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1at is corruption?

* corruption is commony defined as the an abuse of public
agents: “misuse of public power for private benefits”
(definition of Transparency International)

* Misuse in what sense? The problem of singling out the
standards against which this violation can be assessed.
Corruption imply a violation of...

a. legal norms
b. public opinion
c. public interest

Different criteria imply a different detection(and sanctioning)
procedures for corrupt practices

There is a risk of conceptual stretching (corruption encompassing
embezzlement, favoritism, nepotism, clientelism, vote-buying,
fraud, extortion, etc.)



A principal-agent model of corruption
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Ina pr1nc1pa1 geﬁ‘t peg\pectlve corruption can be defined as:

(1) the illegal and therefore hidden violation of an explicit or
implicit contract

(11) that states a delegation of responsibility from a principal
to an agent, who has the legal authority, as well as official
and informal obligation, to use his discretionary power,
capacity and information in pursuing principal’s interests,

(111) which occurs when the agent abuse entrusted authority in
the use of these resources, which — thruogh bribery — may
be used 1n a (corrupt) transaction

(1iv) with a client (the briber), from which the agent receives
as a rewards a quantity of money — the bribe — or other
valuable resources.

In political and bureaucratic corruption, moreover:

(va) the principal 1s the state, the corrupted is a public agent
(a politician, a bureaucrat, ...);

while in private corruption:

(vb) the principal 1s a private actor or organization, the
corrupted 1s a private agent.
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* C=M+D+H+A (The Klitgaard’s formula,
integrated by della Porta and Vannucci)

The level of Corruption is proportional to
Monopoly (the number of monopolistic
positions both in the public and in the private
sector, implying the creation of economic
rents), plus Discretion (the power to decide
how to allocate rents), plus Hidden
information (the capacity to use confidential
information to influence the allocation of
rents), minus Accountability (the effectiveness
of state and social monitoring of agents’
conduct)
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Snowball effects. The more

widespread is corruption ...

ne lesser are the risks of being denounced by
nose who decide to engage in illegal practices

ne lower the perceived moral barriers and

social stigma of corruption

the higher the cost to be paid by those who
try to remain honest

the easier the search for a reliable partner



* Multiple eqdml“ibria_— with ample variations in
level of corruption —are then possible in
similar institutional settings, reflecting
divergent beliefs and reciprocal adaptation of
choices and preferences: “people may have
similar values, within and across societies, and
similar institutional structures and yet, for

accidental reasons, end up in different
equilibria” (Elster 1989)

* One of the dilemmas of anti-corruption policy:
how to induce a “jump” from high to low-
corruption equilibria?



rruption (party-centered — «mani pulite» style)
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Networks of systemic co

tion — polycentric enforcement — post-mani pulite
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From Eurobar ter 470, 2017

QB5 How widespread do you think the problem of corruption is in (QUR COUNTRY)?
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QB15.3 Please tell me whether you agree or disagree with each of the following?
Corruption is part of the business culture in (OUR COUNTRY)
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~ From

2017 (companies)
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Q6 Which of the following practices do you consider to be the most widespread in (OUR COUNTRY)? (MAX. 3 ANSWERS)

(% - EU)

FAVOURING FRIENDS AND FAMILY MEMBERS IN BUSINESS

FAVOURING FRIENDS AND FAMILY MEMBERS
IN PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS

FUNDING POLITICAL PARTIES IN EXCHANGE FOR
PUBLIC CONTRACTS OR INFLUENCE OVER POLICY MAKING

TAX FRAUD OR NON-PAYMENT OF VAT

OFFERING A FREE GIFT OR TRIP IN EXCHANGE
FOR A SERVICE

BRIBES
KICKBACKS
OTHER (SPONTANEOUS)

NONE (SPONTANEOQUS)
October 2017

. — DON'T KNOW
I

\Septem ber - October 2015

50

e ————— ] A7 A4
]
e 44 A5

|
" 35 A5
e
— 31vs
I 20 A S
|
== 26 A4
F

N 22 A2
|

I 0wl

|

[ 3wl

.

| 6 =

|

Base: all companies (n=7,746)



-

Q1.1 Do you consider the following to be a problem or not for your company when doing business in (OUR COUNTRY)?
Corruption (%)
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Q3 How widespread do you think the problem of corruption is in (OUR COUNTRY)?
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7.5 Do you agree or disagree with the following statements?
y 9 9 g
In (OUR COUNTRY) favouritism and corruption hamper business competition

(% - TOTAL "AGREE’)

Map Legend

Bl s5-100

Bl 81-87
56 - B0
0-55

Omems =l ~eemmermime =7 Felie )



5107 PO-'08S

) o e = e = e == e st = 1]
- L1020 > > > 4 PP 4 >
asn pue| jo abuey) O 0O-r0O000DO0O0CO-0O0O0-00O0O0O0ONOONDOOOO
5102 003 LR S LA TR O A LA LA AR AR A B IR (R VAR A | (IRIAR AR IANI
" L1020 > < > » > > < <

JUBWL}EaJ} J3JeM PUB BSEM
Buipnpui syiuad (euswuolIA3

5107 PO-dag

C ONOOOOOO--QCO0O-00O0MOOOO-0O0000C0CO0

[

v

>

o

9

P

c

[

Q

£

0

v)

5

e

£ ¢

6 Y

il

,.a.._a . At L A LA U L L At (A R IR R N | R TR B A AR TR IR |
o " L2 R0 > »< 4 > > rpaOrdd 4 4«1«

v 0

m.m sHuLIad ssauisng O OMNCOOr-AN~OMOOOCWO~©VONOOINTOOOoO0
4]

