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ABSTRACT 

 

While there is an acknowledged relationship between corruption and development, this paper 

seeks to better understand corruption’s effect on development by using OLS and fixed effects 

regressions to quantitatively measure corruption’s impacts. Because development is an 

ambiguous concept, I measure the impact of corruption on both GDP per capita and HDI. I do 

this for a general measure of corruption as well as sectoral corruption measures, both obtained 

from Transparency International. Lastly, I break up countries into low, medium, and high 

transparency countries according to their transparency score. The results indicate that corruption 

has a much greater impact on GDP per capita than on HDI.  Additionally, there seems to be a 

strong indication that corruption in parliament, political parties, and the law enforcement 

branches has the greatest negative impact on a country and correlates most closely with people’s 

perception of corruption. 
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I. Introduction 

 Corruption is a phenomenon as old as government and has many different faces. As far 

back as ancient India, corruption was linked to much more than just bribery; it was defined as the 

unlawful use of public funds in a variety of mediums (Kaufmann, 1997). Studies by authors such 

as Paolo Mauro (1995) and publications by institutions like the World Bank and Transparency 

International have found that in countries with higher levels of corruption fewer funds are used 

for the public good and investment, cartels and criminal organizations circumvent and undermine 

the law, and there is a breakdown of trust of a society in its political system. 70 out of 182 

countries, or more than 1/3 of the world, were classified as corrupt or highly corrupt by 

Transparency International in 2011. Recently, the Wall Street Journal reported on a paper by 

Global Financial Integrity which claimed that in 2009 alone, approximately $903 billion was lost 

to corrupt practices just in the developing world, but the most shocking comment was that this 

was an improvement to the $1.55 trillion lost just the year before in those same countries. That 

same study tracked the illicit use of funds from 2000 to 2009 and in that decade, the developing 

world lost $8.44 trillion. The top five losers were China with $2.74 trillion, Mexico with $504 

billion, Russia with $501 billion, Saudi Arabia with $380 billion, and Malaysia with $350 billion 

for a combined loss of $4.475 trillion over the past decade. These studies also make clear the 

reality that several countries are trying to change their practices. Transparency International, in 

their recent “Bribe Payer’s Index,” recently announced that Russia and China were the worst 

places in the world to do business because of the rampant corruption. Corruption in Chinese land 

contracts is particularly well known and is responsible for large land grab scams which have left 

many people destitute.  In addition, the worst corruption occurs in public works contracts and 
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infrastructure projects. In India, to take another example, there has been a strong push to crack 

down on the rampant political corruption, which culminated in huge protests and hunger strikes, 

leaving the current government in a precarious situation. These countries, which are rated as 

some of the most corrupt in the world, are being called the future of the world, part of the BRIC 

group of rising economies.  Russia and China in particular hold prominent positions on the world 

stage because of their involvement in the UN and G20. Such countries must be more responsible 

in their internal dealings before they can truly influence world events in a positive manner. 

This paper seeks to better understand corruption’s effect on development by using OLS and fixed 

effects regressions to quantitatively measure corruption’s impacts, both general corruption and 

corruption in specific sectors.  Development itself is an ambiguous concept which can mean 

different things to different people. As a result we have several measures for it. In the present 

case I use GDP per capita (2005-2010) and the UN’s Human Development Index (HDI) (2005-

2007, 2009, and 2010) data as development indicators for each country. It is important to 

measure the impact of corruption on GDP per capita because this is a close measure of how 

much is theoretically lost from every individual and household. I also use the HDI because it is 

imperative we investigate what impact corruption has on people’s opportunities which may not 

be tied simply to money.  

While corruption comes in many forms and is present in many institutions, it is unclear if 

corruption in different sectors has different effects. Is corruption in law enforcement worse than 

corruption in the education sector or in political parties? To answer that question I will use data 

from Transparency International (TI), which uses data from 13 sources by 10 independent 
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institutions in both public and private sectors. These evaluations are done by country experts, 

both resident and non-resident, and by business leaders who break down the level of perceived 

corruption by sector. Using these measures I hope to understand how corruption in particular 

sectors affects development and whether corruption in particular sectors affect HDI and GDP per 

capita more than others.  

Certain problems are inherent in the model, including endogeneity, but that does not invalidate 

the question or the model. Other studies have faced the same problem, and there has been an 

attempt to address it using instrumental variables or a combination of control variables. To date, 

no acceptable variable or combination of variables has been found which has addressed this 

problem and as such, authors who study corruption and development accept a measure of 

endogeneity in models. In addition, the model does not include several important variables 

because the data necessary to build the variables are not available. Some countries have not 

reported results on a yearly basis and are missing results from certain years. Sample selection 

bias is also present in that people in the included countries who filled out the surveys may have a 

stronger view one way or another than the average person in that country. But these are real 

world issues which cannot be circumvented. 

