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Political Economy of Corruption 
PLSC 22201/01 

University of Chicago 
Autumn 2015 

 
Course Convener: Bogdan Popescu 
Email: bgpopescu@uchicago.edu 
Seminar Location: CL-111 (Classics Building) 
Seminar Time: Mondays and Wednesdays 3:00-4:20pm 
Office Hours: 507 (Pick Hall) Mondays 4:30-6:30pm 
 
1. Overview 
This is an undergraduate course covering theoretical and empirical research in political 
science and economics on corruption, geared towards students who major in political 
science, economics, but also to students who are interested in the topic of corruption.  
 
The course is a discussion seminar organized around the following questions: 

1. What is corruption and how to measure corruption? 
2. What are the consequences of corruption for development? 
3. What are the causes of corruption?  
4. How to reduce corruption? 

 
In addition to focusing on the theoretical issues, the course will also examine issues of 
measurement, causal inference and evidence. 
 
2. Course Objectives 
The course aims to expose students to the academic literature on the causes and 
consequences of corruption. At the end of the course, students will be able to: 

-‐ define and measure corruption 
-‐ understand elements of data collection and data analysis 
-‐ understand the determinants of corruption 
-‐ understand the consequences of corruption 
-‐ assess strategies to reduce corruption 

 
At the end of the course, students will also be able to: 

-‐ give better presentations 
-‐ write a response paper to an academic article 
-‐ write a research proposal 

 
3. Organization 
The course is conceived as a 1h 20 min discussion seminar meeting twice every week. 
Students are expected to attend class having read all the assigned material for each 
week. Students are expected to bring opinions, observations, critiques and questions 
about the readings to class for discussion. Students with more than two unexcused 
absences are assumed to have withdrawn from the course.  
 
Prerequisites 
There are no formal requirements although some familiarity with linear regression and 
basic formal models is desirable. In the event of a scarcity of places, priority may be 
given to students who major in Political Science. 
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Texts 
There is no need to purchase any books. All the readings are available on Chalk. 
 
4. Assessment:  
Class participation 10%. 
Presentation 10% 
Each response paper 20%  
First proposal draft 10% 
Final research proposal 30% 
 
Class participation 
Class participation is essential for this course and has two components. First, all 
students are expected to post one question (not longer than 120 words) twice a week 
(prior to the session) regarding the weekly readings to the “Discussion Board” section of 
the course’s Chalk site no later than 9pm on the evening before seminar, and to read 
and consider all of the students’ questions before arriving to class. The goal is to 
demonstrate critical skills by asking relevant questions about the readings (questions 
putting different works in conversation or suggestions that could have made a stronger 
research design), but also to ask provocative questions that help fuel class discussion.  
 
Second, all students are expected to do one in-class presentation of one of the readings 
at some point during the course (randomly assigned at the beginning of the quarter). The 
presentations will be done seminar-style, with the student assuming the role of the 
presenter/author. Power-point/Latex/Prezi presentations are strongly encouraged. The 
presentation should first summarize the paper (e.g. question, how it fits in the literature, 
theory proposed, data and analysis, findings), followed by a critical assessment. Ideally, 
the critical assessment would focus on the paper’s research design and empirical 
findings. The presentation could also point out the strengths and weaknesses of the 
existing claims, theories, and evidence: what aspects of the question at hand does the 
paper answer well, or fail to answer? What is satisfying or unsatisfying, persuasive or 
unpersuasive about the reading? The presentation should be no more than 20 minutes 
(and around 40 minutes if there are two people presenting). The presenters can be 
interrupted if the audience has clarifying questions. The presentation will be followed by 
questions from the group. One of the response papers could be based on this 
presentation. More information on how to give a presentation and what the specific 
criteria are for grading will be provided in due time. 
 
