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Abstract 
Prior research has established that more women in government is associated with lower perceived 
corruption, and that women are individually less likely to condone or express willingness to engage in 
corruption. But these relationships are sensitive to context in a way that suggests a deeper causal 
mechanism at work. We argue that accountability is this mechanism: when government officials are more 
likely to be held personally accountable for corruption, women are less likely than men to engage in it. 
We find evidence for this proposition in a panel of nearly 80 democracies over the past 20 years; this 
evidence is robust to multiple measures of accountability and corruption. 
 

 

 

Working paper presented at University of Tennessee, Knoxville on April 11, 2014. 

  



Gender, Corruption, and Accountability:  
Why Women are (Sometimes) More Resistant to Corruption 

 

Fifteen years ago, two important papers established a curious observational link: greater participation 

of women in government is associated with lower corruption (Dollar, Fisman, and Gatti 2001; Swamy et 

al. 2001). Several governments have enthusiastically brought women into civil service positions (such as 

police forces) as an anti-corruption measure (Moore 1999; Quinones 1999); these programs met with at 

least some success (Karim 2011; McDermott 1999). However, further study put the ontological basis for 

these policies into doubt: the relationship between women and corruption is not universal.  For example, 

greater female participation in government is observationally associated with less corruption in 

democracies, but not in autocracies (Esarey and Chirillo 2013). As another example, experiments 

designed to measure willingness to engage in corruption found that women were less susceptible to 

corruption in some countries but not in others (Alatas, Cameron, and Chaudhuri 2009).  If women were 

simply less prone to corruption because of biology or socialization, we would not expect such sensitivity 

to political context.  

In this paper, we theorize about the causal mechanism that we think links gender to corruption in a 

way that explains its contextual sensitivity. Esarey and Chirillo (2013) argue that women are more averse 

than men to the risks of violating political norms and react by following those norms more closely. This 

greater risk aversion, they argue, explains why women are less likely than men to engage in and approve 

of corruption where it is stigmatized (in most democracies) but equally likely where it is not (in most 

autocracies). If this argument is correct, then accountability is the mechanism that links gender to 

corruption. When individuals in government are more likely to be held accountable for their corruption, 

then women will disproportionately avoid corrupt activities; when accountability for corruption is weak, 

men and women will engage in corruption in equal measure. 

We argue that a great deal of experimental and observational evidence has shown women to be more 

risk averse than men when confronting identical situations. Under a rational choice model of behavior, 

therefore, women should be less willing than men to violate social norms and invite the possibility of 
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punishment. For the same reason, we also expect factors that increase the risk of a behavior (such as the 

chance of detection or the severity of punishment) to have a greater influence on women’s behavior 

compared to men. In democratic regimes, where corruption is typically stigmatized by law and custom, 

corruption is a risky behavior. Ergo, we should expect women to engage in fewer corrupt behaviors on 

average in democracies. We should also expect variations in these governments’ ability or desire to hold 

corrupt officials accountable to have a greater effect on women, and therefore to be reflected in variations 

in the inverse link between gender and corruption. Where accountability is strongest, there should be the 

strongest relationship between gender and corruption. 

We provide empirical evidence for our theory by examining the set of democratic countries over the 

past twenty years, showing that the relationship between gender and corruption is strongest where 

accountability is strongest. We specifically focus on four sources of variation in accountability: whether 

the country has a history of high levels of corruption, the amount of press freedom in a country, the 

separation of powers, and the degree to which the political system is personalistic and candidate-focused, 

rather than collective and party-focused. We find that the link between corruption and female 

participation in government systematically varies along each of these dimensions. Women’s 

representation has a stronger correlation with control of corruption in democracies when the risk of 

detection and punishment (viz., accountability) is greatest. 

 

Gender and risk-aversion 

A recent review of the economic literature on “Gender Differences in Preferences” presents the 

following summary of the relationship between gender and risk-taking:  

The robust finding is that men are more risk prone than women. Previous surveys of 

economics (Eckel and Grossman 2008) and psychology (Byrnes, Miller, and Schafer 

1999) report the same conclusions: women are more risk averse than men in the vast 

majority of environments and tasks. (Croson and Gneezy 2009, 449) 
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Much of the evidence for women’s greater risk aversion in economics comes from laboratory 

experiments. Subjects in these experiments make a series of choices between lotteries offering a different 

combination of risks and rewards (Table 1 in Croson and Gneezy 2009, 450); the lotteries are structured 

to determine a subject’s risk aversion (Holt and Laury 2002). The experimental findings are bolstered by 

observational research on differential risk-taking in investment portfolios managed by men and women 

(Bernasek and Shwiff 2001; Sundén and Surette 1998; Watson and McNaughton 2007). In psychology, 

evidence of gender differences in risk taking comes from a combination of survey experiments with 

hypothetical choices, self-reported risky behavior from surveys (e.g., unsafe sex), and directly observed 

risky behaviors such as dangerous traffic maneuvers monitored by researchers (Byrnes, Miller, and 

Schafer 1999, 370).  

The generic finding that women are more risk averse than men carries over to studies of corruption. 

For example, Armantier and Boly (2011) conduct a field experiment in Burkina Faso designed (among 

other things) to detect the effect of independent monitoring on corruption. They find that women in their 

experiment are far more responsive to monitoring compared to men. Specifically, women who are grading 

exams are much more likely to give a failing grade to exam-takers who offer a bribe, compared to their 

male counterparts, when the results are independently monitored. But when results are not monitored, 

women are less likely to fail the briber. These results were later replicated in similar laboratory 

experiments conducted in Montreal (Canada) and in Burkina Faso (Armantier and Boly 2013). 

Schulze and Frank (2003) provide another example of how women’s greater sensitivity to risk 

influences their susceptibility to corruption. In their study, experimental subjects are given the 

opportunity to accept varying levels of bribes to award a plumbing contract. Larger bribes come at the 

expense of a student film group in whose events they were participating. When there is no risk that the 

bribe would be detected, women and men are equally prone to accept bribes; when there is such a risk, 

women take much smaller bribes (on average). Note that subjects in the Schulze and Frank experiment 

“did not run the risk of public shaming or a criminal record, as payments were made secretly” (Schulze 
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and Frank 2003, 153); the risks are solely in whether the subjects would receive the bribe and/or their 

experimental salary payment. 

Observational research on gender and corruption identifies a potential source of women’s special 

sensitivity to risk in the context of corruption: their base of political support. A study in Mexico suggests 

that, where women are excluded from the traditional networks through which power is attained (and 

which tend to be highly corrupt), they build alternative bases of support (such as social movements) 

which are more transparent and less corrupt (Rodríguez 2003). As Wagnerud (2012, 243) argues, “In 

most societies social movements serve the role as a watchdog for abuse of public office. To engage in 

corrupt behavior would then be particularly risky for women, since it could ruin their chance of gaining 

support in future races.” In these same societies, the culture of corruption ingrained in the traditional 

political networks would benefit men; the risk for men would be not engaging in corruption. 

The relationship between gender and risk aversion described in these studies provides important 

theoretical leverage to explain variation in the gender-corruption link that cross-national studies have 

identified. Evidence from cross-national time series data suggests that greater female participation in 

government is associated with less corruption in that government (Dollar, Fisman, and Gatti 2001); a 

similar association has been observed among municipal governments in Mexico (Wangnerud 2012, 237–

239). However, this relationship is sensitive to context: greater female participation in government is 

associated with less corruption in democratic countries, but not in autocracies (Esarey and Chirillo 2013). 

