be targets of 

bribery victimization. But based on the analysis conducted by LAPOP, which is similar to the one 

that I perform, I hypothesize that, in Mexico, men are more likely than women to be targets of 

bribery victimization. To reduce bias in my estimates, I control for respondents’ individual socio-

demographic and economic characteristics, as well as for place-based characteristics. The 

categories of factors that I include in my analysis are displayed in Figure 1 and discussed in more 

detail in the following paragraphs. 
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Figure 1: Determinants of Bribery Victimization 

 
 
Socio-Demographic Characteristics 
 

I hypothesize that individual characteristics such as age, level of education, marital status, skin 

tone, and crime victimization are related to the probability of being targeted for a bribe. Romero 

et. al. (2018) control for characteristics such as age, level of education, and skin color when 

analyzing bribery victimization in Mexico using LAPOP’s 2016/17 dataset. My own analysis 

includes all of these characteristics and also controls for marital status in order to account for 

differences in married and unmarried women’s economic power (PGR, 2017). I control for skin 

color, since Romero et. al. (2018) find that Mexicans with darker skin tones are more likely than 

Mexicans with lighter skin tones to experience an act of bribery. Additionally, I control for crime 

victimization because a person who lives in a high crime area might also be exposed to bribery 

more often than others (Romero, et. al., 2018 & UNODC, n.d.-b).  
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Economic Characteristics 

My model includes two individual economic controls:  

1. Monthly Household Income. Romero et. al. (2018) find that Mexicans in the higher wealth 

quintiles are more likely to be bribery targets.6 Although income and wealth are distinct 

concepts, they are likely to be closely related. 

2. Employment Status. I hypothesize that those who are employed are more likely to be asked 

for bribes than those who are not employed, under the assumption that people who are 

employed have greater economic power and are therefore more attractive targets. 

Place-Based Characteristics 

Romero et. al. (2018) highlight the importance of controlling for place-based factors when studying 

the characteristics of individuals who are most likely to be targeted for bribes. It is possible that, in 

more populated areas, the risk of bribery is greater, as rates of crime are generally higher in such 

areas (Glaeser et. al., 1999; Sijuwade, 2014). However, more populated areas might also have 

greater social controls in place to prevent corruption. For example, urban areas may have a stronger 

rule of law. Thus, I control for place-based characteristics such as the population size and the 

urbanicity of the area where a respondent lives. 

Data and Methods 
 

My empirical analysis uses Mexican data from LAPOP’s AmericasBarometer 2018/19 survey, 

which is implemented by Vanderbilt University and is intended to measure the perceptions and 

outcomes of democracy in 34 countries in Latin America and the Caribbean. Data for the survey—

                                                        
6 In an email exchange with the authors of this study, the authors indicated that they constructed 
their household wealth variable using the methodological guidelines of Abby Cordova (2008) from 
Vanderbilt University. 
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which is a follow-up to national surveys conducted in previous years—were collected between 

January 30th and March 27th, 2019. The 2019 sample is designed to be representative of Mexico’s 

voting-age adult population (18 years and older at the time of the survey) in that year. 7 The dataset 

contains information on 1,580 respondents, of whom 775 are male and 805 are female. I use every 

observation in the dataset for my analysis except those with missing values that could not be 

imputed.  

 The sample was created using a clustered multi-stage probability design that was stratified 

according to the four main regions of the country.8 It was framed based on the 2010 Voting 

Registry. The survey’s administrators used a frequency matching technique to produce a sample 

whose age and gender distribution mirrored that of the electoral registration list. A single adult 

respondent was chosen within each selected household. If two or more potential respondents of the 

same sex and age group were present in the household, the questionnaire was administered to the 

person who most recently celebrated a birthday in order to minimize selection bias. 

The dataset includes variables that measure socio-demographic characteristics, economic 

characteristics, violence victimization, perceptions of and feelings about democracy, opinions 

about domestic and foreign governments, participation in public life, trust in institutions, and 

political views, among others. The dataset also includes eight variables that measure respondents’ 

experiences with bribery. Of those eight variables, four measure bribery victimization by asking 

respondents “Have you been asked to pay a bribe…?”. The other four measure participation in 

                                                        
7 Per the Mexican Constitution, only Mexican citizens who are at least 18 years old are allowed to 
vote (Mexican Constitution, Articles 34 and 35). 
8 The four strata are: North, Center, Center-Occident, and South. Each stratum was sub-stratified 
by urbanicity and municipality size. The sample design allowed for three municipality sizes: small 
municipalities are those with fewer than 25,000 inhabitants, medium-sized municipalities have 
between 25,000 and 100,000 inhabitants, and large municipalities have more than 100,000 
inhabitants. 



