Party Systems, Competition,
and Political Checks against Corruption

Michad Johnston

Good politicsis good gover nment.

-- Richard J. Daley, Mayor of Chicago 1955-1976

Introduction

The new generation of corruption research emerging in the 1990s has focused
more on economic variables than upon the political. Economic trends are more easily
quantified than political ones, and the theoretical case for economic effects of corruption
can be made and tested in a variety of ways. Moreover, much of the renewed interest in
corruption has been generated by internationa business groups and aid or lending
organizations, which are understandably concerned with economic aspects of serious
corruption. As aresult, politics has been treated primarily in terms of ingtitutions (often
with useful results: see Knack and Keefer, 1995) or under the broad banner of "politica
will" -- that is, determination on the part of top leadership to resist corruption and attack
its causes. Few would dispute the need for such commitment, but even fewer have

devoted extensive attention to the kinds of politics needed to sudtainiit.

This paper isa preliminary discusson of the ways good poalitics can help check
corruption (see, more generdly, Johnston, 1998, and Johnston, 1999). My focusisthe

relationship between political competition and levels of corruption; drawing upon



aggregate gatigtics | will suggest that high-qudity, wel-inditutiondized politicd
competition can help reduce levels of corruption. The connection is not always
draightforward: most low-corruption countries are democracies, and highly-corrupt
countries tend to be undemocratic, but the exceptions are at least as interesting asthe
generd pattern. Understanding both the potentia, and the limitations, of competitive
politics as an anti- corruption strategy can not only enhance our knowledge of the

developmental implications of corruption; it may also point to opportunities for reform.

Corruption, Democracy, and Development: Multiple Patterns

Happy families are all alike; every unhappy family is unhappy in its own way.

-- Leo Tolgtoi, Anna Karenina

Recent research, aided by avariety of quantitative measures of corruption of varying
validity and rdliability, has taken direct issue with an earlier tradition that pointed to
positive as well as negative consequences of significant corruption (see, for example,
Leff, 1964). Mauro (1997) presents evidence of margina but significant reductionsin
economic growth as levels of corruption mount. Wei (1997) likens corruption to atax on
foreign direct investment. Rose- Ackerman points out that arguments about the efficiency
benefits of corruption often rest upon individua transactions consdered in isolation;
when we consider broader effects, it becomes evident that corruption rewards
inefficiency, short-circuits competition, and diverts resources and effort from productive

adtivitiesinto rent- seeking (Rose- Ackerman, 1996). Mauro (1997) and Rauch (1995)



present at least tentative evidence that corruption channels resources away from human
development toward rent- producing projects such as heavy congtruction. Kaufmann
(1994; 1996) sees corruption as linked to large "informa sectors' of economies, poor tax
callection, and long bureaucratic delays, far from greasing the wheels, corruption is
associated with mor e ingfficiency, as offidds -- sendng the opportunity to augment their
ofterrinaufficient sdaries-- contrive new delays and requirements. Meanwhile, investors
in high-corruption states are likely to focus on short-term profits, and to keep their assets
as mobile as possible (Keefer, 1996) -- scarcely arecipe for sustained development. So-
caled "petty corruption” is a serious concern too: demands for payments in exchange for
licenses, passage aong roads, and basic services help keep poor people poor, and force
many small enterprisesinto the informa sector -- making it difficult for exduded groups

to gain an economic toehold.

Political development islikely to beinhibited aswell. Because corruption
involves the informal use of scarce resources (money, access, expertise), it typicdly
benefits the “haves’ at the expense of the have-nots, and shifts policy processes out of the
public, supposedly accountable, ingtitutions into private networks of influence. Patronage
networks may bring large numbers of people into the politica process, but they do so on
the terms and in the interests of the patron, not of the clients. Such machines control the
poor and working class rather than empowering them, neutrdizing their biggest asset --
the strength of numbers -- through the politicized use of divisible incentives (Johnston,
1979; Webman, 1973). Where corruption is entrenched civil society is usudly week;
playing the role of palitica oppogtion may mean little more than cutting oneself out of

the benefits, and competition can thus implode into a disorganized scramble for spoils



(seg, for ethnicdly-divided societies, Eagterly and Levine, 1996). When political change
does threaten corrupt dlites, hyper-corruption may result as those unsure of their hold on
power take as much asthey can, as quickly asthey can take it (Scott, 1972: Ch. 5).
Democracies do have corruption, of course. But they aso benefit from an underlying
consensus on the rules, from independent law enforcement bodies, news media, and
political oppositions, and from the voters' ability to throw out the government without

threatening the condtitutiona regime (Przeworski and Limongi, 1993).

