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Abstract

Purpose – This paper aims to identify key learnings around the concept of ‘‘grey corruption’’ by

systematically reviewing the extant literature. The concept is addressed in terms of areas of alleged

misconduct often considered ‘‘minor’’ or ‘‘borderline’’ in relation to ‘‘black corruption’’. Common examples

include favourable treatment of friends and relatives by public officials, receipt of gifts, excessive

expenditures and pork barrelling, influence peddling through donations and lies and false promises. The

focus of this study is on definitions, extent, public perspectives, explanations and evidence of promising

prevention strategies.

Design/methodology/approach – Relevant sources were sought using systematic keyword searches

of major criminological and political databases, a media database and relevant government and non-

government websites, up to the end of December 2019.

Findings – The main findings were that there is no single accepted definition of grey corruption but that

the concept remains useful, practice is often extensive, it is generally at odds with public opinion,

opportunity is a key factor in its incidence and prevention requires the enactment and enforcement of

clear principles.

Research limitations/implications – Media-reported cases were too numerous to analyse in detail for

the present study.

Practical implications – Efforts to improve integrity in government need to take account of the concept.

Rules require clarification and communication. Enforcement needs improvement. More experiments are

needed in prevention.

Social implications – This paper captures a range of integrity issues of importance to the public but

often downgraded or dismissedby politicians.

Originality/value – This paper is unique in reporting the results of a systematic search of the international

literature on the topic.

Keywords Corruption, Corruption prevention, False election promises, Gratuities, Grey corruption,

Influence peddling, Political donations, Pork barrelling

Paper type Research paper

Introduction

Corruption represents a major threat to democracy, the rule of law and general prosperity.

The United Nations (2018) estimated the cost of corruption worldwide – in terms of bribes

paid and financial losses – at US$3.6tn or 5% of gross domestic product per annum. In

2018, the G20 leaders called for a new campaign against corruption as part of a larger

sustainable development agenda, including a focus on conflicts of interest in government

(G20, 2018). At the same time, countries with high scores in integrity ratings have

seen scandals involving grey corruption issues, and some countries with high scores have

seen reductions in public trust in government on Transparency International’s Corruption

Perceptions Index. For example, between 2012 and 2019, there were significant drops in

scores for Australia, from 85/100 to 77, and Canada, from 84 to 77 (Transparency

International, 2020a), while declines have also been apparent in the USA, New Zealand,

Denmark and Sweden. These declines have been associated in part with scandals

involving undue influence and misuse of public resources (Moreira, 2019). The often “minor”

and/or legally uncertain nature of such incidents – as opposed to clearly illegal “grand”
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corruption types such as embezzlement and bribery – has prompted researchers to call for

a more comprehensive definition of corruption in this “heretofore grey area” (Barret and

Zirker, 2017, p. 1; Beetham, 2015). Part of that process entails a greater explication of the

issue of grey corruption and how to reduce its incidence.

Method

The present study was prompted by the issues outlined above. A preliminary perusal of

media reports and scholarly articles generated five main research questions:

RQ1. What constitutes grey corruption?

RQ2. What is the extent of grey corruption?

RQ3. What are public opinions about grey corruption?

RQ4. What are themain explanations for its existence and persistence?

RQ5. What strategies have been effective in preventing or reducing the problem?

The first four questions serve as a prelude to the main focus of this study: applied

prevention case studies.

To address the research questions, keyword searches were conducted in the academic

databases: Criminal Justice Abstracts and Political Science to 30 December 2019. Search

terms included “grey/gray corruption”, “petty”, “minor”, “pork barrelling”, “gratuities”,

“improper influence” and “prevent”. Additional searches were conducted in the media

database Factiva.com and in the websites of government anti-corruption agencies and non-

government research and policy agencies in the integrity field. The latter were identified on

a snowball basis from citations in sources. The academic database search generated 1,840

publications, most of which lacked direct relevance to the five questions set out above.

Media reports were in the thousands, and only a very small sample of reports of grey

corruption cases could be included. Overall, there were very few case studies of

demonstrable improvements from interventions. Publications on prevention were mainly

advisories, with measures inferred from studies of reform using broad forms of evidence of

improvements. The following sections provide a limited selection of the more representative

material and promising exemplars. Specifically, 11 studies addressing definitional issues

are included in this paper, along with 15 on the extent of the problem, 13 stakeholder

perception studies and 10 studies on explanations. The final section on prevention makes

use of 32 studies, including 8 intervention studies.

Findings

Definitions

The issue of what constitutes “corruption” has been beset by disagreements and a lack of

precision (Gardiner, 1970; Heidenheimer, 2004), while “grey corruption” is a nebulous and

contentious concept almost by definition. In an early version of the black/grey distinction –

including a “white” category – Heidenheimer (1970) saw these terms as value judgements

about what should be prohibited or tolerated, which varied according to different social

standards and political systems. Nonetheless, he considered that ideas about black

corruption frequently attracted consensus opposition (e.g. outright bribery of a senior public

official), grey corruption related to conduct often condemned by elites but widely tolerated

or considered “ambiguous” (e.g. gifts to a junior public official to help expedite a request),

while white corruption often attracted consensus support (e.g. gifts to a public official

perceived as promoting community goodwill) (Heidenheimer, 1970, p. 152).