 12 

bribery by asking respondents “Did you have to pay a bribe…?”. The participation variables do not 

distinguish whether the public official asked the respondent for the bribe, as opposed to the 

respondent willingly offering a bribe to the public official. Figure 2 illustrates the way in which I 

have collapsed these variables for the purposes of my analysis. 

 

Figure 2: Survey Questions Eliciting Data on Bribery Victimization and Participation 

 
In my main analysis, I decided to use the victimization variables to increase the preciseness 

of my estimates. The conflation of the victimization and participation variables could result in 

social desirability bias. Respondents experiencing bias of this sort report higher rates of socially 

desirable behavior, such as exercising, voting (Brenner & DeLamater, 2016), or—in this case—

lack of involvement in bribery. I suspect that the victimization variable has a lower degree of social 
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desirability bias because, by responding affirmatively to this question, a subject is arguably 

reporting malfeasance committed by another person. I generated a dummy variable that takes on 

the value of 1 if the respondent answered “yes” to any of the first three “victimization” questions 

as shown above.9 For alternative analyses, I relied instead on the “participation” questions, 

constructing a dummy set equal to 1 if the respondent answered in the affirmative to any of the 

final four questions shown above. I also constructed a dummy variable that captures “experiences 

with bribery” more broadly.  This variable assumes a value of 1 if the respondent answered “yes” 

to any of the participation or victimization questions.10 I estimate separate regressions using each 

of these three outcomes as dependent variables.11  

For reasons laid out in my conceptual framework, I control for socio-demographic 

characteristics, economic characteristics, and place-based characteristics. I also control for state 

fixed effects. By including state dummies in my analyses, I automatically control for all state-level 

characteristics that are related both to the probability of being asked for a bribe and to gender.  

 I estimate a linear probability model to study the relationship of interest. This model is 

specified as follows: 

𝐵𝑟𝑖𝑏𝑒𝑟𝑦𝑉𝑖𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑧𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 𝛽1 +	𝛽4𝑓𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒 + 	𝛿 + 	𝜃 + 	𝜋 + 𝜑 + 	𝑒	, 

where d represents socio-demographic characteristics, q represents economic characteristics, p 

represents place-based characteristics, and j represents state fixed effects.  

                                                        
9 I exclude the fourth question because it is a conditional question and is only applicable to 
individuals who are currently working. 
10 Again, the exception here is the fourth victimization question, which I exclude for reasons laid 
out in the previous footnote. 
11 The results of these alternative analyses are included in table A2 of the Appendix because the 
number of respondents who answered “yes” to the “participation” questions (170) is too small to 
allow for credible estimation of the effect of gender on the probability of having paid a bribe. 
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The variables included in the regressions are described in Table 1. 

Table 1. Variable Definitions 
 Category Variable 

Y Dependent Variable 
Bribery Victimization – Dichotomous variable set equal to 1 if the 
respondent answered “yes” to any of the first three victimization questions 
enumerated in Figure 2. 

𝛽4 Key Independent 
Variable 

Female – Dichotomous variable set equal to 1 if the respondent is a 
woman and 0 if the respondent is a man. 

d 
Socio-Demographic 

Individual 
Characteristics 

Age – Continuous variable measuring the respondent’s age. 
Level of education – Continuous variable indicating the years of education 
completed by respondents. 
Marital status – Dichotomous variable set equal to 1 if the respondent is 
either married or cohabitating with a partner and 0 otherwise. 
Skin tone – Dichotomous variable set equal to 1 if the respondent has dark 
skin and 0 otherwise.a 

Crime victimization – Dichotomous variable set equal to 1 if the 
respondent reports having been a victim of any type of crime in the past 
year and 0 otherwise. 

q Economic Individual 
Characteristics 

Monthly Household Income – Dichotomous variable set equal to 1 if 
income was $3,400 and below and 0 otherwise.b 

Employment Status – A series of dichotomous variables that reflect which 
of the following categories the respondent fell into: working, not working 
at the moment but have a job (e.g. on administrative or maternal leave), 
actively looking for a job, student, homemaker, retired, pensioned or 
disabled, not working and not looking for a job. 

p Place-Based 
Characteristics 

Size of location – A series of dichotomous variables that measure the size 
of the city the respondent lived in: national capital (metropolitan area), 
large city, medium city, small city, and hamlet.c 
Urbanicity – Dichotomous variable set equal to 1 if the respondent lives 
in an urban area and 0 otherwise. 

