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Cross-sectional studies have found firms owned and managed by women report paying fewer, and
lower, bribes than similar firms owned and managed by men. These studies often suggest the
reason firms controlled by women report paying fewer bribes than firms controlled by men is that
women discourage their firms from doing so when they can. Unobserved firm characteristics,
however, might affect both who runs the firm and the firm's vulnerability to bribe requests. To test
whether the earlier cross-sectional results are robust, we estimate firm-level fixed effects
regressions using panel data from the World Bank Enterprise Surveys (WBES). We find that
although including firm-level fixed effects weakens the results, some continue to suggest gender
and corruption are linked. The strongest results, however, are for respondents rather than top
managers and owners. This finding is puzzling because owners and top managers should influence
firm culture and behavior more than the lower-level managers and professionals who frequently
act as respondents. One possible explanation is that women misreport bribes more than men when
acting as the respondent.

1. Introduction

Earlier firm-level studies using cross-sectional data have linked gender to corruption, mostly
finding that firms controlled by women are less likely to be involved in corruption than other firms.
Breen and others (2017) show that firms owned by women report paying lower bribes than firms
owned by men. Similarly, Swamy and others (2001) show firms managed and owned by women
paid fewer bribes than other firms. Some studies, however, have found conflicting results. Most
notably, although Pavlik and Bastos (2023) find firms managed by women pay lower bribes and
are less concerned about corruption than other firms, they find the opposite for firms owned by
women.? Individual-level studies have also linked gender and corruption; Mocan (2008), for
example, finds women are less likely to report that officials have asked them for bribes than are
men.

! Address correspondence to Dr. George Clarke, PNC Bank Distinguished Chair and Professor of Economics, Division
of International Banking and Finance Studies, A. R. Sanchez, Jr. School of Business, Texas A&M International
University, 5201 University Boulevard, Laredo, Texas 78041. E-mail: george.clarke@tamiu.edu.

The data used in this paper are from the World Bank Enterprise Surveys (http://www.enterprisesurveys.org).

Responsibility for all errors, omissions, and opinions rests solely with the author. I thank Joao Pedro Bastos and Jamie
Bologna Pavlik for comments on an earlier draft.
2 They also disaggregate their sample in various ways, arguing that corruption might affect women-controlled firms
differently in different countries. Based on this, they find corruption is more harmful to women in countries that have
greater gender inequality. Pavlik and Bastos (2023) use the World Bank Enterprise Surveys, the same data as Breen
and others (2017) and this paper. Their sample, however, is larger than Breen and others (2017) because they include
surveys conducted after Breen and others’ (2017) sample ends. Their sample is also much larger than this paper’s
sample because they include all firms, not just panel firms.




Firms controlled by women might be less likely to report paying bribes because these firms
behave differently than other firms. Probably the most common explanation for the difference
between firms controlled by women and men is women disapprove of corruption more strongly
than men and, therefore, foster firm cultures opposed to bribery.> Consistent with this, fewer
women say it is acceptable to pay bribes than men.* Women might avoid paying bribes because
they are more public-minded, ethical, risk-averse, or law-abiding than men.’

Alternatively, women might be less likely to pay bribes because officials treat firms controlled
by women differently than firms controlled by men. Officials might treat women differently from
men because of cultural norms. For example, if officials believe women are more honest than men,
and thus more likely to report them, they might avoid taking bribes from firms controlled by
women. Alternatively, officials might demand higher bribes from firms owned by women if they
want to discriminate against them.

The preceding two explanations assume people honestly report paying bribes. As with other
sensitive survey questions, however, people might not answer questions about corruption
truthfully.® If women misreport bribe payments more frequently than men, then they would report
paying fewer bribes than men even if men and women behave similarly. Women might misreport
bribes more frequently if, on average, they worry more about giving socially desirable answers
than men.’