The literature on corruption and grey corruption includes a variety of schemas, which reflect

the inherent complexity of the subject. Nonetheless, the idea of grey corruption has retained

j JOURNAL OF CRIMINOLOGICAL RESEARCH, POLICY AND PRACTICE j



currency as a lower-order area of alleged harms. Common descriptors include “small”,

“minor” and “petty”, in terms of the nature of the benefits or influence obtained (Ko et al.,

2012; Prenzler et al., 2018). Inevitably, there is no single accepted definition. A common

approach references a cluster of types of alleged unethical conduct. For example,

Kratcoski (2018) refers to grey corruption in terms of “borderline acts committed by public

officials such as acceptance of small gifts or tickets to a sporting event, padding an

expense account, influence peddling, or receiving a discount from restaurants” (p. 3). Other

common examples include nepotism and cronyism, dishonesty, pork barreling (government

spending designed to win votes rather than meet needs on public interest criteria) and

conflicts of interest (Prenzler et al., 2018). Issues of legal ambiguity also play into common

usage. For example, Heidenheimer cites undue influence peddling through party political

donations in different jurisdictions as variously “legal”, “potentially illegal” or challenging

“key thresholds like legality” (2014, p. 103). References to grey corruption also often relate

to conduct prohibited or discouraged in organisational rules and codes of conduct – such

as receipt of gifts – but which are not prohibited in criminal law. When breaches of codes

are identified, a protagonist might be subject to a range of “light” sanctions, such as an

admonishment, warning, reimbursement order or demotion while keeping their core

employment position (Prenzler et al, 2018).

The idea of grey corruption is also contained in Transparency International’s (2020b) three-

part typology of corruption. It is consistent with the definition of “petty corruption” as

“everyday abuse of entrusted power by public officials in their interactions with ordinary

citizens, who often are trying to access basic goods or services”, as well as overlapping

with the concept of political corruption as “manipulation of policies, institutions and rules of

procedure in the allocation of resources and financing by political decision makers, who

abuse their position to sustain their power, status and wealth”. In contrast, grand corruption

is defined as “the abuse of high-level power that benefits the few at the expense of the

many, and causes serious and widespread harm to individuals and society”.

Forms of alleged grey corruption, such as undue influence and favouritism, can become so

pervasive in a political system that they constitute “legal corruption” and/or “institutional

corruption” without any clear cases of criminal corruption such as bribery coming before the

courts (Kaufmann and Vicente, 2011; Thompson, 2018). At the same time, a key implication

of the concept of grey corruption is that many of the nominated behaviours should be

subject to clarification as misconduct, sanctioned administratively or even defined as

crimes in some cases (Gardiner, 1970; Thompson, 2018). The movement to broaden

definitions of corruption (Beetham, 2015) has generated formulations that usefully include

grey topics consistent with a universalist idea of “betrayal of the public trust”, as set out in

the United Nations’ Convention against Corruption (2004, p. iii). An example relates to legal,

unsanctioned or uncontrolled conduct that “redirects the powers and resources of public

agencies into instruments of partial, particular or private benefit”, extending to democratic

“exclusion [. . .] based on duplicity” (Warren, 2015, pp. 44-45).

Extent

Grey corruption cases have received repeated adverse media coverage throughout the

world, with far too many cases internationally to document. Most recently, nepotism and

cronyism have been prominent in the administration of US President Donald Trump,

particularly after Trump appointed his daughter to the position of presidential advisor and

son-in-law as senior advisor. A Department of Justice decision cleared the way by

overturning previous opinion on an anti-nepotism law (Gerstein, 2017). Controversy forced

the pair to forego their salaries, but they retained highly privileged positions with significant

potential influence. A case study of nepotism by Milbank (2018) highlighted how Trump

ignored competitive merit-based selection principles by appointing a parade of friends and

associates to key posts. The Trump Case has also drawn attention to the issue of deceit in

j JOURNAL OF CRIMINOLOGICAL RESEARCH, POLICY AND PRACTICE j



political discourse. Trump’s repeated lying prompted the creation of ‘‘fact checking’’

websites that document this dishonesty (e.g. https://www.factcheck.org/person/donald-

trump/; Leonhardt et al., 2017).

The UK Parliamentary Expenses Scandal, a decade before the Trump Presidency, presents

as another high-profile case of grey corruption. In total, 52% of 752 members of parliament

were involved in £1.3m of erroneous payments (Legg, 2010). Information about abuses was

initially revealed by a leak of documents, followed by an official release forced by a high court

decision under Freedom of Information law. Politicians had engaged in widespread misuse of

entitlements over many years. Abuses were concentrated in overclaiming for the cost of

accommodation in London, including the ownership of second homes. Public outrage was

fanned by cases involving payments for cleaning a moat, repairs to a clock tower and

installation of a floating house for pet ducks. A small number or criminal convictions and

resignations ensued, but most offenders were simply required to repay monies.

Grey corruption cases were also highlighted in the Australian media during the period of the

Abbott government from 2013 to 2016. Prenzler et al. (2018) analysed media accounts in

this period and highlighted several particularly egregious cases symptomatic of a more

widespread malaise that included state and local governments. In the federal

‘‘Choppergate’’ case, the Speaker of the Lower House hired a helicopter at taxpayers’

expense to attend a political party fundraising event for a trip that would normally involve 2 h

by car. Universal outrage forced her eventual resignation. The Abbott government had

campaigned on a promise of reversing Australia’s growing deficit. However, Treasurer Joe

Hockey increased the deficit and, in the eyes of critics, was persuaded to move aside with

an offer of an “attractive sinecure” in the form of the US ambassadorship (Matthewson,

2015, p. 1). Hockey had claimed his government would put an end to “the age of

entitlement”, but as Ambassador he accepted a salary of AU$360,000 per annum on top of

an AU$90,000 parliamentary pension and free accommodation. In another example,

government MP Don Randall flew 3,444 km at taxpayers’ expense for a meeting with a

colleague but was unable to explain why the meeting could not have taken place by phone.

In the destination city, he bought an investment property. Despite a major review of the

expenditure problem and supposed reforms, in the ‘‘Sports Rorts’’ scandal of early-2020, a

former Sports Minister was forced to resign after it was revealed that she had overridden

independent advice and directed grants to sporting clubs in seats targeted by the

government during the 2019 election (Murphy, 2020).

