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Abstract: There is a large literature on corruption. However, its distributive effects have been largely overlooked. In order to fill this gap, this paper aims to analyze the influence of the distributive effects of corruption over the individual justification of the phenomenon. We hypothesize that the level of justification of corruption is lower among lower income individuals due to two distributive effects: Firstly, because we expect that low income individuals depend on the provision of public services to a greater extent. Since corruption diverts public resources to private gain, and this reduces the quality and extension of public services, low income individuals will be the worst affected. Secondly, because low income individuals are less able both to afford the cost of corruption and to get benefit from it. This hypothesis is empirically tested through multilevel analysis of data from 50 countries.
1. Introduction
Does income inequality affect the level de tolerance towards corruption? In spite of its importance, this topic has been overlooked by social scientists. While theoretical and empirical studies on corruption have proliferated along the last decade, especially in the economic field, the relationship between income inequality and corruption has been rarely addressed. Existing literature on the issue asserts the existence of a bidirectional relation between the latter variables (Jong-Sung & Khagram, 2005). That is, while corruption contributes to income inequality, the opposite is also true: income inequality increases the level of corruption. However, causal mechanisms mediating this relationship are less known. Especially, there are more open questions regarding the relationship between inequality and the moral justification of corruption.

This paper makes a set of contributions to the literature on the attitudes towards corruption as a function of income inequalities. Firstly, we propose a theoretical model in which income explains tolerance to corrupt transactions at the individual level. Secondly, we empirically test the relationship between income and the justification of corruption by using a sample of 50 countries worldwide. Multilevel models allow us to take into account the effect of contextual variables at the aggregate level. Specifically, we analyze the impact of inequality on the tolerance to corruption, concluding that high income individuals are more prone to tolerate it than low income ones. Moreover, differences between the rich and the poor tend to increase as inequality increases.

The structure of this paper is as follows: First, we briefly review the main theoretical and empirical studies on the relationship between corruption and income inequality. Second, we describe the theoretical framework from which the hypotheses are inferred. Thirdly, we also present the data and methods used to investigate our hypotheses. Then, we provide the most relevant empirical findings on the issue. In the final section we highlight the main conclusions.
2. Corruption and income inequality: An overview 

A commonly accepted definition of corruption is the one proposed by Transparency International. According to it, corruption is understood as the abuse of entrusted power for private gain (Transparency International, 2004:11). Since formal rules and obligations are singular in every region of the world, a practical definition of corruption must be broader enough to go beyond the specific legal and cultural rules governing a country. So it is the definition provided, which accounts for what the public commonly considers self-seeking behavior by politicians and bureaucrats, no matter whether that behavior is banned or not by a formal rule. For this reason, it is workable when cross-national research is conducted
.

From the nineties onwards, and especially in the last decade, the literature on corruption has significantly increased. The availability of worldwide data on perceived levels of corruption made it possible to develop cross-country statistical research mainly centered in the causes and consequences of corruption (Ades & Di Tella, 1999; Treisman, 2000). While there is a great consensus on the negative effects of corruption in the economic, social and political levels, there is no agreement concerning the causes of corruption. Together with political and cultural factors, economic ones are pointed to as the main causes of corruption. Economic variables such as the level of economic development (Kaufmann and Kraay, 2002), the size of the government budget (LaPalombara, 1994; Graeff & Mehlkop, 2003) and the lack of economic competition (Henderson, 1999; Goel & Nelson, 2005), amongst others, have been associated to corruption. 
More recently, some studies have focused on the general relationship between inequality and corruption. At this point, causality between the two variables has been analyzed in both directions. On the one hand, the effect of corruption on inequality has been empirically examined through cross-country analysis, concluding that higher levels of corruption are significantly associated with higher levels of inequality (Gupta, Davoodi & Alonso-Terme, 2002; Li, Xu & Zou, 2000; Jong-Sung & Khagram, 2005; Dinzer, 2011).  On the other hand, the effect of inequality on corruption has been mainly tested with reference to income inequality. Contrary to previous studies that did not found a statistically significant effect (Husted, 1999; Paldam, 2002), more recent and robust statistical analysis resulted in a strong association between greater income inequalities and higher levels of corruption (Jong-Sung & Khagram, 2005).