 
a. Interviewers had to determine the skin color of each respondent according to a color palette 

included in each questionnaire. Interviewers also had to self-identify their skin color in order to 
calibrate the interviewers’ perceptions. 

b. The original variable in the dataset placed respondents into income categories; I collapsed this 
variable here for purposes of simplicity. The variable is measured in Mexican Pesos. The 
conversion rate is 23.30 pesos » 1 dollar as of March 30th, 2020. 

c. The capital city is larger than even the largest municipalities (more than 100,000 inhabitants) and 
constitutes its own category. Hamlets are a separate category; they have 2,500 or fewer inhabitants 
(INEGI, 2010). 
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Descriptive Statistics 
 
Table 2 presents descriptive statistics for my dependent, key independent, and control variables. 

The analytic sample is comprised of 1,381 observations.12 All of my results have been weighted 

using a variable provided by the survey´s administrators. The table indicates that approximately 

28.5% of respondents reported having been asked for a bribe in the year leading up to the survey.13 

The percentage of respondents who reported that they had experienced crime victimization is 

33.5%, which is relatively close to the corresponding percentage for bribery victimization. 

 The sample is evenly split between men and women: the latter account for 49.9% of 

respondents. All respondents are at least 18 years old, which is to be expected given that the sample 

was designed to represent Mexico’s voting age population. The average age of respondents is 

approximately 41 years. Sample members have an average of ten years of education. Around 60% 

of respondents indicated that they were married or cohabiting with partners, and the two main 

employment statuses reported by respondents were “currently working” (49.9%) and “homemaker” 

(23.7%). Almost 80% of respondents live in urban areas. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                        
12 I performed single imputation to fill in missing values. The original sample contained data on 
1,580 respondents. Values for the variable Years of Education were imputed via regression using 
the rest of the independent variables as predictors. Imputations were not performed for missing 
values for either the dependent variable or the key independent variable. Given that the other 
control variables are categorical, I did not perform imputation for these variables. The observations 
with missing values for these variables were dropped, yielding an analytic sample size of 1,381 
observations.  
13 This percentage is in line with the broader Latin American trend, which suggests that 
approximately 20% of individuals have been targeted for a bribe (LAPOP, 2017).  
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics 
  N mean / % sd min Max 
      

Dependent Variable           
Has been asked for a bribe in the past year 1,381 0.285 0.451 0 1 

Key Independent Variable           
Female 1,381 0.499 0.500 0 1 
Socio-Demographic Individual Characteristics      
Age 1,381 41.02 16.66 18 88 
Years of Education 1,381 10.04 4.219 0 18 
Married or Cohabitating 1,381 0.606 0.489 0 1 
Dark Skin 1,381 0.523 0.500 0 1 
Crime Victimization 1,381 0.335 0.472 0 1 

Economic Individual Characteristics      
Low Income 1,381 0.481 0.500 0 1 

Employment status      
Working 1,381 0.499 0.500 0 1 
Not working at the moment, but have a job 1,381 0.0550 0.228 0 1 
Actively looking for a job 1,381 0.0521 0.222 0 1 
Student 1,381 0.0558 0.230 0 1 
Homemaker 1,381 0.237 0.425 0 1 
Retired, pensioned, or disabled to work 1,381 0.0688 0.253 0 1 
Not working and not looking for a job 1,381 0.0326 0.178 0 1 

Place-Based Characteristics      
National Capital (Metropolitan area) 1,381 0.201 0.401 0 1 
Large City 1,381 0.340 0.474 0 1 
Medium City 1,381 0.243 0.429 0 1 
Small City 1,381 0.195 0.396 0 1 
Hamlet 1,381 0.0210 0.143 0 1 
      
Urban 1,381 0.793 0.405 0 1 

 

Table 3 presents descriptive statistics disaggregated by my key independent variable: 

gender.14 Men were 17.7 percentage points more likely than women to report having been bribery 

victims in the past year. However, the gender difference in the rate of crime victimization is much 

smaller (4.3 percentage points). 

                                                        
14 The differences reported in the table were calculated by regressing each variable on the gender 
dummy. 
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The two groups are more comparable in terms of socio-demographic and place-based 

characteristics. However, there are notable differences in economic characteristics: fewer than 1% 

of the men in the sample are homemakers, while this is true of almost 50% of women. Additionally, 

men are 32.7 percentage points more likely than women to be currently working. 