The context sensitivity of women’s behavior at the macro level of overall government corruption is 

mirrored by context sensitivity in women’s micro level attitudes toward corruption. Initial studies of 

cross-national individual and firm-level survey data revealed that “(a) in hypothetical situations, women 

are less likely to condone corruption, (b) women managers are less involved in bribery, and (c) countries 

which have greater representation of women in government or in market work have lower levels of 

corruption” (Swamy et al. 2001, 26). However, in examining the same World Values Survey data, Esarey 

and Chirillo find that “there is little difference in corruption tolerance between men and women for 
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countries that rank lowest on the Polity scale [viz., autocracies]. In more democratic countries, however, 

men are considerably more tolerant of corruption than women” (Esarey and Chirillo 2013, 372). 

Esarey and Chirillo argue that the context sensitivity of the gender-corruption link is a direct product 

of gender differences in risk aversion: 

In summary, we find evidence that the relationship between gender and corruption 

differs by institutional context. We think this is because women are more averse to the 

risks of violating political norms, and because gender discrimination makes violating 

institutional norms a riskier proposition for women than men. Where corruption is 

stigmatized, women will be less tolerant of corruption and less likely to engage in it 

compared to men. But if “corrupt” behaviors are an ordinary part of governance 

supported by political institutions, there will be no corruption gender gap. (Esarey and 

Chirillo 2013, 382–384)  

Their logic is grounded in the research that identifies gender differences in risk-aversion. But before we 

conclude that this argument is correct, we need additional theorizing to flesh out exactly how and when 

gender differences in risk aversion translate into lower levels of corruption, and we need empirical 

examination of other contexts in which women’s representation in government should lead to reduced 

country-level corruption.1 In the next section, we begin by laying out our theory. 

 

1 Research on how female behavior is more context-sensitive than men’s has been conducted in a variety of 
scenarios, not just in corruption experiments. For example, Croson and Gneezy (2009, 463) argue that “…women 
are more sensitive to cues in the experimental context than are men. Research from psychology suggests that women 
are more sensitive to social cues in determining appropriate behavior (Kahn, Hottes, and Davis 1971). Small 
differences in experimental design and implementation will thus have larger impacts on female participants than on 
male participants.” Croson and Gneezy go on to show that there is greater variation in female behavior (compared to 
male behavior) within multiple experiments, and also greater variation in female behavior between repeated studies 
of the same behavior (compared to male behavior between these same studies). 
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Accountability and corruption 

Considering the body of prior evidence as a whole, we believe there is ample reason to expect that 

women will approach the decision to engage in corruption differently than men. In some contexts, these 

different decision-making processes will be observationally equivalent; in others, they will produce 

behaviors that differ by gender. In the technical appendix, we present an illustrative formal model that 

demonstrates the logical consistency of our argument.  But the ideas behind this argument are relatively 

straightforward and far from technical.  

On the basis of prior work, we believe that women will undervalue risky payoffs compared to men, 

and will therefore be more likely to choose a smaller but certain payoff when confronted with a choice 

between the two. In the specific case of corruption, we believe that women will be less likely to 

participate in corruption (compared to men) in proportion to how risky this participation is. The most 

basic implication is: 

Theoretical Implication 1: If women are more averse to the risks presented by 

corruption than men, then women will be less likely than men to participate in 

corruption. 

We assert that corruption is a risky activity: one might be caught at doing it, and punishments will be 

levied if one is caught. Consequently, corruption offers an uncertain payoff with the potential for gains 

and losses. However, there is a comparatively certain payoff to avoiding corruption: the normal salary and 

benefits of one’s job.  Male and female elites will choose the payoff that balances their propensity for risk 

with the certainty or uncertainty of the payoff in a particular context. On the basis of the extensive 

research finding that women are more risk averse than men, we deduce that women will be less likely to 

make the risky choice of engaging in corruption when the costs of doing so are high. 

However, if the differential risk aversion of women is truly at the heart of observed gender 

differences in corruption, then this gender gap will grow or shrink depending on the degree to which 

corruption is risky. The risk of participating in corruption is determined by two factors: the likelihood of 
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being detected and the severity of punishment upon detection. Increases in the detection probability 

and/or the severity of punishment both make the prospect of corruption riskier. Either factor should 

decrease the probability that anyone participates in corruption, but will especially impact those people 

with the highest degree of risk aversion—viz, women. This line of thinking allows us to draw two further 

implications: 

Theoretical Implication 2: If women are more averse to the risks presented by 

corruption than men, the gender gap in corruption participation will grow as the 

probability of corrupt activities being detected rises. 

Theoretical Implication 3: If women are more averse to the risks presented by 

corruption than men, the gender gap in corruption will grow as the severity or 

likelihood of punishment for corruption rises. 

Detecting and sanctioning elected representatives for negative political outcomes, such as corruption, 

occurs through elections in democracies. Elections require voters to gather information about what 

political actors have been doing, assign credit or blame for government performance, and sanction 

representatives who have failed to do their jobs. Elections provide an opportunity for voters to hold 

representatives accountable for political problems such as corruption. Where the probability of being held 

accountable for corruption is high, we claim that women should be more resistant to corruption than men 

because they are more risk averse and corruption is more likely to be detected and/or be punished. 

However, where accountability is low (i.e., corruption is unlikely to be caught and/or is unlikely to be 

harshly punished), we argue that women’s engagement in corruption will be no different than men’s.  

 

Measuring Accountability 

Corruption is a risky activity, but its risk is not fixed. The degree to which a democracy allows voters 

to detect corruption and punish elected officials determines the riskiness of corruption. As a result, the 
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extent to which women’s representation in government reduces levels of corruption in a country should 

be conditional upon the extent to which voters can hold individual officials directly accountable for 

political actions. We identify four contexts where voters should be able to hold elected representatives to 

account and where the link between women’s political presence and corruption should be strongest: 1) 

when there is no pervasive culture of corruption, 2) where press freedom is respected, 3) in parliamentary 

systems (as compared to presidential systems), and 4) when electoral rules establish direct and 

personalistic linkages between voters and elected legislators or members of parliament. 

Culture of corruption 

Although corruption occurs in countries around the world, research has found that democracies are 

less corrupt on average than non-democracies (Gerring and Thacker 2004; Kunicova and Rose-Ackerman 

2005; Lederman, Loayza, and Soares 2005; Treisman 2000, 2007). But even within democracies, 

corruption is a threat, and in some cases is endemic to the political system. We say that countries where 

corrupt behaviors (bribery, graft, etc.) are a normal part of doing government business have a culture of 

corruption. In countries with a culture of pervasive corruption, the risk of being caught and held 

accountable for engaging in corruption must be low in order for the corruption to flourish. If the risk of 

being held accountable is low, then corruption is not particularly risky and we expect women and men to 

be equally likely to engage in it. By comparison, a country with lower levels of corruption has (ipso facto) 

demonstrated a tendency to remove or exclude corrupt persons from government. Because the risks of 

engaging in corruption are higher in these contexts, women’s low tolerance for risk should discourage 

them from engaging in corruption. As a result, we expect a stronger link between women’s representation 

in government and a country’s corruption level in countries with lower prior histories of corruption. 