For these reasons we might expect to find straightforward connections among
corruption, poor economic development, and undemocratic politics. But while
considerable evidence, both Satistical and anecdotal, supports the broad outlines of this
view, there are enough exceptions to suggest that we gtill have much to learn. East Asian
countries, for example, coupled extengve corruption with very high levels of economic
growth for many years, while African sates suffered. The two most widely-discussed
anti-corruption success stories -- Hong Kong and the Philippines -- both took placein
city-gates, and neither in ademocracy. Democratization in places as diverse as Centra
Europe and the Philippines did not directly reduce corruption; if anything, those nations
experienced a surge of scandal as established corrupt relationships gave way to a
fragmented scramble for spoils, and as increasingly independent jurists and journdists
mounted new investigations while politica rivals moved to settle old scores. Itdy in
particular isafascinating case: it is an established democracy with a strong economy but
has along tradition of corruption, and its scandals over the past decade have shaken the

foundations of the politica system.



The complexities of these patterns become more evident if we consder the
following scatter plot comparing 83 countries on two variables. The vertica axis
represents the United Nations Development Program's 1995 Human Development Index
(HDI); the horizonta is the Trangparency International Corruption Perceptions Index,
"inverted" (by subtracting the TI scores from ten) so that higher vauesindicate higher
levels of corruption. The HDI is aweighted composite of indicators not only of affluence,
but dso of qudity-of-life factors such as education, literacy, and life expectancy. The Tl
scae -- the mogt widdy-employed of the many corruption scales to emerge in recent
years -- isasurvey of surveys avariety of corruption indices are pooled, averaged, and

gstandardized. This scale is an approximate ranking at best.
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High leves of corruption are indeed linked to developmentd difficulties the linear
correlation between corruption scores and HDI is strongly negative (r = -.6709, one-tailed
p=.000). There are no low-corruption, low development societies on the plot; moreover,
there is a concentration of affluent democracies in the low-corruption, high-development
areain the upper left. But beyond a"tipping point” of about 4 on the scde of ten (an
arbitrary number to be sure) things are different. Here we find a wide scattering of
countries with moderate-to-high levels of corruption -- including many of the world's
poorest and least democratic societies. The quadratic regression line suggests that as

levels of corruption increase, HDI levels decrease more and more precipitoudy.

But there are aso obvious complications. Thereisaclugter of successful, affluent
democracies in the upper l€eft, as noted: happy families happy in the same ways, with a
variety of factorsreinforcing to produce affluence, democracy and low corruption
(Johnston, 1998). But Singapore -- nobody's democracy -- isaso located in that quadrant;
moreover, there are high-HDI countries a al levels of the Tl scde. Further to the right,
the mogt gtriking result is diversity: there are moderate- to high-corruption societies at
many levels of HDI. Here, the unhgppy families seem to be unhappy in their own ways,
with some perhgps much less unhappy than others. Causation is complex aswell: the
void in the lower |eft might suggest that reducing corruption makes high leves of
development nearly a certainty, but it sseems much more likely that countries successful at
development have the indtitutional and political cgpacity reduce or mitigate corruption in

the process of addressing a broad range of chalenges.