 

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics Disaggregated by Gender 
       
 Men Women    

Sample Size 692 689    
 Mean Difference Robust SE 

Dependent Variable       
Has been asked for a bribe in the past year 0.373 0.196 -0.177 (***) 0.0204 
Socio-Demographic Individual Characteristics      
Age 41.62 40.42 -1.202 (**) 0.580 
Years of Education 10.32 9.758 -0.564 (***) 0.202 
Married or Cohabitating 0.603 0.610 0.00698  0.0268 
Dark Skin 0.559 0.486 -0.0730 (***) 0.0268 
Crime Victimization 0.357 0.313 -0.0434 (*) 0.0241 

Economic Individual Characteristics      
Low Income 0.399 0.563 0.164 (***) 0.0249 

Employment Status      
Working 0.662 0.335 -0.327 (***) 0.0285 
Not working at the moment, but have a job 0.0723 0.0377 -0.0345 (***) 0.0107 
Actively looking for a job 0.0665 0.0377 -0.0287 (**) 0.0118 
Student 0.0592 0.0522 -0.00700  0.0122 
Homemaker 0.00723 0.467 0.460 (***) 0.0225 
Retired, pensioned, or disabled to work 0.0983 0.0392 -0.0591 (***) 0.0143 
Not working and not looking for a job 0.0347 0.0305 -0.00420  0.00952 

Place-Based Characteristics      
National Capital (Metropolitan area) 0.198 0.205 0.00667  0.0116 
Large City 0.341 0.338 -0.00287  0.0149 
Medium City 0.251 0.235 -0.0163  0.0114 
Small City 0.191 0.199 0.00809  0.00866 
Hamlet 0.0188 0.0232 0.00444  0.00918 
      
Urban 0.789 0.797 0.00779  0.00912 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1      
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Regression Results 
 

Table 4 presents my regression results. Given that my dependent variable is dichotomous, I 

estimate linear probability models (LPM).15 Table 4 reports results for six different models.16 

Model (1) is a simple bivariate regression that estimates the relationship between gender and the 

probability of being asked for a bribe in Mexico. Model (2) adds control variables to reduce the 

bias in my estimate of this relationship. These controls include socio-demographic characteristics 

(age, level of education, marital status, skin tone, and having been a crime victim), economic 

characteristics (monthly household income and employment status), as well as place-based 

characteristics (population size and urbanicity of location).17 Model (3) further adds state fixed 

effects to account for the unobserved differences between states.  

In models (4), (5), and (6), I build upon Model (3) to conduct sub-group analyses. Model 

(4) assesses whether the relationship between gender and the probability of being asked for a bribe 

differs according to whether respondents have dark skin. Model (5) estimates whether my 

relationship of interest differs between married and unmarried respondents. Model (6) explores 

whether the gap between men and women in the probability of being asked for a bribe varies with 

age. Specifically, in Model (6) I constructed a dichotomous variable set equal to one for 

                                                        
15 For purposes of comparison, I estimated probit and logit models as well. The average marginal 
effects for those models were comparable in magnitude and significance level to those obtained 
through LPMs. I report LPM results for ease of interpretation.  
16 I also estimated regressions without survey weights and obtained coefficients for the key 
independent variable that were nearly identical and were also statistically significant at the 99% 
confidence level. The unweighted results can be found in appendix table A1. 
17 I also estimated a model that included a quadratic age term. In my main regressions, I omit age2 
because the coefficient for this variable was statistically insignificant and the coefficient on the 
female variable was essentially unchanged in this sensitivity check.  
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respondents whose age was above the within-sample median and interacted it with the female 

variable.  

 The results in Table 4 show that Mexican women, on average, are less likely than Mexican 

men to be asked for a bribe. The coefficients in the different specifications are significant 

throughout and are all around -.15. In other words, the probability of being asked for a bribe in 

Mexico is around 15 percentage points lower for women than for men. These results accord with 

my hypothesis.  More specifically, my results for Model (1) suggest that females are, on average, 

17.7 percentage points less likely than men to be bribery victims. The addition of control variables 

and state fixed effects in Models (2) and (3) yields coefficients of -.151 and -.146, respectively, 

indicating that the omission of the control variables and state fixed effects in Model (1) was 

exerting a modest downward bias on the coefficient of interest.  

In Models (4), (5), and (6), as noted above, I test whether the relationship between gender 

and bribery victimization differs according to socio-demographic characteristics such as skin color, 

marital status, and age. In Model (4), I interact the female dummy with the dark skin dummy. In 

Model (5), I interact the female dummy with the married dummy. In Model (6), I interact the female 

dummy with the old dummy. In all of these cases, the coefficients on the interaction variables were 

small in magnitude and statistically insignificant.18 These regressions thus provide no evidence that 

the relationship between gender and bribery victimization varies according to any of these 

characteristics.  

