Corruption in the 21st Century
Introduction
The economic and social costs of corruption, while in some sense immeasurable, are thought to be as much as $1 trillion USD per year, worldwide.  It saps as much as 17 percent of the GNP of the developing and transitional nations.  It increases the cost of governance as state funds become diverted to the personal pockets of the wealthy few, and away from where they should have been utilized.  Unnecessary and inappropriate projects often get supported, and legitimate ones shelved.  Even when legitimate civic projects are undertaken, the cost of covering the corruption “tax” undermines the quality of the work.  Corruption drives out open market investors and allures the illegitimate ones.  In sum, corruption reduces the entire nation’s economic effectiveness coefficient.  In addition to these economic impacts, corruption increases a nation(s social inequality coefficient, which in turn aggravates the crime and violence problems.  It subverts government operations, disrupts civil society, and increases the level of cynicism among the populous.  In the end, perhaps the latter is the greatest cost of all; the loss of faith in government institutions by the body politic and the corresponding erosion of governmental legitimacy.  Citizen trust is the greatest asset a government can possess, and corruption destroys that most thoroughly and completely.
Some have argued that corruption can have some positive, socially redeeming impacts in certain situations and circumstances (Merton, 1957).  The contemporary literature is quite clear however, that in the aggregate, any potentially positive impacts of corruption are greatly outweighed by its devastating impacts upon virtually every sector of the community (see generally LaFree and Morris, 2004). 
Opportunities for corruption arise, “whenever public officials have discretionary power over some benefit that a citizen or corporation wishes to possess, and/or some cost that a citizen or corporation wants to avoid” (Rose-Ackerman, 1977:31).  A decade into the 21st century, there is now widespread international recognition and universal acknowledgement of the detrimental economic impacts of corruption, and of its negative impacts upon society and civilization as a whole.  Consequently, many nations are currently undertaking projects of substance and significance in an attempt to mitigate these negative forces and factors.  

Definition
Providing a universal definition of corruption is not possible because of the diversity of customs, norms and mores in this world.  Activities that are viewed as corrupt by some, are considered wholly acceptable by others.  We would then expect to find, and in point of fact do find, widely varying definitions of corruption within the legal statues from country to country, within the criminological literature, and within the hearts and minds of the body politic of the world.  Recognizing the relative nature of this concept, the United Nations Crime Prevention and Criminal Justice Division defines corruption as:

“Bribery and any other behavior in relation to persons entrusted with responsibilities in the public or private sector which violates their duties that follow from their status as public official, private employee, independent agent or other relationship of that kind...aimed at obtaining undue advantages of any kind for themselves or for others.”
As noted above, there is substantial variation in the academic literature as to the definition of bribery.  LaFree and Morris (2004) developed a rather commonly used maxim, defining corruption as:
“An abuse of public office that violates formal laws or informal norms, that brings direct or indirect gain to a public official, and that provides a third party with services or resources that would otherwise be more difficult or impossible to obtain.”
Perhaps the global leader in the fight against corruption is the German-based NGO, Transparency International, founded in 1993.  They now have some 100 branch offices, and work very closely with Interpol, the United Nations, the World Bank, and other transnational organizations. Transparency International’s definition of corruption is rather tight and brief – “the abuse of entrusted power for private gain.”  
It is not the purpose of this paper to dwell on or to explore all of the varying definitions, but in sum, a review of the literature does show six common elements in the definition of corruption:

    l.  
Public officials; 

   2.  
Who misuse their positions of trust and/or authority;

   3. 
To commit illegal acts and/or violate informal norms (question - what constitutes the violation of informal norms; what is considered corruption in one place may be common practice in another);

    4.  
In the course of their official duty;

    5. 
For some personal or private advantage (it does not necessarily have to be personal monetary gain, but could involve an organizational promotion, fiscal benefits and/or organizational advancement for a family member or friend, or perhaps the advancement of a personal political agenda); 

    6. 
To the benefit of an additional party/parties (if the public official committed the illegal acts only to benefit themselves, that would still be criminal of course, but it would not be classified as corruption; corruption involves at least one other  party working in conjunction with the public official(s) in the illegal context, for their mutual gain). 