This paper contributes to the literature on gender and bribe payments in two ways. First, the
paper explores whether the relationship between gender and corruption is due to omitted firm
characteristics that affect bribes as well as ownership and control. For example, firms facing
heavier regulatory burdens and firms that receive government contracts might pay more bribes
than other firms because they meet with government officials more frequently. But firms heavily
reliant on government agencies might prefer well-connected owners and managers to help them
navigate the bureaucracy. If, on average, women in developing countries have less political
influence than similar men, they might manage and own these firms less frequently than men.® We
do this using Chamberlain’s (1980) conditional logit model to control for fixed firm-level effects.
We find that unobserved firm characteristics do not fully explain the link between gender and
corruption. Some coefficients on gender stay negative and statistically significant even after
controlling for firm-level fixed effects.

Second, the paper compares how the top manager, owner, and respondent affect reported
bribes, possibly giving information about the relationship between gender and corruption. We find
that although firms owned and managed by women report paying fewer bribes than other firms,
the coefficients become statistically insignificant after including firm-level fixed effects. In
contrast, the respondent dummy’s coefficient stays negative and statistically significant. Further,

3 See, for example, Dollar and others (2001), Swamy and others (2001), or Breen and others (2017).

4 Using data from the World Values Survey, Swamy and others (2001) and Torgler and Valev (2010) show that women
are less likely to say accepting bribes is appropriate.

5 See Croson and Gneezy (2009) and Shurchkov and Eckel (2018) on the mixed evidence related to public-mindedness.
See O'Fallon and Butterfield (2005) on ethics and Shurchkov and Eckel (2018) or Croson and Gneezy (2009) for
stronger evidence on risk aversion.

® Tourangeau and Yan (2007) discuss misreporting in response to sensitive survey questions in general. Several papers
discuss ways of identifying individuals who misreport bribes and ways to mitigate misreporting. See, for example,
Tarossi (2006), Recanatini and others (2000), or Azfar and Murrell (2009).

7 Studies have found social desirability concerns women more than it concerns men in other contexts (Bernardi and
others 2009; Bossuyt and Van Kenhove 2018; Dalton and Ortegren 2011).

8 Although controlling for industry might partly control for these differences, this might do so imperfectly if
regulations and opportunities for contracts differ within industries.



the respondent’s gender affects bribes more than the manager’s and owner’s gender whether the
regression includes firm-level fixed effects or not.

The stronger results for respondents than for managers and owners would be puzzling if
women prevented bribe payments through their effect on firm culture or behavior. Although
respondents are usually managers or professionals, they are frequently not the top manager or
owner. Top managers and owners should, therefore, affect bribes more than respondents if they
affect bribes through firm culture or behavior. On the other hand, if gender affects reported bribe
payments because it affects misreporting, we might expect the respondent’s gender to affect
reported payments more than the manager’s or owner’s gender.

I1. Effect on Gender and Corruption

The idea that women are less prone to give and take bribes than men is not new. Among suffragists’
arguments for giving women the right to vote was that doing so would help clean up the notoriously
corrupt politics of the late 19" and early 20" century United States (Dumenil 2007; Mintz 2007).
Similarly, some people argued that increasing women’s participation in government would also
reduce corruption. For example, Gordon (2017, 117) writes: “[Daisy Barr] campaigned to have a
woman added to the Indianapolis police force—a typical Progressive era cause motivated by the
belief that women were less corrupt and harder on moral offenses than men.” This belief remains
common today. For example, local governments in Lima and Mexico City staffed their traffic
police entirely or mostly by women in the late 1990s to reduce corruption (Swamy and others
2001).

In the early 2000s, two studies using country-level data explored the relationship between
gender and corruption (Dollar and others 2001; Swamy and others 2001). Both found corruption
was lower in countries where women held greater political or economic power. Although later
country-level studies questioned their results, the papers remain influential.’