Hypothesis 1 (H1):  A higher percentage of the legislature/parliament being female is 

associated with lower corruption levels (more control of corruption) when prior 

corruption levels are lower. 
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Some evidence supporting this hypothesis has already been presented in prior work. For example, 

Chaudhuri (2012, 40 Table 6) reviews multiple experimental studies of the propensity to commit various 

corrupt behaviors (such as offering or accepting bribes). He finds that there is substantial heterogeneity in 

female behavior across multiple experiments. In some experiments, women are less likely to offer a bribe 

than men, but in others women are statistically indistinguishable from men. He suggests that one of the 

key contextual factors may be the degree to which corruption is endemic to its political and economic 

culture: “evidence for greater incorruptibility on the part of women comes primarily from developed 

nations. We do not find strong differences in developing countries where the problem of corruption is far 

more endemic” (Chaudhuri 2012, 41–42). 

Press Freedom 

 A second contextual factor that could affect the role of women’s presence in government on 

corruption is the degree of press freedom in a democracy. The ability of citizens to detect corruption is at 

least partly conditional upon the ability of the media to investigate and report on allegations of corruption. 

Brazil’s now-infamous mensalão scandal, for example, came to light when several newspapers and news 

magazines produced a series of news stories alleging that the governing Worker’s Party (PT) was paying 

opposition legislators monthly salaries to support the governing party’s legislative agenda (“What Is 

Brazil’s ‘Mensalão’?” 2013). In the aftermath of the scandal, several deputies were forced from office, 

and the PT lost 8 seats in the 2006 Chamber of Deputy elections—the first time since the transition to 

democracy in 1985 that it lost seats rather than gaining them.  

 We argue that countries where freedom of the press is greater should have lower levels of corruption 

than those where the government restricts press freedom. This should occur because the risk of detection, 

and consequently punishment, is higher where journalists are free to investigate corruption and bring it to 

light. The greater risk of detection and punishment should lead women to be less likely to participate in 

corruption in countries with a free press, resulting in a stronger relationship between female participation 

in government and corruption. 

 
 

9 



Hypothesis 2 (H2): A higher percentage of the legislature/parliament being female is associated 

with lower corruption levels (more control of corruption) as press freedom increases.  

Parliamentary governance 

A third contextual factor is the form of government in a democracy. Research on the differences 

between parliamentary and presidential systems have long debated the strengths of each in terms of 

accountability. Scholars concerned about the fragility of democracy in presidential systems often argued 

that parliamentary systems were better for democracy because the fixed terms inherent to presidential 

systems made it impossible to bring an end to unpalatable governments in any way other than the 

breakdown of democracy (Linz 1994). The ability to call a vote of no confidence in parliamentary 

systems, in contrast, gives voters an opportunity to preserve democracy but turn over the government 

more quickly. Defenders of presidentialism have pointed out some of the strengths of accountability in 

presidential systems: for example, voters have the opportunity to hold the executive and legislature 

independently accountable for government (T. Hellwig and Samuels 2008; Mainwaring and Shugart 

1997; Persson, Roland, and Tabellini 1997; D. J. Samuels and Shugart 2003; Shugart and Carey 1992). 

However, this also means that voters may have a more difficult time assigning blame due to the 

separation of powers inherent in presidential systems (D. J. Samuels and Shugart 2003; Shugart and 

Carey 1992); each branch of government can blame the other.  

Building on the line of reasoning that fixed terms reduce accountability in presidential systems, we 

argue that accountability for corruption is likely to be greater under parliamentary systems than 

presidential ones.2 The chief executive, cabinet, and parliament’s terms in office are not fixed and elected 

officials constantly face the threat of being held to account by voters at any time (i.e., when a vote of no 

confidence is successful). If the government gets enveloped in a corruption scandal, all elected 

2 Hellwig and Samuels (2008) find that presidential systems offer just as much accountability for the economy 
as parliamentary ones do, but their focus is on the ways in which voters can hold presidents and legislators to 
account independently. Their study is able to directly test how voters vote in response to variation in economic 
performance in presidential elections and legislative elections separately. We are not focused on voting behavior, but 
on how elites behave in anticipation of the threat of sanction; our view of accountability more closely matches 
Linz’s concerns about the downsides of fixed terms. 
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representatives face possible swift punishment by voters should a vote of no confidence occur. In 

presidential systems, by contrast, elected officials know that their term in office is fixed—four years, for 

example. If a corruption scandal occurs near the beginning of a term, punishment is delayed giving elites 

time to rebuild their images prior to being held to account by voters.  

When a corruption scandal breaks, a vote of no confidence and removal from office is a realistic 

concern. The absence of fixed terms for the parliament, the threat of a vote of no confidence at any time 

in the term, and the fact that a no confidence vote not only causes the MP to suffer defeat but can bring 

down the entire government means that the punishment for an MP and a party is severe, and thus 

corruption is very risky. In presidential systems, fixed terms mean that punishment may be delayed to the 

end of the term in office and the separation of powers means that actions in the legislature do not 

necessarily threaten the government itself.  

Thus, we argue that accountability is stronger in parliamentary systems because of the absence of 

fixed terms and the possibility that elected representatives could be held to account at any time during 

their term in office. This makes corruption much riskier in parliamentary systems than in presidential 

systems. If corruption is riskier in parliamentary systems, then we should also expect that women’s 

greater aversion to the risk of punishment in parliamentary systems will mean that more women’s 

representation will lead to lower levels of corruption. In contrast, higher levels of women’s representation 

should have no effect on corruption in presidential systems where the risk of being swiftly punished by 

voters for corruption is lower. 

Hypothesis 3 (H3):  A higher percentage of the legislature/parliament being female is 

associated with lower corruption levels (more control of corruption) in parliamentary 

systems and have little to no effect in presidential systems. 

Personalism 

Finally, we examine a factor that offers the clearest measure of the strength of the links between 

elected representatives and voters: the degree of personalism produced by the electoral system. 
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Personalistic electoral rules create tighter ties between voters and their elected representatives, while less 

personalistic rules emphasize the mediating role of parties in the voter-representative linkage (Carey and 

Shugart 1995). The risk of being punished for corrupt behavior is therefore greater in personalistic 

systems because voters can identify their representative and hold them directly and individually 

accountable. In less personalistic (more party-centric) systems, elites may be able to hide inside the party 

organization and deflect direct punishment at the polls. Voters may be willing to swallow one bad egg 

that the party wants to defend if they are supportive of the party, more generally. Parties may even 

collaborate to conceal the individual guilt of one member to preserve their collective electoral viability.  

For all these reasons, we claim that personalistic systems tend to increase the likelihood of 

individual consequences for corruption (viz., a larger probability of larger punishments to the corrupt 

official). This in turn raises the individual risk of corrupt behavior, and has an especially strong deterrent 

effect on women (because they tend to be more risk averse). 

Hypothesis 4 (H4):  A higher percentage of the legislature/parliament being female is 

associated with lower corruption levels (more control of corruption) as the 

personalistic nature of electoral rules increases. 

 

Data and variables 

We collect data on corruption, women’s representation, accountability indicators, and control 

variables for 78 democracies from 1990-2010. Following Epstein et al. (2006), we select democracies by 

choosing all countries and years for which the polity2 score was > 0 for four years or more (Marshall, 

Jaggers, and Gurr 2010).3 We also required countries to score 5 or lower on Freedom House’s average 

Civil Liberties and Political Rights scales. To ensure that each country has a sufficient number of time 

3 Note that Epstein et al. (2006) use a trichotomous coding of democracy, with semi-democracies coded +1 to 
+7 and democracies coded +8 to +10. We collapse their “partial” and “full” democracy categories into one category 
to distinguish democracies from non-democracies. 
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periods for analysis, we also required that countries qualify as democracies for at least ten years in a row 

to include them in the dataset. Finally, we excluded those countries that lacked one or more of the 

corruption measures for the entire study period. These selection criteria have several advantages: (i) they 

exclude countries that do not function according to the rules and norms of minimalist democracies, (ii) 

they include both semi-democracies and full democracies to allow for investigation of variation across 

level of democracy, (iii) they ensure some basic level of consolidation of democracy, and (iv) they allow 

sufficient time points to conduct proper time series analysis. 