Response papers 
Students have to write two 1000-word response papers (excluding footnotes and 
references). One of the response papers should be based on the presentation given 
(which will be randomly assigned at the beginning of the quarter) and should be 
submitted before class. The student can choose what reading(s) to critique in the second 
response paper. The first response paper needs to be submitted by Sunday (November 
1), the 5th week of class at 11:59pm. The second response paper should also be 
submitted before the beginning of the class relevant to that week. The response paper 
needs to be submitted on Chalk. Hard copies are not necessary. More information on 
how to write a response paper and what the specific criteria are for grading will be 
provided in due time. 
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Research Proposal 
Students have to write one final 3000-word research proposal at the end of the 
quarter. A draft proposal (question, literature review – minimum 5 works, theory and 
data) of 500 words must be submitted by Sunday (November 1), the 5th week of class at 
11:59pm. In the proposal, students will detail a research question of interest related to 
corruption. The question should be situated within the context of the course and/or the 
broader literature. Students should propose how they would go about providing an 
answer to the question. Important considerations include an outline of the evidence they 
might use, a discussion of potential obstacles to the research design and a discussion of 
how they would know if their answer to the question was correct.  
 
The final proposal should contain a page with bibliographical references (according to 
the APSA documentation style) as well as parenthetical citations throughout the 
proposal. For information on how to properly cite works and prepare a bibliography see: 
http://writing.wisc.edu/Handbook/DocAPSA.html. The draft research proposal and the 
final research proposal need to be submitted on Chalk. Hard copies are not necessary. 
More information on how to write a proposal and what the specific criteria are for grading 
will be provided in due time. 
 
For all essays, standard margins, double-spacing and 12pt font size should be used. 
There are extenuating circumstances for late submissions only in exceptional cases. 
Plagiarism is a ground for failing the course. For more information on academic honesty, 
please consult the UChicago student manual, available at: 
 https://studentmanual.uchicago.edu/Policies 
 
Procedures for Appealing a Grade  
Requests for re-grades will be considered, but only 3 or more days after the essay has 
been handed back. Grades can go higher or lower. 
 
5. Students with disabilities 
Students with disabilities are urged to contact the lecturer early in the quarter so that, per 
guidelines from student disability services, we can make special accommodations for 
essay/proposal submission: http://disabilities.uchicago.edu. 
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Week 1: Introduction 
Monday, September 23: No readings 
 
Wednesday, September 30 
Jakob Svensson. 2005. “Eight Questions about Corruption,” Journal of Economic 
Perspectives, 19(3): pp. 19-42  
 
Susan Rose-Ackerman. 1999. “Introduction: The Costs of Corruption” (Chapter 1). In 
Corruption and Government: Causes, Consequences, and Reform. Susan Rose-
Ackerman (ed.). New York: Cambridge University Press: pp. 1-7  
 
Geoffrey M. Hodgson and Shuxia Jiang. 2007. “The Economics of Corruption and the 
Corruption of Economics: An Institutionalist Perspective” Journal of Economic Issues, 
XLI(4): pp. 1043-1061 
 
Week 2: Definitions and Measurement of Corruption 
Monday, October 5 
PRESENTATION: “How to give an Effective Presentation” 
 
Susan Rose-Ackerman. 1999. “Bribes, Patronage, and Gift Giving” (Chapter 6). In 
Corruption and Government: Causes, Consequences, and Reform. Susan Rose-
Ackerman (ed.). New York: Cambridge University Press: pp. 91-110 
 
Oskar Kurer. 2005. “Corruption: An Alternative Approach to its Definition and 
Measurement,” Political Studies 53(1): pp. 222-239 
 
Wednesday, October 7 
PRESENTATION: “How to write a Response Paper” 
 
Michael Johnston. 2001. “The Definitions Debate: Old Conflicts in New Guises” (Chapter 
3). In The Political Economy of Corruption. Arvind K. Jain (ed.). New York: Routledge: 
pp. 11-33 
 