A variety of sources, including public perception surveys, indicate that the incidence of

grey corruption varies between countries. In some locations, grey and grand corrupt

practices are often seen as endemic and pervasive, including, for example, “fees for public

services [. . .] gratuities given to public officials who simply perform their job; ‘string-pulling’

or using connections to access administrative services [. . .] using the resources or time of

one’s paid employment to work inside jobs” (Konold, 2007, p. 2). But while pervasive grey

corruption is often associated with autocratic and developing countries, it can also be

commonplace in established democracies (Burke, 2011; Konold, 2007).

Integrity perception and experience surveys often mix grand and grey issues. The following

example from Australia illustrates this, but with the inclusion of some clearly grey topics. The

Australian version of the 2018 Transparency International Global Corruption Barometer

found that 86% of respondents thought corruption in government was a problem, while 42%

considered “undue influence” – associated with “bribery, donations and lobbying” – as the

“main problem. In addition, 40% considered “self-interest by officials” as the main problem,

including in areas such as “expenses, fraud, nepotism and cronyism”; and 17% identified

“political deceit, dishonesty and lack of transparency or accountability” as the main

problem (Brown et al., 2020, addendum). In total, 62% agreed that in the past 12months,

they had “personally witnessed, or suspected, a government official or politician using their

position to benefit themselves or their family”.
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The police gratuities literature includes instructive research on the incidence and effects of

gifts and benefits. Police receipt of gratuities can become highly routinised and pervasive, with

officers aggressively pursuing benefits (Knapp, 1972; Wood, 1997). In a case study report

subtitled “The Real Cost of Police Gratuities”, Ruiz and Bono (2004) analysed the dollar value

and frequency of free and discounted food and goods given to police in one section of New

Orleans in one year. The total, in an environment where police accessed a wide range of

gratuities, equalled one-third of an officer’s salary. The authors concluded that, “viewed in this

light, it is difficult to understand how the acceptance of gratuities by police can be classed as

a minor and inconsequential infraction of rules best left unenforced or ignored” (p. 52). Another

US study showed that a visible police presence was distorted in favour of locations that

provided gratuities (DeLeon-Granados and Wells, 1998).

Perspectives

Surveys that include grey corruption topics have shown mixed results but tending towards

strong opposition. A survey of state senators in the USA in the 1970s found a mixture of

views, but some decisively opposed to grey corruption (Peters and Welch, 1978). For

example, 91.9% considered a politician voting in support of a large campaign donor as

“corrupt”, as did 95.2% in relation to a public official paying for personal travel with taxpayer

money. These scores were only marginally below that of 95.9% for a scenario involving

black corruption: a case of “the driveway of the mayor’s home being paved by the city

crew”. At the same time, however, only 31.6% thought it was corrupt for a politician to use

their influence to obtain a weapons contract for a company in their electorate (p. 981).

Disparate results were also found in a focus group study amongst public officials in

Hungary, with the following levels of agreement about what behaviours should be

considered “corrupt” related to grey scenarios (United Nations, 2000, p. 51):

� 100%: “Public official is acting for gratuity money”;

� 93%: “Using personal networks in securing supplied contracts”;

� 80%: “Official favours relatives”; and

� 48%: “Official accepts gifts”.

A series of public opinion polls in South Korea showed high levels of “tolerance of grey

corruption”. Ko et al. (2012) reported responses to scenarios across a scale from 1

equalling “no corruption” to 5 equalling “serious corruption”. Selected examples, averaged

over four surveys, were as follows (pp. 14-15):

� 2.43/5 “A public official receives gifts worth 100 dollars from his/her subcontractor”.

� 1.91/5: “A local assemblyman gives his son a job at City Hall”.

� 1.97/5: “A local assemblyman gives a job at City Hall to his/her supporter”.

The survey identified less tolerant attitudes by public officials. The differences were in part

attributed to internal government drives on ethical standards vis-a-vis strong community

traditions of gift giving and personal connections in employment.

In contract, a public opinion survey in Nepal found high levels of opposition to a wide range

of grey corruption scenarios. Sample responses on a scale of 1-5, with 5 as “very

unacceptable”, were as follows (Truex, 2010, p. 1136):

� 4.38/5: “A politician gives a job to a family member even though other applicants are

more qualified”.

� 4.44/5: “A government employee gives a job to a family member even though other

applicants are more qualified”.
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� 4.28/5: “A construction contractor gives a government employee a large gift in hopes of

receiving a government construction contract”.

� 4.35/5: “A police officer does not give a taxi-driver a traffic ticket because he is a

friend”.

These results were similar to those for scenarios involving “grand” corruption, such as a

score of 4.48 for a situation in which “a businessman offers a senior customs official a large

amount of money to import goods without paying taxes”. Similarly, a public opinion survey

in Senegal found high levels of support for the view that two types of behaviours by public

officials, which could be categorised as grey corruption, were “wrong and punishable”

(Konold, 2007, p. 10):

1. 85.0%: “to give a job to a family member”; and

2. 73.1%: “to locate a development project in home region”.

These responses contrasted only moderately with opposition to a grand corruption

scenario: 90.5% thought it was “wrong and punishable” for “a government official to

demand payment for a service that is part of his job”.

The Eurobarometer includes periodic questions about corruption, including a question on

tolerance to corruption. In the 2013 survey, in what could be considered a black category,

84% of respondents stated it was “never acceptable” to “give money [. . .] to get something

from the public administration”. In two grey categories, for the same scenario, 80% agreed

it was never acceptable to “give a gift” and 73% to “do a favour” (Eurobarometer, 2013,

Tables QB4.1-3; see also Eurobarometer, 2017, Tables QB4.1–3).