Thislast idea may bear more thought. It suggests that (a) serious corruption is
embedded in a much broader st of interlinked development difficulties, and (b) the
countriesin the upper left have the capacity to address those difficulties
comprehengvey. In part this may be afunction of affluence -- economicaly successful
societies are more likely to have strong civil societies, the resources to ded with avariety
of problems, and an economy that offers people dternatives to being exploited by corrupt
offidasand ther clients. And indeed, real GDP per capitais the strongest single
predictor of corruption scores for the countries in the plot above, with asmple
correlaion of -.85 (p =.000). But again causation is complex: affluent societies may be
better able to control corruption, but if the economic evidence discussed aboveisvalid,
those that can control corruption have a better shot at affluence. And what do we make of
cases such as Italy, Greece, the Republic of Korea, or Argentina -- democracies (somein
various stages of consolidation) whose HDI levels are higher than their corruption scores

would lead usto expect?

All of thisis conggtent with the notion that other factors -- "governance’, "date
cgpacity”, or palitica inditutiondization -- a0 influence the types and amounts of
corruption asociety experiences. In the following section | will take up just one aspect of

that possible connection -- the possible sgnificance of politica competition.



Participation, I ngtitutions, and Balance

Many democracies are affluent societies with moderate to low corruption, while
in some other countries undemocratic palitics, poor economic development and serious
corruption seem to perpetuate each other. But as the scatterplot shows, this pattern is far
from universal, and market and democratic ingtitutions do not guarantee success. Where
democracy and growth do support each other, | suggest that such synergy is driven by
open yet structured competition within the economic and politica arenas, and sustained
by ingtitutionaized boundaries and paths of access between them. We would expect
competition to enhance the vitality of markets and accountability in the political reslm,
and to weaken the ability of political and economic interests to dominate their own arenas
or intrude unduly upon the other. Citizens who have economic and politica dternatives
arein abetter pogtion to resst corruption (Alam, 1995). But while competition must be
vigorous, it must also be of high quality. Thet is, it must be fair and well-structured,
engaging red interests and groupsin society. Totd laissez-faire in the economic redm s
likely to enrich the few and impoverish the many. In palitics, afree-for-dl will likdy
produce a tate of politica insecurity in which politicians, unsure of their hold on power,
enrich themsalves as quickly as they can (Scott, 1972; Knack and Keefer, 1995).
Sgnificant power must be won and lost through the process: smply changing
governments without atering the underlying digtribution of (and channels of access to)
power is unlikely to check corruption. A baance between active participation and sound

inditutions is thus essantid.



The nation of high-quality competition is complicated, because the politica and
economic arenas are asymmetrica in sgnificant ways. Democratic politics rests not only
on open competition, but so on normative, and ingtitutionalized, assumptions of
equality, encapsulated by the notion of "one person, one vote'. Sdf-interest may drive the
process, but it is assumed that private interests will contend in well-regulated ways, and
that in the end democratic processes will not only respond to them, but also aggregate
them into broadly-accepted public policies. Markets, by contrast, incorporate few
presumptions of equdity, either in process or outcome; such procedurd rights and
mechanisms of accountability as exist are grounded primarily in ownership, not
citizenship. Gains are presumed to be private and separable, rather than aggregated and
public. Competition, while open to new participants, is continuous and less structured
than politics, with more uncertain outcomes; losers are routinely driven out of markets,
and winners enjoy advantages, in waysthat lack red politicd pardlds. Politica regimes
hold power over alimited territory and population, while markets are increasingly globa

and can override officid policies and political mandates.

If these asymmetries -- which rest on normative foundations in many respects --
did not exi<t, corruption would not be a problem: more or less anything, induding officid
power, could be bought and sold under a common set of rules, and public office could be
used like any other resource in the pursuit of private gain. But exist they do, and thus
ordered relationships between the palitical and economic arenas are just as important as

vigorous competition within them. There must be clear, and accepted, boundaries and

1| thank Dr. Salvador Valdes-Prieto, Centro de Estudios Publicos in Santiago, Chile, for his comments on
this point.



digtinctions between state and society; public and private roles and resources; persona
and collective interests, and market, bureaucratic, and patrimonia modes of alocation
(Johnston and Hao, 1995). In well-ingtitutionalized systems there are redms where
officid power may not intrude, and there are things that may not be bought and sold.
Where such boundaries exig, free interaction within each realm is more secure: it will be
more difficult for economic interests to turn palitics into an auction, and for officidsto
plunder the economy. But the two arenas cannot and should not be utterly separate: there
must be legitimate access between them. Policies must respond to social and economic
redities, sdf-interested behavior must be subject to the rule of law. Indtitutions must have
some degree of autonomy: both political and economic decison makers need -- within
broad limits -- to act authoritatively and in an uncompromised manner. But paths of
access must aso be open enough to link the political and economic arenas in regularized,
legitimate ways. If they are not -- asin contemporary China, where new market forces
have few legitimate ways to influence the till- powerful (if increesingly fragmented)

bureaucracy -- they will be crested corruptly.