Michael Johnston. 2001. “Measuring Corruption: Numbers versus Knowledge versus 
Understanding” (Chapter 8). In The Political Economy of Corruption. Arvind K. Jain (ed.). 
New York: Routledge, pp. 157-179 
 
Week 3: Economic Consequences of Corruption 
Monday, October 12 
Susan Rose-Ackerman. 1999. “The Economic Impact of Corruption” (Chapter 2). In 
Corruption and Government: Causes, Consequences, and Reform. Susan Rose-
Ackerman (ed.). New York: Cambridge University Press: pp. 9-25 
 
Andrei Shleifer and Robert W. Vishny. 1993. “Corruption,” Quarterly Journal of 
Economics 108(3): pp. 599-617 [PRESENTATION 1 student] 
 
Wednesday, October 14 
Pranab Bardhan. 1997. “Corruption and Development: A Review of Issues,” Journal of 
Economic Literature 35(3): pp. 1320-46 
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Paolo Mauro. 1995. “Corruption and Growth,” Quarterly Journal of Economics 110(3): 
pp. 681-712. [PRESENTATION 1 student] 
 
Week 4: Political Consequences of Corruption 
PRESENTATION: “How to write a Research Proposal” 
 
Monday, October 19 
Joseph Nye. 1967. “Corruption and Political Development: A Cost-benefit 
Analysis,” American Political Science Review 61(2): pp. 417-427 
 
Mitchell A. Seligson. 2002. “The Impact of Corruption on Regime Legitimacy: A 
Comparative Study of Four Latin American Countries,” Journal of Politics 64(2): pp. 408-
433. [PRESENTATION 1 student] 
 
Wednesday, October 21 
Daniel Gingerich. 2009. “Corruption and Political Decay: Evidence from Bolivia,” 
Quarterly Journal of Political Science 4(1): pp. 1-34 [PRESENTATION 2 students] 
 
Robin Theobold. 1999. “So What Really is the Problem about Corruption?” Third World 
Quarterly 20(3): pp. 491-502 
 
Week 5: Causes of corruption: Overview 
Monday, October 26 
Daniel Treisman. 2000. “The Causes of Corruption: A Cross-National Study,” Journal of 
Public Economics 76: pp. 399-457. [PRESENTATION 2 students] 
 
Wednesday, October 28 
Daniel Treisman. 2007. “What have we learned about the causes of corruption from ten 
years of cross-national empirical research?” Annual Review of Political Science 10: pp. 
211-244. [PRESENTATION 2 students] 
 
Alberto Ades and Rafael DiTella. 1999. “Rents, competition, and corruption,” American 
Economic Review 89(4): pp. 982-993 [PRESENTATION 1 student] 
 
Week 6: Cultural explanations of corruption 
Draft Paper proposal due: (question, literature review – minimum 5 works, theory 
and data) 
Monday, November 2 
Edward Banfield. 1958. “Introduction” (Chapter 1), In The Moral basis of a backward 
society. Edward Banfield (ed.). New York: Free Press: pp. 7-12 
 
Edward Banfield. 1958. “Ethos in Practice” (Chapter 6). In The Moral basis of a 
backward society. Edward Banfield (ed.). New York: Free Press: pp. 107-127 
 
Jens Chr. Andvig and Karl Ove Moene. 1990. “How corruption may corrupt,” Journal of 
Economic Behavior and Organization 13(1): pp. 63-76. [PRESENTATION 1 student] 
 
Wednesday, November 4 
Seymour Martin Lipset and Gabriel Lenz. 2000. “Corruption, culture, and markets,”  
(Chapter 9). In Culture Matters: How Values Shape Human Progress. Lawrence 
Harrison and Samuel Huntington (eds.). New York: Basic Books: pp. 112-126 
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Ray Fisman and Ted Miguel. 2007. “Corruption, norms, and legal enforcement: evidence 
from diplomatic parking tickets,” Journal of Political Economy 115(6): pp. 1020-1048 
[PRESENTATION 1 student] 
 