The dependent variable is the perceived level of corruption in countries as determined by the 

Transparency International Corruption Perceptions Index (TI CPI), the World Bank Governance 

Indicators Control of Corruption measure (WBGI), and the Political Risk Services’ International Country 

Risk Guide’s (ICRG) corruption measure (Kaufmann, Kraay, and Mastruzzi 2010; Political Risk Services 

Group 2012; Transparency International 2011). Each measure of corruption has strengths and 

weaknesses; by examining all three, we strengthen the robustness of our conclusions. Because the ICRG 

has the longest annual time-series in our dataset (1990-2010), we focus more on that measure in our 

presentation of the findings; the TI CPI is available from 1995-2010 and the WBGI is available from 

1996-2010 (with biannual measurements between 1996 and 2002). The ICRG measure is a scale of 0 to 6, 

the TI CPI measure is a scale of 0 to 10, and the WBGI measure is a scale of -2.5 to 2.5; all three are 

coded such that higher numerical values indicate less corruption.  

 Our main independent variables are the percentage of the legislature/parliament that is female 

(Inter-Parliamentary Union 2012) and our four measures of accountability in the political system. Those 

four measures are: (i) a one-year time lag of the dependent variable (specific to the corruption measure 

under analysis) to capture the culture of corruption in a country, (ii) the Freedom House Freedom of the 

Press measure, which we recode to range from -100 to 0 in order of increasing freedom, (iii) a 

dichotomous coding of whether a country’s form of government is presidential (1) or parliamentary (0),4 

4 We code semi-presidential systems as presidential or parliamentary depending on the powers of the president. 
Specifically, we code premier-presidential systems as parliamentary systems where the president has no power to 
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and (iv) a measure of the degree of personalism produced by the legislative electoral system in a country 

(Johnson and Wallack 1997). Personalism ranges from 1 to 13 in order of increasing levels of 

personalism. Each of these measures of accountability is interacted with the percentage of women in the 

legislature to test the conditional effect on corruption.  

We also include a set of common control variables for these kinds of corruption models:  

• the percentage of citizens who are Protestant (CIA World Factbook 2013) 

• democratic freedom, measured as the inverse of the average political rights and civil liberties 

Freedom House scores such that higher scores indicate greater freedom (Freedom House 

2014) 

• level of economic development, as measured by logged GDP per capita (World Development 

Indicators 2013) 

• trade imbalance, measured as imports minus exports as a percentage of GDP (World 

Development Indicators 2013) 

• women’s economic rights, as measured in the Cingranelli-Richards Human Rights Dataset 

(Cingranelli and Richards 2010).  

These measures capture the well-established cultural, socioeconomic, and political explanations for 

variation in levels of corruption across countries and over time.  

 

Evidence: gender, accountability, and corruption  

As described previously, we have four hypotheses about how accountability should change the 

relationship between women’s political representation and corruption, supporting the theory that 

accountability is the causal mechanism explaining contextual variation in the link between gender and 

corruption. We show evidence associated with each hypothesis in turn. 

dissolve the cabinet (only the assembly can) and president-parliamentary systems as presidential where the president 
has the power to dissolve the cabinet alongside the assembly (Elgie 2011; D. J. Samuels and Shugart 2010). 
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H1: Lagged control of corruption 

Our first hypothesis is that there is no relationship between women’s representation and corruption 

levels when the past prevalence of corruption is high, but a positive relationship when it is low. As Figure 

1 indicates, this relationship is present in our data. The simple bivariate scatterplots with the linear 

prediction included show that, in countries with high levels of prior corruption, increases in the 

percentage of the legislature/parliament that is female are slightly associated with less control of 

corruption. Where prior corruption levels are low, increasing women’s representation in the lower house 

of parliament is strongly associated with more control of corruption. 

Figure 1 

Table 1 confirms the presence of this pattern in a multivariate regression using all three measures of 

corruption. The interaction between the percentage of the legislature that is female and the lagged 

measure of control of corruption is positive and statistically significant in all three models. Figure 2 

presents the marginal effect of women’s representation on corruption as prior control of corruption 

increases based on the ICRG results from Table 1; it indicates an increasing effect of female participation 

in government on the control of corruption as lagged control of corruption increases. It also shows where 

we can be most confident that this conditioning effect exists: when prior control of corruption levels range 

from just above 3 to 6 (greater prior control of corruption), increasing women’s representation correlates 

with greater current control of corruption to a statistically significant degree. This is consistent with our 

argument that countries with greater accountability for corruption will deter women from engaging in 

corruption due to their stronger risk aversion. 

Table 1 

Figure 2 

H2: Freedom of the press 

We also find evidence that press freedom is associated with the gender-corruption link in a way that 

is consistent with our accountability-based theory. The bivariate scatterplot shown in Figure 3 shows no 
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relationship between gender and corruption when press freedom is restricted, but a strong positive effect 

in countries with high levels of press freedom. This is consistent with the idea that the greater risk of 

detection and punishment for corruption that is created by a free press disproportionately impacts the 

behavior of women in government. 

Table 2 shows that this finding is also supported in a multivariate regression: there is a significant 

and positive interaction effect between women’s representation in parliament and press freedom for all 

three measures of corruption. The relationship is most clearly seen in Figure 4, which illustrates the 

marginal effect of women’s parliamentary representation on control of corruption as press freedom 

increases based on the ICRG results from Table 2. When press freedom is most restricted, the percentage 

of the parliament that is female has a borderline significant and negative effect on control of corruption; 

the negative effect gets smaller and becomes insignificant before press freedom is even a third of the way 

along its scale. The effect of women’s representation becomes positive and statistically significant when 

press freedom is in the top third of its range (higher than -30 on a -100 to 0 scale). As H2 indicated, more 

women in parliament is associated with more control of corruption when the press is free, but not when 

the press is restricted. 

Figure 3 

Table 2 

Figure 4 

H3: Parliamentary government 

  The relationship between women’s representation and corruption in our data is also different across 

types of democratic government. In presidential systems, women’s representation in legislatures has no 

discernible relationship with corruption, whereas in parliamentary systems, women’s representation 

correlates with much greater control of corruption. These divergent patterns are striking in the bivariate 

relationships depicted in Figure 5.  
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 As Table 3 shows, multivariate regression models support the bivariate findings: the interaction 

between the percentage of the legislature/parliament that is female and a presidentialism dummy variable 

is statistically significant and negative in all three models. The marginal effect plot in Figure 6 shows the 

relationship between % women in parliament and control of corruption estimated in the ICRG model in 

Table 3. While increasing women’s representation has no effect on control of corruption in presidential 

systems, our statistical model indicates that countries with a 50% female parliament would be on average 

almost a half point higher in the ICRG control of corruption measure as compared to a country with no 

women in parliament; this change constitutes 8% of the maximum possible change in control of 

corruption allowed by the measure. This finding supports our theoretical argument that parliamentary 

systems present a greater individual risk of corruption because of the threat of swift sanctioning by voters, 

and that consequently the gender gap in willingness to engage in corruption will be larger in this context 

due to women’s stronger risk aversion. 