These six common denominators notwithstanding, academics continue to emphasize the difficulty in defining corruption, stressing its relative nature and pointing to the great diversity in the statues from nation to nation.  However, that subjective notion took on less pragmatic value in the last few decades of the 20th century as, to quote Glynn et al (1997:7), “the worldwide backlash against corruption swept like a firestorm across the global political landscape.”  This current spike in intolerance toward corruption seemed to begin with a very public episode that was rooted in the United States some 40 years ago.
Corruption as a Global Concern
Roughly 500 U.S.-based companies were caught offering bribes to foreign officials in the early 1970s.  The matter pushed the United States Congress to pass the Foreign Corruption Practices Act (FCPA) in 1977, which, as the title of the act indicates, focused on corruption at the international level.  American anti-corruption legislation that focused on the transnational element was again moved forward in the early 1990s.

Then President Clinton also used his presidential “bully pulpit” to encourage other nations to adopt the FCPA model, and to cooperate with the Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development (OECD) in their anti-corruption efforts.  The United Nations also then began to move into the arena of transnational corruption in the early 1990s, and now sponsors regular international conferences on the prevention of corruption.  
In the past decade plus, we have seen the passage of several major international conventions against corruption, including:


1. The 1996 Organization of American States Inter-American Convention Against Corruption - This is noteworthy in that it covers a broad range of corruption types and includes signatories from the developed as well as the transitional nations.
     2.  The 1997 Convention on the Fight against Corruption involving Officials of the

           European Communities or Officials of Member States of the European Union – 

          This Convention was adopted by the Council of the European Union.
     3.  The 1997 Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development (OECD)    Convention on Combating Bribery of Foreign Public Officials in International Business Transactions - As of this writing, 38 nations have ratified this convention (see Table 1; Mongolia has yet to ratify).  As a point of information, the OECD was founded as primarily a European entity in 1948 and expanded its membership in 1961 to include non-European states. The OECD anti-bribery working group meets every year, at which time topic such as tax havens and national financial policies are reviewed.
   4.   The 1999 Criminal Law Convention on Corruption adopted by the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe - This Convention prohibits bribery of domestic and foreign public officials.
  5.    The 1999 Civil Law Convention on Corruption – This Convention was adopted by the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe.
  6.    The 2003 African Union convention on Preventing and Combating Corruption – This Convention was adopted by the Heads of State and Government of the African Union.
  7.    The 2003 United Nations Convention Against Corruption - With this document, the United Nations states have declared December 9 as Anti-Corruption Day throughout the world.  For the record, there are five components to this UN Convention:

a.  Preventative Measures


b.  Criminal law responses (both substantive law and law enforcement)


c.  Civil law responses


d.  International cooperation


e.  Technical assistance
Why has there been this relatively sudden interest and communal outcry?  Corruption has certainly been around since the beginning of recorded human history and has generally been tolerated, at least until now.  While the reasons are surely convoluted and obviously vary from country to country, there appear to be two general factors that are driving the increased level of focus on corruption of late namely, democratization and globalization (LaFree and Morris, 2004).

    1. 
Democratization - The last 3 decades of the 20th century saw widespread adoption of various forms of democracy as a mode of governance throughout the world; the so-called 3rd wave of democratization (see generally Huntington, 1991).  While democracies obviously vary tremendously from country to country in terms of (shape and form,( generally speaking they tend to promote the rule of law to some extent, the freedom of the press coefficient is higher, there is greater involvement in governance by the general populous, and there is a greater public expectation of (and demand for) transparency, all of which tends to create an environment where graft and corruption is more readily identified and potentially rooted out.  Mature, liberal democracies contain structural components that are by nature, not conducive to corruption.  Of even greater significance, it appears that over time, anti-corruption social norms tend to grow and strengthen within democracies.  Let me quickly add that corruption obviously still exists within modern social democracies.  Consider, for example, the recent Enron case in the United States, as well as the $65 billion Bernard Madoff pyramid scheme. In the aggregate however, the corruption coefficient seems to be much lower in nations that generally cling to democratic ideals, than in nations with more autocratic rulers.  Just what components and interactive aspects of democracy yields this result is unclear.  But what is clear, at least from existing data, is that corruption levels tend to be lower in developed/more established social democracies.