Beyond these results, the relationship between income and tolerance to corruption has not been deeply analyzed at the individual level. Just like Tyler (2006) studied the determinants of the obedience to law, and conversely, the justification of disobedience, further research is needed to understand the rationale behind the justification of corruption. Resulting from a deviant behavior that violates some legal or moral law, corruption can be either socially justified or socially reviled depending of different factors. 

On this specific topic the academic literature is certainly scarce. Jong-Sung & Khagram (2005), by using the World Values Surveys data, confirm the hypothesis that income inequality affects people’s perceptions concerning the extent and norms for acceptability of corruption. According to these authors, “people in countries with higher inequality […] tend to justify bribe taking and cheating on taxes as acceptable behavior” (Jong-Sung & Khagram, 2005:152). Likewise, distinction is also made between high and low per capita income countries, concluding that individuals in high income countries are more likely to justify bribe taking than individuals in low income ones (Jong-Sung & Khagram, 2005:153). 

The theoretical argument behind Jong-Sung & Khagram’s findings is that as income inequality increases, the rich will have more resources that can be used to buy influence, both legally and illegally (Glaeser, Schinkman, and Sleifer, 2003; Jong-Sung & Khagram, 2005:138). If this behavior is not punished, the rich will see corruption as acceptable and will keep acting in that way. On the other hand, the poor will tend to consider that institutions and laws are illegitimate since they favor the rich. Therefore, the poor will be more likely to incur in corrupt transactions (petty corruption) in their efforts to secure basic services. As a result, a vicious circle of corruption is generated in which the poor and the rich come to see “corruption as an appropriate form of behavior” (Jong-Sung & Khagram, 2005: 139). 

But whereas these authors distinguish between the preferences of the rich and the poor in their theoretical argument, they do not analyze whether the impact of inequality on the justification of corruption is the same for all the income groups. Interestingly, they find that individual income has no effect on the justification of corruption (Jong-Sung & Khagram, 2005:152). We argue that further theoretical and empirical research is required in order to shed light on the differential effect of individual income on the justification of corruption. This paper contributes to that aim by analyzing the tolerance to corrupt behavior as a function of individual income both within and across countries. 

3. Theoretical model
As Rose-Ackerman (1999: xi) highlights, “economics is a powerful tool for the analysis of corruption”. In fact, a growing interest is perceived in the analysis of corruption from an economic perspective, in which institutional issues play a key role (Lambsdorff, 2007). According to this perspective, rational and self-interested individuals try to maximize their utility in a given institutional context, in which social, political and economical structures act as a constraint on individual behavior. 

Allocation of scarce resources by the state (for example, import or export licenses, contracts, etc.) is a frequent source of payoffs and patronage with bribes linked to the value of the benefits conferred (Rose-Ackerman, 1999: 11). When rent-seeking opportunities in a given institutional context are high, incentives to act corruptly by utility maximizing individuals are high as well. Individuals will pay to avoid delay, to become qualified for a benefit or to win a public contract. This informal market is widespread in highly corrupt countries where institutional controls are inexistent or non effective. 


Negative effects of corruption in the political and economical system have been largely highlighted in the academic literature. Notwithstanding this, the level of tolerance to corruption might differ within and across countries. When confronting a situation of corruption, rational individuals may justify it or not. Taking bribery as an indicator of corruption, money becomes a necessary resource to engage in a corrupt transaction. If so, individual income becomes a key variable in the individual capacity to engage in corrupt deals. Similarly, we contend that individual income has an effect on the level of tolerance to corruption by rational individuals. 


The justification of corruption can be explained also by religious values and by perceptions concerning the extent of corruption in a given society (Jong-Sung & Khagram, 2005:139). When corruption is perceived to be widespread, individuals may have to accept it and even participate in corrupt transactions. Something they might justify by saying it is a prevalent behavior (Rose-Ackerman, 2001; Jong-Sung & Khagram, 2005). However, since individual income limits the individual capacity to involve in corrupt deals, we expect that the justification of corruption varies depending on the capacity of rational individuals to invest their money in corruption. In other words, the tolerance of corruption is a function of individual income. 