Figure 5 

Table 3 

Figure 6 

H4: Personalism 

 Finally, we examine how the relationship between women’s representation and corruption changes in 

the context of varying degrees of personalism generated by legislative or parliamentary electoral rules. 

We find that more personalistic rules produce a stronger relationship between women’s participation in 

elected office and corruption. Figure 7 shows the bivariate scatterplots and linear predictions for 

democracies with more party-centered (less personalistic) electoral rules compared to more personalistic 

electoral rules. Both figures show a positive relationship, but the effect is slightly steeper in democracies 

with more personalistic rules (and the difference between the slopes is statistically significant). Of course, 

one drawback of these plots is that the figures dichotomize the personalism scale and obscure the 

variation at lower and higher levels of personalism.  
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Figure 7 

 Table 4 shows our multivariate statistical models with personalism included as a scale ranging from 1 

to 13 and then interacted with the percentage of the legislature/parliament that is female. All three 

interaction terms are positive, and the interaction terms for the Transparency International and ICRG 

measures of corruption are statistically significant at the α = 0.05 level; the coefficient in the World Bank 

corruption score’s model just misses the threshold (though it is statistically significant in a one-tailed test, 

α = 0.05).  Figure 8 shows the ICRG model’s marginal effect for women in parliament on corruption at 

varying levels of personalism. The effect is statistically significant at nearly all levels of personalism, 

except the least personalistic systems (where the personalism score is less than three). At all levels greater 

than three, the effect of women in parliament on the control of corruption is statistically significant and 

increases as the personalistic incentives provided by electoral rules grow. This supports our argument that 

electoral rules that produce a stronger accountability link between individual representatives and voters 

disproportionately deter women from engaging in corruption by raising the risk of corrupt behavior; this 

in turn causes the relationship between women in government and observed corruption to grow. 

Table 4 

Figure 8 

Does clarity of responsibility matter for gender and corruption? 

A growing body of research on accountability in democratic systems highlights the important role 

that clarity of responsibility (COR) in a political system can play for voters holding elected officials 

accountable for government performance (Anderson 2000; T. Hellwig and Samuels 2008; Kiewiet 2000; 

Nadeau and Lewis-Beck 2001; Palmer and Whitten 2003; Powell Jr and Whitten 1993; Powell 2000; 

Royed, Leyden, and Borrelli 2000; D. Samuels 2004; Whitten and Palmer 1999). Originally developed 

and applied in studies explaining why economic voting is more prevalent in some political contexts than 

others, the COR argument purports that voters will be more likely to hold elected officials accountable for 

economic performance when they can clearly discern who is responsible for government failures, assign 
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blame for those failures, and act on that assignment of blame by voting against them at election time. This 

argument has been recently applied to studies of corruption, making it important for us to consider here 

(Potter and Tavits 2011; Tavits 2007). 

Research on accountability in both parliamentary and presidential systems argues that the extent 

to which voters can actually hold elected officials accountable is conditional upon political context. 

Specifically, this research claims that accountability varies depending on the COR in the system (Powell 

Jr and Whitten 1993; Powell 2000). Where political institutions and party system structures make it 

possible for voters to discern who is responsible for political problems (such as economic crises or 

corruption scandals), COR is greater and voters should be better able to hold elites to account for those 

problems. Where institutions and partisan arrangements obscure responsibility for political failures, voters 

cannot easily assign blame and accountability is lower. It is possible that COR in a political system 

changes the extent to which voters can hold elected officials accountable for corruption and presents a 

greater risk to individuals for engaging in corrupt behavior. As a result, where clarity of responsibility is 

greater and the risk of being held accountable for corruption is consequently larger, women might be less 

likely to engage in corruption compared to men. 

In the literature on parliamentary systems, clarity of responsibility has been measured in the form 

of majority government, number of parties in the government and the party system, coalition 

governments, opposition dominance of parliamentary committee systems, bicameralism, and ideological 

cohesion of government parties (Anderson 2000; Bengtsson 2004; T. T. Hellwig 2001; Nadeau and 

Lewis-Beck 2001; Powell Jr and Whitten 1993; Powell 2000; Tavits 2007). Despite the array of possible 

measures of COR, the most popular and consistently important indicator is single-party majority control 

of government (Powell 2000). In presidential systems, scholars argue that COR derives not only from 

unified government, where the president’s party controls the legislature (mimicking single-party majority 

control of government in parliamentary systems), but also from institutional arrangements unique to 

presidential systems, such as the concurrency of presidential and legislative elections (T. Hellwig and 
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Samuels 2008; D. Samuels 2004). They argue that concurrent electoral rules draw attention to issues at 

the national level, such as the economy, which makes it easier to hold representatives accountable.  

To engage this literature, we use our data to examine whether some indicators of COR mediate 

the relationship between women’s representation and corruption. Specifically, we look at (i) whether 

majority governments are associated with a stronger positive effect between women’s representation and 

corruption levels compared to coalition or minority governments and (ii) whether concurrent elections in 

presidential systems are associated with a stronger gender-corruption link. We tested the majority 

government variable in countries with presidential and parliamentary systems pooled together as well as 

in each type of system separately, but the concurrent elections variable is tested in presidential systems 

only. 

As Table 5 shows, none of the models indicates an effect of clarity of responsibility on the 

relationship between women’s representation and control of corruption. In each case, the interaction term 

between the COR measure and % women in parliament is statistically insignificant and close to zero. 

Although Table 5 presents the findings for the ICRG measure of democracy only, these findings were 

consistent across the World Bank and Transparency International measures, as well. 

Table 5 

How should these findings be interpreted? We interpret them as evidence that the mechanism of 

accountability that is measured by the usual COR variables is not a part of the causal mechanism linking 

women’s representation and corruption. We believe that this is because COR aggregates many forms of 

accountability which are different from each other in ways that are relevant to the gender-corruption link.  

For example, in majority governments, most of the levers of government are controlled by a single party. 

This tends to divide individual party legislators’ accountability between constituents and the party 

leadership; the leadership controls access to desirable government positions and needed support for the 

next electoral campaign. The party leadership does not necessarily want to maximize individual member 

accountability for corruption, especially if the party is involved in the corruption or if its exposure would 

put the party’s electoral chances in jeopardy. In short, legislators face multiple principals to whom they 
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are accountable—the voters, and the party leadership—and these principals have cross-cutting interests in 

preventing and punishing corruption. The upshot is that a majority government may well present fewer 

risks for engaging in corruption to members of the majority party, particularly if that corruption is in the 

majority party’s interest. The pervasive corruption of PRI legislators in Mexico, despite years of strong 

majority government by the PRI, provides a useful example of this phenomenon (Weiner 2013). 

Moreover, while majority governments do allow voters to clearly assign responsibility for 

corruption to the party in control of government, they do not necessarily allow voters to clearly assign 

responsibility to the individual members of the party who are a part of that government. This means that 

the risk of engaging in corruption is distributed across the majority party’s membership, decoupling the 

link between individual behavior and the risk of detection and punishment. If even a comparatively small 

proportion of a party’s membership is engaged in corruption, the entire party may be punished electorally; 

this means that individual legislators may feel that their personal refusal to participate in corrupt activities 

means that they will bear the risks of punishment without enjoying the benefits of corruption. For 

example, a parliamentary expenses scandal in Great Britain (whereby members of parliament obtained 

reimbursement from public moneys for personal, often frivolous expenses) involved a comparatively 

small number of MPs but contributed to the electoral loss of the majority Labour party in 2010 (Barkham 

2010). 