2. Globalization – While we have witnessed an explosion of worldwide economic growth, globalization also carries a myriad of opportunities for corruption to flourish; truly a yin and yang scenario (see generally Passas, 2000).  To participate in the global economy, and for developing nations in particular to attract much needed external investment, institutions of public order need to possess a significant measure of rationality, accountability, and transparency.  Business will simply move elsewhere if these essential components are lacking.  Corruption carries literally immeasurable costs; so high that left unchallenged by regulators and law enforcement, it can negate the positive influences of globalization on an economy.  The international corporate and political communities, even in the developing nations where corruption tends to be more endemic, are beginning to come to grips with this reality.  As a result, and generally in conjunction with the increasingly powerful, internet driven, ubiquitous globalized news media, they have significantly ramped up their efforts to combat corruption.  Globalization has yielded a significantly reduced tolerance level of corruption by the international corporate and political communities, and that perspective, that orientation, is now trickling down to the body politic.

The Extent of Corruption
How much corruption is out there?  Are there really lower levels of corruption in democracies and in the developed nations in general?  Are there any other patterns surfacing?  Because legal and cultural definitions of corruption vary tremendously according to time, place, and culture, and due to the variance in the way anti-corruption laws are enforced, objectively measuring the prevalence of corruption over time and across nations and cultures is quite difficult.  Three data sources are generally used:

    l.  
Official documents.

    2.  
Self report data (drawn usually from interviews with apprehended criminals).

    3.  
Victimization surveys.

There are profound problems inherent with the first two sources of data.  Among other concerns, corruption is rarely reported to government officials.  It has historically not been seen as significant as traditional crime (ie., rape, homicide, robbery) and simply does not draw the attention from either the public or the legal authorities that the more traditional crimes attract.  Secondly, even if incidents of corruption are reported, the authorities, particularly in corrupt settings where they are the beneficiaries, obviously need to keep it hidden.  Often, both parties benefit from the corrupt relationship in a symbiotic context (the contractor had to pay a bribe but did get the bid and was able to hide the cost of the bribe in the bid), and in such situations, neither has any interest in reporting.  Consequently, corruption incidents often fail to become part of the official record and its extent and frequency are under-reported.  
Self-report data is ex-post facto in nature, coming forward only after those involved have been apprehended.  Their vested interest in the matter obviously renders the information shared with researchers to be extremely suspect as the culprits seek to minimize the impacts and justify their behaviors.  As a result of these weaknesses, victimization surveys began to incorporate corruption queries in their research instruments a little more than 20 years ago.  The first major cross-national comparative victimization survey to do so was the International Crime Victim Survey, which asks individuals about their interactions with corrupt government officials.
While it is now somewhat dated, the World Bank conducted a self-report cross-national comparative review of corruption in the years 1999 and 2000 (see http://econ.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/EXTDEC/EXTRESEARCH/0,,contentMDK:20699364~pagePK:64214825~piPK:64214943~theSitePK:469382,00.html).  This World Business Environment Survey (WBES) as it was called, surveyed senior-level officials from some 10,000 companies in 80 countries.  The survey sought, among other things, to ascertain the frequency that bribes were paid to government agents by these corporate officials to improve their general business situations.  Interestingly, the WBES survey found that small and medium sized firms were more likely than larger corporations to have paid bribes.  Managers from the smaller firms in particular felt quite vulnerable in the dynamic marketplace, and viewed bribery as a justifiable means of balancing out the business playing field. There is some thought that the World Bank may conduct another survey, but to date, this has yet to be finalized.   
An American-based accounting firm, Pricewaterhouse Coopers developed the Opacity Index in 2001.  While corruption is included in the survey, the index is more of a business environment indicator, examining accounting standards, regulatory agency effectiveness, economic and enforcement policies, and overall legal system efficiency. The Milken Institute now conducts the annual Opacity Index survey, and currently obtains data from nearly 50 countries, looking at 65 objective variables and utilizing 41 sources (see Kurtzman and Yago, 2009). The results from the most recent survey are presented in Table 2.  Note that the survey includes a Corruption Index rank and an overall Opacity Index rank (Mongolia is not ranked on either scale).  There have been a number of other business leadership corruption and bribery surveys, but with the exception of some of the work undertaken by the international law firm of Simmons and Simmons (see generally www.simmons-simmons.com/docs/icc_tmt.pdf), they lack an international orientation.  
Perhaps the most accepted and consistent source of information regarding the level and extent of corruption in a global context comes from Transparency International(s annual Corruption Perception Index (CPI) survey (see www.transparency.org).   The CPI is a composite score index based on multiple data sources, and it is widely regarded as the best available cross-national indicator of corruption. Transparency International obtained data from 182 countries in 2011 (see Table 3).  As can be seen in Table 3, Mongolia was rated 120th, tied with a number of other countries including Kazakhstan, Guatemala, Ecuador, Bangladesh, and Ethopia.   
It should be noted however, that the CPI index is not without its flaws.  To start with, it is not a quantitative index, but rather a perception oriented review.  Secondly, while multiple data sources are used, those indicators differ greatly in terms of reliability and validity from country to country and over time.   In sum, the CPI is a qualitative public reputation measure.  It is not an integral index, but rather a measure of corruption perception in a nominal context.  
To their credit, Transparency International is quite up-front regarding these concerns, noting on their own web page that there are drawbacks, and stressing that this is, again, a corruption perception index.  It is most interesting however, to see the high correlations between Transparency International’s CPI index and both the Milken Institute’s Opacity Index (r = .879) and its Corruption Index Rank (r = .919).  This suggests a significant level of convergence in at least the perception of corruption across these independently administered surveys (see Table  4).  
What We Do Know