 I begin by discussing seminal works which are the most pertinent to my investigation of 

corruption. After I have established the function of this paper in the existing literature, I will 

move to section 3 to explain my data and model. Section 4 will contain the results of my 

statistical analysis and the necessary tables, followed by my conclusions and hopes for the future 

of this study. 
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II. Literature Review 

The literature relevant to this study falls under three broad categories.  First are the studies which 

analyze corruption and development directly. The second category consists of studies which 

analyze the general effects of corruption. Lastly, I will present studies which address important 

and supporting issues.  

Mauro (1995) analyzed a myriad of indices of corruption for a cross section of countries. He 

finds that corruption lowers investment, thereby lowering economic growth, even when he uses 

ethnolinguistic fractionalization as an instrumental variable in an effort to tackle the inherent 

endogeneity. His study was then built on by Campos, Edgardo, and Pradhan (1999), whose work 

supports my attempt to parse out corruption by sector. They argue that corruption regimes that 

are more predictable have less of a negative impact on investment than those that are less 

predictable. Even in corruption, stability matters, proving that not all corruption is the same.  

However, the authors stop short of taking into account growth in the broad sense of the word, 

and focus only on investment.  

Treisman’s 2000 work, “The Causes of Corruption,” was a landmark for several reasons. First, 

he used a great deal of empirical data from the 1980s and 1990s, making the dataset one of the 

most extensive corruption datasets to be used in a study. Second, his findings challenged the 

assumption that just by democratizing, a country can shed its corrupt practices. He suggests that 

it takes decades of democracy to shake off corrupt practices; cultural and institutionalized 

practices are much more deeply rooted in the perception of corruption than any state policy. 

Lastly, his findings offer some encouragement by suggesting that economic development reduces 
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corruption and that corrupt practices do not necessarily inhibit economic growth, but this too is a 

long run solution.      

Building off of these studies, Monitola and Jackman (2002) seek to answer the question, why is 

government corruption more pervasive in some societies than in others?  The analysis yields 

nonlinear results which support Treisman’s conclusions: corruption is typically lower in 

dictatorships than in countries that have partially democratized, particularly in low-income 

countries which underpay public employees; but once past a certain threshold, institutionalized 

democratic practices inhibit corruption. The authors also distinguish between political and 

economic corruption, but they never get to the heart of the corruption-growth relationship by 

focusing on the political aspect of the relationship. Shabbir and Mumtaz (2007) do and theorize 

that corruption has two dimensions: public sector corruption, the study’s focus being the “misuse 

of public office for private benefits,” and private sector corruption. They look at 41 developing 

countries to investigate the determinants of public sector corruption, which are sub-divided into 

economic determinants and non-economic determinants. The economic determinants include 

economic freedom, globalization, level of education, distribution of income, and average level of 

income. The non-economic determinants consist of press freedom, democracy, and share of 

population affiliated with a particular religion. Empirical findings of the study indicate that all 

economic determinants are negatively related to the perceived level of corruption, except for the 

distribution of income. Non-economic determinants are not significant in explaining the variation 

in the levels of corruption. The authors conclude that government should focus on economic 

factors to curb the level of corruption.  
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 Olken (2009) repeatedly cautions against only using corruption perceptions, as they are often 

poor indicators of corruption reality. While he acknowledges that people can distinguish between 

general corruption and corruption in specific projects, he urges the use of more objective data 

and cautions researchers about data contamination by individual biases. He also concludes, on 

the basis of these observations, that grassroots movements are less effective than top-down 

approaches to combating corruption. There is strong support for his caution of corruption 

perception indicators amongst the population, but there would be no need to use perceptions if 

more objective data were available. Moroever, it should be noted that those in a position to enact 

top-down policies may very well be corrupt themselves.  

The second most important category of studies is those which address corruption in its own right, 

at times linked to other political or economic phenomena. The seminal work on corruption, 

Rose-Ackerman’s “The Economics of Corruption” (1975), considers the relationship between 

market structure and the incidence of corrupt dealings in the government contracting process. 

Three cases are analyzed: well-defined government preferences, “vague” government 

preferences, and the case of a bilateral monopoly. Rose-Ackerman then considers which actions 

deter corruption and the degree to which corruption incentives can be reduced by revising 

contracting procedures and reorganizing market structures. Bliss and Di Tella (1997) test Rose-

Ackerman’s assumption that simply reorganizing the market structure will inhibit corrupt 

practices. Their findings suggest that increases in competition and reorganizing markets 

structures, like Rose-Ackerman concluded, may not lower corruption.  
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Anderson and Tverdova’s (2003) analysis shows that citizens in countries with higher levels of 

corruption express more negative evaluations of the performance of their political systems and 

exhibit lower levels of trust in civil servants, even amongst supporters of the incumbent political 

systems. These findings provide strong and systematic evidence that informal political practices, 

especially those that compromise important democratic principles, should be considered 

important indicators of political system performance. While only taking survey data from 16 

democracies, albeit of different maturity levels, the critical conclusion is that while corruption is 

a powerful determinant of political support across widely varying political, cultural, and 

economic contexts, it does not uniformly diminish support for political institutions across all 

segments of the electorate.  