 

                                                        
18 The coefficient on the female*old interaction term was positive, of moderately large magnitude, 
and significant at the 10% level in the unweighted model. However, the regression still suggested 
that women are substantially less likely than men to be asked for a bribe regardless of their age, as 
is the case with my weighed regression. At most, the unweighted regression provides suggestive 
evidence that the gender gap in bribery victimization may be modestly smaller for older women 
than for younger women.   
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Table 4. Main Regression Results 
         
Dependent variable: Respondent has been asked for a bribe in the past year 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Key Independent Variable 
Female -0.177*** -0.151*** -0.146*** -0.149*** -0.156*** -0.184*** 
  (0.0204) (0.0263) (0.0256) (0.0345) (0.0337) (0.0354) 
Female x Dark skin    0.004    
     (0.0431)    
Female x Married     0.018   
      (0.0470)   
Female x Old      0.080 
       (0.0496) 
Socio-Demographic Individual Characteristics 
Age  -0.004*** -0.004*** -0.004*** -0.004*** -0.006*** 
   (0.0008) (0.0009) (0.0009) (0.0009) (0.0014) 
Old      0.020 
       (0.0576) 
Years of Education  -0.001 -0.002 -0.002 -0.002 -0.002 
   (0.0032) (0.0032) (0.0032) (0.0032) (0.0032) 
Married or Cohabiting  0.028 0.028 0.028 0.019 0.032 
   (0.0271) (0.0268) (0.0269) (0.0366) (0.0279) 
Dark Skin  -0.029 -0.029 -0.031 -0.029 -0.026 
   (0.0222) (0.0229) (0.0334) (0.0230) (0.0229) 
Crime Victimization  0.195*** 0.194*** 0.194*** 0.194*** 0.193*** 
   (0.0285) (0.0269) (0.0269) (0.0267) (0.0268) 
Economic Individual Characteristics 
Low Income  -0.037 -0.026 -0.026 -0.025 -0.025 
   (0.0232) (0.0233) (0.0233) (0.0233) (0.0235) 
Employment Status 
Working  0.073 0.087 0.087 0.088 0.083 
   (0.0649) (0.0622) (0.0622) (0.0632) (0.0631) 
Not working at the moment, but 
have a job  0.060 0.054 0.054 0.056 0.052 
   (0.0819) (0.0806) (0.0807) (0.0821) (0.0809) 
Actively looking for a job  -0.062 -0.056 -0.056 -0.056 -0.063 
   (0.0790) (0.0774) (0.0776) (0.0777) (0.0781) 
Student  0.018 0.023 0.023 0.025 0.015 
   (0.0855) (0.0844) (0.0845) (0.0855) (0.0856) 
Homemaker  0.007 0.007 0.007 0.005 0.003 
   (0.0605) (0.0601) (0.0598) (0.0599) (0.0607) 
Retired, pensioned, or disabled to 
work  -0.021 -0.016 -0.016 -0.015 0.004 
   (0.0747) (0.0712) (0.0711) (0.0716) (0.0706) 
Place-Based Characteristics 
National Capital (Metropolitan 
area)  -0.009 -0.173 -0.172 -0.173 -0.185 
   (0.0527) (0.1442) (0.1446) (0.1438) (0.1393) 
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Table 4. Main Regression Results (Cont.) 
         
Dependent variable: Respondent has been asked for a bribe in the past year 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Large City  -0.073 -0.075 -0.075 -0.076 -0.077 
   (0.0509) (0.0616) (0.0615) (0.0618) (0.0636) 
Medium City  -0.078 -0.048 -0.048 -0.049 -0.052 
   (0.0526) (0.0689) (0.0688) (0.0693) (0.0713) 
Small City  -0.074 -0.069 -0.069 -0.070 -0.070 
   (0.0535) (0.0643) (0.0641) (0.0644) (0.0664) 
         
Urban  -0.001 -0.006 -0.006 -0.006 -0.006 
   (0.0397) (0.0347) (0.0347) (0.0348) (0.0342) 
         
State Fixed Effects NO NO YES YES YES YES 
         
F-statistic and p-value for joint 
hypothesis tests    19.78*** 14.85*** 8.47*** 
     0.00001a 0.0002b 0.0043c 

         
Constant 0.373*** 0.511*** 0.738*** 0.740*** 0.741*** 0.793*** 
  (0.0177) (0.1044) (0.1077) (0.1091) (0.1083) (0.1135) 
         