Political Competition as a Check againgt Corruption.  While there are many kinds of

indtitutions providing legtimate linkages and maintaining sound boundariesin modern
societies -- bureaucracies, the news media, jurists and prosecutors are just afew --
politica parties are of particular importance. More than most other ingtitutions, they are
central to the aggregation function performed above; they both convey important
preferences from society to government, and help earn legitimacy for and compliance

with officid policies. They are potentialy important mechanisms of accountability and
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bureaucratic oversght, and managers of the electora process. Serious corruption involves
the contrivance or protection of various kinds of monopolies (Rose-Ackerman, 1978;
Klitgaard, 1988); competitive politicsis away to guard against such monopolies, or to
weaken them where they exist. Strong government parties can discipline both eected and
gppointed officids, while strong oppositions can check the government, offering an

organizationd vehicle and politicd dternatives for citizens seeking change.

Sgnificant and inditutionaized political competition creates opportunities for politica
forcestowin or lose power through publicly visble processes. Wdl-indtitutiondized,
competitive parties may thus develop an interest in credible action againgt corruption,
both in the political arena and through independent judiciary and in investigetive
agencies. They can encourage, protect, and follow through on direct responsesto
corruption by citizens and civil society groups -- building resstance to corruption in civil
society, in place of the kinds of evasive or illicit regponses common where citizens are
vulnerable to exploitation and have little politica recourse (Alam, 1995). Competition
will be beneficid even if the mgor groups do not represent everyone in the country.
England’ s seventeenth century parliaments, for example, played mgor rolesin resisting
the abuses of royd patronage both before and after the civil wars, even though they were

srikingly unrepresentative by modern standards (Peck 1990).

We mugt distinguish here between competition and insecurity. The latter, as

noted, can lead to voracious corruption when officias do not know how much longer

their power will last (Knack and Keefer 1995; Scott 1972). Why should the threat of
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losing power through political competition be any different? The answer liesin the way
inwhich it islost and won, and in what happens next. Insecurity—the threat of a coup,

for example—means that the identity and strength of one's opponents, and their timing
and tactics, may be difficult to know or predict. Uncertain timing is of particular
importance, asit creates an incentive to enrich onesdlf as quickly as possible. Theissues
and grievances involved are likely to be persond or factiond, and thus resstant to
negotiation or compromise asthey are amed a overal dominance. When power islog, it
islogt dtogether and permanently: rather than remaining as an opposition group or
codition partner, the losers may be killed, imprisoned, or exiled. The contest, therefore,

is not just for pails, but for surviva.

Politica competition, on the other hand, involves known opponents, tactics, and
timing. The broad outlines of competitors strengths, appedls, and support are discernible,
and comptition, if wel-inditutionalized, takes place within agreed rules and socid
norms. Many of the main issues are addressable through routine policy, are open to
compromise, and can be made matters of public commitment—facts that encourage
accountability and active oversight of policy formation and implementation. While the
winners obtain agreed-on powers for alimited period of time, the losers remain to fight
another day—an incentive in itsdf to refrain from last-minute looting of the public purse.
Political competition is quite different from political insecurity, and crestes incentives to
avoid, rather than to indulge in corruption. But such competition is a matter of contending
forces, not just indtitutiona architecture: where opposition is wesk, eected dites engage

in entrenched corruption too. Doig (1984) cites examples such as County Durham in
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England to suggest that in many democracies, the most entrenched corrupt processes are
often found in politically uncompetitive locales (but for contrary findings, see

Schlesinger and Meier, forthcoming, 2000).