Two papers set the stage for the most championed of anti-corruption measures: decentralization. 

Fisman and Gatti (2002) empirically evaluate the relationship between government 

decentralization and the extent of rent extraction by private entities by looking at the cross-

country relationship between fiscal decentralization and corruption. Their findings suggest that 

fiscal decentralization in government expenditure is strongly and significantly associated with 

lower corruption. This was followed up by Arikan (2004), which also examines the effect of 

fiscal decentralization on the level of corruption in a country. Using a tax competition framework 

with rent-seeking behavior, he shows theoretically that fiscal decentralization, modeled as an 

increase in the number of competing jurisdictions, leads to a lower level of corruption. However, 

both studies are not truly global, though they yield significant, if weak, associations.   
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One study, while it does not directly examine the impact of corruption on governments or market 

structures, does provide supporting evidence for this paper. Alesina et al. (2003) measure ethnic, 

linguistic, and religious fractionalization for about 190 countries. These measures have been 

unsatisfactorily used by other authors as instrumental variables in an effort to attack the 

endogeneity problem inherent in corruption and development studies.  

Having discussed the supporting literature it is clear that my study differs from these previous 

studies in three ways. First and foremost, unlike many of the previous authors who study 

corruption as a function of development, I measure the impact of corruption on development. 

Second, many of the previous studies are many years old, dating back to Rose-Ackerman in 

1975; the data I use are much more current. Lastly, many of the authors contain their studies to 

specific countries. I am attempting to push these theories further by bringing them up to date and 

having them account for as many countries as possible.  
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III. Data section 

My analysis rests on several models, the first of which is:  

                                                         

 

Here i indexes countries and t indexes years.  In the present study I use 2005-2010 GDP per 

capita and the UN’s 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2010 Human Development Index (HDI) data as 

development indicators for each country. The HDI attempts to measure the quality of life in a 

country on a scale of 0-1.  Each model will be estimated using each of the two variables as the 

measure of development so as to isolate corruption’s effect on a country on a purely financial 

level and on a more holistic opportunity development level. The primary variable of interest is 

the transparency score. Transparency International has created a database rating countries on a 

scale of 0-10 according to how corrupt or transparent that country is, with higher transparency 

scores corresponding to less corruption. I use data gathered from the Corruption Perception 

Index from 2005-2010 to create this variable. To quote Transparency International, this is “a 

composite index, a combination of polls, drawing on corruption-related data collected by a 

variety of reputable institutions. The CPI reflects the views of observers from around the world, 

including experts living and working in the countries/territories evaluated.”  

One of the control variables is education, for which I use mean years of schooling data garnered 

from the Human Development Reports (2005-2010) by the UN Development Project. Gender 

equality is often cited as a method not only to aid development, but also reduce corrupt practices. 

I use the Inter-Parliamentary Union’s statistical database, which tracks what percent of members 
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of national parliaments are female, to build this variable. Another oft-championed method of 

lowering corruption is decentralization, allowing subnational governments to be more flexible in 

responding to the needs of the people under their jurisdictions on the assumption that bureaucrats 

may feel greater responsibility for the well-being of the people that are part of the community 

they oversee. To control for this I use the number of tiers a country’s government maintains as a 

measure of decentralization, as measured by Kessing, Konrad, and Kotsogiannis (2007). Another 

control variable used is the perception of political violence in a country from 2005 to 2010, 

compiled by the World Governance Indicators project. This report lists perceptions of 

government performance on containing political violence from a range of -2.5 (weak) to 2.5 

(strong).  This variable is added to control for the presence of payments made in times of 

violence to various organizations by individuals to further their goals. This is not the type of 

corruption, if it can be called corruption, which I am interested in. Political violence has its own 

impact on development and as such, should be kept separate. I also include country and year 

fixed effects in the models, represented in the above equation by    and    respectively. In 

addition, the standard errors allow for clustering at the country level. 

The aforementioned model is only the beginning of my analysis; the second part of my study 

breaks corruption down by sector:  
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All of these sectoral variables have been constructed using the 2005-2007 and 2010 

Transparency International Corruption Barometer Indexes (CBI). The CBI constructs each 

measure by asking participants what their perceived level of corruption is in each of these sectors 

on a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 being the most corrupt. While most of the variables are self-

explanatory, I would just like to clarify that political corruption measures the perceived amount 

of corruption in political parties while parliamentary corruption measures the perceived 

corruption in parliament or the equivalent levels of legislature. Again, clustered standard errors 

will be used,    stands for country fixed effects, and    represents year fixed effects. 