While there are a number of laudable research efforts, given the scope of the problem, it is somewhat surprising that there are not more international evaluations of this nature being undertaken.  It is particularly disturbing to note the papacy of research undertaken in this area by the academic community.  The literature that does exist, tends to be dominated by case studies with limited transferability potential.  

That said, LaFree and Morris (2004) point out that in general, corruption will be the highest when there are low risks/low costs, low levels of trust in government, and high potential returns/benefits.   Going a bit beyond this, we can make the following thirteen general statements based on the available literature.  High levels of corruption are associated with:
   1.  
Low levels of economic development.  Let me add a word of emphasis here.  The existing research literature is quite clear.  The levels of corruption are highest in the developing and transitional nations, and the lowest among the developed nations, and I would again refer you to Table 3.  All ten nations perceived to be the least corrupt in the 2009 CPI survey were all (high income( nations, as designated by the World Bank, and would also all be generally classified as industrialized nations.  In contrast, the nations perceived to be the most corrupt were all transitional nations, less-industrialized, and in the low income category.

2. Low Gross National Product levels.

3. High socio-economic inequality coefficient.

4. 
Low levels of government transparency.

5. Insufficient regulatory agency presence.

6. Low probability of apprehension and viable concrete punishment.

7. Low to medium levels of democratization.

8. Low levels of trust in government. 

9. Low/insufficient levels of line-level civil servant remuneration. 

10. Limited freedom of the press.

11. The presence of state run monopolies.

12. Obtuse and unwieldy government rules and regulations.

13.      High potential returns/benefits.
In an aggregate context, individuals from poor, non-democratic, transitional nations where there is little public trust in government, and where the risks are low and the potential returns are great, are substantially more likely to be confronted by and have to deal with corrupt government and corporate officials, than are citizens from wealthy, democratic, developed nations.  What we do not know is which of these thirteen factors are the root or core components.  We do not understand the relative impact of each, we do not understand the possible interaction and compounding impacts of these various factors when they occur in tandem, nor do we understand the cultural and/or longitudinal variations of each, for their impacts surely vary from country to country, and from time to time.  Having said that however, my hypothesis is that the key factor in calculating a nations’ corruption coefficient is its level of mistrust.  Corruption flourishes in countries where citizens mistrust their government.  The type of government is not relevant.  If the citizen mistrust factor is high, corruption levels are also high, and all other explanatory factors appear to be secondary.  

This is an idea first proposed more than a half century ago by C. Wright Mills (1956).  He called it role model theory.  He suggested that when people mistrust their leaders, the rank and file citizens will be more likely to engage in deviant enterprises.  When citizens mistrust their government leaders, corruption will rear its head and will do so in every sector.  That notion has proven to be quantitatively sound, but, more on that thought another day.  My thesis that mistrust is the core component of corruption is yet to be empirically validated, and that too will have to wait for another day and some careful further research.  Yet, in a general sense we do know some things.  We know that if the majority of the citizens find the government(s social, health, and law enforcement operations to be equitable, accessible and useful, then the level of trust for the agencies that are providing those valued and quality services increases.  Even more significantly, when this happens, the trust coefficient also rises in society at large, and if continued quality and equitable performance is forthcoming from these government entities, in time trust will become a social norm.  Well functioning social networks produce trust and embed it deep into the social/cultural fabric.  
We also know that, particularly within the law enforcement community, dialogue and engagement produces trust, verses the traditional force or kinetic model which leads to both short term and long term mistrust.  There is nothing worse in the corruption context, than an overbearing, kinetic law enforcement entity.  A visible and publicly displayed mistrust of the citizenry imprinted upon a community by an overbearing police force, spawns high levels of mistrust throughout every sector of a nation’s social fabric. That mistrust will linger long in the social fabric, in the psychic of the body politic of that society, often requiring an entire generation to die off before trust can be restored and reconstituted. 

