<P L CSR

Propensity for Corruption in Police:
comparative study of Russia, Kazakhstan,
Bulgaria and Latvia

Tatiana Karabchuk , Ruslan Aimuhametov
National Research University Higher School of Economics
tkarabchuk@hse.ru ralmukhametov@hse.ru

4" LCSR International Workshop, Moscow 2014




1. Problem and motivation

Great number of empirical and theoretical publications
cover police corruption Andvig, J. C., & Fjeldstad, O.
H. (2008), Newburn, T., & Webb, B. (1999),

Sherman, L. W. (1978), Knapp Commission. (1972),

Almost all are based on western police data. Which
brings us to our research question What are police
corruption determinants in post communist societies?



2. Goals and tasks

The aim of the research 1s to develop corruption
propensity index and disclose the corruption
determinants for 4 post communist countries: Russia,
Kazakhstan, Bulgaria and Latvia
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Explanatory model

Personal
understanding of

situation on \
corruption in police

Within group relations/group
solidarity/ code of silence
(Sherman, 1978)

Controls: tenure, gender, education,
Delta between ideal and real department, rank, city size, safety level
wage (Mas, 2006) (Van (Kane, R. J. 2002), institutions (Sherman
Reenen 1997) <\>1978), residence duration (social capital)



Hypotheses

We suppose that greater difference between ideal wage at
position occupied and real wage would increase propensity
for corruption. (A. Mas 2006)

We suppose that higher group approval of corruption and
higher group solidarity would increase propensity for
corruption. (Sherman 1978 Code of silence)

Institutional precondition would increase propensity for
corruption. (Sherman 1978) “... political environment is
probably the leading explanation of why police departments
become corrupt”



Data

Surveys of policemen conducted 1n 2011-2012 1n
Bulgaria, Russia, Kazakhstan and Latvia (each
country sample consists of 450-500 respondents)
Total sample size 1854 police respondents.



Sample descriptives

% of females employed

Average working hours per day

% with tertiary education
% of high-rank positioned

Average tenure in police

% of those working in the capital
city of the country

Russia
23.1
9.9

25.1
20.0

7.9

8.9

Kazakhstan Bulgaria Latvia

28.7

11.9

384.7

28.5

3.9

22.1

13.1

9.7

20.5

11.1

13.7

20.3

39.1

9.6

20.05

25.3

12.4

42.2



4. Methodology

Methodology
corruption index development
SEM for propensity for corruption




4. Methodology

Dependent variable — corruption index:
Attitude towards corruption
Attitude towards system where corruption is im-/possible

Main Tested Independent variables:
Believes/understanding/opinion on the situation about
corruption in police measured by latent variable:

Presence of set pricelist for police services
Opinion on department approval of corruption
Opinion on department approval of additional income
Difference between ideal and real wage
Within group relations (code of silence)



4. Methodology

Control variables:
Tenure
Department
Rank
Gender
City size
Education
Institutional precondition (business without personal
relations with authorities)
Level of safety in the area
Duration of residence in the area



Preliminary results: Family well-being

during the last year
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Descriptives:

Do you approve your colleague who
declared corruption in your
department?

Yes 76.4 %
(max 93.8 Bul)

No 23.6 %
(max 47,4% Kaz)



Descriptives:

System preference (%)

Russia  Kazakhstan Bulgaria Latvia

Negotiate with police and authorities 0,2 0,2 2,7 o)
2 0,7 1 0,5 0,2

3 1,4 2 4,1 2,3

4 2,8 1,7 7 2,7

5 12,9 13,4 17,9 9

6 9,7 6,2 7:3 3,5

7 17,2 12,6 9,7 9,6

8 17 9,2 11,1 15
9 7,8 9,2 8,2 14,2

Strict enforcement of law

30,3 43,3 30,3 43,5

compliance



Descriptives:

Is majority of your  Negative attitude How the price for
department consider towards additional informal help from
acceptable that (informal) payments  police is defined in
policemen take in police in your the city?
bribery department
Yes 16.9 % 26.1% 41%
(max 32,5% Kaz) (max 40.8% Lat) (max 63.6% Rus)
No 83.% 73.9% 59%

(max 94,9% Bul) (max 85% Rus) (max 76.8% Bul)



Descriptives

Relationship with colleagues (group solidarity) %

Good, Normal Tensions, Bad,
. . but we L
friendly  working conflicting, it
. . . . canwork .
relationship relationship disturbs work
together

Russia 26,0 69,2 4,3 0,5
Kazakhstan 29,8 54,7 11,3 4,2
Bulgaria 22,4 67,7 8,3 1,6

Latvia 32,7 57,2 7,8 2,2



Descriptives

Difference between ideal and real wage

Average  Policemen
difference with positive
in PPP(%) delta (%)

Russia 1441,3 99
Kazakhstan 740,7 98,2
Bolgaria 1105,2 99

Latvia 383,2 100



Descriptives

Is 1t possible to conduct business without having personal
connections with local authorities in your area (Institutional

precondition) (%)

can conduct . . .
possible but impossible

business .
. only in some to conduct
without . .
. regions business
connections

Russia 31,5 38,3 30,2
Kazakhstan 30 27,1 42,9
Bulgaria 32,1 38,5 29,4

Latvia 56,3 27,1 16,6



Descriptives

Safety in the area (%)

High Medium Low

Russia 14,4 70 15,6
Kazakhstan 21,1 67,7 11,2
Bulgaria 19,4 74,1 6,4

Latvia 10,8 77 12,2



Thank you for your attention



Additional slide of questions

Ideas about corruption in police as whole — independent variable
30. Kak oTHOCATCS K JOMOJHUTEIBHBIM 3apa00TKaM COTPYIHUKU Baiiero
MOApPa3ACICHUs ?
38. Hackosbpko npruemieMoii 00bIIMHCTBO Balyx Kojjier B moapas3iesieHuH
COUTET CICAYIOLIYIO AESITEIbHOCTh (TTO3UIIHI0)? [oIuIeHCKU IOy B3ATKY
41. JlonmogHUTENbHBIC MTOJPAOOTKH COTPYAHUKOB MOJIUIUU - 3TO YaCTO OKa3aHUE
HEe(POpPMaTBLHOIO COJICUCTBHS HAaceIeHUIO U OuzHecMeHaM. CyIlIeCTBYIOT JIU B
Bamiem ropoae kakas-To yCTOSIBIIASICS TIATA 3a TAKOE COACHUCTBUE, WU «IIEHBD) Ha
HETO HA3HAYAOTCS OT CIIydasi K CIy4aro?

Attitudes — index of corruption — dependent variable:
39. Ilpeanonoxum, Bel y3HaeTe, uTo oauH u3 Bammx Kojuier cooOmua B CiIyk0y
BHYTPEHHEW 0€30M1aCHOCTH O KOPPYMIMH B BallleM MOApPa3IeIeHIH, Kak BbI k

3TOMY OTHECETECH?

23. B HEKOTOPBIX CTpaHaX MOJULMS U IpyTue OQUIIMAIbHBIE OPTraHbl COTJIACHbI
UJITA HABCTPEUY TE€M, KTO HapylIaeT MPaBUJIa, U JIFOIX MOTYT PEIIaTh CBOU
po0JIeMbI OBICTPO, €CJIM Y HUX €CTh JIMUHbIC CBSA3U. B Apyrux, Ha000pOT, OpraHbl
BJIACTH >KECTKO CIIEJIAT 3a BBIMOJIHEHWEM BeeX npaBuil. Kakyro cucteMy npeanowiu
ObI BbI?



