AFRO

BAROMETER

Working Paper No. 81

CORRUPTION AND
INSTITUTIONAL TRUST IN
AFRICA: IMPLICATIONS FOR
DEMOCRATIC DEVELOPMENT

by Daniel Armah-Attoh, E Gyimah-
Boadi and Annie Barbara Chikwanha

A comparative series of national public
attitude surveys on democracy, markets
and civil society in Africa.

v vV VvV VvV VYV VYN

The Institute for Democm%in South Africa (IDASA) Ghana Centre for Democratic Development (CDD-Ghana) Michigan State University (MSU)
6 Spin Street, Church Square 14 West Airport Residential Area Department of Political Science
Cape Town 8001, South Africa P0. Box 404, Legon-Actra, Ghana Fast Lansinng, Michigan 48824
27 71 461 2559 » fax: 27 21 461 2589 23321 776 142 # fax: 233 21763 028 517 353 3377 # fux: 517 432 1091
Mattes (bob@idasact.org.za) Gyimah-Boadi {cdd@ghana.com) Bratton (mbratton@msu.edu)
afrobarometer.org

s Copyright Afrobarometer



AFROBAROMETER WORKING PAPERS

Working Paper No. 81

CORRUPTION AND
INSTITUTIONAL TRUST IN
AFRICA: IMPLICATIONS
FOR DEMOCRATIC
DEVELOPMENT

by Daniel Armah-Attoh, E Gyimah-
Boadi and Annie Barbara Chikwanha

December 2007

Daniel Armah-Attoh is Research Programme OfficghatCentre for Democratic Development
(CDD, Ghana).

E Gyimah-Boadi is Associate Professor of Politi8elence at the University of Legon, Executive
Director of the Ghana Center for Democratic Devalept (CDD-Ghana), and co-director of the
Afrobarometer

Annie Barbara Chikwanha is a Senior Researchéreanstitute for Security Studies, Nairobi office.

@ Copyright Afrobarometer



AFROBAROMETER WORKING PAPERS

Editors: Michael Bratton, E. Gyimah-Boadi, and BadtMattes

Managing Editor: Carolyn Logan

Afrobarometer publications report the resultsational sample surveys on the
attitudes of citizens in selected African countt@sards democracy, markets, civil society, anaéoth
aspects of development. The Afrobarometer is lalootative enterprise of Michigan State
University (MSU), the Institute for Democracy in#b Africa (IDASA), and the Centre for
Democratic Development (CDD, Ghana). Afrobaromptgsers are simultaneously co-published by
these partner institutions and the Globalbarometer.

Working Papers and Briefings Papers can be daued in Adobe Acrobat format
from www.afrobarometer.org

Printed copies of Working Papers are availabiéi®.00 each plus applicable tax,
shipping and handling charges. Orders may betduldo:

IDASA POS

6 Spin Street, Church Square

Cape Town 8001 SOUTH AFRICA

(phone: 27 21 461 5229, fax: 27 21 461 2589, e:msibanyoni@idasa.org.za)

An invoice will be sent

MICHIGAN STATE

co-published with:

. Copyright Afrobarometer i



Corruption And Institutional Trust In Africa: Imgiations For Democratic Development
Abstract

This paper addresses the corruption-trust nexusswuitvey data and statistical methods. Data are
drawn from the Afrobarometer, a comparative sasfagational public attitude surveys on democracy,
markets and civil society in selected African coigst This paper confirms that corruption is a majo
perhapghe major, obstacle to building popular trust in stasgitutions and electoral processes in
Africa. The paper also shows that Africans cleaglyard all forms of corruption as wrong and that
low institutional trust inhibits the developmentrofss attitudes supportive of democracy. Indeed,
the connection between corruption and distrust istong that, as well as running “forwards” (from
corruption to trust), it may also run “backwardby fvhich low trust in state institutions raises
popular suspicions that public officials are cotjuprhis paper not only confirms the first hypattse
but also tests the latter.
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Introduction

Interest in governmental probity and accountabitias surged in African countries as in the rest of
the world. Reflecting growing popular awareness aew opportunities to speak openly, corruption

and abuse of office have attracted banner headlimeswspapers in African countries such as Kenya,
South Africa, Ghana and Nigeria. Corruption hae @lscome a central issue in election campaigns in
Africa’s new democracies.

Indeed, a broad consensus has emerged among deynaufaolars and advocacy groups that
“corruption is corruption” no matter the form itkes. Political (or official) corruption, involving
abuse of public office for private ends, has beescdbed as democracy’s hidden diséagemong
other key negative impacts, corruption is presurttedorrode public trust in state institutions and
processes and undermine their effectiveAdst such views are based largely on expert assggsm
and anecdotal evidence. Can they withstand aragsite test of the presumed effects of corruption on
institutional trust and democratic development frica?

The Literature

Other analysts have examined this relationshipaious parts of the world. Based on evidence from
Italy, France and Germany, della Porta shows tbauption impedes government performance and
reduces citizens’ trust in government’s capabtiitaddress their demands (2000). Looking across 16
new advanced democracies in Western and Easteap&uiAnderson and Tverdova demonstrate that
citizens in corrupt countries express lower levelstrust in, and lower evaluations of, political
systems (2003). Seligson reports similar findifrgen four Latin American countries, showing that
ctizens’ corruption experiences reduce their behefegime legitimacy (2002). Finally, Chang and
Chu? confirm corruption’s corrosive effect on instititial trust even in East Asia, a region that has
sometimes been argued to display a political celfargiving of corruption (2006).