Some experimental studies support the country-level studies’ empirical findings.!® Most
experiments involve two players: the first playing a firm and the second playing a public official.!!
Although details vary across experiments, the person playing the firm can usually increase their
earnings by offering the person playing the public official a side-payment. If the person playing
the firm offers a bribe, the person playing the public official must decide whether to accept it and
whether to reward the bribe-giving firm. To discourage bribe-taking and giving, some experiments
randomly punish some corrupt firms and officials. Other experiments punish innocent third parties
if the corrupt transaction occurs. In a recent literature survey, Chaudhuri (2012, 13) concluded:
“across a wide variety of experiments, studying different aspects of corruption, it is either the case
that women behave in a more pro-social and less corrupt manner than men or that there were no
significant gender differences.” Frank and others (2011) find similar results. The experimental
evidence, however, does not unambiguously support the hypothesis; differences are often

9 According to Google Scholar, both papers have been cited over 1000 times. Recent studies that have questioned the
robustness of their results include Sung (2003), which found the correlations become insignificant after controlling
for democratic rights, and Debski and others (2018), which found controlling for culture also weakened the
relationship.

10 Chaudhuri (2012) and Frank and others (2011) provide excellent surveys of the experimental literature on corruption
and gender. Armantier and Boly (2013) discuss the external validity of these experiments.

' In most, but not all, games, the two players are university students rather than actual firm owners and government
officials.



statistically insignificant. For example, women were significantly less likely to offer bribes in only
two of seven experiments and to take bribes in only two of eight experiments covered in
Chaudhuri’s (2012) survey.'?

Micro-level evidence on gender and corruption

Several studies have explored the relationship between gender and corruption using micro-level
data, with results that mostly support the country-level and experimental studies.!® Studies using
individual or household-level data have found women are less likely to report paying—or being
asked for—bribes than men (Justesen and Bjornskov 2014; Mocan 2008; Oliveros and Gingerich
2020). Similarly, some studies have found firms are less likely to report paying bribes when women
own or control them (Breen and others 2017; Clarke 2021; Swamy and others 2001). One notable
exception is Pavlik and Bastos (2023), which found that women-owned firms paid higher bribes
and were more concerned about corruption than other firms, especially in countries with greater
gender inequality. In contrast, they found firms managed by women paid lower bribes and were
less concerned about corruption than other firms.

We can explain the micro-level evidence in several ways. First, women might report paying
fewer bribes than men because women are less willing to pay bribes than men. They might,
therefore, not offer bribes to corrupt officials, refuse to pay bribes when officials demand them, or
avoid situations where officials demand bribes. Second, corrupt officials might treat women
differently than men, resulting in them demanding fewer bribes from women. Officials might do
so if they believe women are more likely to report them. Finally, women might bribe officials as
often as men, but deny doing so more frequently during surveys. Women might lie about paying
bribes, for example, if they are more sensitive about the social desirability of bribing officials. We
discuss the empirical evidence for each explanation in the following sections.

Are women less willing to pay bribes than men?

The simplest way to explain why women are less likely to report paying bribes than men is that
women try harder to avoid paying bribes.'* They might do so by avoiding situations where they
need to pay bribes or they might refuse to pay when officials demand bribes.!® If women take more
steps to avoid paying bribes, we might observe women paying fewer and lower bribes than men.
If women try harder to avoid paying bribes than men, an obvious question is why they do. One
possibility is women disapprove of corruption more than men. Empirical evidence supports this
idea; when asked about corruption, women are more likely to condemn it than men. Using data

12 The fifteen experiments were from five studies, most of which contained both bribe givers and bribe takers. One
study had experiments in four countries. Chaudhuri (2012) contains only one laboratory experiment where women
acted more corruptly than men. Armantier and Boly (2011, 2013) found women in Canada and Burkina Faso were
more likely to reciprocate after receiving bribes than men. They also found similar results in a field study. Two other
laboratory experiments, however, have found women were less likely to reciprocate than men (Lambsdorff and Frank
2011; Rivas 2013).

13 Swamy and others (2001) also presented some results from a firm-level survey from Georgia.

14 Further, it is important to note that even if men and women behave differently, that does not imply any differences
are innate. Cultural and societal norms might induce men and women to act differently even if men and women were
identical in other ways.