The 2018 Transparency International Corruption Perceptions Survey for Australia asked

about how acceptable a set of grey-related behaviours was to respondents. The rates for

“unacceptable” were as follows (Brown, et al., 2020, addendum):

� 82%: “a citizen using their personal or political connections to get better service from a

government department”;

� 88%: “a politician or councilor giving special help to someone who donated money to

their election campaign”; and

� 82%: “a public servant helping a friend or family to get a job in their department, without

it being advertised”.

The police gratuities literature also provides insights into public reasoning about grey

corruption issues. Surveys from three countries show consistent support for police only

accepting gifts of a nominal value on an incidental basis. Majorities in the order 56%-76%

were opposed to gifts which are routine, of more than very low value, and that occur in a

commercial setting – such as cafes – or gratuities that could be seen to influence police

impartiality in any way (CMC, 2011, p. 30; IBAC, 2018, p. 8; IPCC, 2012, pp. 15-17; Jones,

1997; Prenzler and Mackay, 1995; Sigler and Dees, 1988). Typical reasons for opposing

gratuities include the view that they create an expectation of a return favour, such as

leniency in law enforcement and that providers receive better policing services.

4. Explanations

Greed and political influence are recurring themes in the study of motivations in grey

corruption cases, as with grand corruption, with participation subject to rational perceptions

about the risks of exposure and punishment vs the expected benefits (Truex, 2010). Barret

and Zirker (2017) analysis of lies and secret commissions in New Zealand politics found that

the cases “point to a deeply concerning tendency within government to achieve economic

ends without regard for prevailing cultural norms, for due process, or even for basic ethical
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standards” (p. 15). Public opinion also points to under-enforcement of both grand and grey

corruption as a common theme. For example, a survey by the Victorian Independent Broad-

based Anti-corruption Commission (IBAC) in Australia found that approximately 62% of

respondents believed that “corruption happens in Victoria” and 42% believed “corruption is a

problem in Victoria” (IBAC, 2018, p. 5). However, on the topic of enforcement, only 25%

agreed with the statement “If I reported corruption, meaningful action would be taken” (p. 12).

The appropriateness of an opportunity-based rational choice perspective is also supported

by studies showing how privacy and secrecy in government protect offenders and reduce

the capacity of citizens to act against corruption (Djankov et al., 2010; Stephensen, 2015).

Rational choice theory in criminology is focussed on would-be offenders’ calculations about

rewards and risks and is supported by interviews with offenders and successful intervention

studies in which the risks of detection are increased (Clarke, 1997). Vague rules reinforce

perceived and real impunity. The UK parliamentary expenses scandal is a case study in

point. The inquiry found that (Legg, 2010, p. 5):

The (Additional Costs Allowance) system was deeply flawed. In particular, the rules were vague,

and MPs were themselves self-certifying as to the propriety of their use of the allowance. Taken

with the prevailing lack of transparency and the “culture of deference”, this meant that the Fees

Office’s decisions lacked legitimacy.

Even where rules appear to be clear, as is sometimes the case with police gratuities,

research shows that perceived non-enforcement emboldens offenders and facilitates

widespread practice. For example, an official UK investigation into inappropriate

relationships between police and members of the media – associated with the News of the

World phone hacking scandal – found that there was little-to-no enforcement of rules around

hospitality and gifts (HMIC, 2011). Other studies have identified major gaps in integrity

systems which facilitate grand and grey corruption. For example, surveys of public sector

personnel for the Victorian IBAC identified gaps in communication about standards,

monitoring, compulsory reporting of misconduct and complaint investigation and resolution

procedures (IBAC, 2014, 2015).

5. Prevention

Corruption prevention generally appears as an under-developed science, with very few

success stories and even fewer scientifically grounded studies involving pre- and post-

intervention measures and comparison sites (Heywood, 2018; Jackson and Salgado

Moreno, 2016). The situation appears even more impoverished in relation to grey

corruption. However, despite this bleak scenario, there is a range of source material about

what appears to work or might work which should be considered in any efforts to address

the problem.

One common approach to understanding corruption prevention is to compare the

characteristics of countries with high integrity scores against those with low scores. There is

a large literature in this area showing associations between lower levels of perceived

corruption and the quality of democracy (Stephenson, 2015). In some cases, the measures

of democracy include grey corruption-related areas such as efficiency and fairness in

public administration, equality of access to government and transparency (Melgar et al.,

2010; Paulus and Kristoufek, 2015; Truex, 2010). Nonetheless, top-scoring countries in

integrity ratings – including Denmark, New Zealand, Finland, Singapore, Sweden and

Switzerland – have all seen corruption scandals and controversies, some of which involved

grey corruption issues in the public sector. These include misleading government

communication, facilitation payments for trade deals, negligent regulation allowing money

laundering and secrecy in campaign finance (Barret and Zirker, 2017; European

Commission, 2014; Transparency International, 2019; Webb, 2016). There is no simple

direct relationship between “democracy” and “integrity”, and different forms and stages of
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democracy appear to reduce or generate different types of corruption (Cain, 2014). For

example, new democracies can experience increased corruption resulting from party

political competition, while “partial democracies” typically suffer from inadequate

accountability mechanisms (Stephensen, 2015, p. 101, 107).

The literature is also giving increasing attention to the value of a situational crime prevention

framework – as the best supported approach to crime prevention – for implementing

successful corruption prevention based on opportunity reduction (Prenzler, et al., 2018;

Tunley, et al., 2018). The process aspect of situational prevention involves diagnosing the

nature and extent of the problem and designing, testing and modifying interventions

(Clarke, 1997, p. 15). The matrix of 25 techniques provides possible interventions, grouped

under five strategic categories: “increase the effort”, “increase the risks”, “reduce the

rewards”, “reduce provocations” and “remove excuses”.

Examples of situational techniques related to corruption include “rule setting”, “posting

instructions” and “alerting conscience” (for example, by clarifying and communicating laws

and penalties), “reducing rewards” (for example, through recovery of misappropriated

funds) and “assisting compliance” (for example, with forms and advice that reduce

frustration and temptations to cheat) (Graycar and Prenzler, 2013, chapter 5; Tunley et al.,

2018). “Extending guardianship” and “strengthening formal surveillance” have also been

applied to corruption control through the work of independent anticorruption commissions.