Summarily, while the clarity of responsibility literature can speak to the relationship between 

voters and governments as a whole, we do not believe its theoretical frameworks and empirical measures 

are a strong match for our theory of individual exposure to risk as the driver of gender differences in 

corruption behaviors. It is thus not entirely surprising that the COR variables are not associated with 

differences in the relationship between female participation in government and control of corruption in 

our data set. However, we acknowledge that the relationship between the clarity of responsibility 

literature and the gender-corruption literature has not yet been fully explored, and that further research 

may be able to clarify how these two frameworks fit together to explain corruption in government. 
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Conclusion 

Corruption is a political threat that all countries fight, with varying degrees of success. In some 

countries, corruption levels are low and instances of suspected corruption are quickly brought to justice. 

Corruption is a risky activity for political elites in these places. In other countries, corruption levels are 

persistently high and cases of corruption rarely make headlines or have negative consequences for those 

involved. Participating in corruption is not particularly risky in these locales, and may even be the way in 

which elites further their political career. In this project, we argued that increasing women’s 

representation in parliaments and legislatures leads to lower levels of corruption in countries only when 

political elites are likely to be held accountable for corrupt behavior. Where accountability is high, 

corruption is a risky behavior and women’s higher levels of risk aversion should make them less likely to 

engage in it. Where accountability is low, corruption is not especially risky and women should be no less 

likely to engage in it than men. In these low-accountability regimes, increasing women’s representation in 

political office is unlikely to change overall corruption levels in the country.  

We identified four key measures of accountability for corruption, then used them to examine 

whether accountability influences the relationship between women’s representation and corruption in 

democracies around the world. We found no evidence that countries with a culture of pervasive 

corruption (and corruption is not risky) are influenced by female participation in government, but showed 

that greater female representation is associated with less corruption in countries without such a culture 

(where corruption is risky). We also found that countries with a press that is free to investigate and report 

on the political activities of political elites have lower levels of corruption when women’s representation 

is high; women’s representation has little effect on corruption when the press is less free. Third, we found 

that parliamentary systems have lower levels of corruption when women’s representation is high, whereas 

women’s representation has no effect on corruption in presidential systems; we believe this is because 

parliamentary systems expose individual members to greater accountability for corruption through the 

threat of government collapse and snap elections. Finally, we found that personalistic electoral rules 
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which generate tight ties between individual elites and voters yield a stronger relationship between 

women’s representation and corruption. 

We believe that our research makes a substantial contribution to our understanding of the 

relationship between women in elected office and political corruption. While early work suggested that 

there was a clear and relatively simple link—more women in government means less corruption because 

women are less corrupt—our findings support the theory that it is gender differences in risk aversion, not 

in pure preference for corruption, that produce the gender-corruption link observed in prior scholarship. 

This matters for policymakers, particularly those who think that increased women’s representation is a 

direct solution for endemic and pervasive corruption, and for scholars hoping to better understand the 

consequences of women’s political representation. Women’s representation and corruption are indeed 

linked, but that relationship is highly conditional upon political context in ways that reflect their unique 

experience in society. 

As a parting note, we do not believe that our evidence is totally conclusive. For example, we 

explored some of the differences in accountability within parliamentary and presidential systems and 

found no effect for the clarity of responsibility measures that have become popular in the economic voting 

literature. We also recognize that other nuances of democratic systems may affect how likely political 

elites are to be held accountable for corruption; that these factors should be also explored to determine 

whether they condition the link between women’s representation and corruption. Finally, our evidence is 

fundamentally correlational; while the correlations are consistent with a theory linking gender to 

corruption through differential risk aversion, they are not decisive proof that changes in female 

representation cause lower corruption in an empirical sense. Whether there is a causal link between 

female participation in government and corruption outside the laboratory remains to be explored.  
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Technical Appendix: The effect of risk aversion in a rational choice model of 
corruption 

As noted in the main body of the paper, the risk of participating in corruption is determined by two 

factors: the likelihood of being detected, and the severity of punishment upon detection. Using a rational 

choice framework, we may represent the expected payoff to corruption as: 

𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸[𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐] = (1 − 𝑐𝑐)(𝑣𝑣 + 𝑏𝑏) + 𝑐𝑐(𝑣𝑣 − 𝑐𝑐) 

Where p is the probability of getting caught committing corruption, v is a base salary, b is the value of 

corruption (e.g., the bribe), and c is the penalty associated with getting caught.  In this model—which is 

grossly oversimplified, but that we use to illustrate our argument—a potentially corrupt official compares 

the expected value of corruption to v, his or her base salary without corruption, and participates in 

corruption whenever its expected value is greater. 

Risk aversion causes a person to tend to value more certain outcomes over more uncertain ones. A 

common way of representing risk aversion is the constant absolute risk aversion utility function: 

𝑐𝑐(𝑥𝑥) = −exp (−𝛼𝛼𝑥𝑥) 

where x is a particular payoff for a given outcome and α is the coefficient of risk aversion; larger values 

of α correspond to greater risk aversion (Kreps 1990, 84–86). Under this framework, the expected utility 

for corruption is: 

𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸[𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐] = (1 − 𝑐𝑐)(−exp (−𝛼𝛼(𝑣𝑣 + 𝑏𝑏)) + 𝑐𝑐�− exp�−𝛼𝛼(𝑣𝑣 − 𝑐𝑐)�� 

A decision maker decides not to participate in corruption whenever: 

𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸[𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐 𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐] > 𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸[𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐] 

− exp(−𝛼𝛼𝑣𝑣) > −(1 − 𝑐𝑐)(exp�−𝛼𝛼(𝑣𝑣 + 𝑏𝑏)� − 𝑐𝑐(exp (−𝛼𝛼(𝑣𝑣 − 𝑐𝑐)) ) 

Constant absolute risk aversion allows us to set 𝑣𝑣 = 0 to simplify the math without loss of generality: 

1 < (1 − 𝑐𝑐) exp(−𝛼𝛼𝑏𝑏) + 𝑐𝑐 exp(𝛼𝛼𝑐𝑐) 

Now, we may derive some substantive implications from our simplistic model. The expected utility 

of corruption is strictly declining in risk aversion: 
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𝜕𝜕𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸[𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐]
𝜕𝜕𝛼𝛼

= (1 − 𝑐𝑐)𝑏𝑏 exp(−𝛼𝛼𝑏𝑏) − 𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐 exp(𝛼𝛼𝑐𝑐) < 0 

This is always less than zero. We show this by rearranging the expression 

(1 − 𝑐𝑐)𝑏𝑏 exp(−𝛼𝛼𝑏𝑏) − 𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐 exp(𝛼𝛼𝑐𝑐) < 0 

in the form:  

log((1 − 𝑐𝑐)𝑏𝑏) − log(𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐) < 𝑐𝑐 + 𝑏𝑏 

This is always true for 𝑐𝑐 ∈ [0,1], given that log�(1 − 𝑐𝑐)𝑏𝑏� < 𝑏𝑏 and – log(𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐) < 𝑐𝑐, as long as 𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐 > 1. 

Consequently, we may conclude that increasingly risk averse people are increasingly unlikely to 

participate in corruption.  

Women, as we have already found, are more risk averse generally and specifically in corruption 

scenarios. Therefore we derive our first theoretical implication from this result: 

Theoretical Implication 1: If women are more averse to the risks presented by 

corruption compared to men, women are less likely than men to participate in 

corruption. 