In general terms, high income individuals will have more capacity to invest resources in corruption than low income ones (Glaeser et al., 2003). And this is true in two ways: On the one hand, high income individuals can better face the cost of corrupt transactions, when necessary (for example, when bribes are required). On the other hand, high income individuals might have incentives to promote corrupt deals in areas where high public expenditure is involved, especially when accompanied by highly political discretion and lack of transparency. In this sense, as the public expenditure increases, those who are the main benefited from grand corruption (high income individuals), will increase their opportunities for rent-seeking (Gupta et al., 2002; Alesina & Angeletos, 2005). 

On the contrary, low income individuals not only lack of enough resources to involve in petty corruption deals (Rose-Ackerman, 1999), but also they are more affected than high income ones by the deviation of public resources that grand corruption implies. As the literature points out (Sevuktekin et al., 2010), corruption distorts the efficient distribution of public expenditure. That is, corruption may imply that political decisions related to public expenditure favor some individual interests against the interests of the majority (Jonhston, 1989; Gupta et al. 2002). In this sense, corruption diverts resources from the poor to the rich (Sevuktekin et al., 2010:142) 

The more public resources are invested in corrupt transactions, the less is the probability of public expenditure being invested efficiently in advancing public welfare (Sevuktekin et al., 2010:142). Since low income individuals are the main beneficiaries from state provision of basic services, as well as the main target for bribery (Sevuktekin et al.,2010:142; Dinzer, 2011), the negative effects of corruption are higher for them than for high income individuals. If so, tolerance of corruption will be higher for the rich than for the poor. In a nutshell, since corruption may create distortions form which some groups or individuals can benefit more than others (Gupta et al, 2002: 24), differences in the level of justification between those favored by corruption and those harmed by it are expected.  

Hypothesis 1: High income individuals are more prone to justify corruption than low income ones. 

The above argument relates to the expected association between income and tolerance to corruption in general terms. But what would happen if different levels of economic inequality are considered? Would the high income individuals in a very unequal society justify corruption in the same way if they lived in a more equal one? 

 
As said before, the cost of corruption for low income individuals is higher than for high income ones. If so, as long as inequality increases, the gap between the rich and the poor gets greater too. As a result, the cost of corruption for poorer individuals increases in two ways: On the one hand, they will have even less money to invest in bribes, so they will be deprived of those resources requiring a corrupt payment to be obtained. On the other hand, due to their lower income, they will be in need for more public services, which are negatively affected by corruption. 


According to Alesina & Angeletos (2005: 1228), “inequality generated by the rent-seeking activity is [perceived as] unfair”. If, as a consequence of increased inequality, high income individuals have even more resources to invest in corruption while low income ones are even more affected by it, a polarization of the level of tolerance of corruption can be expected. That is, as economic inequality increases, high income individuals will justify corruption to a greater extent, while low income ones will tolerate it to a lesser degree. 

Hypothesis 2: As inequality increases, the gap between high income individuals and low income ones concerning the moral justification of corruption increases as well. 
3. Data and methods

As argued previously, justification of corruption is shaped by relative income (position on the income ladder) at the individual level and inequality at the aggregate level. Two different sources of data have been used to define the variables. Survey data come from the World Value Survey (WVS), Wave 4 (2005-2008), while inequality measures have been taken from the WIDER database. Additional aggregate variables come from the World Bank and Polity IV.
Data and variables

In the WVS respondents were asked for a list of statements whether they think “it can always be justified, never be justified, or something in between”. One of the items says “Someone accepting a bribe in the course of their duties”. Responses range from 1 (“Never justifiable”) and 10 (“Always justifiable”). Two types of explanatory variables are included in the analysis: individual attributes and national variables. Individual attributes are income and a set of individual controls. In the WVS database income is measured in relative terms. That is, each individual is assigned to one income decile according to the household’s net income. Individual controls include those that are related to justification of corruption in the literature: gender (0 = “Male”; and 1 = “Female”), age, religion (0 = “Other religion”; 1 = “Catholic”; 2 “Protestant”; and 3 “Muslim”), education level (1 = “Primary or lower education”; 2 = “Secondary education”; and 3 = “Tertiary education”), trust (0 = “Need to be very careful”; and 1 = “Most people can be trusted”).