Observations 1,381 1,381 1,381 1,381 1,381 1,381 
R-squared 0.038 0.126 0.159 0.159 0.159 0.162 
a H0: b1 (female) + b2 (female*darkskin) = 0 
b H0: b1 (female) + b2 (female*married) = 0 
c H0: b1 (female) + b2 (female*old) = 0 
Robust standard errors in parentheses. All regressions are estimated using survey weights.  
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1       

 
 

In addition to my six primary models, I also estimated models with alternative dependent 

variables. The dependent variables for these alternative analyses are a “participation” variable, 

which indicates whether a person has paid a bribe, and an “experiences with bribery” variable, 

which reflects whether a person has been asked for and/or paid a bribe. Due to missing values, the 

sample size for the “participation” analysis drops from 1,381 to 1,070, and the coefficient on the 

female variable is no longer significant. The results for the aggregate “experiences with bribery” 

analysis are broadly consistent with those of the main analyses. These results can be found in table 

A2 of the appendix. 



 22 

Discussion and Conclusion 
 
My regressions show that women in Mexico are, on average, less likely than men to be asked for 

a bribe. Throughout my analyses, women’s probability of being asked for a bribe is consistently 

around 15 percentage points lower than men’s. These results accord with those of Romero et al. 

(2018), who estimated that women in Mexico are nine percentage points less likely than men to 

experience corruption.19 I also find that the relationship between gender and bribery victimization 

does not vary according to skin color, marital status, or age.  

 Limitations of my Analyses 

A variety of limitations might affect the precision of my estimates. One such limitation is social 

desirability bias, in which respondents report higher rates of socially desirable behavior (Brenner 

& DeLamater, 2016). This might be especially true for my “participation” variable in the alternative 

analyses whose results are reported in the appendix. The dependent variable for these regressions 

is based on a question that asks respondents to disclose whether they actually paid a bribe, not 

simply whether they were asked for one.20 Fortunately, however, the AmericasBarometer survey 

contained sufficiently fine-grained data to allow my analysis to distinguish between actually paying 

a bribe and being asked for one. 

A possible source of omitted variable bias in my estimates is my failure to account for 

whether the respondent is the head of household. It seems plausible that heads of household are 

targeted more often for bribes, regardless of their gender, since household heads seem likely to 

                                                        
19 Recall that, in this study, “experiencing corruption” includes being asked for a bribe and having 
paid a bribe. 
20 Hence, the alternative analyses whose results are reported in Appendix Table A.2–in which the 
dependent variable reflects payment of a bribe–might be subject to this source of bias to a greater 
extent than the results of my main analysis. 
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have more resources and therefore a greater ability to pay a bribe. I am not able to control for this 

variable, as it was not included in the AmericasBarometer survey. I suspect that head of household 

status is negatively correlated with being a female—my key independent variable—as data 

available at the national level suggest that only around 30% of Mexican households have a female 

head (INEGI, 2015). Therefore, the omission of a variable indicating whether a person is a head of 

household is likely biasing my estimates downward. This means that the relationship between 

gender and bribery victimization might not be as strong as my analyses suggest.  

Nonetheless, even if I were to account for head of household status, I would still expect to 

find that there is a negative correlation between these variables since there is substantial evidence 

of a gender-wage gap in Mexico (OECD, 2017). Even if a woman is a head of household, Mexico’s 

gender-wage gap suggests that she would earn less than a man in her position. Thus, the omission 

of an individual’s economic resources is another source of bias in my regressions. The 

AmericasBarometer survey recorded household income, a variable that I included in my analyses. 

However, the survey did not include a variable measuring individual earnings. In Mexico, due to 

the gender wage gap and the social division of labor described by INMUJERES (2004), men tend 

to have more economic resources than women; thus, individual earnings are likely negatively 

correlated with being a female, my key independent variable. With regard to my dependent 

variable, I would expect people with higher earnings to be more attractive targets for bribery. Given 

the positive relationship between earnings and bribery, and the negative relationship between 

economic power and being a woman, omitting an individual earnings control is likely exerting a 

downward bias on my estimates. Thus, the gender gap in bribery victimization might not be as 

strong as I estimated. 
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Future Research and Policy Implications 

Future research could replicate my analysis and scale it up by examining whether the observed 

difference in bribery victimization between Mexican men and women holds in other countries in 

the Americas. Given that the AmericasBarometer survey is constructed similarly for every country 

in which it is fielded, one could test whether men in the Americas are on average targeted more 

frequently for bribes throughout the region.  Other studies might also explore gender differences 

in the risk of being targeted for sextortion vis-à-vis the risk of being targeted for economic bribes. 