Lastly, I break up countries into low, medium, and high transparency countries. Those with a 

score of 0-3 on the TI transparency score index are categorized as low, those with a score of 3.1-

6 are categorized as medium, and those with a 6.1 and above are highly transparent. By using 

medium transparency as a baseline, I measure the effect of being in either of the other two 

categories on HDI and GDP per capita:  

                                                                          

            

As with the other models, I use clustered standard errors, as well as country and year fixed 

effects.  

Throughout this study, one of the greatest challenges to overcome has been the missing values 

due to lack of data for certain variables and certain years. In a perfect world there would be all 

the data necessary for measurement and analysis, but that is unfortunately not the case. 
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Corruption data for 2008 are unavailable as are sectoral corruption data for 2009, and even for 

the years reported some countries either did not participate or are missing particular types of 

data.
a
  If isolated to one variable, missing data would not be much of a problem, but seeing how 

it is spread out over several variables it creates a hindrance to constructing a dataset. However, 

even with the missing values, there is enough uniformity in the data to test corruption’s effect on 

development.  

Table 1 describes the data by presenting the summary statistics. Fortunately, all data sets are 

fairly large despite missing data issues. Because of the make-up of the data, there are fewer 

observations when estimating the effect of corruption on HDI than on GDP per capita. While 

having fewer observations increases standard errors and makes comparing the results between 

the models difficult, it is still possible to draw meaningful comparisons between the HDI and 

GDP per capita results.   

  

                                                 
a
 In addition, Palestine was dropped from the dataset because it is difficult to categorize as a country or territory due 

to the political conversation surrounding it. 
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IV. Results  

Table 2 examines a simple correlation amongst the variables. There are several noteworthy 

observations. In table 2 we see strong inverse relationships between the transparency score and 

the perceived levels of police corruption and corruption in the judiciary. This suggests that the 

more people view the mechanisms of justice as corrupt, the more corrupt they view the entire 

society. This trend is similar for perceived levels of corruption in education, parliament, and 

political parties. This may be due to the sensitivity of society to corruption in these sectors: the 

police and judiciary are supposed to fight corruption, everyone feels the pain of not being able to 

afford education, the parliament is supposed to serve society as a whole, and political parties are 

supposed to represent the interests of the people. When these sectors do not execute their duties, 

every facet of society is affected. The other correlations largely conform to expected trends and 

for the most part it seems as though corruption within one sector in society encourages 

corruption in other sectors. This is particularly true with the relationship between the perceived 

level of corruption in political parties and parliament, for fairly obvious reasons. This strong 

correlation is also true, to a somewhat lesser extent, for corruption in the judiciary and education, 

police corruption and education corruption, corruption in the business sector and the media, and 

corruption in parliament and the judiciary.  Any inverse relationships between sectoral 

corruption indicators are very weak.   

Table 3 shows results of regressions of transparency on HDI with mean years of schooling, 

levels of political violence, the tiers of government, and the percent of women in the legislature 

as control variables in different equations. Column 1 is an examination of the transparency 

score’s impact on HDI and is statistically significant at the 1% level, though the effects are fairly 
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small across the board: controlling for percent of women in legislature, tiers of government, level 

of political violence, and mean years of school, an increase in transparency score by one unit 

results in a .021 increase in HDI. This would be the equivalent of moving from Belize to 

Ecuador (in 2011 HDI standards).  When country and year fixed effects are added, the 

transparency variable loses its significance and its coefficient shrinks to approximately -.0007. 

Out of all the control variables, only the mean years in school is statistically significant.  

Table 4 is also a regression table, only this time corruption’s impact on GDP per capita is 

examined. Row 1 shows the estimated effect of the transparency score on GDP per capita.  The 

coefficients are all statistically significant at the 1% level, except when controlling for year and 

country fixed effects. The relationship between the transparency score and GDP per capita seems 

to be very pronounced no matter which control variables are added to the equation, except in the 

model with fixed effects. Without control variables, a one unit increase in the transparency score 

would result in a GDP per capita rise of $6727, which would be comparable to moving from 

Afghanistan to South Africa. Even when controlling for percent of women in legislature, tiers of 

government, level of political violence, and mean years of school, a one unit increase  in 

transparency increases GDP per capita by $6388. This is analogous to moving from Afghanistan 

to Malaysia. It is interesting to note that there is no significant relationship between tiers of 

government and GDP per capita except when controlling for year and country fixed effects. It is 

also worth noting that there is a more drastic impact of transparency on GDP per capita than on 

HDI, which seems to suggest that transparency is more closely associated with economic well-

being, rather than the overall living standards. Interestingly, corruption seems to impoverish 

society. With the exception of the fixed effects models, results seem to indicate that any 
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improvement in transparency and decrease in corruption would make a great deal of difference in 

the economic life of a country.  