15 Clarke (2021) finds that firms controlled by women interact with government officials less often than firms
controlled by men. In contrast, firms controlled by women do not appear to be any less likely to pay bribes when they
do interact with public officials.



from the World Values Survey, Swamy and others (2001) and Torgler and Valev (2010) show
women are less likely to say accepting bribes is appropriate. Similarly, Bernardi and others (2009)
found fewer women said it was acceptable to bribe police officers to avoid speeding tickets in three
of their study’s four countries.'® In contrast, Alhassan-Alolo (2007) found that women working in
three public institutions in Ghana had similar views about three hypothetical scenarios involving
corruption as men in the same institutions.

A second possibility is that women might avoid paying bribes because they are simply more
law-abiding than men. Much evidence supports this assertion. Women accounted for only 27% of
arrests in the United States in 2020.!7 As well as committing fewer violent crimes, women also
commit fewer non-violent offenses such as writing bad checks, extortion, fraud, burglary, driving
under the influence, and drug abuse.!® Consistent with this, women accounted for only 18% of
arrests related to corruption. Similar patterns hold elsewhere; women account for fewer arrests and
imprisonments than men in all countries with available data.'” For example, only 14% of suspected
offenders in Europe were women (Aebi and others 2021).2° Victimization data, self-reports, and
police reports show similar patterns as data on arrests and imprisonments (Warr 2002).

A third possibility is that women might avoid paying bribes because the average woman is
more risk-averse than the average man.?! Risk aversion might also explain why women are more
law-abiding than men; risk-averse individuals might worry about committing crimes—including
bribing public officials—because they fear arrest or imprisonment. Moreover, paying bribes is
risky for another reason; bribe-givers cannot be sure bribe-takers will deliver the benefits they
promise; and if corrupt officials do not deliver, bribe-givers have little legal recourse. If women
are, on average, more risk-averse than men—as observational and experimental studies have found
(Croson and Gneezy 2009; Shurchkov and Eckel 2018)—fewer women than men might pay bribes.

A final possibility is women might avoid paying bribes because they have greater public spirit
or are more ethical than men. Ethics or public-mindedness might also explain why women commit
fewer crimes and condemn corruption more strongly than men. Experimental and empirical studies
on public-mindedness and ethics, however, do not strongly support this long-standing belief.??
Only some studies find women are more public-minded than men (Croson and Gneezy 2009;
Shurchkov and Eckel 2018).2* Similar results hold for ethics; O'Fallon and Butterfield (2005)

16 The countries were Ecuador, South Africa, and the United States. In the final country, Colombia, men and women
were equally likely to say it was acceptable. They also show that gender differences become insignificant after
controlling for social desirability response bias.

17 Data is from the FBI’s Uniform Crime Report website (https://www.fbi.gov/services/cjis/uct/).

18 Women accounted for less than half of arrests in 32 of the Uniform Crime Report’s 34 categories, with prostitution
and embezzlement being the exceptions.

19 Women make up about 7% of the prison population in countries with available data (Walmsley 2017). In no country
did women account for more than 25% of prisoners. For 113 countries with data on arrests, women accounted for only
18.9% of arrests between 2003 and 2020. The highest share was 32%. Data on arrests is based on data from the United
Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (https://dataunodc.un.org/). These sources include both developed and developing
countries and countries from all regions of the world.

20 Data are for 2015. In no European country with available data did women account for more than 30% of offenders.
Once again, this was also true for non-violent crimes: on average, women made up 21.7% of fraud offenders, 20.6%
of forgery offenders, 18.8% of money laundering offenders, and 16.7% of corruption offenders.

21 Of course, they might be more law abiding because, on average, they are more risk-averse than men. But this is not
the only possible explanation.