This analysis might be relevant given that evidence suggests that, for instance, men are more likely 

than women to be victims of the most common types of violence while women are more likely than 

men to be victims of violence of a sexual nature (PAHO, 2012). Considering these studies, I 

hypothesize that, while men are more likely than women to be targeted for economic bribes as my 

results show, women might be more likely to be victims of bribes of a sexual nature (sextortion). 

Further research could test this conclusion in greater depth. 

My study’s unavoidable omission of variables such as head of household status and 

individual earnings reveals a paradox that must be addressed in future research: Is the negative 

relationship between being a female and bribery victimization at least in part a reflection of the 

independent effect of gender? Or is the difference between men’s and women’s probability of being 

bribery victims an indication of a disparity in economic power? The ripple effects of Mexico’s 

gender pay gap and the social dynamics that are associated with women being the heads of 

households less often is beyond the scope of my paper.  

As women’s economic and social situation in Mexico improves, they might be subject to 

corruption more often. Policymakers thus face the implied challenge of creating anti-corruption 

policies with a gender dimension so that improvements in women’s economic situations do not 

lead to increases in their vulnerability to bribery victimization. Women are already the primary 
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victims of sextortion, gender-based violence, and economic abuse (TI, 2019a; Santamaría & 

Huesca, 2017; PGR, 2017). But it is not too late to develop policies that mitigate what could 

become yet another realm of social life in which women suffer disproportionately. 
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Appendix 
 

Table A1. Unweighted Regression Results 
         

Dependent variable: Respondent has been asked for a bribe in the past year 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Key Independent Variable 
Female -0.177*** -0.151*** -0.146*** -0.149*** -0.156*** -0.184*** 
  (0.0238) (0.0281) (0.0282) (0.0371) (0.0387) (0.0371) 
Female x Dark skin    0.004    
     (0.0466)    
Female x Married     0.018   
      (0.0500)   
Female x Old      0.080* 
       (0.0476) 
Socio-Demographic Individual Characteristics 
Age  -0.004*** -0.004*** -0.004*** -0.004*** -0.006*** 
   (0.0008) (0.0008) (0.0008) (0.0008) (0.0014) 
Old      0.020 
       (0.0531) 
Years of Education  -0.001 -0.002 -0.002 -0.002 -0.002 
   (0.0032) (0.0034) (0.0034) (0.0034) (0.0033) 
Married or Cohabitating  0.028 0.028 0.028 0.019 0.032 
   (0.0248) (0.0250) (0.0250) (0.0369) (0.0255) 
Dark Skin  -0.029 -0.029 -0.031 -0.029 -0.026 
   (0.0236) (0.0237) (0.0353) (0.0238) (0.0237) 
Crime Victimization  0.195*** 0.194*** 0.194*** 0.194*** 0.193*** 
   (0.0264) (0.0265) (0.0265) (0.0265) (0.0266) 
Economic Individual Characteristics 
Low Income  -0.037 -0.026 -0.026 -0.025 -0.025 
   (0.0245) (0.0250) (0.0250) (0.0250) (0.0250) 
Employment Status 
Working  0.073 0.087 0.087 0.088 0.083 
   (0.0630) (0.0601) (0.0601) (0.0607) (0.0607) 
Not working at the moment, 
but have a job  0.060 0.054 0.054 0.056 0.052 
   (0.0787) (0.0778) (0.0778) (0.0784) (0.0780) 
Actively looking for a job  -0.062 -0.056 -0.056 -0.056 -0.063 
   (0.0779) (0.0763) (0.0764) (0.0765) (0.0769) 
Student  0.018 0.023 0.023 0.025 0.015 
   (0.0838) (0.0836) (0.0836) (0.0842) (0.0840) 
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Table A1. Unweighted Regression Results (Cont.) 
         