] 5102 0-0ss

mg . A L L VA O | o A LR | N (A (VA | R | R Tl | N |
9 £ " L02P0 4« 4> < 4 44 4 4 <« P> 4
v m S3IYIA 0} pajepa

m“ - 0OUVWOoO0OoOQO0rrNOFANOWNFO~NONONOOOMOON
59 syUad Jo saye|d 2uadI

]

o 510z O-das

T ) . [ =fenf= = = e st e == = = e
Mm, L1020 rPa4dq > Prraor 4 Pda <
Tn)

wmm Spuny [eInJoNns ‘[eOS PUB PEBIE)S | -~ O ¢ ¥ O 0 0 0O -0 0N oo ONOO - r0nNOOOO
0 =

0T w

gy PO-do

Rmm m_omo. S mmeN N mn || YN0 -oamonNeD o]
QEY - LT 0 AP A GOPP <AOP P Ao D» >
g

_mmw syw.ad buip|ing m oantoroNnmooo¥Nunnr-0omaeN©0®Pt-000
v wn

hrN

>

3 i: WM R s
=

=% S WUNyYwW . > DEdEJEO Y puY
2£3¢ S 8300t YgdETEQ2E23524aaghnind
Ag(f\ w

1
-
a]

3,468)

Base: companies that were in contact with autorities (rn



Figura 8: IMeno cormmuzione percepita s1 associa a una pin bassa densita di procedure

richieste alle imprese (Fonti: Domg Business, World Banlke 2013, Transparency
International CFI, 2012)
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Percentuale cittacini che tendono a fidarsi del loro Parlamento (Ewobarometro 20117

Institutions

Figura 6.2: MNei1 paest dellUnione Europea la fiducia det cittadin verso il proprio Farlamento
aumenta dove & pii bassa la cormizione percepita

on, less trust in public
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More corru ss enterprises investement in
Innovation, research and development

Figura 10: IMene cormuzone percepita s1 associa a pii elevah mvestument delle imprese m
ricerca e sviluppo (Fontt: Eurostat 2013, Transparency International CFPI, 2012)
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Percentuale popolazione (25-64 anni) con istruzione universitaria
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“Red flags” in European tenders




Figure 3. EL) Countries with an higher perception of corruption (CFI1 2015%) have an
higher proportion of public tenders with only one bid (Eurcopean Commission Single
Market Scoreboard 2015)
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NO_CALL_2014

Figure 4. ELJ Countries with an higher perception of corruption (CP1 2015) have an
higher proportion of public tenders with no call for bids (European Commission Single

Warket Scoreboard 2015)
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Figure 5: EL Countries with an higher perception of corruption (CP1 2015) have a lower
proportion of public tenders with an aggregation of more than one public buyer
(European Commission Single Market Scoreboard 2015)
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AWARD_2014

Figure 6. EL Countries with an higher perception of corruption (CFIl 2015) have an
higher proportion of public tenders awarded only on the basis of the lowest price
(European Commission Single Market Scoreboard 2015)
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Figure 7 EUJ Countries with an higher perception of corruption (CFI 20135) have an
highest mean decision period (days between the deadline for receipt of offers and the
awarding) in open procedures (European Commission Single Market Scoreboard

2015)
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REPORT_2014

Figure &: ELJ Countries with an higher perception of corruption (CPI 2015) have a
lowest proportion of contract awards containing information about the value of the
contracts awarded (European Commission Single Market Scoreboard 2015)
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No straightforward fermula, no optimal set of normes,
institutions and policies.can be generally applied as a
parameter for the evaluation of policies against bribery.
Every society, organization, decision-making process
should find an elusive amalgam of anti-corruption
measures and tools.

In spite of its intrinsic difficulties and potential failures, the
fight against corruption encompasses a fundamental
symbolic value in itself, especially in democratic countries.
The spread of corruption within a democratic regime, in
fact, implies the corruption of virtually all basic democratic
principles. The preservation of an anti-corruption stance
within the public sphere entails then a shared
commitment towards the possibility to improve the quality
of public life, the persistence of trust in the potentiality of
a democratic system to reform itself.



The-—-vhusaci_rcle: ”ineffectivess of anticorruption
tools and citizen’s mistrust in public institutions

Mistrust in institutions
and political leaders, lack

of social mobilitization

Perception of widespread orruption «Top-downy, ineffective
anticorruption policies

Ineffectiveness of reforms
due to lack of societal and political
control on their implementation




The-vhcircle: mobilitization “bottom-up” in formulation of
antlcorﬁptiog and trust in public institutions

more effective societal and political control
on the implementation of
anticorruption tools

Bottom-up involvement of citizens in positive expectations and the
formulation of anticorruption beliefs on the effectiveness reforms
and tools of anticorruption policies

increased trust in public
institutions and political leaders




Allegoryref «good government»
(Ambrogio Lorenzetti — 1338-1339)
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Some bibl?bgraphic advice...

Della Porta and Vannucci, Corrupt exchanges, Aldine de
Gruyter 1999

Della Porta and Vannucci, The hidden order of
corruption, Ashgate, 2012

Rose-Ackerman, Corruption and government, CUP 1999

Graf Lambsdorff, The Institutional Economics of
Corruption and Reform, CUP 2007

Fishman and Golden, Corruption: What Everyone Needs
to Know, OUP, 2017

Picci, L. and Vannucci, A., Lo Zen e I'arte della lotta alla
corruzione, Altreconomia, 2018
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