22 See above for a discussion of this belief.

23 For example, experimental studies on cooperation, trust, and public goods give mixed results (Croson and Gneezy
2009; Shurchkov and Eckel 2018).




concluded only about half of empirical studies find significant ethical differences between men
and women.**

In summary, women might report paying fewer bribes than men because they avoid paying
bribes. They might do this because they are more averse to corruption, law-abiding, risk-averse,
ethical, or public-minded than men.

Do corrupt officials treat women differently than men?

Although women might report paying fewer bribes than men because they are more averse to
corruption, other explanations are possible. Corruption involves two parties—the person paying
the bribe and the official taking it. Even if women and men were equally willing to pay bribes,
corrupt officials might treat women and men differently, leading to different outcomes.

When thinking about how corrupt officials treat bribe payers, it is useful to distinguish between
bribery and extortion.”> Some people might offer bribes to officials in return for favors. For
example, they might offer a bribe to avoid following government regulations, avoid paying taxes,
get permits quicker, or win government contracts. We will refer to these cases as bribery. For
example, a restaurant might bribe a health inspector to avoid upgrading their facilities. Similarly,
a reckless truck driver might bribe a police officer to escape a speeding ticket. In other cases, firms
might pay bribes even though they are following relevant rules. We refer to these cases as extortion.
For example, the same restaurant might bribe an official who threatens to temporarily shut them
down for a non-existent health violation. Similarly, the truck driver might bribe the police officer
to avoid made-up charges and long delays at illegal traffic stops.?®

One reason officials might treat women differently from men is that women might know fewer
high-level officials and powerful individuals than men. In countries where discrimination is
common, women might find themselves especially disadvantaged. Social connections, however,
might affect bribes differently in cases related to bribery and extortion.

People with weak social networks might find it harder to bribe officials to get favorable
treatment than people with stronger networks. To mitigate the risks associated with giving and
receiving bribes, corrupt officials might only accept bribes from people they know and trust.?’
Although people with access to corruption networks might pay more bribes, they will benefit from
improved access to government contracts and fewer bureaucratic entanglements. If women in
developing countries, on average, have weaker networks than men, this might limit their
opportunities to bribe officials to obtain special favors (Goetz 2007).

Although people who lack social connections to powerful individuals might be unable to access
corruption networks, they might face frequent extortionary bribe demands. Although police

24 They note, however, that when studies find differences, women are usually more ethical than men.

25 Several papers discuss the distinction between bribery and extortion. See, for example, Mendez (2014) or Mendez
and Sepulveda (2007). This distinction is also related to the distinction between corruption that greases the wheels of
bureaucracy rather than puts sand in the wheels. See, for example, Bardhan (1997) or Méon and Sekkat (2005).

26 The Economist (2002) gives an example of this, describing traveling from Douala to Bertoua in Cameroon in a
delivery truck. During the 313-mile trip, police stopped the truck the journalist was traveling in 47 times. Police would
often request bribes on made up charges. For example, at one roadblock “[the police officer] invented a new law about
carrying passengers in trucks, found the driver guilty of breaking it, and confiscated his license.” When the driver
objected, the officer responded, “Do you have a gun? I have a gun, so I know the rules.”

27 Consistent with this, Ufere and others (2012) discuss how connectors, often former generals, set up meetings
between entrepreneurs and public officials. Similarly, Bertrand and others (2007) discuss how facilitators help people
get driving licenses in India.



officers and low-level officials might worry about demanding bribes from well-connected
individuals who could complain to the corrupt official’s superior, they might worry less about
people with weaker networks. If women’s social networks are weaker than men’s, they might face
extortionary demands more frequently than men.

Corrupt officials might also treat women differently from men because they believe men and
women are different. Their beliefs could reflect social norms, animus, or their opinions about men’s
and women'’s relative willingness to pay bribes.