Combating Corruption

What can be done to combat both public and private sector corruption, based on our limited understanding of its causes and correlates?  We currently see two broad approaches generally being utilized around the world (LaFree and Morris, 2004), namely:

    1.  
Motivational Strategies - Decrease the motivation of potential offenders.

    2. 
Situational Strategies - Change the environment, making it more difficult for corruption to prosper.
Motivational Strategies

There are two general motivational strategies being utilized at present, namely increasing the costs of engaging in corruption, and increasing the rewards for engaging in legitimate activities.

    1. 
Increase the costs of engaging in corruption.  This is basic rational choice or deterrence theory.  The idea is that corruption is a crime of calculation.  When bribes are large, the odds of apprehension and conviction small, and the de facto sanctions of minor significance, the resulting behavioral calculus is quite easy to compute.  If we wish to see a behavior change, we cannot control the size of the bribes, but we can increase the certainty of apprehension and the severity of punishment.  Public officials generally grasp the latter (increased punishment severity) and ignore the former (increased certainty of apprehension and punishment).  Generally what transpires is a grand public announcement of substantial increases in penalty severity for those engaging in corruption, but no substantive efforts to increase the certainty of apprehension or punishment.  The problem is that enhanced penalty severity is meaningless if there is no concurrent increase in the certainly of apprehension and punishment.  Again, this is classic deterrence or rational choice theory, and the literature is quite clear; if certainty of apprehension and punishment is lacking, enhanced sentence severity is little more than a public relations ploy.  If the desire is to attack corruption by increasing the costs of engagement, the initial need is to focus on enhancing the certainly of apprehension.  This can be achieved by instituting whistle blowing laws of real substance, increasing the scope and real power of regulatory agencies, enhancing the level of required public disclosure and general transparency in all government dealings, and moving to a truly free press format with a forward-leaning, and not just tolerated, but a government and business sector supported investigatory component.      

    2.  
Improve the terms and conditions of legitimate employment.  It has been repeatedly demonstrated that increasing the salaries and improving the working conditions of public officials, significantly reduces the scope and extent of corruption, most particularly in the developing/transitional nations where salaries are so low.  In many transitional nations, public officials find it difficult to even survive on the wages paid; and we are surprised that they take bribes?  This tactic however, does have its limitations.  While raising salaries and generally improving work conditions will reduce overall corruption levels, research has shown that it takes relatively large salary increases and major working condition improvements to realize impacts of any significance on the corruption coefficient. The problem of course, is that most transitional nations do not have the resources to achieve that end.  Furthermore, even if livable salaries were to be paid, the government cannot compete economically with drug lords and others who are engaged in transnational organized crime who literally have millions at their disposal. At some point, government and corporate officials, as well as the citizenry as a whole, simply need to do the right thing for the right reason.  Justice, truth, equality - in the end, they all depend upon an intrinsic willingness of the people to obey the unenforceable.  That said, the literature is clear that improving the working conditions and increasing the income of particularly the low paid public servants, can reduce the scope and extent of corruption.  

A further word about increasing income is in order.  Some of the most corrupt individuals are the most wealthy, and in a causal context, they were often wealthy to begin with and used their wealth and position in a corrupt fashion to further stuff their bank accounts, and increase the scope and magnitude of their power (ie., Kenneth Lay, Bernard Madoff).  Increasing the income of these types of individuals will obviously do nothing to reduce the level of their involvement in corruption.  The idea that is proposed is to increase the salaries of the low-paid line level government workers which will reduce, but certainly not eliminate, the extent of corruption in a line level context.  
Situational Strategies

The second broad approach currently being utilized to combat corruption is referred to as situational strategies.  Under the model, attempts are made to alter the environment in such a way so as to reduce the situational opportunities that serve as a breeding ground for corruption.  We seek to drain the swamps so to speak, so that the flies and mosquitoes cannot breed and fester.