Table 5 is a further analysis of transparency’s effect on HDI; it breaks down corruption by 

sector. Columns 1-10 measure the effect of corruption in each sector on HDI in isolation, using 

mean years of schooling, level of political violence, percent of women in legislature, and tiers of 

government as controls and clustered standard errors. When the variables were entered 

individually, corruption in the judiciary and the education sector were significant at the 5% level 

and corruption in the military was significant at the 10% level; other sectoral variables did not 

have statistical significance at any conventional level. Column 11 considers corruption in the 

different sectors jointly and yields surprising results. Judicial corruption became insignificant, 

while corruption in parliament became statistically significant at the 10% level. Corruption in 

education stayed significant at the 5% level and other sectoral variables were statistically 

insignificant. This seems to suggest that if people wish to tackle corruption as a way to improve 

their lifestyles, they must look to lessening corruption in education and legislature more so than 

other sectors. This may be due to the fact that when learning itself is contingent upon corrupt 

practices, it simply becomes a societal norm, while corruption in parliament encourages 

corruption in other sectors; corruption becomes the de facto policy of society and the 

government. In addition to mean years of school having a significant impact on HDI, it is also 

plausible that it affects the level of corruption in a country; with a less-educated population, it is 

easier for powerful figures to be corrupt and take advantage of the general populace.   
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Table 6 is a similar analysis to table 5, only GDP per capita is used instead of HDI. In addition to 

clustered standard errors, the same controls as table 5 are used in this model. Only corruption in 

business, NGOs, and the military were insignificant; corruption in the media registered 

significance at the 10% level; and all other variables registered at the 1% level of significance 

when measured alone. Unsurprisingly, corruption in the judiciary, police, parliament, and 

education had the greatest negative impacts on a country’s GDP per capita. When measured 

together, corruption in religious institutions and the judiciary were the most significant at the 1% 

level, followed by the media and military at the 10% level. There was a curious result: corruption 

in religious institutions seems to be positively related with GDP per capita, meaning the more 

corruption perceived, the higher the GDP per capita. This may be because those in more affluent 

societies tend to question religious institutions more. It may also be because more affluent 

societies have several sources of information available to them from which to learn of the ill 

deeds perpetrated at times by religious institutions, and because of that they may be more 

suspicious about corruption in religious institutions. 

Table 7 is similar to table 5 only here I hold the country and year fixed. As can be seen, all 

scores were statistically insignificant when keeping country and year fixed. In table 8, which 

tested GDP per capita, parliamentary corruption was significant at the 1% level in the joint 

model.  However, none of the sectors had significance individually,  

The subsequent tables were created by breaking up the countries by corruption score.  The 

models were estimated with clustered standard errors using the same control variables and fixed 

effects as the regular transparency score models. 
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Table 9 measures the effect of corruption in corrupt, somewhat corrupt, and clean countries on 

HDI and yields some interesting results. While the low transparency score variable always 

remains significant no matter what controls are added, the high transparency score variable 

becomes insignificant when control variables are added. However, when we control for country 

and year fixed effects this trend reverses and the high transparency score variable becomes 

significant at the 1% level while the low transparency score variable becomes insignificant. The 

high transparency score variable has a negative relationship with HDI without controls and when 

controlling for country and year fixed effects, but with a larger magnitude than the low 

transparency score variable. The tiers of government variable also shows interesting results in 

that it remains insignificant until fixed effects are added, at which point it becomes significant at 

the 1% level.  

Table 10 takes this model and applies it to GDP per capita. The high and low transparency score 

variables are significant at the 1% level, except when fixed effects are added, at which point they 

both become insignificant. Expectedly, high transparency scores positively affect GDP per capita 

and low transparency scores negative affect GDP per capita, except when controlling for fixed 

effects.  However, the increase to GDP per capita is much greater to high-transparency countries 

than the decrease is to low-transparency countries.  Again, the tiers of government variable is 

significant at the 1% level only when fixed effects are added to the model. Interestingly, when 

this happens, all else equal, the tiers of government variable is negatively related to GDP per 

capita.  
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V. Conclusion 

This paper has used data taken from a variety of sources and suggests that underdevelopment is a 

product of corruption. Furthermore, the results suggest that different types of corruption affect 

development in different ways. While I acknowledge that there are endogeneity and missing 

value issues to be considered, the results are still important to those who wish to combat 

corruption.  

The results show that there is a much greater impact on the monetary income of a country’s 

people the less corruption there is, which is a logical conclusion. However, we must not forget 

that there are significant gains to be made in people’s lives outside of economic improvement. 

The results from this study suggest that by decreasing corruption we may be able to improve 

people’s overall wellbeing. In addition, the analysis of sectoral corruption suggests that when we 

consider all facets of corruption, there are many different ways that corruption may be 

detrimental to a country’s ability to develop. However, there seems to be a strong indication that 

corruption in parliament, political parties, and the law enforcement branches has the greatest 

negative impact on a country and correlates most closely with people’s perceptions of corruption.  