Week 7: Institutional explanations of corruption 
Monday, November 9 
Susan Rose-Ackerman. 1999. “Controlling Political Power” (Chapter 9). In Corruption 
and Government: Causes, Consequences, and Reform. Susan Rose-Ackerman (ed.). 
New York: Cambridge University Press: pp. 143-174 
 
Eric Chang and Miriam Golden. 2007. “Electoral systems, district magnitude, and 
corruption.” British Journal of Political Science 37(1): pp. 115-137 [PRESENTATION 1 
student] 
 
Wednesday, November 11 
Jana Kunicova and Susan Rose-Ackerman. 2005. “Electoral Rules and Constitutional 
Structures as Constraints on Corruption,” British Journal of Political Science 35(4): pp. 
573-606 [PRESENTATION 1 student] 
 
Raymond Fisman and Robert Gatti. 2002. “Decentralization and Corruption: Evidence 
Across Countries,” Journal of Public Economics 83(2): 325-345 [PRESENTATION 1 
student] 
 
Week 8: Corruption of Elections 
Monday, November 16 
Alberto Simpser, 2014. “Introduction” (Chapter 1). In Why Governments and Parties 
Manipulate Elections. Alberto Simpser (ed.). New York: Cambridge University Press: pp. 
1-32 
 
Fabrice Lehoucq. 2003. “Electoral fraud: causes, types, and consequences,” Annual 
Review of Political Science 6: pp. 233-256. [PRESENTATION 1 student] 
 
Wednesday, November 18 
Eduardo Posada-Carbo. 2000. “Electoral Juggling: A comparative history of the 
corruption of suffrage in Latin America, 1830-1930.” Journal of Latin American Studies 
32(3): pp. 611-644 [PRESENTATION 1 student] 
 
Sarah Birch. 2007. “Electoral systems and electoral misconduct,” Comparative Political 
Studies 40(12): pp. 1533-1556. [PRESENTATION 1 student] 
 
Week 9: Anti-Corruption Reforms: Civil Service Reforms 
Monday, November 23 
Susan Rose-Ackerman. 1999. “Reform of the Civil Service” (Chapter 5). In Corruption 
and Government: Causes, Consequences, and Reform. Susan Rose-Ackerman (ed.). 
New York: Cambridge University Press: pp. 69-89 
 
Susan Rose-Ackerman. 1999. “Domestic Conditions for reform” (Chapter 11). In 
Corruption and Government: Causes, Consequences, and Reform. Susan Rose-
Ackerman (ed.). New York: Cambridge University Press: pp. 198-225 
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Wednesday, November 25 
Jennifer L. Bussell. 2010. “Why Get Technical? Corruption and the Politics of Public 
Service Reform in Indian States,” Comparative Political Studies 43(10): pp. 1230-1257. 
[PRESENTATION 1 student] 
 
Susan Rose-Ackerman. 1999. “Reducing Incentives and Increasing Costs” (Chapter 4). 
In Corruption and Government: Causes, Consequences, and Reform. Susan Rose-
Ackerman (ed.). New York: Cambridge University Press: pp. 39-68 
 
Week 10: Anti-Corruption Reforms: Monitoring 
Monday, November 30 
Benjamin A. Olken. 2007. “Monitoring Corruption: Evidence from a Field Experiment in 
Indonesia,” Journal of Political Economy 115(2): pp. 200-249. [PRESENTATION 2 
students] 
 
Wednesday, December 2 
Claudio Ferraz and Federico Finan. 2008. “Exposing Corrupt Politicians: The Effects of 
Brazil’s Publicly Released Audits on Electoral Outcomes,” Quarterly Journal of 
Economics 123(2): pp. 703-745 [PRESENTATION 2 students] 
 
Week 11: Final research proposals are due, Monday, December 7. 