Furthermore, the effect of risk aversion grows as the probability of getting caught p gets larger: 

𝜕𝜕𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸[𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐]
𝜕𝜕𝛼𝛼𝜕𝜕𝑐𝑐

= −𝑏𝑏 exp(−𝛼𝛼𝑏𝑏) − 𝑐𝑐 exp(𝛼𝛼𝑐𝑐) < 0 

This means that the expected utility of corruption always shrinks in risk aversion, but it shrinks even 

faster as the probability of detection rises. Thus: 

Theoretical Implication 2: If women are more averse to the risks presented by 

corruption compared to men, the gender gap in corruption will grow as the probability 

of being caught rises. 

Finally, the effect of risk aversion grows as the punishment c rises: 

𝜕𝜕𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸[𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐]
𝜕𝜕𝛼𝛼𝜕𝜕𝑐𝑐

= −𝑐𝑐 exp(𝛼𝛼𝑐𝑐) − 𝑎𝑎𝑐𝑐 exp(𝑎𝑎𝑐𝑐) < 0 
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Again, that the expected utility of corruption always shrinks in risk aversion, but it shrinks even faster as 

the punishment rises. This leads to the final theoretical implication: 

Theoretical Implication 3: If women are more averse to the risks presented by 

corruption compared to men, the gender gap in corruption will grow as the size of the 

punishment for corruption rises. 
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Figure 1: How Does the Past Prevalence of Corruption Influence the Relationship Between Gender and 
Corruption? 

 

 

 
 

The figures show the relationship between International Country Risk Guide corruption rating (ICRG) 
and % women in the lower house for 76 democracies between the years 1991-2010; the top panel shows 
countries with prior ICRG scores ≤ 3 and the bottom panel shows countries with ICRG scores > 3. The 
difference between the slopes is 0.042, which is statistically significant (p < 0.001). Note: higher ICRG 
scores indicate less corruption or more control of corruption. 
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Table 1: How Does the Past Prevalence of Corruption Influence the Relationship Between Gender and 
Three Measures of Corruption? 

 
 (1) (2) (3) 
 TI CPI ICRG WBGI 
lag TI CPI 0.614***   
 (15.02)   
    
lag ICRG  0.725***  
  (27.26)  
    
lag WBGI   0.360*** 
   (6.84) 
    
% women in lower house -0.0209** -0.0117** 0.00292 
 (-3.27) (-2.93) (1.63) 
    
% women * lag DV 0.00485*** 0.00456*** 0.00521*** 
 (4.60) (4.68) (3.78) 
    
FH Freedom 0.172*** 0.0639*** 0.170*** 
 (4.62) (3.43) (7.26) 
    
log GDP per capita 0.270*** 0.0646*** 0.207*** 
 (6.97) (4.34) (10.07) 
    
% protestant 0.00413*** 0.000640 0.00296*** 
 (3.42) (1.14) (4.71) 
    
trade imbalance (% of GDP) -0.000120 -0.000556 -0.000541 
 (-0.20) (-1.70) (-1.55) 
    
women's economic rights 0.0346 -0.0320 0.0298 
 (0.70) (-1.25) (1.10) 
N 1230 1496 1154 
t statistics in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
 

The table reports the output of random-effects models using three dependent variables: (1) the 
Transparency International Corruption Perceptions Index (TI CPI); (2) the International Country Risk 
Guide corruption rating (ICRG); and (3) the World Bank Governance Indicators Control of Corruption 
measure (WBGI). The data includes 78 democratic countries; the time dimension spans 1995-2010 for the 
TI CPI variable, 1996-2010 for the WBGI variable, and 1991-2010 for the ICRG variable. Year dummies 
and country-level random effects are included in the models, though not reported in this table. Estimates 
are based on multiple imputation into 50 data sets using chained equations. Note: higher values on each 
DV indicate less corruption or more control of corruption. 
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Figure 2: How Does the Relationship Between Gender and Corruption Differ By Prior Corruption? 
 

 

The figure reports the marginal effect of the percentage of female members in the lower house of 
parliament on the ICRG corruption rating for different lagged values of the ICRG score. Estimates are 
based on model (2) reported in Table 1. 
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Figure 3: How Does Press Freedom Influence the Relationship Between Gender and Corruption?  
 

 

 
The figures show the relationship between International Country Risk Guide corruption rating (ICRG) 
and % women in the lower house for 76 democracies between the years 1991-2010; the top panel shows 
countries with press freedom scores < -30 and the bottom panel shows countries with press freedom 
scores ≥ -30. The difference between the slopes is 0.071, which is statistically significant (p < 0.001). 
Note: higher ICRG scores indicate less corruption or more control of corruption. 
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Table 2: How Does Press Freedom Influence the Relationship Between Gender and Three Measures of 
Corruption? 
 

 (1) (2) (3) 
 TI CPI ICRG WBGI 
lag TI CPI 0.711***   
 (22.58)   
    
lag ICRG  0.792***  
  (40.39)  
    
lag WBGI   0.454*** 
   (10.86) 
    
% women in lower house 0.0233*** 0.0141*** 0.0191*** 
 (4.21) (4.65) (5.97) 
    
press freedom -0.00641 -0.00494* -0.00252 
 (-1.61) (-2.41) (-1.19) 
    
% women * press freedom 0.000680*** 0.000349*** 0.000477*** 
 (3.92) (3.65) (5.00) 
    
FH Freedom 0.133* 0.0748** 0.117*** 
 (2.33) (2.70) (3.80) 
    
log GDP per capita 0.240*** 0.0613*** 0.194*** 
 (6.69) (4.09) (9.43) 
    
% protestant 0.00407*** 0.00116* 0.00235*** 
 (3.64) (2.03) (3.85) 
    
trade imbalance (% of GDP) -0.000265 -0.000658 -0.000770* 
 (-0.45) (-1.95) (-2.24) 
    
women's economic rights 0.0396 -0.0293 0.0233 
 (0.83) (-1.16) (0.91) 
N 1230 1496 1154 
t statistics in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
 

The table reports the output of random-effects models using three dependent variables: (1) the Transparency 
International Corruption Perceptions Index (TI CPI); (2) the International Country Risk Guide corruption rating 
(ICRG); and (3) the World Bank Governance Indicators Control of Corruption measure (WBGI). The data includes 
78 democratic countries; the time dimension spans 1995-2010 for the TI CPI variable, 1996-2010 for the WBGI 
variable, and 1991-2010 for the ICRG variable. Year dummies and country-level random effects are included in the 
models, though not reported in this table. Estimates are based on multiple imputation into 50 data sets using chained 
equations. Note: higher values on each DV indicate less corruption or more control of corruption.  
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Figure 4: How Does the Relationship Between Gender and Corruption Differ By Press Freedom? 
 
 

 
 

The figure reports the marginal effect of the percentage of female members in the lower house of 
parliament on the ICRG corruption rating for different values of the press freedom variable. Estimates are 
based on model (2) reported in Table 2. 
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Figure 5: How Does Separation of Powers Influence the Relationship Between Gender and Corruption? 
 

 

The figures show the relationship between International Country Risk Guide corruption rating (ICRG) 
and % women in the lower house for 76 democracies between the years 1991-2010; the top panel shows 
countries with presidential systems and the bottom panel shows countries with parliamentary systems. 
The difference between the slopes is 0.072, which is statistically significant (p < 0.001). Note: higher 
ICRG scores indicate less corruption or more control of corruption.  
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Table 3: How Does Separation of Powers (and Accountability) Influence the Relationship Between 
Gender and Three Measures of Corruption? 
 