There are several aspects to this stratagem.  Governmental monopolies create situations in which very small numbers of public officials have very large amounts of unchecked, discretionary power at their sole disposal to allocate goods and services, and to provide access to lucrative markets.  This is an open invitation to communal corruption.  Extensive, complicated and unwieldy government regulations also give virtual monopolistic power to government officials (Tanzi, 1998).  In contrast, market openness, real and viable regulatory agency presence, rational and transparent rules and regulations, and high levels of competition are related to low levels of corruption (Ades and Di Tells, 1997).  Both the public and private sectors should obviously move in this latter direction.

Another situational strategy to reduce corruption is to move toward a democratic style of governance, as suggested previously.  Evidence clearly suggests that mature social-democracies tend to produce an environment where corruption is diminished.  Interestingly however, in their 2002 evaluation of 66 nations, Montinola and Jackman (2002) discovered more of a curvilinear relationship.  As countries first moved into a democratic mode, corruption levels often increased.  If corruption continued to be a problem during that initial phase, the fledgling democratization efforts were often subverted.  If democratization efforts were able to stay the course however, the levels of corruption tended to decrease over time.  
What remains unclear, as suggested above, is just what aspects of democracy can mitigate the corruption coefficient, and in what contexts.  Is it freedom of the press, broader citizen participation in governance, the fact that modern social democracies also embrace capitalism and provide multiple paths to achieve economic success, power and status, an ingrained rule of law within the social-psychology of the body politic, the existence of vibrant regulatory agencies, the relatively simultaneous professionalization of the various government service-providing agencies?  I suggested earlier that the core causal component of corruption is lack of public trust.  The key to obtain that trust is transparency and openness.  I wish to reiterate that transparency and openness in government, in all its processes and procedures at every level, is the most significant, the most effective single, core factor that can root out corruption.  Having said that, it should be noted that contemporary western-style democracy does not have a monopoly on transparency and openness, but those are integral aspects of contemporary western-style democracies.  The form of government is probably not important, but transparency and openness is.

Conclusions

In the end however, a singular effort to combat corruption will never be sufficient.  When treating a badly infected wound, a broad spectrum of antibiotics administered over a long period of time is needed.  So too when combating corruption; the synchronized incorporation of multiple sector motivational and situational strategies on a longitudinal basis is required, and I propose as follows:
     l.  
Eliminate/break up state run monopolies.

    2.  
Simplify governmental rules and regulations.

    3. 
Move toward a modern social-democratic state, with an eye particularly toward enhancing transparency and openness in the public sector.
    4.    Promote the professionalization of government service-providing agencies, particularly the justice agencies.

    5.  
Promote a truly free press policy with a strong public and private sector supported investigative component.

    6.  
Infuse regulatory agencies with real, viable and dynamic investigatory and enforcement powers.

    7.  
Increase the certainty of apprehension and likelihood of appropriate punishment of those involved in graft and corruption at every level.

    8.  
Enhance the level of government transparency and openness, and particularly encourage greater levels of citizen involvement/engagement within every possible sphere and sector.

    9.  
Institute whistle blower legislation to both encourage and protect those who report incidents of corruption. 

   10.  
Improve the salaries and working conditions of line-level government employees.
  11. 
Decrease the socio-economic inequality quotient.
12.    Open markets and promote more free-flowing domestic and international trade.

13.    Enhance the level of trust between government leaders, and the body politic.

I wish to again emphasize the thought that while a longitudinal, multi-sector effort is needed, the key component is to develop government openness and transparency, which will lead to greater levels of public trust.  As that trust is developed, an innate, altruistic willingness of the people, the body politic, to obey the unenforceable will be forged and in time embedded deep into the culture.  The elimination of corruption truly awaits the development of such a normative anti-corruption mentality among the citizenry.  Undertaken in tandem, these thirteen strategies will, in time, firmly embed just such an anti-corruption mentality among the citizenry.  It has been suggested somewhat rhetorically, that corruption in various forms is embedded in the social-cultural DNA of all nations.  I would concur, but it is now time to begin the long, evolutionary process of subduing that regressive social-cultural gene. 
For a variety of reasons, the devastating impacts of corruption are beginning to be openly recognized in a global context.  Hopefully researchers will soon obtain a deeper understanding of this phenomenon, and subsequently how to minimize its negative impacts.  Hopefully government and corporate leaders will possess the moral courage to both resist the temptation to engage in corrupt practices, and to attack the root causes in their respective environments.  Hopefully, and most importantly, the citizens of each community and each nation will “resist, reject, and report” (as advocated by the United Nations), and will in time embed avid anti-corruption mores within the cultures of their respective societies.  Social peace, social justice, social equality, and of course truly vibrant economic development, absolutely depends upon it.
Table 1
Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development