It is my hope that this study will not be the end of efforts to parse out the effects of corruption on 

development and that through collection of more data, the results found above will be refined. 

By doing so, it may be possible to identify where those who seek to better their country’s future 

by increasing transparency should focus their energies.  
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Mean

[SD]

GDP Per Capita 1223 13438

[21794]

HDI 709 0.6922

[0.1810]

Mean

[SD]

Transparency Score 1039 4.046

[2.105]

Mean Years of Schooling 1107 7.631

[2.962]

Level of Political Violence 1232 -0.004

[0.9963]

Tiers of Government 740 3.712

[0.905]

Percent of Women in Legislature 1124 16.86

[10.28]

Perceived Level of Corruption in Political Parties 275 3.819

[0.527]

Perceived Level of Corruption in Parliament 275 3.535

[0.603]

Perceived Level of Corruption in the Police Force 274 3.504

[0.773]

Perceived Level of Corruption in Business 276 3.330

[0.382]

Perceived Level of Corruption in the Media 276 3.004

[0.426]

Perceived Level of Corruption in the Judiciary 275 3.423

[0.673]

Perceived Level of Corruption in Religious Institutions 275 2.561

[0.506]

Perceived Level of Corruption in NGOs 276 2.698

[0.468]

Perceived Level of Corruption in the Military 270 2.788

[0.563]

Perceived Level of Corruption in Education 275 2.899

[0.582]

Table 1 Summary Statistics

Dependent Variables : Sample Size

Independent Variables : Sample Size
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GDP Median Level of Tiers Women

Per Trans Years Political of in

Variables Capita HDI Score of School Violence Gov't Legislature

GDP Per Capita 1.0000

HDI 0.4550 1.0000

Transparency Score 0.8086 0.5321 1.0000

Median Years of School 0.5078 0.6258 0.6115 1.0000

Level of Political Violence 0.4770 0.4318 0.6955 0.5246 1.0000

Tiers of Government -0.3458 -0.3521 -0.4236 -0.4060 -0.4441 1.0000

Percent of Women in Legislature 0.2855 0.2061 0.3630 0.2027 0.1537 -0.1745 1.0000

Table 2a: Correlation between Main and Control Variables 

GDP Median Level of Tiers Women

Per Trans Years Political of in

Variables Capita HDI Score of School Violence Gov't Legislature

Corruption in Political Parties -0.3947 -0.1123 -0.4390 -0.1096 -0.3332 0.2545 -0.2946

Corruption in Parliament -0.5287 -0.1652 -0.5882 -0.1861 -0.4534 0.2428 -0.3426

Corruption in the Police Force -0.7045 -0.3613 -0.7879 -0.5082 -0.6167 0.3807 -0.4908

Corruption in Business -0.0485 0.0721 -0.0851 0.1879 0.0129 -0.0200 -0.0898

Corruption in the Media 0.1843 0.1119 0.1231 0.2566 0.0920 -0.0243 0.0660

Corruption in the Judiciary -0.6880 -0.3313 -0.7633 -0.3538 -0.5091 0.2999 -0.4176

Corruption in Religious Institutions 0.3458 0.2070 0.2930 0.2858 0.1350 -0.1370 0.1528

Corruption in NGOs -0.1649 0.0353 -0.2005 0.0152 -0.2648 -0.0251 -0.1000

Corruption in the Military -0.3241 -0.2093 -0.4506 -0.2093 -0.3714 0.1706 -0.2558

Corruption in Education -0.5973 -0.3404 -0.6795 -0.3639 -0.5027 0.3057 -0.4536

Table 2b: Main and Control Variables Correlated with Sectoral Corruption  

Corr in Corr in Corr in

Politlca Corr in Police Corr in Corr in Corr in Religious Corr in Corr in Corr in

Variables Parties Parliament Force Business Media Judiciary Inst NGOs Military Educ

Corruption in Political Parties 1.0000

Corruption in Parliament 0.8980 1.0000

Corruption in the Police Force 0.5747 0.6782 1.0000

Corruption in Business 0.5178 0.5020 0.2543 1.0000

Corruption in the Media 0.4186 0.3548 0.0876 0.7300 1.0000

Corruption in the Judiciary 0.6577 0.7893 0.7839 0.3947 0.2244 1.0000

Corruption in Religious Institutions 0.3352 0.2479 0.0028 0.4947 0.6618 -0.0103 1.0000

Corruption in NGOs 0.4434 0.4912 0.4001 0.6359 0.6280 0.3683 0.5575 1.0000

Corruption in the Military 0.4736 0.5929 0.6086 0.4510 0.4575 0.5362 0.2732 0.5483 1.0000