 (1) (2) (3) 
 TI CPI ICRG WBGI 
lag TI CPI 0.709***   
 (22.49)   
    
lag ICRG  0.799***  
  (39.96)  
    
lag WBGI   0.462*** 
   (10.97) 
    
% women in lower house 0.0102** 0.00900*** 0.00965*** 
 (2.89) (4.43) (4.72) 
    
presidential system 0.114 0.136** 0.106* 
 (1.20) (2.93) (1.97) 
    
% women * presidentialism -0.0133* -0.0103*** -0.0102** 
 (-2.35) (-3.59) (-3.24) 
    
FH Freedom 0.139*** 0.0518** 0.149*** 
 (3.93) (2.88) (6.69) 
    
log GDP per capita 0.246*** 0.0610*** 0.191*** 
 (6.61) (4.11) (9.16) 
    
% protestant 0.00523*** 0.00128* 0.00336*** 
 (4.61) (2.42) (5.44) 
    
trade imbalance (% of GDP) -0.000486 -0.000675 -0.000743* 
 (-0.76) (-1.92) (-2.04) 
    
women's economic rights 0.0656 -0.0189 0.0462 
 (1.36) (-0.74) (1.79) 
N 1230 1496 1154 
t statistics in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
 

The table reports the output of random-effects models using three dependent variables: (1) the Transparency 
International Corruption Perceptions Index (TI CPI); (2) the International Country Risk Guide corruption rating 
(ICRG); and (3) the World Bank Governance Indicators Control of Corruption measure (WBGI). The data includes 
78 democratic countries; the time dimension spans 1995-2010 for the TI CPI variable, 1996-2010 for the WBGI 
variable, and 1991-2010 for the ICRG variable. Year dummies and country-level random effects are included in the 
models, though not reported in this table. Estimates are based on multiple imputation into 50 data sets using chained 
equations. Note: higher values on each DV indicate less corruption or more control of corruption.  
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Figure 6: How Does the Relationship Between Gender and Corruption Differ By Government Type? 

 

 

The figure reports the marginal effect of the percentage of female members in the lower house of 
parliament on the ICRG corruption rating for parliamentary and presidential systems. Estimates are based 
on model (2) reported in Table 3. 
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Figure 7: How Does Personal Accountability Influence the Relationship Between Gender and 
Corruption? 

 

 

 
The figures show the simple bivariate relationship between International Country Risk Guide corruption 
rating (ICRG) and % women in the lower house for 76 democracies between the years 1991-2010; the top 
panel shows countries with personalism scores ≤ 6, and the bottom panel shows countries with 
personalism scores > 6. The difference between the slopes is 0.020, which is statistically significant (p = 
0.022). Note: higher ICRG scores indicate less corruption or more control of corruption. 
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Table 4: How Does Personal Accountability Influence the Relationship Between Gender and Three 
Measures of Corruption? 

 
 (1) (2) (3) 
 TI CPI ICRG WBGI 
lag TI CPI 0.701***   
 (21.69)   
    
lag ICRG  0.796***  
  (39.38)  
    
lag WBGI   0.460*** 
   (11.03) 
    
% women in lower house 0.00460 0.00191 0.00589** 
 (1.14) (0.84) (2.63) 
    
personalism -0.00489 -0.0139* 0.000640 
 (-0.40) (-2.07) (0.09) 
    
% women * personalism 0.00177* 0.000897* 0.000830 
 (2.24) (2.06) (1.91) 
    
FH Freedom 0.154*** 0.0542** 0.159*** 
 (4.27) (2.92) (7.00) 
    
log GDP per capita 0.266*** 0.0683*** 0.201*** 
 (7.00) (4.45) (9.48) 
    
% protestant 0.00543*** 0.00191*** 0.00348*** 
 (4.63) (3.40) (5.45) 
    
trade imbalance (% of GDP) 0.000159 -0.000610 -0.000309 
 (0.26) (-1.76) (-0.88) 
    
women's economic rights 0.0398 -0.0200 0.0321 
 (0.81) (-0.77) (1.22) 
N 1230 1496 1154 
t statistics in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
 

The table reports the output of random-effects models using three dependent variables: (1) the Transparency 
International Corruption Perceptions Index (TI CPI); (2) the International Country Risk Guide corruption rating 
(ICRG); and (3) the World Bank Governance Indicators Control of Corruption measure (WBGI). The data includes 
78 democratic countries in each model; the time dimension spans 1995-2010 for the TI CPI variable, 1996-2010 for 
the WBGI variable, and 1991-2010 for the ICRG variable. Year dummies and country-level random effects are 
included in the models, though not reported in this table. Estimates are based on multiple imputation into 50 data 
sets using chained equations. Note: higher values on each DV indicate less corruption or more control of corruption.  
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Figure 8: How Does the Relationship Between Gender and Corruption Change as Personal Accountability 
Changes? 

 

The figure reports the marginal effect of the percentage of female members in the lower house of 
parliament on the ICRG corruption rating at different levels of personalism (Johnson and Wallack 1997). 
Estimates are based on model (2) reported in Table 4. 
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Table 5: How Do Majority Government and Nonconcurrent Elections Influence the Relationship Between 
Gender and Three Measures of Corruption? 

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
 pooled presidential parliamentary presidential 
lag ICRG 0.797*** 0.784*** 0.781*** 0.768*** 
 (36.81) (26.13) (25.75) (25.45) 
     
% women in lower house 0.00539* -0.00338 0.0116*** -0.000724 
 (2.25) (-0.90) (3.33) (-0.22) 
     
coalition government -0.0153 -0.114 0.0713  
 (-0.28) (-1.35) (0.86)  
     
% women * coalition gov't 0.00213 0.00592 -0.00165  
 (0.78) (1.00) (-0.47)  
     
majority government 0.0813 0.0223 0.126  
 (1.17) (0.24) (1.19)  
     
% women * majority gov't -0.00765 -0.00410 -0.00875  
 (-1.90) (-0.72) (-1.49)  
     
nonconcurrent elections    0.161* 
    (2.00) 
     
% women * nonconcurrent    -0.00518 
    (-1.01) 
     
FH Freedom 0.0565** 0.107*** 0.0156 0.104*** 
 (3.04) (3.87) (0.58) (3.86) 
     
log GDP per capita 0.0644*** 0.0360 0.0881*** 0.0329 
 (4.22) (1.68) (3.80) (1.56) 
     
% protestant 0.00162** 0.00229* 0.000999 0.00316** 
 (2.88) (2.16) (1.49) (2.97) 
     
trade imbalance (% of GDP) -0.000694* -0.00135* -0.000664 -0.00124 
 (-2.00) (-2.06) (-1.49) (-1.90) 
     
women's economic rights -0.0227 -0.0667 0.0153 -0.0383 
 (-0.87) (-1.65) (0.45) (-0.94) 
N 1496 616 880 616 
t statistics in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
  

The table reports the output of random-effects models using the International Country Risk Guide 
corruption rating in (1) all democracies, (2) presidential democracies only, (3) parliamentary democracies 
only, and (4) presidential democracies only. The pooled data includes 78 democratic countries. There are 
33 presidential and 46 parliamentary democracies (Finland switches from presidential to parliamentary in 
1995). The time dimension spans 1991-2010. Year dummies and country-level random effects are 
included in the models, though not reported in this table. Estimates are based on multiple imputation into 
50 data sets using chained equations. Note: higher values on the DV indicate less corruption or more 
control of corruption. 
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