[TABLE 2 HERE]

National variables include income inequality, economic development, public sector size, and political rights. Inequality is measured by the Gini index. Income data are from the World Bank and refer to the total disposable income net of taxes. Inequality is computed between individuals, according to the total household income. That means that the same income is attributed to all individuals in the same household after dividing the total net household income by the number of persons living in the household. In fact, total household income is divided by the modified OECD scale, which assigns a weight of 1.0 to the first household member aged 14 or more, 0.5 to each additional member aged 14 or more and 0.3 to each member under 14 years old.

Economic development measured by the natural logarithm of GDP per capita. The size of the public sector is measured by public expenditure as a percentage of GDP. And political rights are measured by the value of the Combined Polity Score (polity 2), as computed in Polity IV. This variable is computed as the standardized difference between the score in institutional democracy and the score in institutional autocracy. As the political regime has lasting effects over time, the values of polity2 are averaged for the period 1980-2005, as it is usual in the literature. Given the data available at the individual and the national levels, the analysis is restricted to countries listed in Table 1. A descriptive analysis of the variables included is reported in Table 2.
Statistical methodology

Because the dependent variable is continuous, linear regression has been used to estimate the effect of explanatory variables. However, as previously argued, individuals are nested within countries, so multilevel procedures must be used to estimate regression coefficients (Goldstein, 2003; Raudenbush and Bryk, 2002). For the justification of accepting a bribe, we have the following model at the individual level:
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As individuals are nested within groups (countries in this case), 
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The full multilevel model includes both fixed and random effects. In this particular case, it is assumed that the effect for each individual and national variable is fixed across countries, but there is a random effect accounting for variance of responses across countries. That implies that errors are constant within countries but not between countries. At the same time, we assume that errors do not correlate across countries. Taking Equations (1) and (2) together and rearranging the right-hand term, we can write the full model as:
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Multilevel model has been estimated using restricted maximum-likelihood (REML), which is equivalent to the Restricted Iterated Generalized Squares (RIGLS). The Newton-Raphson algorithm was subsequently used to maximize the likelihood function.

4. Findings and discussion

In order to test our hypotheses, three different models have been estimated. Results are reported in Table 3. In Model 1, income is taken as a continuous variable to test whether moving from one decile to another has an effect on the justification of corruption after controlling for other individual and aggregate factors. Results confirm that income has a positive and highly significant effect on the dependent variable. Individuals at the top of the income ladder perceive that corruption can be justified to a greater extent than the poor. That confirms our H2 hypothesis, meaning that there exists a distributive conflict over corruption. As previously argued, the well-off can invest more resources in rent-seeking and hence they can get benefits from corruption. On the contrary, poor individuals are harmed the most by corruption. This positive and significant relationship between income and justification of corruption is robust to different specifications, as the magnitude and significance of the coefficients do not change across different models. In Model 2 we test a different specification in which income is measured by quintiles, taking the third quintile as the reference category. Results show that individuals belonging to the top quintiles (the fourth and the fifth ones) are more willing to justify corruption as compared to the middle income group. At the bottom of the income ladder, individuals belonging to the poorest quintiles justify corruption to a lesser extent than the third quintile.
[TABLE 3 HERE]