Unfortunately, little direct evidence on how corrupt officials treat men and women exists. One
piece, however, comes from the World Bank Enterprise Surveys (WBES). The WBES asks several
questions about bribes during transactions such as tax inspections and license applications. The
interviewer first asks whether the firm has recently engaged in the transaction and then asks firms
that answer ‘yes’ whether the official expected or requested a bribe. Because the question asks
whether the official expected or requested a bribe, not whether the firm paid a bribe, it should
capture the official’s behavior if respondents interpret the question as asked. If respondents
interpret the question broadly to include cases where the firm offers bribes, the firm’s behavior
might affect the answer. Based on this question, Clarke (2021) finds firms owned and managed by
men and women were equally likely to say officials expected or requested bribes. This might
suggest corrupt officials treat firms controlled by men and women similarly.

Although there is little direct information on whether corrupt officials treat men and women
differently, other evidence shows people treat men and women differently in situations unrelated
to corruption. For example, when people play ultimatum games in laboratory experiments, some
players treat men and women differently.® Most notably, the first player, whether a man or woman,
offers less to the second player when the second player is a woman (Eckel and Grossman 2001;
Solnick 2001).%°

People also treat men and women differently during negotiations over prices and wages. Ayres
and Siegelman (1995) ran a field experiment where they sent customers to car dealers to negotiate
new car purchases using identical negotiating techniques. They found dealers proposed higher
starting prices and gave higher final offers to women and African American customers than they
did to white men. Similarly, economists and psychologists suggest negotiations over starting wages
might partly explain gaps between men’s and women’s wages (Bertrand 2011; Mazei and others
2015; Save-Soderbergh 2019).

Although the evidence related to car sales and starting wages suggests public officials might
treat women less favorably than men during negotiations over bribes, the reverse is also possible.
One reason they might do so is that they might believe women are less likely to pay bribes than
men and more likely to report them. They might believe this if they think that women are more
honest than men.*°

28 Ultimatum games are games where two players divide a set amount of money between themselves. Player one offers
player two a split, and then player two accepts or rejects the bid. If player two rejects the offer, neither player gets
anything. The sub-game perfect Nash equilibrium is for player one to offer the smallest amount possible and player
two to accept. Thaler (1988) describes the game and the experimental evidence on how people play the game in
laboratory settings.

29 Although Eckel and Grossman (2001) found women received smaller offers, the difference was statistically
insignificant.

30 For example, both men and women in Spain agreed that public officials who are women are less likely to take bribes
(Rivas 2013). In addition, taxi drivers in Colombia reported transit officers who are women were less likely to accept
bribes than officers who are men (Lambsdorff and Fink 2006).



Do women misreport bribe payments more often than men?

The earlier explanations assume women report paying fewer bribes than men because they pay
fewer bribes. However, women might report paying fewer bribes because they are less truthful
about paying them during interviews than men. During surveys, people tend to underreport illegal,
immoral, and embarrassing behaviors. For example, studies have found that people lie about
having high interest loans, using alcohol and illegal drugs, using birth control, having had an
abortion, having gastrointestinal problems, committing crimes, and even listening to soft-rock
(Clausen and others 2010; Karlan and Zinman 2008; Preisenddrfer and Wolter 2014; Tourangeau
and Smith 1996).

Gender differences in reporting also exist. For example, women consistently report fewer
opposite-sex partners than men.?! If women misreport bribes more frequently than men, women
would report paying fewer bribes even if they bribed officials as frequently as men. A significant
negative coefficient might mean women pay bribes less often than men but might also mean
women are more honest about paying them.

The surest way to know whether men and women are equally honest about paying bribes would
be to compare what they report paying with what they actually pay. Given corruption’s clandestine
nature, however, measuring actual bribes is difficult. Unsurprisingly, therefore, we do not know of
any studies that have directly compared actual and reported bribes. We must, therefore, rely on
indirect evidence.

Although no studies directly compare actual with self-reported corruption, some studies have
compared actual and self-reported behavior for other crimes. Using a sample of Dutch men and
women convicted of welfare fraud, Van Der Heijden and others (2000) found women were more
likely to deny being convicted than men. Similarly, Preisendorfer and Wolter (2014) found German
women who had been convicted of minor offenses denied it more often than similar German men.
In contrast, Johnson and others (2012) found American women and men were equally likely to
misreport cocaine use.>?