These agencies have not been present in some jurisdictions with high integrity ratings, and

they appear to be unsuccessful in many contexts, but they have been shown to be crucial

to reducing corruption indicators and shutting down corrupt activities in a range of

locations, including Australia, Hong Kong, New York and Singapore (Gill Hearn, 2011;

Graycar and Prenzler, 2013; OSCE, 2015; Quah, 2010; Scott, 2011; Yu, 2015; see also

Z�uñiga and Heywood, 2015 on the work of the Transparency Unit in La Paz). Some

specialist police integrity commissions have been particularly effective in contributing to

reductions in a wide range of grey conduct problems, including excessive force (as

opposed to “assaults”), discourtesy and discrimination (Porter, 2016). However, most

anticorruption agencies are limited to “serious” and/or “criminal” corruption matters so that

addressing grey corruption will require a deeper, more “vertical”, jurisdiction (Graycar and

Prenzler, 2013).

“Rule setting” has emerged as an essential first step to combat grey corruption to ensure

enforcement efforts are adequately focussed and not undermined by legal uncertainties. A

more encompassing definition of corruption put forward by the Australia Institute describes

corruption as “any conduct of any person that adversely affects or could adversely affect,

directly or indirectly, the honest or impartial exercise of public administration” (Aulby, 2018,

p. 5). Articulation of such principles in laws and rules should be straightforward and

uncontroversial in many cases. Others involve inevitable dilemmas about free speech and

political activity. For example, it would appear to be easy to set legislation requiring all non-

elected public sector positions, beyond temporary appointments of a few months, be

advertised as part of a competitive selection process, with job-specific criteria, to ensure

appointment by merit. The law would need to include all political advisory positions and

judicial and ambassadorial appointments. Control of undue influence, on the other hand,

can come up against principles of free participation in politics. Nonetheless, some

jurisdictions have achieved reasonable compromises, including, for example, real time

disclosures of political donations on publicly accessible websites and bans on donations

from high-risk actors such as property developers and foreign sources (International IDEA,

2012; Wood and Griffiths, 2018). Disclosures of assets, investments and income guard

against inappropriate influence, in part by forcing officials to recuse themselves from

decisions involving conflicts of interest. As a case study in point, Djankov et al. (2010)

analysed political disclosure rules in 175 countries and found that locations with strong

public disclosure rules had higher ratings on quality of government and reduced corruption.
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This an area where controls need to be matched to risk. For example, a ban on all corporate

donations might be necessary where undue corporate influence has been a significant

problem (International IDEA, 2012). Innovations have also included publicly accessible

registers of meetings between lobbyists, politicians and public servants (Wood and

Griffiths, 2018). Pork barrelling can be addressed, at least in part, by a requirement that

government spending and party election promises are subject to publicly reported

independent cost-benefit assessments (Terrill, et al., 2016).

Gifts and benefits policies provide another simple area of “rule setting”, including in the

high-risk area of procurement, and there are numerous model code of conduct positions

available. These generally recognise that complete prohibition can create difficulties for

public officials in some situations. For example, The UK Association of Chief Police Officers

Guidelines on Gifts, Gratuities and Hospitality restricts allowable gratuities to occasional

minor benefits, especially in situations where refusal could cause offence, but there is an

explicit prohibition on “regular free or discounted food or refreshments” (ACPO, 2012, p. 6).

Meals from companies tendering for business are excluded, and most gifts must be

registered. This approach has been described as “near-zero” (Prenzler et al., 2013, p. 295).

It permits very minor gifts in social situations where public officials would be expected to

accept some hospitality or a token gift but without creating a conflict of interest or

appearance of exploiting authority. However, while examples of such policy solutions are

available, the present research was only able to identify failed attempts at enforcement

owing to management disengagement (HMIC, 2011; Lamboo, et al., 2008; Prenzler, et al.,

2013).

Independent auditing of government financial transactions can also guard against grand

and grey corruption. For example, a study by Avis et al. (2016) of anti-corruption reforms in

Brazil found that municipalities audited by a new office of comptroller-general had an

estimated 6% lower rate of financial irregularities compared to those not audited. In another

Brazilian case study, Ferraz and Finan (2008) showed that disclosures of financial

irregularities by independent auditors reduced the re-election chances of incumbent

politicians by 17% in affected electorates, suggesting that better financial accounting

influenced voters’ choices against corruption. In the UK, the Independent Parliamentary

Standards Authority, established in 2009 in response to the expenses scandal (above),

appears to serve as a case study showing at least partial success in clarifying permissible

expenditures, improving transparency and curbing abuses (Conde et al., 2016, p. 127ff).

Enforcement mechanisms include denial of payments, recoveries and fines for non-criminal

non-compliance cases.

Discussion and conclusion

This paper examined a range of evidence related to five questions regarding grey

corruption in the public sector. The findings can be summarised as follows. The term “grey

corruption” appears to have utility in political discourse in describing areas of

minor corruption and/or unethical but legally ambiguous practice – such as gift giving,

favouritism and undue influence, conflicts of interest, excessive expenditures and deceit in

political discourse. Available studies indicate extensive diverse forms of practice globally.

The available research also shows that public opinion is generally against grey corruption

practices on grounds of unfairness and breach of trust – challenging the view that grey

corruption is widely tolerated. Grey corruption undermines democracy and the effective

management of public resources in the public interest, but it occurs largely as a result of

opportunities related to inadequate definitions of offences and/or inadequate detection of

breaches and enforcement of rules.