Anti-Bribery Convention Signees as of March 2011
Argentina

Australia

Austria

Belgium

Brazil

Bulgaria 

Canada

Chile

Czech Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Hungary

Iceland

Israel

Ireland

Italy

Japan

Luxembourg

Mexico

Netherlands

New Zealand

Norway

Poland

Portugal

Slovakia
Slovenia

South Africa

South Korea
Spain

Sweden

Switzerland

Turkey

United Kingdom

United States
Table 2

Opacity Index 2009
Country    
      Corruption      Overall Opacity 
                 
      


      Index Rank        Index Rank

Finland   
     
  1

  1 
Hong Kong 
   
11

  2 
Australia
   
  9 

  3
  
Singapore  

  5

  3
Sweden 
   
  3 

  3
  
Denmark 
     
  2 

  6  
  

Ireland 
   
15  

  6
 
Austria 
   
  8  

  8
Germany 

  9  

  9
United Kingdom
13

10
Belgium 

16  

11

Canada 

  5  

12 
Switzerland 

  5 

13 
United States

17                    13
France 

12 

15
Netherlands 

  4 

16
South Africa

23

16
Chile 


14 

18
Japan


20 

18
Portugal

18

18 

Spain 


19 

21

Israel 


21 

22

Czech Republic
27

22
South Korea 

22 

22
Hungary

29

25

Greece 

32 

26
Malaysia

24

27
Poland


31

27 

Taiwan 

25

27
Egypt
 

38

30

Italy 


28

31

Turkey 

29

31

Mexico 

36

33
Thailand

37

33 

Indonesia

26

35

Russia 

45

35

India
 

33

37

Argentina 

38 

38
China
 

34

38

Ecuador 

38

38
Pakistan

43

38
Brazil 


42 

42

Colombia

34

43

Saudi Arabia

38

44
Lebanon

48

44
Philippines

44

44
Venezuela

47

47

Nigeria 

46

48
Drawn from Joel Kurtzman and Glen Yago, Opacity Index 2009:  Measuring Global Risks, Santa Monica, CA: Milken Institute, April 2009, p 3. 

Table 3

Perceived Corruption Among 182 Nations (2011)

(10 - lowest level of corruption; 0 - highest level of corruption)