Compstition, of course, can give rise to corruption problems of its own, as recent
political finance scandas in many democracies demongrate. Moreover, not just any kind
of competition will do. It must be meaningful, but structured: one party presents no
choice a dl, but aswarm of small partieswill not likely to be able to govern, or indeed to
have agendas much broader than the persona interests of their leaders. Indeed, winners
would likely use ther tenuous hold on power for sdf-enrichment, while other contenders
might resort to corrupt activitiesin order to build afollowing. The organizationa strength
of partiesisimportant too: where parties are interndly divided dong factiond lines or
cross-cut by other loydties (ranging from ethnic divisonsto ideologicd fightsto the
influences of localism in societies such as the United States), or where dectord systems
encourage intra-party contention, as during most of the postwar erain Japan, competition
becomes less decisive. Splinter groups of losing parties may cut deals with the winners,
while factions of the governing party may demand Sde-payments of their owniin
exchange for ther "loyaty". The leverage of such factionswill be increased where
electoral laws or politica redities tend to ddiver smal mgorities. Party discipline may
thus become a matter of distributing patronage, policy poils, or outright bribes.
Codlitions of parties too might lead to corrupt deal-cutting among leaders. Wesek, divided
partieswill be less effective a bureaucratic oversight; indeed, factions or leaders within

them may seek corrupt dliances with bureaucrats. The possible variations are numerous,
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the point is that the notion of political competition as alimit on corrupt activity
presupposes a particular kind of competition: orderly, fair, decisive competition among a
gmdl-number of well-ingtitutionaized parties with strong links to sgnificant, lagting
groups and interests in society. Where competition falls short of thisided, it may not

reduce corruption, but rather lead to more of it.

Party Syssemsand Corruption

The extent and qudlity of political competition in various countries are part of agrowing
concern over the vitality of democracy. Mair and Katz (1997: 108), for example, write of
"...anew type of party, the cartel party, characterized by the interpenetration of party and
dtate, and by a pattern of inter-party colluson.” While they are concerned with many
issues besides corruption, we might well expect that "interpenetration” of parties-- as
aggregators and articulators of private interests -- and the state would create, or protect, a
range of potentialy corrupt connections between wedlth and power, and that such parties
would do little to check each other's abuses. Colluding parties are never wholly in or out
of power; thereislittle to gain, and potentialy much to lose (both legitimate and
illegitimate) by disrupting the linkages and dedls that sustain the cartel. Elections may
reshuffle personnel and bring about symbolic change, but corruption could remain deeply

embedded in dite aliances and patterns of interaction.
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In Ity in particular akind of cartel Stuation seems to have helped shape and
sugtain corrupt dedlings. Colazingari and Rose-Ackerman (1998) have described the

gtuation succinctly, noting

...the amilarity between politica and economic lifein Italy. Large companies felt
secure because of their privileged relationship to the state, and political parties
were smilarly secure with stable niches in the politica structure. Itay's
paterndigtic Sate-protected industry and paradoxicdly the fragmentation and
ideologica polarization of the political system protected the ruling parties from
turnover, making them unaccountable to the eectorate (Colazingari and Rose-
Ackerman, 1998: 448).

Polarization led to staemate in the form of aworking consensus among mgor non
communist parties that the PCI was not to become a partner in government. The Chrigtian
Democrats, while never winning an outright mgjority, were"...the only large party

capable of forming a government codlition. As aresult of its secure position, the DC did
not need to be accountable to the voters. Forced to govern by codlition, it formed
governments with different parties at different pointsin time and shared the benefits of
politica power with them” (Ibid., 449-450). Colluson even benefited the Communigts. in
Milan, for example, the mgor parties cut them in on the spoils asaway of maintaining

the status quo (Ibid., 450). Governments came and went, but underlying the Stuation was
amutually profitable political cartel. Przeworski and Limongi (1993) are correct in
pointing out that a strong point of democracy is citizens ability to change the government
without bringing down the fundamenta political order, but changes of government that