The grey corruption literature includes a number of promising strategies for reducing the

problem, related closely to techniques of situational crime prevention, including through the

guardianship role of independent agencies. Preventive strategies which are likely to be
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effective when managed properly include clarification of prohibited behaviours through

improved rule setting, improved communication of rules, greater transparency and auditing of

expenditures, independent cost-benefit assessments of public expenditures, higher thresholds

for decision-makers to recuse themselves when facing conflicts of interests; problem solving

diagnostics and greater enforcement through mechanisms such as denial of benefits or claims,

recoveries of inappropriate payments and the imposition of penalties such as fines.

Overall, this research showed that much more needs to be done to identify effective

mechanisms to combat grey corruption in different settings. Here, it would be good to see

innovations managed as scientific experiments, with control groups and multiple pre- and

post-intervention measures to build a larger scientific literature about “what works” in grey

corruption prevention.

References

ACPO (2012), ACPO Guidelines on Gifts, Gratuities and Hospitality, Association of Chief Police Officers,

London.

Aulby, H. (2018),Different Breeds ofWatchdog, The Australia Institute, Canberra.

Avis, E., Ferraz, C. and Finan, F. (2016), Do Government Audits Reduce Corruption?, National Bureau of

Economic Research, Cambridge,MA.

Barret, P. and Zirker, D. (2017), “Re-defining corruption in a New Zealand context”, Paper presented at

the 3rd International Conference on Public Policy, 28-30 June, available at: www.ippapublicpolicy.org/

file/paper/593b349a7c8ab.pdf (accessed 11 September 2019).

Beetham, D. (2015), “Moving beyond a narrow definition of corruption”, inWhyte, D. (Ed.),HowCorrupt is

Britain?, Pluto Press, London, pp. 41-46.

Brown, A.J., Graycar, A., Kelly, K., Coghill, K., Prenzler, T. and Ransley, J. (2020), Strengthening

Australia’s National Integrity System: Priorities for Reform, Griffith University, Brisbane.

Burke, J. (2011), “Corruption in India”, available at: www.theguardian.com/world/2011/aug/19/

corruption-india-anna-hazare (accessed 11 September 2019).

Cain, B. (2014),DemocracyMore or Less, CambridgeUniversity Press, Cambridge.

Clarke, R. (Ed.) (1997), Situational Crime Prevention: Successful Case Studies, Harrow & Heston,

Guilderland, New York, NY.

CMC (2011),Operation Tesco, Crime andMisconduct Commission, Brisbane.

Conde, J., Tune, D., Jenkins, H., Nelson, B. and Bardo Nicholls, L. (2016), An Independent Parliamentary

Entitlements System: Review, Commonwealth of Australia, Canberra.

DeLeon-Granados, W. andWells, W. (1998), “Do you want extra police coverage with those fries?”,Police

Quarterly, Vol. 1 No. 2, pp. 71-85.

Djankov, S., La Porta, R., Lopez-de-Silanes, F. and Shleifer, A. (2010), “Disclosure by politicians”,

American Economic Journal: Applied Economics, Vol. 2 No. 2, pp. 179-209.

Eurobarometer (2013), “Special Eurobarometer 397: corruption”, available at: http://data.europa.eu/euodp/en/

data/dataset/S1076_79_1_397/resource/28018283-b968-4891-81e7-f6b8b700a6aa (accessed 3 February

2020).

Eurobarometer (2017), “Special Eurobarometer 470: corruption”, available at: http://data.europa.eu/

euodp/en/data/dataset/S2176_88_2_470_ENG (accessed 3 February 2020).

European Commission (2014), Annex Sweden to the EU Anti-corruption Report, Author, European

Commission, Brussels.

Ferraz, C. and Finan, F. (2008), “Exposing corrupt politicians. The effects of brazil’s publicly released

audits on electoral outcomes”,Quarterly Journal of Economics, Vol. 123No. 2, pp. 703-745.

G20 (2018), “G20 leaders’ declaration: building consensus for fair and sustainable development”,

available at: www.g20.utoronto.ca/2018/buenos_aires_leaders_declaration.pdf (accessed 14 December

2019).

j JOURNAL OF CRIMINOLOGICAL RESEARCH, POLICY AND PRACTICE j

http://www.ippapublicpolicy.org/file/paper/593b349a7c8ab.pdf
http://www.ippapublicpolicy.org/file/paper/593b349a7c8ab.pdf
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2011/aug/19/corruption-india-anna-hazare
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2011/aug/19/corruption-india-anna-hazare
http://data.europa.eu/euodp/en/data/dataset/S1076_79_1_397/resource/28018283-b968-4891-81e7-f6b8b700a6aa
http://data.europa.eu/euodp/en/data/dataset/S1076_79_1_397/resource/28018283-b968-4891-81e7-f6b8b700a6aa
http://data.europa.eu/euodp/en/data/dataset/S2176_88_2_470_ENG
http://data.europa.eu/euodp/en/data/dataset/S2176_88_2_470_ENG
http://www.g20.utoronto.ca/2018/buenos_aires_leaders_declaration.pdf


Gardiner, J. (1970), “Defining corruption”, in Heidenheimer, A. and Johnston, M. (Eds), Political

Corruption: Concepts and Contexts, Holt, Rinehart &Winston, New York, NY, pp. 25-40.

Gerstein, J. (2017), “DOJ releases overruled memos finding it illegal for presidents to appoint relatives”,

available at: www.politico.com/story/2017/10/03/justice-department-legal-memos-presidents-appoint-

relatives-243395 (accessed 11 June 2019).

Gill Hearn, R. (2011), “The role of education in changing corrupt practices”, in Graycar, A. and Smith, R.

(Eds), Handbook of Global Research and Practice in Corruption, Edward Elgar, Cheltenham,

pp. 463-481.

Graycar, A. and Prenzler, T. (2013), Understanding and Preventing Corruption, Palgrave-Macmillan,

Houndmills.