Corruption in Education 0.5307 0.6707 0.7406 0.4890 0.3291 0.7545 0.1509 0.5190 0.6002 1.0000

Table 2c: Sectoral Corruption Correlation  
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Variables [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6]

Transparency Score 0.0458 0.0199 0.0211 0.0198 0.0210 -0.0007

[0.0038]*** [0.0048]*** [0.0054]*** [0.050]*** [0.0054]*** [0.0312]

Mean Years of Schooling 0.0296 0.02797 0.0295 0.0276 0.0660

[0.0028]*** [0.0040]*** [0.0028]*** [0.0040]*** [0.0106]***

Level of Political Violence 0.0007 -0.0079 0.0000 -0.0087 -0.0134

[0.0110] [0.0125] [0.0111] [0.0127] [0.0439]

Tiers of Government -0.0141 -0.0146 -0.0625

[0.0102] [0.0103] [0.0489]

Percent of Women in Legislature 0.0000 0.0022 0.0000

[0.0007] [0.0009] [0.0016]

Year Fixed Effects? No No No No No Yes

Country Fixed Effects? No No No No No Yes

N 642 637 460 625 455 455

Variables [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6]

Transparency Score 6727 6649 6605 6687 6388 -99.36

[537.3]*** [603.6]*** [467.0]*** [676.8]*** [458.1]*** [696.6]

Mean Years of Schooling 454.8 608.1 464.3 667.2 3946

[253.3]* [260.2]** [253.4]* [281.0]** [493.4]***

Level of Political Violence -989.7 -863.5 -1024.0 -940.9 -59.6

[706.8] [815.3] [680.5] [831.6] [909.1]

Tiers of Government 570.8 620.8 -2760

[810.9] [795.8] [711.0]***

Percent of Women in Legislature 19.01 119.9 -14.45

[83.82] [88.95] [106.0]

Year Fixed Effects? No No No No No Yes

Country Fixed Effects? No No No No No Yes

N 1021 1005 715 984 706 706

Table 3: Effect of Corruption on HDI

              Table 4: Effect of Corruption on  GDP Per Capita

Notes: A triple asterisk shows significance at the 1% level, the double at 5%, and a single at 10%. Standard errors are 
clustered by country.

Notes: A triple asterisk shows significance at the 1% level, the double at 5%, and a single at 10%. Standard errors are 
clustered by country.
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Variables [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] [10] [11]

Political Corruption -0.0188 -0.0636

[0.0180] [0.0547]

Police Corruption -0.0219 0.0188

[0.0186] [0.0245]

Corruption in Business -0.025 0.0177

[0.0258] [0.0356]

Corruption in Media -0.0202 -0.00954

[0.0250] [0.0343]

Corruption in the Judiciary -0.0368 -0.0397

[0.0145]** [0.0387]

Corruption in Religion 0.0195 0.0260

[0.0183] [0.0250]

Corruption in NGOs 0.00903 0.0318

[0.0303] [0.0444]

Corruption in the Military -0.0300 -0.0220

[0.0177]* [0.0239]

Corruption in Education -0.0535 -0.0830

[0.0225]** [0.0387]**

Corruption in Parliament -0.0175 0.0870*

[0.0156] [0.0507]

N 221 221 221 221 222 220 221 216 222 221 214

Table 5: Effect of Sectoral Corruption  on HDI  

Notes: A triple asterisk shows significance at the 1% level, the double at the 5%, and a single at the 10%. Standard errors are clustered by 
country. Mean Years of Schooling, Level of Political Violence, Percentage of Women in Legislature, and Tiers of Government were used as 

control variables.
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Variables [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] [10] [11]

Political Corruption -7623 -23

[2513]*** [3867]

Police Corruption -11989 -3538

[2533]*** [2477]

Corruption in Business -4794 -1120

[3192] [3350]

Corruption in Media 4036 5902

[2386]* [3564]*

Corruption in the Judiciary -13634 -9784

[1700]*** [2492]***

Corruption in Religion 7992 9292

[1985]*** [2061]***

Corruption in NGOs -730.1 -2449

[3615] [3034]

Corruption in the Military -3657 3509

[2296] [1985]*

Corruption in Education -10135 -3342

[2199]*** [2244]

Corruption in Parliament -10274 -2581

[2185]*** [4189]

N 229 229 229 229 230 228 229 224 230 229 222

Table 6: Effect of Sectoral Corruption on  GDP Per Capita

Notes: A triple asterisk shows significance at the 1% level, the double at the 5%, and a single at the 10%. Standard errors 
are clustered by country.  Mean Years of Schooling, Level of Political Violence, Prcentage of Women in Legislature, and 

Tiers of Government were used as control variables.
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Variables [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] [10] [11]

Political Corruption 0.0149 0.0417

[0.0342] [0.114]