Concerning our third hypothesis, results show that economic inequality has a positive but not significant effect on the justification of corruption overall in any of the three estimated models. That seems to contradict previous empirical findings by Jong-Sung and Khagram (2005), who highlight the negative effect of inequality on the public morale. Since they use the third wave of the WVS with a smaller sample of countries (31 against 50 in our study) and OLS instead of multilevel regression, differences in significance levels can be attributed to methodological issues to some extent. However, some theoretical implications have to be discussed in depth, as we propose a rather different causal mechanism to explain justification of corruption at the individual level. In our model inequality creates a wider range of opportunities for the rich individuals to engage in corruption, since they can buy political influence more easily. Jong-Sung and Khagram (2005) convincingly argue that the poor will be more willing to justify corruption in this scenario using a normative argument. Since the poor perceive that corruption is the norm they will adapt their behavior accordingly and they will end up justifying corruption, although the distributive effect of corruption against the poor.
Nevertheless, poor individuals are still harmed by corruption and therefore it is hard to think that they will justify corruption more willingly as inequality increases. In fact, there are reasons to argue that the opposite will be true. Since their relative power decreases at higher inequality levels, they might become less tolerant toward corruption. In any case, we contend that the effect of inequality on the justification of corruption is not the same for every income group. In Model 3 in Table 3 we test whether economic inequality affects differences in justification of corruption between income quintiles. In order to do that, we have created a set of interaction terms between individual’s income quintile and the Gini index. Results show that the effect of inequality for the middle income group (the Gini without interaction) is quite similar to the effect for the average individual in Models 1 and 2
. However, the interactions of inequality with the first and the fifth quintile have a small but still significant effect of opposite sign (negative for the first quintile and positive for the fifth quintile). That means that differences in the justification of corruption between the extremes of the income distribution increases as inequality increases. According to our theoretical model this has an appealing explanation. As distributive conflict between the rich and the poor becomes more intense we expect to see increasing differences in preferences and moral orientations. This is consistent with a classical tradition in Political Economy inspired by the Meltzer and Richard (1981) model, according to which preferences depends on relative income.
Model 3 in Table 3 allows us to measure the effect of income inequality on the justification of corruption for each income quintile (the effect for each group can be computed as the sum of the raw coefficient of the Gini index without interactions plus the interaction term between the Gini index and the income quintile to which the individual belongs). In addition, we test whether each linear combination of coefficients differs significantly from 0. Interestingly, the only group for which the effect of inequality on justification of inequality is significant at p<0. 080 is the fifth quintile. In practical terms it means that an increase of 1 % in the Gini index increases on average the difference between the difference in the justification of corruption between the third and the fifth quintile in 0.019 points over the scale 1-10 (which is approximately a 2 %). Furthermore, although the coefficient for the interaction term of the first quintile is significant, the justification of corruption for the first quintile (as compared to the third quintile) does not decrease as inequality increases.
These findings have important implications for understanding the mechanisms behind the justification of corruption. Firstly, we have confirmed that inequality does not have a fixed effect for all the income groups, which is in line with a theory of corruption with distributional implications as the one we developed here. Secondly, inequality only increases justification of corruption for individuals at the top of the income distribution. That makes sense, since they are the only ones who gain relative power to buy political influence while the low and middle income groups are expected to be less protected against corruption. Interestingly also, the coefficient for the interaction term with the fourth quintile is not significant, though its sign is negative. That suggests that in highly unequal countries political influence concentrates at the top of the income ladder because of the sleekness of the income distribution. Therefore, only a few can get benefits from corruption.
One final puzzling question regarding the relationship between inequality and justification of corruption is about the reasons why inequality does not seem to have a significant effect for the poorest groups although the distributive conflict becomes more intense. On the one hand, a mechanism such as the one proposed by Jong-Sung and Khagram (2005) could be at work. Poor individuals face corruption and have to engage in illegal practices, so they justify corruption to reduce cognitive dissonance. Nevertheless, we can think of some other mechanisms to explain that. For instance, poor individuals in poor countries might have very limited information about the extent of corruption in other countries, so they cannot evaluate how harmful corruption is for themselves. Nevertheless, more research is needed to fully understand this question.
Concerning the rest of the explanatory variables, the size of the public sector has no significant effect on justification of corruption, though there is a unsolved controversy in the literature about whether bigger public sector produces corruption or not. However, economic development and political rights have a negative and significant effect on justification of corruption. That finding is in line with the literature, which stressed the positive relationship between economic and political development and control of corruption. Lastly, the rest of the individual variables also have the expected effect according to the literature. More educated people, the elderly, the women and those belonging to protestant denominations are less willing to justify corruption. However, trust does not seem to have a significant effect at the individual level.
Conclusions

In this paper we investigate whether income and economic inequality affect the moral justification of corruption. Drawing on the literature on Political Economy we argue that corruption implies a distributive conflict over corruption between the rich and the poor. Rich individuals have more resources to invest in rent-seeking activities, while the poor will suffer from the diversion of public resources for different reasons: they have to pay an extra-cost to access public services, public spending will be biased against the poor and social services are expected to be underdeveloped and corrupted. For these reasons, we expect that there is a positive relationship between income and justification of corruption. We expect also that this relationship strengths as inequality increases, since the relative power of the well-off increases.
Our empirical analysis using multilevel models and data from the fourth wave of the WVS have shown that there is a positive relationship between income and justification of corruption. In addition, we have found that the effect of inequality on justification of corruption is not fixed since it varies across incomes level. As inequality increases, the differences between the top of the income distribution and the rest of the population increase. This is because wealth and power concentrates in the hand of a few people that can afford to buy political influence. Therefore, we can conclude that there exists a distributive conflict over corruption between the rich and the poor.
Some research questions remain open for further inquiry. On the one hand, the differences between the rich and the poor in the justification of corruption seem to vary across countries and we need to have a better understanding that explain these variations. Economic inequality seems to play a crucial role though other factors might be important also. On the other hand, some cultural variables (such as religion) are also important predictors of public morale. However, we do not know how about the causal mechanisms at work. It would be important to know how these variables might interact with economic inequality and how normative evaluations of inequality affect justification of corruption.
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TABLES AND FIGURES