dter nothing other than personnd will do little to check corruption.
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"Cartd parties’ are not the only form of impaired competition to facilitate
corruption. In Japan the party-lis system of eections long encouraged candidates within
magor parties, such asthe LDP, to compete with each other more than with opposing
parties. Lacking digtinctive policy positions, they often resorted to extravagant vote-
buying or to factiona deals with magor busnessinterests. In the United States, aloosdly-
disciplined party system is made more o by the preeminent role of state and local
interestsin many policy debates, and by a campaign-finance system that in effect turns
candidates into free agents. Current laws restrict campaign contributions to unredistically
amd| amounts, meking fundraisng afull-time concern. Legidation isa digointed
process of logrolling and side payments -- some, in the form of policy concessons, others
in the form of campaign contributions, with some of the latter bankrolled by party
leaders persond Politicad Action Committees. Popular suspicions that roll-call votes are
put up for sde to the highest bidder are misplaced, but the incentives for candidates
officids to seek collective party mandates based on coherent policies are nonetheless

weak.

The result of thisintense individua scramble, ironicaly, is reduced party
competition. Candidates build free-gtanding campaign organizations amed mostly at
protecting their own seet -- often using the disclosure provisons of the law to
demondtrate their fundraising prowess to erstwhile competitors. Cumulative incumbent
advantages and favorable redigtricting further reduce the chances for defeat. Thus, in the

midst of the Clinton impeachment debate, The New York Times noted that
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"In the insular world of the House of Representatives, few membersredly have to
fear the other party. Didtricts are drawn for continuity, not contests. Among the
Republicans re-dected last month, for example, only 10 won with 52 percent or
less of the vote. Among the Democrats, only five (New York Times, 13 December
1998, p. 45).

Some of the mogt sgnificant conflicts over impeachment took place within the

Republican party; there, a number of wavering moderates were brought into line by the

threat of primary-election chalenges supported -- and funded -- by their own party

leaders PACs.

Clams of reduced party competition might seem paradoxicd in light of the
deeply- partisan impeachment debate, but | would suggest that the lack of red party
comptition at the district level |eft zedots largely unchecked by the threet of losing thelr
seets. Meanwhile the stalemate between the two mgjor parties nationally makes it
tempting to substitute scanda for policy initiatives and genuine oversight. The State of
politica competition in the United Statesis not encouraging from the standpoint of

building good government through good poalitics.

Prdiminary Evidence

Do democracies with impaired politica competition have more corruption, then? A very
preliminary judgment can be made by comparing the TI Corruption Perceptions Index

figures discussed earlier with an index of political competitiveness available in the Polity
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1l database.? PARCOMP isan index ranging from 1-5, ng the degree of
organization and competitiveness of politica participation outsde the redlm of the Sate.
Assuchitisauseful goproximeation of the sate of political competition (if not a nuanced
verdict on the quality of that competition in any one country). The Smple correlation
between PARCOMP and the "inverted” TI index for our 83 countriesis-.61 (p = .000):
extensive, organized competition tends to coincide with lower levels of corruption. But
neither palitics nor corruption developsin isolation; they reflect the broader Sate of
society. Indeed, when PARCOMP is entered in a regression equation as an independent
variable dong with real GDP per capita-- the strongest predictor of T1 corruption scores
-- GDP becomes a strong negative predictor and PARCOMP is not statistically

sgnificant.

But that may not be the whole story. Any corruption-checking effects of sound
party competition would seem to be long-term in nature, reflecting the cumulative impact
of the logic and incentives of competition upon the choices of politica and economic
actors, and in some countries competition has been indtitutionalized much longer than in
others. Second, the regression noted above estimates linear relationships among
varigbles; it is possible that other patterns exist. Asaresult, | conducted another kind of
andysis. Firdt, | calculated aresidua of the Tl index, controlling for GDP per capita.
This not only controls for the most likely confounding varigble as we compare party
systems; in addition, if party systems are important linking/boundary- maintaining

indtitutions between wealth and power, variaionsin levels of affluence arelikely to