Dependent variable: Respondent has been asked for a bribe in the past year 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Homemaker  0.007 0.007 0.007 0.005 0.003 
   (0.0641) (0.0615) (0.0615) (0.0613) (0.0617) 
Retired, pensioned, or 
disabled to work  -0.021 -0.016 -0.016 -0.015 0.004 
   (0.0737) (0.0707) (0.0707) (0.0709) (0.0715) 
Place-Based Characteristics 
National Capital 
(Metropolitan area)  -0.009 -0.173 -0.172 -0.173 -0.185 
   (0.0903) (0.1351) (0.1354) (0.1349) (0.1328) 
Large City  -0.073 -0.075 -0.075 -0.076 -0.077 
   (0.0885) (0.0985) (0.0985) (0.0983) (0.0966) 
Medium City  -0.078 -0.048 -0.048 -0.049 -0.052 
   (0.0891) (0.1011) (0.1012) (0.1011) (0.0993) 
Small City  -0.074 -0.069 -0.069 -0.070 -0.070 
   (0.0892) (0.0972) (0.0973) (0.0972) (0.0952) 
         
Urban  -0.001 -0.006 -0.006 -0.006 -0.006 
   (0.0304) (0.0330) (0.0330) (0.0330) (0.0328) 
         
State Fixed Effects NO NO YES YES YES YES 
         
F-statistic and p-value for joint hypothesis 
tests   16.12*** 14.17*** 8.09*** 
     0.0001a 0.0002b 0.0045c 

         
Constant 0.373*** 0.511*** 0.738*** 0.740*** 0.741*** 0.793*** 
  (0.0184) (0.1246) (0.1860) (0.1871) (0.1861) (0.1851) 
         
Observations 1,381 1,381 1,381 1,381 1,381 1,381 
R-squared 0.038 0.126 0.159 0.159 0.159 0.162 
a H0: b1 (female) + b2 (female*darkskin) = 0 
b H0: b1 (female) + b2 (female*married) = 0 
c H0: b1 (female) + b2 (female*old) = 0 
Robust standard errors in parentheses.    
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1    
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Table A2. Analyses with Different Dependent Variables 
  (1) (2) (3) 

Dependent 
Variable 

Bribery Victimization Bribery Participation Experiences with Bribery 

Has been asked for a 
bribe in the past year 

Has had to pay a bribe in 
the past year 

Has been asked and/or 
has had to pay a bribe in 

the past year 
      
Key Independent Variable 
Female -0.146*** -0.005 -0.124*** 
  (0.0256) (0.0259) (0.0263) 
Socio-Demographic Individual Characteristics 
Age -0.004*** -0.001 -0.004*** 
  (0.0009) (0.0009) (0.0009) 
Years of 
Education -0.002 0.004 0.001 
  (0.0032) (0.0029) (0.0032) 
Married or 
Cohabitating 0.028 0.018 0.034 
  (0.0268) (0.0236) (0.0272) 
Dark Skin -0.029 0.033 -0.001 
  (0.0229) (0.0203) (0.0230) 
Crime 
Victimization 0.194*** 0.161*** 0.221*** 
  (0.0269) (0.0252) (0.0299) 
Economic Individual Characteristics 
Low Income -0.026 -0.005 -0.031 
  (0.0233) (0.0222) (0.0234) 
Employment Status 
Working 0.087 0.002 0.033 
  (0.0622) (0.0636) (0.0720) 
Not working but 
has a job 0.054 -0.054 -0.019 
  (0.0806) (0.0759) (0.0852) 
Actively looking 
for a job -0.056 -0.014 -0.098 
  (0.0774) (0.0765) (0.0851) 
Student 0.023 -0.004 -0.028 
  (0.0844) (0.0825) (0.0947) 
Homemaker 0.007 -0.044 -0.056 
  (0.0601) (0.0630) (0.0714) 
Retired, 
pensioned, or 
disabled to work -0.016 -0.066 -0.070 
  (0.0712) (0.0673) (0.0762) 
Place-Based Characteristics 
National Capital 
(Metropolitan 
area) -0.173 0.101 -0.124 
  (0.1442) (0.0917) (0.1393) 
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Table A2. Analyses with Different Dependent Variables (Cont.) 
  (1) (2) (3) 

Dependent 
Variable 

Bribery Victimization Bribery Participation Experiences with Bribery 

Has been asked for a 
bribe in the past year 

Has had to pay a bribe in 
the past year 

Has been asked and/or 
has had to pay a bribe in 

the past year 
Large City -0.075 0.052 -0.046 
  (0.0616) (0.0751) (0.0541) 
Medium City -0.048 0.147* -0.006 
  (0.0689) (0.0767) (0.0599) 
Small City -0.069 0.114 -0.027 
  (0.0643) (0.0763) (0.0556) 
Urban -0.006 0.066*** 0.016 
  (0.0347) (0.0209) (0.0333) 
Constant 0.738*** -0.133 0.653*** 
  (0.1077) (0.1113) (0.1096) 
      
Observations 1,381 1,070 1,381 
R-squared 0.159 0.100 0.146 
Standard errors in parentheses. All regressions are estimated using survey weights.  
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1  
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