Table 1: Moral Justification of Some Behaviors by Country
	
	Accepting a bribe
	Cheating on taxes
	Claiming benefits illegally

	Australia
	1.50
	2.07
	1.78

	Brazil
	1.86
	3.62
	2.74

	Bulgaria
	1.85
	2.36
	2.08

	Burkina Faso
	2.57
	2.39
	2.44

	Canada
	1.55
	1.83
	1.86

	Chile
	1.71
	1.97
	4.23

	China
	1.68
	1.83
	3.26

	Colombia
	1.56
	1.56
	1.72

	Cyprus
	1.70
	1.95
	2.32

	Egypt
	1.37
	1.72
	2.00

	Ethiopia
	1.46
	1.45
	1.95

	Finland
	1.58
	2.12
	2.07

	France
	2.18
	2.84
	3.17

	Georgia
	1.31
	1.69
	1.82

	Germany
	1.68
	2.06
	2.07

	Ghana
	2.39
	1.00
	2.34

	Great Britain
	1.65
	2.29
	2.13

	Guatemala
	2.37
	2.55
	3.54

	India
	3.00
	3.03
	3.06

	Indonesia
	1.42
	1.54
	2.16

	Iran
	1.76
	2.03
	3.67

	Italy
	1.28
	2.26
	1.59

	Japan
	1.54
	1.46
	2.07

	Malaysia
	3.19
	3.53
	4.09

	Mali
	3.07
	3.16
	3.07

	Mexico
	2.43
	2.63
	4.03

	Moldova
	2.23
	3.48
	3.24

	Morocco
	1.60
	1.78
	1.77

	Netherlands
	1.50
	2.30
	1.44

	New Zealand
	1.42
	2.17
	1.85

	Norway
	1.51
	2.26
	2.04

	Poland
	1.41
	2.46
	2.33

	Romania
	1.44
	2.35
	2.06

	Russia
	1.79
	2.89
	2.67

	Rwanda
	2.26
	2.28
	2.71

	Serbia
	4.65
	4.69
	4.71

	Slovenia
	1.86
	2.38
	2.98

	South Africa
	2.39
	2.55
	2.62

	South Korea
	1.59
	1.66
	2.63

	Spain
	1.82
	2.08
	2.50

	Sweden
	1.98
	2.30
	1.88

	Switzerland
	1.52
	2.08
	1.59

	Thailand
	2.84
	2.76
	4.03

	Trinidad and Tobago
	1.74
	2.19
	2.55

	Turkey
	1.28
	1.33
	1.61

	Ukraine
	2.49
	3.16
	3.28

	United States
	1.59
	1.95
	2.20

	Uruguay
	1.75
	1.96
	2.42

	Vietnam
	1.48
	1.65
	2.78

	Zambia
	3.28
	3.69
	3.28


Source: World Value Survey (2005-2008).

Table 2: Descriptive Statistics

	Variable
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Min.
	Max.

	Accepting a bribe in the course of their duties
	1.921
	1.928
	1
	10

	Female
	0.517
	0.500
	0
	1

	Age
	41.699
	16.368
	15
	104

	Catholic
	0.219
	0.414
	0
	1

	Protestant
	0.106
	0.307
	0
	1

	Muslim
	0.166
	0.372
	0
	1

	Secondary education
	0.422
	0.494
	0
	1

	Tertiary education
	0.211
	0.408
	0
	1

	Most people can be trusted
	0.256
	0.437
	0
	1

	Income
	4.642
	2.340
	1
	10

	Frist income quintile
	0.217
	0.412
	0
	1

	Second income quintile
	0.264
	0.441
	0
	1

	Fourth income quintile
	0.164
	0.370
	0
	1

	Fifth income quintile
	0.059
	0.235
	0
	1

	Gini
	37.746
	8.789
	23.00
	56.50

	Real GDP per capita (ln)
	8.832
	1.233
	6.19
	10.53

	Public expenditure (as percentage of GDP)
	15.666
	5.347
	5.50
	27.10

	Polity2 (average 1972-2005)
	3.246
	6.181
	-7.40
	10.00


Source: World Value Survey (2005-2008), WIDER and World Bank.
Table 3: Justification of Someone Accepting a Bribe. Hierarchical Linear Model
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Fixed Part
	