Heidenheimer, A. (1970), “Perspectives on the perception of corruption”, in Heidenheimer, A. and

Johnston, M. (Eds), Political Corruption: Readings in Comparative Analysis, Holt, Rinehart & Winston,

New York, NY, pp. 141-154.

Heidenheimer, A. (2004), “Disjunctions between corruption and democracy?”, Crime, Law & Social

Change, Vol. 42 No. 1, pp. 99-109.

Heywood, P. (2018), “Combating corruption in the Twenty-First century”, Daedalus, Vol. 147 No. 3,

pp. 83-97.

HMIC (2011), Without Fear or Favour: A Review of Police Relationships, Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of

Constabulary, London.

IBAC (2014), A Review of Integrity Frameworks in Victorian Public Sector Agencies, Independent Broad-

basedAnti-corruptionCommission,Melbourne.

IBAC (2015), A Review of Integrity Frameworks in Six Victorian Councils, Independent Broad-based Anti-

corruption Commission, Melbourne.

IBAC (2018),Perceptions of Corruption, Independent Broad-basedAnti-corruptionCommission,Melbourne.

International IDEA (2012), Political Finance Regulations around the World, International Institute for

Democracy andElectoral Assistance, Stockholm.

IPCC (2012), Corruption in the Police Service in England and Wales: Second Report, Independent Police

Complaints Commission, London.

Jackson, D. and Salgado Moreno, D. (2016), What Works to Curb Political Corruption?, Transparency

International, Berlin.

Jones, M. (1997), “Police officer gratuities and public opinion”, Police Forum,October, pp. 8-11.

Kaufmann, D. and Vicente, P. (2011), “Legal corruption”,Economics& Politics, Vol. 23No. 2, pp. 195-219.

Knapp, W. (1972), “Report of a commission to investigate allegations of police corruption and the city’s

anti-corruption procedures”, City of New York, NY.

Ko, K. Yeon Cho, S. and Lee, J. (2012), “The trend of tolerance of gray corruption and its determinants:

citizens’ perception in Korea”, available at: https://ipmn.net/wp2/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/IPMN-

2012_MCapeTownS_KO_et_al_.pdf (accessed 11 June 2019).

Konold, C. (2007), Perceived Corruption, Public Opinion, and Social Influence in Senegal, The Institute

for Democracy in South Africa, Cape Town.

Kratcoski, P. (2018), “Introduction: an overview of major types of fraud and corruption”, in Edelbacher, M.

andKratcoski, P. (Eds), The Prevention of Fraud andCorruption, Springer, New York, NY, pp. 3-19.

Lamboo, T., Lasthuizen, K. and Huberts, L. (2008), “How to encourage ethical behavior: the Impact of

police leadership on police officers taking gratuities”, in Huberts, L., Maesschalck, J. and Jurkiewicz, C.

(Eds),Ethics & Integrity in Governance, Edward Elgar, Cheltenham, pp. 159-177.

Legg, T. (2010),ACAReview, Parliament of the United Kingdom, London.

Leonhardt, D. Prasad Philbrick, I. and Thompson, S. (2017), “Trump’s lies vs Obama’s”, available at:

www.nytimes.com/interactive/2017/12/14/opinion/sunday/trump-lies-obama-who-is-worse.html?search

ResultPosition=3 (accessed 21May 2020).

Matthewson, P. (2015), “It wasn’t meant to end this way”, available at: https://thenewdaily.com.au/news/

national/2015/10/20/joe-hockey-leaves-parliament/ (accessed 3 February 2020).

j JOURNAL OF CRIMINOLOGICAL RESEARCH, POLICY AND PRACTICE j

http://www.politico.com/story/2017/10/03/justice-department-legal-memos-presidents-appoint-relatives-243395
http://www.politico.com/story/2017/10/03/justice-department-legal-memos-presidents-appoint-relatives-243395
https://ipmn.net/wp2/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/IPMN-2012_M Cape Town S_KO_et_al_.pdf
https://ipmn.net/wp2/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/IPMN-2012_M Cape Town S_KO_et_al_.pdf
http://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2017/12/14/opinion/sunday/trump-lies-obama-who-is-worse.html?searchResultPosition=3
http://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2017/12/14/opinion/sunday/trump-lies-obama-who-is-worse.html?searchResultPosition=3
https://thenewdaily.com.au/news/national/2015/10/20/joe-hockey-leaves-parliament/
https://thenewdaily.com.au/news/national/2015/10/20/joe-hockey-leaves-parliament/


Melgar, N., Rossi, M. and Smith, T. (2010), “The perception of corruption”, International Journal of Public

Opinion Research, Vol. 22 No. 1, pp. 120-131.

Milbank, D. (2018), “Trump isn’t hiring enough friends and family”, available at: www.washingtonpost.

com/opinions/trump-isnt-hiring-enough-friends-and-family/2018/02/27/94b27788-1bfe-11e8-ae5a-16e60e4

605f3_story.html?utm_term=.a022830ed92c (accessed 11 June 2019).

Moreira, P. (2019), “How corruption weakens democracy”, available at: www.transparency.org/news/

feature/cpi_2018_global_analysis (accessed 23May 2019).

Murphy, K. (2020), “Bridget McKenzie resigns following sports RORTS affair”, available at: www.theguardian.

com/australia-news/2020/feb/02/bridget-mckenzie-resigns-following-sports-rort-affair (accessed 3 February

2020).

OSCE (2015), Best Practices in Combating Corruption, Organisation for Security and Co-operation in

Europe, Vienna.

Paulus, M. and Kristoufek, L. (2015), “Worldwide clustering of the corruption perception”, Physica A:

Statistical Mechanics and Its Applications, Vol. 428, pp. 351-358.

Peters, J. and Welch, S. (1978), “Political corruption in America: a search for definitions and a theory”,

American Political ScienceReview, Vol. 72 No. 3, pp. 974-984.