2 The data and documentation are available at
http://www.colorado.edu/I BS/GA D/spacetime/data/Polity.html.
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affect the kinds of economic pressures bearing upon the political system. Also, the Polity
[l database contains an estimate of how long a given "polity” (as opposed to a state or
regime) has been in existence (as of 1994) in the form summarized by the data. This|
used to edimate the ingtitutiondization of competition, by multiplying the PARCOMP
score (minus one, to reset completely uncompetitive systems to zero) by the number of
years a given polity has been in place. Because early phases of inditutiondization are
likely to be criticd -- that is more inditutiondization of a party system should take place
between years 5 and 10 than between years 105 and 110 -- | then cdculated the naturd

logarithm of the resulting measure.

The result is the scatter plot appearing below. Onthe Y axis are the vaues for the
resdud corruption score controlling for wedth: val ues above zero mean that a country
had a higher corruption score than we would expect on the basis of wedth done, while
vaues less than zero correspond to less. On the X axis are the logged vaues of my rough

index of inditutiondization of competition (PARCOMP times years of durétion of a

given pality).
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The data present some intriguing petternsthet at least help frame important issues
for more detailed research. For example, the largest scattering of data points shows that
resduds are greatest -- both positive and negative -- where competitive party systems
exig, but are least indtitutionalized. This does not in itself mean that absolute levels of
corruption are high, but may suggest that where politics is uncompetitive and/or poorly
inditutionaized, many other factors affect levels of corruption. As inditutiondization
proceeds aong the X axis, however, the points cluster closer to the vaue of zero -- that
is, closer to the corruption levels we would predict based upon a country's affluence. This
suggedts that to the extent that there is alink between affluence and lower levels of
corruption (as indicated by the strongly negative smple correlation between GDP per
capita and the corruption index, and by the clustering of affluent countries in the upper
left of the HDI scatter plot), such synergy is better redized where party sysems are

competitive and well-inditutiondized.

A further speculation -- one that the data may suggest but cannot test -- flows
from the fact that negative as well as positive resduas tend to decrease as
ingtitutiondization increases. The data here are a sngpshot, and not an account of how
particular countries change over time; Hill, it is worth asking whether the rise and
indtitutiondization of competitive palitics reduces some kinds of corruption while
increasing or facilitating others. Egregious political or economic abuses by top
government officids, for example, might be checked by competitive palitics, or a least

the maefactors could be removed. But the rise of comptitive politics might dso
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contribute to corrupt activities and influence by donors to parties, certain kinds of vote

fraud, and so forth. Thisremains conjectura for now, but is an interesting hypothesis.

| find two clusters of countries toward the right-hand side of the scatter plot of
particular interest. In one, severa established democracies -- Italy, Japan, Belgium,
Luxembourg (and possibly the USA?) -- have higher levels of corruption than we would
expect on the basis of affluence. In another larger group, thirteen countries -- Norway,
lceland, Botswana, Denmark, Finland, Sweden, New Zedland, Canada, the United
Kingdom, Irdland, Audtrdia, the Netherlands, and Costa Rica -- al have less corruption
than their GDP-per-capitalevels would predict. Neither cluster is wholly homogeneous,
nor can we be certain without further analysis precisdy what (if anything substantive)
might account for their higher- and lower-than-expected corruption rankings. But severd
of the high-residua countries do have party systems characterized by impaired
competition. The stuationsin Italy, Jgpan, and the United States were briefly outlined
above; Belgium's complex ethnic divisons have been papered over for many years by
settlements brokered among parties and elites rather than aggregated (or changed) at the
ballot box. Luxembourg has been governed by essentialy a constant grouping of parties,
through carefully orchestrated coditions, since the end of World War 11 (Dumont and
DeWinter, 1999). In these countries parties are unlikely to win or lose power atogether;
in many of them the competing factions are able to retain fragments of power, and to teke
part in the legidative process, though side-payments and compromises that further
wesken the potentialy corrective effects of competition. In the lower-residud cluster, by