The broad literature on honesty provides additional indirect evidence on whether men and
women might answer questions about bribes equally truthfully. Based on a survey of the
experimental literature on honesty, Rosenbaum and others (2014, 192) conclude:

The bulk of the evidence from the majority of studies across the various
experimental sub-categories which were able to detect significant gender
differences suggests that women exhibit greater propensities to tell the truth than
their male counterparts.

31 Since each sexual encounter between opposite-sex partners involves one man and one woman, we would expect
men and women to report similar numbers in a closed population. But this is not the case. For example, based on a
sample of UK residents, men reported an average of 14.1 opposite sex partners, while women reported 7.1 (Mitchell
and others 2019). Differences in how frequently men and women purchase sex from sex workers—who might be
excluded from samples—or how men and women define sexual encounters only partly explain the difference
(Wiederman 1997).

32 Johnson and others (2012) asked people whether they had used cocaine recently. They then tested the respondents’
hair, saliva, and urine for recent cocaine use. Their results were based on comparisons between people whose reported
use differed from their test results with people whose reported use and test results matched. They found women were
neither more nor less truthful than men.



The authors note women are less likely to misrepresent coin tosses, engage in academic dishonesty,
keep excessive change, or overstate how many times they solved mathematical problems.
Although this evidence does not directly relate to misreporting bribes, women might also be more
honest than men when asked whether they pay bribes. If women are more honest, studies using
reported bribe payments will over- not underestimate women’s relative propensity to pay bribes.

Although the experimental literature on honesty suggests women might answer questions about
corruption more honestly than men, indirect evidence about social desirability suggests the
opposite. Some studies have found that women are more concerned about giving socially desirable
answers to sensitive questions than men (Bernardi and others 2009; Bossuyt and Van Kenhove
2018; Dalton and Ortegren 2011). Concerns about social desirability might cause women to
misreport corrupt activities more often than men. Consistent with this, although women were more
likely than men to say bribing police officers is wrong, the difference becomes statistically
insignificant after controlling for social desirability bias (Bernardi and others 2009).%

The literature on reticence supplies more indirect evidence related to misreporting. Although
identifying people who misreport bribe payments is difficult, Azfar and Murrell (2009) show how
researchers can use forced response questions to identify some of these people. They ask
respondents a series of forced response questions and label those who do not follow the instructions
as reticent. They then show that reticent respondents are less likely to report paying bribes than
other people.>* They—and later researchers who have used similar methods—interpret their results
as suggesting reticent respondents misreport corruption.®

If women were more reticent than men—and reticent interviewees underreport bribes—this
could explain why women report paying fewer bribes than men. Single country studies, however,
found women were no more reticent than men (Azfar and Murrell 2009; Clausen and others 2010).
Moreover, Clarke (2020) confirmed this in a larger cross-country study. Clarke (2020) did,
however, find interviewees who were women or who worked at small firms managed or owned by
women were more reticent than other respondents at small firms. He notes, however, that because
women also report paying bribes at large firms, reticence alone is unlikely to explain why women
report paying fewer bribes.

A final indirect way to assess whether women misreport bribes more often than men is to see
whether techniques that reduce misreporting affect women’s answers more than men’s.*® Oliveros
and Gingerich (2020) compare how men and women answer direct questions about corruption and
similar questions using sensitive survey techniques (SSTs). Based on these comparisons, they
estimate men and women lie to similar degrees when asked survey questions directly.’’

33 The study covered Colombia, Ecuador, South Africa, and the United States. Women scored higher on the social
desirability index than men in all four countries (Bernardi and others 2009). Using stepwise regression, they find their
social desirability index is still in their final model, although gender is not.