1. New Zealand

9.5
61. Latvia

4.2
120. Ethiopia

2.7

2. Denmark

9.4
61. Turkey

4.2
120. Guatemala

2.7

2. Finland

9.4
63. Italy


4.3
120. Iran


2.7

4. Sweden

9.3
64. Georgia

4.1
120. Kazakhstan

2.7

5. Singapore

9.2
64. South Africa

4.1
120. Mongolia

2.7
6. Norway

9.0
66. Croatia

4.0
120. Mozambique

2.7
7. Netherlands

8.9
66. Montenegro

4.0
120. Solomon Islands
2.7
8. Australia

8.8
66. Slovakia

4.0
129. Armenia

2.6

8. Switzerland

8.8
69. Ghana

3.9
129. Dominican Republic
2.6
10. Canada

8.7
69. Italy


3.9
129. Honduras

2.6
11. Luxembourg

8.5
69. FYR Macedonia
3.9
129. Philippines

2.6
12. Hong Kong

8.4
69. Samoa

3.9
129. Syria

2.6
13. Iceland 

8.3
73. Brazil

3.8
134. Cameroon

2.5

14. Germany 

8.0
73. Tunisia

3.8
134. Eritrea

2.5

14. Japan

8.0
75. China

3.6
134. Guyana

2.5

16. Austria

7.8
75. Romania

3.6
134. Lebanon

2.5

17. Barbados

7.8
77. Gambia

3.5
134. Maldives

2.5

17. United Kingdom
7.8
77. Lesotho

3.5
134. Nicaragua

2.5
19. Belgium

7.5
77. Vanuatu

3.5
134. Niger

2.5
19. Ireland

7.5
80. Columbia 

3.4
134. Pakistan

2.5
21. Bahamas

7.3
80. El Salvador

3.4
134. Sierra Leone
2.5
22. Chile


7.2
80. Greece

3.4
143. Azerbaijan

2.4
22. Qatar

7.2
80. Morocco

3.4
143. Belarus

2.4
24. United States

7.1
80. Peru 

3.4
143. Comoros

2.4
25. France

7.0
80. Thailand

3.4
143. Mauritania 

2.4
25. St. Lucia

7.0
86. Bulgaria

3.3
143. Nigeria

2.4
25. Uruguay

7.0
86. Jamaica

3.3
143. Russia

2.4
28. United Arab Emirates
6.8
86. Panama

3.3
143. Timor-Leste

2.4
29. Estonia

6.4
86. Serbia

3.3
143. Togo

2.4
30. Cyprus

6.3
86. Sri Lanka

3.3
143. Uganda

2.4
31. Spain

6.2 
91. Bosnia/Herzegovina    
3.2
152. Tajikistan

2.3   

32. Botswana                     6.1
91. Liberia

3.2
152. Ukraine

2.3
32. Portugal

6.1
91. Trinidad/Tobago
3.2
154. Central African Rep.
2.2
32. Taiwan

6.1
91. Zambia

3.2
154. Congo Republic
2.2
35. Slovenia

5.9
95. Albania

3.1 
154. Cote d’Ivoire

2.2
36. Israel

5.8
95. India


3.1
154. Guinea-Bissau
2.2
36. St. Vincent/Grenadine 
5.8
95. Kiribati

3.1
154. Kenya

2.2
38. Bhutan

5.7
95. Swaziland

3.1
154. Laos

2.2
39. Malta

5.6
95. Tonga 

3.1
154. Nepal

2.2
39. Puerto Rico

5.6
100. Argentina

3.0
154. Papua New Guinea
2.2
41. Cape Verde

5.5
100. Benin

3.0
154. Paraguay

2.2
41. Poland

5.5
100. Burkina Faso
3.0
154. Zimbabwe

2.2
43. South Korea

5.4
100. Djibouti

3.0
164. Cambodia
 
2.1
44. Brunei

5.2
100. Gabon

3.0
164. Guinea

2.1
44. Dominica

5.2
100. Indonesia

3.0
164. Kyrgyzstan

2.1
46. Bahrain

5.1
100. Madagascar

3.0
164. Yemen

2.1
46. Macau

5.1
100. Malawi

3.0
168. Angola

2.0
46. Mauritius

5.1
100. Mexico

3.0
168. Chad

2.0
49. Rwanda

5.0
100. Sao Tome/Principe
3.0          168. Dem. Rep of Congo
2.0
50. Costa Rica

4.8
100. Suriname

3.0
168. Libya

2.0
50. Lithuania

4.8
100. Tanzania

3.0
172. Burundi

1.9
50. Oman

4.8
112. Algeria

2.9
172. Equatorial Guinea
1.9
50. Seychelles

4.8
112. Egypt

2.9
172. Venezuela

1.9
54. Hungary

4.6
112. Kosovo

2.9
175. Haiti

1.8
54. Kuwait

4.6
112. Moldova

2.9
175. Iraq


1.8
56. Jordan

4.5
112. Senegal

2.8
177. Sudan

1.6
57. Czech Republic
4.4
112. Vietnam

2.9
177. Turkmenistan
1.6
57. Namibia

4.4         118. Bolivia

2.8          177. Uzbekistan

1.6
57. Saudi Arabia

4.4         118. Mail

2.8
 180. Afghanistan

1.5
60. Malaysia

4.3         120. Bangladesh

2.7          180. Myanmar

1.5
 
61. Cuba

4.2         120. Ecuador

2.7          182. North Korea

1.0
Transparency International, 2011 (www.transparency.org)
Table 4
Correlations:  
Transparency International’s CPI Rank with 
Milken Institute’s Corruption Index Rank and Opacity Index Rank*
                                            Corruption Index Rank    Opacity Index Rank    CPI Rank
Corruption Index Rank                          X                              .935                     .919
Opacity Index Rank                           .935                               X                        .879
CPI Rank                                           .919                            .879                         X

_______________

*N = 48; 2009 data
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