	
	

	Individual Variables
	
	
	

	Female
	-0.108***
	-0.109***
	-0.109***

	
	(0.015)
	(0.015)
	(0.015)

	Age
	-0.010***
	-0.010***
	-0.010***

	
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)

	Catholic
	-0.014
	-0.014
	-0.014

	
	(0.024)
	(0.024)
	(0.024)

	Protestant
	-0.147***
	-0.147***
	-0.148***

	
	(0.029)
	(0.029)
	(0.029)

	Muslim
	0.005
	0.004
	0.003

	
	(0.038)
	(0.038)
	(0.038)

	Secondary education
	-0.133***
	-0.128***
	-0.129***

	
	(0.019)
	(0.019)
	(0.019)

	Tertiary education
	-0.246***
	-0.242***
	-0.243***

	
	(0.023)
	(0.023)
	(0.023)

	Most people can be trusted
	0.012
	0.013
	0.015

	
	(0.018)
	(0.018)
	(0.018)

	Income
	0.025***
	
	

	
	(0.004)
	
	

	First income quintile
	
	-0.067***
	-0.059**

	
	
	(0.022)
	(0.023)

	Second income quintile
	
	-0.075***
	-0.073***

	
	
	(0.020)
	(0.020)

	Fourth income quintile
	
	0.055**
	0.055**

	
	
	(0.023)
	(0.023)

	Fifth income quintile
	
	0.120***
	0.121***

	
	
	(0.035)
	(0.035)

	First income quintile * Gini
	
	
	-0.004*

	
	
	
	(0.002)

	Second income quintile * Gini
	
	
	-0.002

	
	
	
	(0.002)

	Fourth income quintile * Gini
	
	
	-0.001

	
	
	
	(0.003)

	Fifth income quintile * Gini
	
	
	0.008**

	
	
	
	(0.004)

	Constant
	4.485***
	4.617***
	4.615***

	
	(0.860)
	(0.861)
	(0.858)

	National Variables
	
	
	

	Gini
	0.010
	0.010
	0.012

	
	(0.010)
	(0.010)
	(0.011)

	Real GDP per capita (ln)
	-0.277***
	-0.277***
	-0.277***

	
	(0.100)
	(0.100)
	(0.100)

	Public expenditure
	0.018
	0.019
	0.019

	
	(0.018)
	(0.018)
	(0.018)

	Polity2 (average 1980-2005)
	0.037*
	0.037*
	0.037*

	
	(0.020)
	(0.020)
	(0.020)

	Random Part
	

	Level 2 Variance (
[image: image13.wmf]0

j

U

)
	0.593
	0.593
	0.591

	
	(0.063)
	(0.063)
	(0.063)

	No. Obs. Level 1
	63,191
	63,191
	63,191

	No. Obs. Level 2
	50
	50
	50

	Log-likelihood
	-127619.558
	-127624.469
	-127639.124

	Chi2
	548.154
	551.790
	563.427


Notes: ***, **, and * indicate significance level at 1%, 5%, and 10%, respectively. Standard errors appear in brackets.

Source: World Value Survey (2005-2008), WIDER and World Bank.
� Paper delivered at X Congreso AECPA, September 2011 (Murcia, Spain). Very preliminary version. Please do not quote without authors’ permission.


� Most definitions of corruption highlights a relationship between politicians, civil servants, bureaucrats or officials, on the one hand, and society on the other. However, corruption may also exists within and between private bussines, with no state counterpart  involved  (Amundsen, 1999:3). We will focus on the first and most commonly type of corruption, in which a public authority (appointed or elected) is involved.  


� In fact, this is a methodological consequence since the reference category in the income distribution is the middle income group which is close to the average income earner.
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