34 Azfar and Murrell (2009) use a sample of individuals from Romania. Other studies have confirmed that reticent
people appear to misreport corruption in other countries as well (Clarke and others 2015; Clausen and others 2010;
Jensen and Rahman 2011; Karalashvili and others 2015; Kraay and Murrell 2016).

35 Also consistent with the idea that reticent managers misreport information during surveys, Clarke (2019) attempted
to cross-check the managers’ answers with other information. The results showed the difference between how much
the manager reported paying employees and how much the employees report being paid was larger when the manager
was reticent.

36 Fox and Tracy (1986), Lensvelt-Mulders and others (2005), and Coutts and Jann (2011) describe ways to do this.
37 Their calculations assume people tell the truth when answering questions that use SSTs. In practice, however, SSTs
are only partly effective (John and others 2018). Indeed, the literature on reticence relies on random response models
failing to honest answers. If SSTs encourage only some truth telling, interpreting these results is more complicated.



In summary, gender might affect survey respondents’ answers in several ways. First, gender
might affect how frequently people offer bribes to corrupt officials. Because women disapprove of
corruption more than men, they might pay fewer or lower bribes. Second, corrupt officials might
treat women differently than men. If they believe women are more honest than men, they might
demand fewer bribes from women. Third, even if men and women are equally likely to pay bribes,
women might admit doing so less frequently than men. Although the evidence is inconclusive,
some studies find women are less candid than men.

III. Data

This study uses data from the World Bank Enterprise Surveys (WBES).*® The World Bank has
used a uniform sampling methodology in over 150 countries since 2006.* The central WBES team
also standardized the questionnaire in 2006, which meant all countries used the same core survey.*’
Since 2006, the central WBES team has modified the survey several times, mostly by adding and
dropping questions on individual topics. Because the questions on gender were not added to the
core survey until 2008, we only include surveys conducted after this time.*!

The WBES covers registered private firms in manufacturing, services, and retail and wholesale
trade with at least five employees.*? Firms are asked questions about their performance and the
local business environment, including several questions about corruption.

Although the WBES’s main goal is to produce a representative sample of the private sector for
each survey, repeated surveys in the same country include panel firms from earlier samples. Unlike
a true panel, which would survey the same firms every survey, the WBES randomly re-surveys
only some panel firms.** Using this data, we put together all possible panels for WBES countries
through 2022. Because we want to include firm-level fixed effects, we have to exclude non-panel
firms from the analysis. As a result, our sample is far smaller than cross-sectional analyses using
the same data, such as Pavlik and Bastos (2023). Because our sample is small, we do not try to
disaggregate our results further.** Table A1 in the Appendix provides a list of the countries and
surveys.

38 The data are available for free after registration at the following website:
https://www.enterprisesurveys.org/en/enterprisesurveys

39 See World Bank (2021) for a description of the methodology. Although Enterprise Surveys were conducted before
2005, the questionnaire and sampling methodology were not standardized until 2006.

40 In addition to the core survey questions, country and regional teams at the World Bank can add a limited number of
unique questions to address specific country or regional concerns. Country and regional teams, however, cannot alter
or drop core survey questions without permission from the central WBES team.

41 All Enterprise Surveys completed since 2008 contain the three questions that were added to the core survey in 2008.
In addition, the question on the respondent’s gender was included in the 2007 Croatia survey. Finally, surveys in 2006
and 2007 included the question: “Are any of the owners female?” They do not, however, include information on
whether women have full, majority, or minority ownership. As a result, we exclude these surveys from the main
analysis.

42 Although the government can partly own the enterprises, the survey is meant to exclude fully-owned government
firms (European Bank for Reconstruction and Development and World Bank 2013). In practice, more than 98% of the
firms are fully private and a few (less than 0.05% of firms) are fully government owned.

43 The World Bank (2021, 2022) describes the sampling methodology for panel firms in detail.

4 Pavlik and Bastos (2023) find that corruption is more harmful to women in countries where gender inequality is
greater.
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Question on corruption
The main WBES question on corruption, and the one this paper focuses on, is:

(1.7) We've heard that establ