Police Corruption 0.0429 0.0594

[0.0289] [0.0422]

Corruption in Business -0.0015 0.0201

[0.0416] [0.0753]

Corruption in Media -0.0749 -0.0952

[0.0548] [0.0779]

Corruption in the Judiciary -0.0138 -0.1370

[0.0333] [0.0872]

Corruption in Religion -0.0322 -0.0821

[0.0351] [0.0497]

Corruption in NGOs 0.0069 0.0160

[0.0622] [0.0772]

Corruption in the Military -0.0074 -0.00269

[0.0310] [0.0445]

Corruption in Education 0.0102 0.0737

[0.0302] [0.0859]

Corruption in Parliament 0.0126 0.0541

[0.0258] [0.107]

Year Fixed Effects? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Country Fixed Effects? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

N 221 221 221 221 222 220 221 216 222 221 214

Table 7: Sectoral Corruption HDI Model with Fixed Effects

Notes: A triple asterisk shows significance at the 1% level, the double at the 5%, and a single at the 10%.  Standard errors are clustered by country.  
Mean Years of Schooling, Level of Political Violence, Percentage of Women in Legislature, and Tiers of Government were used as control variables.
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Variables [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] [10] [11]

Political Corruption -932.3 2000

[1615] [1793]

Police Corruption 441.6 -29.29

[688.6] [691.9]

Corruption in Business 1053 2985

[1608] [2193]

Corruption in Media 748.6 1165

[1503] [1685]

Corruption in the Judiciary 970.0 1293

[984.3] [1937]

Corruption in Religion -88.97 -775.4

[1316] [1419]

Corruption in NGOs -604.5 -2362

[986.1] [1574]

Corruption in the Military 676.2 797

[799.3] [1119]

Corruption in Education 1377 3436

[1184] [2071]

Corruption in Parliament -1751 -6,214

[1392] [2,298]***

Year Fixed Effects? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Country Fixed Effects? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

N 229 229 229 229 230 228 229 224 230 229 222

Table 8: Sectoral Corruption GDP Per Capita Model with Fixed Effects

Notes: A triple asterisk shows significance at the 1% level, the double at the 5%, and a single at the 10%. Standard 
errors are clustered by country.  Mean Years of Schooling, Level of Political Violence, Percentage of Women in 

Legislature, and Tiers of Government were used as control variables.
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Variables [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6]

Low Transparency Score -0.127 -0.054 -0.059 -0.055 -0.062 0.018

[0.020]*** [0.017]*** [0.019]*** [0.017]*** [0.019]*** [0.048]

High Transparency Score -0.123 0.037 0.042 0.033 0.036 -0.072

[0.019]*** [0.020]* [0.022]* [0.020] [0.023] [0.023]***

Mean Years of Schooling 0.030 0.028 0.030 0.028 0.074

[0.003]*** [0.004]*** [0.003]*** [0.004]*** [0.019]***

Level of Political Violence 0.0072 -0.0005 0.0057 -0.0033 -0.0108

[0.0099] [0.0115] [0.0102] [0.0119] [0.0430]

Tiers of Government -0.0158 -0.0161 -0.0279

[0.0100] [0.0101] [0.0071]***

Percent of Women in Legislature 0.0006 0.0009 0.0007

[0.0007] [0.0009] [0.0016]

Year Fixed Effects? No No No No No Yes

Country Fixed Effects? No No No No No Yes

N 642 637 460 625 455 455

Table 9: Effect of High Transparency and Low Transparency Scores on HDI

Notes: A triple asterisk shows significance at the 1% level, the double at 5%, and a single at 10%. 
Standard errors are clustered by country.
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Variables [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6]

Low Transparency Score -7292 -3010 -3491 -2984 -3828 352.6

[1146]*** [1117]*** [1165]*** [1108]*** [1134]*** [335.4]

High Transparency Score 29490 26015 26235 25951 24915 116.4

[3636]*** [3482]*** [3169]*** [3774]*** [3299]*** [707.6]

Mean Years of Schooling 805.8 699.4 812.4 760.4 2358

[253.7]*** [306.5]** [244.6]*** [326.9]** [451.6]***

Level of Political Violence 2490 2744 2381 2440 -24.86

[782.1]*** [704.4]*** [780.6]*** [764.1]*** [902.8]

Tiers of Government -142.8 -38.51 -6386

[901.0] [893.4] [308.0]***

Percent of Women in Legislature 74.53 145.3 -12.00

[86.36] [99.91] [106.4]

Year Fixed Effects? No No No No No Yes

Country Fixed Effects? No No No No No Yes

N 1021 1005 715 984 706 706

Table 10: Effect of High Transparency and Low Transparency Scores on GDP Per Capita

Notes: A triple asterisk shows significance at the 1% level, the double at 5%, and a single at 10%. Standard errors are 
clustered by country.
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