contrast, parties tend to be more tightly organized and to compete in eections that confer
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decisve results. Few of these countries exhibit any characterigtics of a"cartdl parties’
syndrome. Data give some preliminary support to this account. The POLCON dataset,
assembled by Witold Henisz,® contains useful measures of the numbers of partiesin
various houses of parliament, party development, and the fragmentation of parliamentary
bodies as measured by the distribution of seats among various numbers of parties (the
dataset is described in detail in Henisz, 1999). These numbers suggest that the two
clusters may be worth further study. Countriesin the high-residud cluster had a score of
.809 on a zero-to-one scae of party fragmentation in their lower houses (or .744 if the
USA isincluded in this group) caculated in 1994, compared to afigure of .597 for the
low-residud countries. In the lower houses of the high-residual group, an average of 9.5
parties held seatsin 1994 (8.2 if the USA isincluded), while in the low-residua group the
figureis 5.8 parties. The numbers of countriesin each group are so small that tests of
datigicd ggnificance would not be meaningful, and data such as these reduce complex
politica reditiesto sngle numbers. Still, these results support the notion that both

quantity and quality of party competition matter in terms of checking corruption.

Two other differences between these clusters are worth noting. One has to do with
the 9zes of the societiesinvolved in each. Daniel Kaufmann (1997), borrowing from
epidemiology, has argued that smaler societies find it easier to control corruption than do
larger ones. This might be so because of logigtical aswdll as politica factors, or because
adurable nationa normative consensus might be less likely to be cross-cut by locd and

regiond issues. The high-resdua cluster is only partly consstent with this hypothess

3 | gratefully acknowledge the help of Philip Keefer at the World Bank, who made these data available to
me.
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Italy and Japan are larger societies, asisthe USA if weincludeit in this group, but
Luxembourg and Belgium are not. All but one (the UK) of the low-residual countries are
smdl, however. The second contrast reflects some of the developmenta costs of
corruption. The HDI data include a comparison of countries calculated by subtracting
their rank on GDP per capitafrom their rank in terms of the non-GDP components of the
scae (such as education, life expectancy, and so forth). A positive ranking indicates that
acountry ranks higher on the quality- of-life indicators than wedth done would predict,
and anegative ranking indicates that it falls lower. For the high-corruption cluster in the
scatter plot thisranking averages -5.6 with the USA included in the group, and -6.7 with
the USA excluded; for the low-corruption cluster the average is +6.9. Countries with
serious corruption are gpparently less effective a human devel opment than their wedlth
would predict, while those with ingtitutions and politica processes capable of reducing

corruption also seem capable of ddivering ahigher qudity of life.

V. Conclusion

As dready noted, these data and results do more to frame questions than to answer them.
A range of other variables not yet included or controlled, and tricky problems of
smultaneity among factorsin political and economic development, further complicate
matters. It will also be important to track these contrasts over time to ensure thet they are

sustained rather than ephemerdl.
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Still, these results judtify further congideration. of the connections among party
systems, amounts and qudity of politica competition, and types and amounts of
corruption. The significance of what we may learn should not be underestimated: while
much is known about specific indtitutiona reforms that can reduce corruption, and we
have learned a great dedl about some of the economic origins and consequences of the
problem, we are only beginning to understand what makes reductions in corruption
sustainable. As noted at the outset, much is written about "political will" asafactor in
reform; what is much less well-understood are the ways such commitment can be
encouraged and rewarded. Thisisasignificant question higtoricaly, aswell asfor reform
-- many of today's |ow-corruption societies once had very serious corruption which
declined as politics became more intense and broad-based (Johnston, 1993): what kinds
of causal connections were involved, and can they be replicated in new democracies

today?

It is one thing to identify such patternsin retrogpect, and quite another to say
where countries stand in such aprocess a any given time. Were Itdy's scanddsin the
1990s bad news -- conclusive evidence of pervasive, entrenched corruption -- or are they
good news -- evidence of gathering anti- corruption strength, and of the end of the old
party cartel? Will changesin eectora laws in recent years, intended to produce more
decison eection results and true dternation in power along party lines, help reduce
corruption? A careful comparative analysis of the sate and quality of party competition,
based upon detailed case study and historical as well as contemporary evidence, will ad

us in making those sorts of judgments.
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