Porter, L. (2016), “Police professional standards units and external oversight agencies”, in

Prenzler, T. and den Heyer, G. (Eds), Civilian Oversight of Police, CRC Press, Boca Raton,

pp. 229-249.

Prenzler, T. and Mackay, P. (1995), “Police gratuities: what the public think”, Criminal Justice Ethics,

Vol. 14 No. 1, pp. 15-25.

Prenzler, T., Beckley, A. and Bronitt, S. (2013), “Police gifts and benefits scandals”, International Journal

of Police Science &Management, Vol. 15 No. 4, pp. 294-304.

Prenzler, T., Horne, B. and McKean, A. (2018), “Identifying and preventing gray corruption in Australian

politics”, in Edelbacher, M. and Kratcoski, P. (Eds), The Prevention of Fraud and Corruption, Springer,

New York, NY, pp. 61-81.

Quah, J. (2010), “Defying institutional failure: learning from the experiences of anti-corruption agencies in

four Asian countries”,Crime, Law and Social Change, Vol. 53 No. 1, pp. 23-54.

Ruiz, J. and Bono, C. (2004), “At what price a ‘freebie’? the real cost of police gratuities”, Criminal Justice

Ethics, Vol. 23 No. 1, pp. 44-54.

Scott, I. (2011), “The Hong Kong ICAC’s approach to corruption control”, in Graycar, A. and Smith, R.

(Eds), Handbook of Global Research and Practice in Corruption, Edward Elgar, Cheltenham,

pp. 401-415.

Sigler, R. and Dees, T. (1988), “Public perception of petty corruption in law enforcement”, Journal of

Police Science andAdministration, Vol. 16 No. 1, pp. 14-20.

Stephensen, M. (2015), “Corruption and democratic institutions”, in Rose-Ackerman, S. and Lagunes, P.

(Eds),Greed, Corruption, and theModern State, Edward Elgar, Cheltenham, pp. 92-133.

Terrill, M., Emslie, O. and Coates, B. (2016), Roads to Riches: Better Transport Investment, Grattan

Institute, Melbourne.

Thompson, D. (2018), “Theories of institutional corruption”, Annual Review of Political Science, Vol. 21

No. 1, pp. 495-513.

Transparency International (2019), “Trouble at the top”, available at: www.transparency.org/news/feature/

trouble_at_the_top_why_high_scoring_countries_arent_corruption_free (accessed 11 September 2019).

Transparency International (2020a), “Corruption perceptions index 2019: the full data set”, available at:

www.transparency.org/cpi2019?/news/feature/cpi-2019 (accessed 3 February 2020).

Transparency International (2020b), “Corruptionary A-Z”, available at: www.transparency.org/en/

corruptionary (accessed 20May 2020).

Truex, R. (2010), “Corruption, attitudes and education: survey evidence from Nepal”, World

Development, Vol. 39 No. 7, pp. 1133-1142.

Tunley, M., Button, M., Shepherd, D. and Blackbourn, D. (2018), “Preventing occupational corruption”,

Security Journal, Vol. 31No. 1, pp. 21-52.

j JOURNAL OF CRIMINOLOGICAL RESEARCH, POLICY AND PRACTICE j

http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/trump-isnt-hiring-enough-friends-and-family/2018/02/27/94b27788-1bfe-11e8-ae5a-16e60e4605f3_story.html?utm_term=.a022830ed92c
http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/trump-isnt-hiring-enough-friends-and-family/2018/02/27/94b27788-1bfe-11e8-ae5a-16e60e4605f3_story.html?utm_term=.a022830ed92c
http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/trump-isnt-hiring-enough-friends-and-family/2018/02/27/94b27788-1bfe-11e8-ae5a-16e60e4605f3_story.html?utm_term=.a022830ed92c
http://www.transparency.org/news/feature/cpi_2018_global_analysis
http://www.transparency.org/news/feature/cpi_2018_global_analysis
http://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2020/feb/02/bridget-mckenzie-resigns-following-sports-rort-affair
http://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2020/feb/02/bridget-mckenzie-resigns-following-sports-rort-affair
http://www.transparency.org/news/feature/trouble_at_the_top_why_high_scoring_countries_arent_corruption_free
http://www.transparency.org/news/feature/trouble_at_the_top_why_high_scoring_countries_arent_corruption_free
http://www.transparency.org/cpi2019?/news/feature/cpi-2019
http://www.transparency.org/en/corruptionary
http://www.transparency.org/en/corruptionary


United Nations (2000), Joint Project against Corruption in the Republic of Hungary: Preliminary

Assessment and Feedback on the Corruption Pilot Study, Office for Drug Control and Crime Prevention,

New York, NY.

United Nations (2018), “The costs of corruption”, available at: https://news.un.org/en/story/2018/12/

1027971 (accessed 23May 2019).

Warren, M. (2015), “The meaning of corruption in democracies”, in Heywood, P. (Ed.), Routledge

Handbook of Political Corruption, Routledge, Abingdon, pp. pp. 42-55.

Webb, J. (2016), “Singapore is the least corrupt country in asia, but standards drop when it trades

abroad”, available at: www.forbes.com/sites/jwebb/2016/01/28/singapore-is-the-least-corrupt-country-

in-asia-but-standards-drop-when-its-businesses-trade-abroad/#2d9654ae1e68 (accessed 30 January

2020).

Wood, D. and Griffiths, D. (2018), Who’s in the Room? Access and Influence in Australian Politics, The

Grattan Institute, Melbourne.

Wood, J. (1997), Royal Commission into the New South Wales Police Service: Final Report, Government

of the State of NSW, Sydney.

Yu, W. (2015), “Anti-corruption strategies in Singapore”, in Zhang, Y. and Lavena, C. (Eds),Government

anti-Corruption Strategies, CRCPress, Boca Raton, pp. 123-138.
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