For this emerging empirical generalization to htidde universally, however, we need to know
whether corruption undermines institutional trusban Africa. In so doing, it would also be udefu
to know whether Africans make distinctions amongiows types of corruption — like nepotism,
extortion, and patronage — and whether they agacial moral equivalence to of these types, that is,
whether they regard each as right or wrong. Rin#llwould be important to assess and compare the
impact of corruption perceptions and institutiomaist on African citizens’ attitudes towards the
legitimacy of new democratic regimes.

To anticipate results, this paper confirms tharwgation is a major, perhaghe major, obstacle to
building popular trust in state institutions andatbral processes in Africa. The paper also shbaits
Africans clearly regard all forms of corruption &song and that low institutional trust inhibits the
development of mass attitudes supportive of densgcrdndeed, the connection between corruption
and distrust is so strong that, as well as runffiogvards” (from corruption to trust), it may alsan
“backwards” (by which low trust in state instituti® raises popular suspicions that public officeals
corrupt). This paper not only confirms the firgpbthesis, but also tests the latter. It shouldetioee

be read in conjunction with other recent analydehedsame data that make a case that corruptién an
trust are linked reciprocally in a vicious circleat is hard to escape (Uslaner 2007, Cho and Kirwin
2007).

The Afrobarometer

This paper addresses the corruption-trust nexus sutvey data and statistical methods. Data are
drawn from the Afrobarometer, a comparative sesfasational public attitude surveys on democracy,
markets and civil society in selected African coigst The Afrobarometer is a joint enterprise & th
Ghana Center for Democratic Development (CDD-Ghatt& Institute for Democracy in South
Africa (Idasa) and Michigan State University (MSWhe first round of surveys (denoted “circa

! See Marcin Walescki, Democracy at Large vol. 2,4@006 pp. 16-19;

2 See della Porta, Donatella (2000) “Corruption @nast: The Case of Mexico” "A Paper submitted tditRal Behavior,

February 2006; Social Capital, Beliefs in Governmemd Political Corruption.” In Disaffected Demacies: What's
Troubling the Trilateral Countries?, eds. SusanriPhad Robert Putnam. Princeton: Princeton Univer8iress; and
Seligson, Mitchell. (2002a) The Impact of Corruptian Regime Legitimacy: A Comparative Study of Fbatin American
Countries." Journal of Politics 64 (2): 408-33.

3 The summary of the literature in this paragrapdrisvn directly from Chang and Chu.
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2000") was conducted from July 1999 to Septemb@&12The second and third rounds (circa 2002
and 2005) took place between August 2002 to JubB2thd March 2005 to March 2006 respectively
(see Appendix, Table 1).

The first round of Afrobarometer survey covered ciintries. In the second round the coverage
increased to 16 countries; and the third round fdake in 18 countri€sThe sample was designed to
be nationally representative of the adult poputatio each country (i.e. those over 18 years old and
eligible to vote). Survey respondents are selegsiolg a multistage, stratified, clustered areagtes
that is randomized at every stage with probabititgportional to population sizeThe minimum
sample size in any country in any round is 1200¢ckvins sufficient to yield a confidence interval of
plus or minus 2.8 percent (approximately 3 percang) confidence level of 95 percent.

The Afrobarometer surveys instruments are producidlly in English, and then “indigenized” in
each country, after which they are translated théoprimary local languages of each country. Ticine
interviewers then interview respondents in facéate sessions in the language of the respondent’s
choice. Because a standard questionnaire is used idéntical or functionally equivalent items,
comparisons are possible, both over time and acasstries.

The Afrobarometer countries represent differentiarg of Africa and thus provide fairly good
geographical coverage. The selection of countrsesaigely based on their having undergone a
measure of political and economic reform, which ek possible to characterize them as among the
continent’s most open regimes. However, the inolugf countries with serious internal conflicts —
like Nigeria, Uganda, and Zimbabwe — helps to maleecountry sample somewhat representative of
the sub-continent. Nonetheless, considerable camtiost be exercised in projecting Afrobarometer
results to all “Africans.”

Structure of the paper

The paper has four parts. The first part focuseg\fsitan opinion on corruption and institutional
trust. It begins with a brief discussion of the agmaphics of the sample surveyed, followed by a
review of popular African understanding of corroptiin normative terms, trends in popular
perception of corruption, experience with corruptias well as popular trust in the Afrobarometer
countries, especially the 12 countries for whichetiseries data are availabl@he second part is
devoted to the impact of corruption on trust in dematic institutions and processes. It analyses the
effects of popular perceptions of corruption onstrun key democratic institutions (e.g. the
presidency, legislature, local government bodygctela authorities) and the credibility of election
processes. Part three attempts to draw implicattdnsorruption and trust on popular support for
democracy, as well as satisfaction and patiende @étmocracy, which are three main dimensions of
democratic development. The concluding sectioneigoted to the discussion of the findings and
general recommendations for addressing corruptidnfastering democratic consolidation in Africa.

4 Countries surveyed in the first round are Ghangefib, Mali, Uganda, Tanzania, South Africa, Baisa, Lesotho,
Zimbabwe, Zambia, Namibia and Malawi. In the secomuhd, Senegal, Cape Verde, Kenya and Mozambinjned the
first 12 countries. Two more countries: Madagascat Benin were added in the third round survey¢osixteen countries
in survey in the second round.

5 Generally, country samples are self-weighting. stme countries, however, statistical weights weved to adjust for
purposive over-sampling of minorities or to corrémt inadvertent deviations from the planned santhleng fieldwork.
Statistics reported in this paper are thereforedas weight sample to ensure that each countrgdras sample size.

5 Unless otherwise noted, “don’t know” responsesiactuded, even if they are not shown. Howevefpigecomputing
correlations and regression coefficients, all ddmibw and missing data are removed. Except whetednehe share of
missing data is small and does not significantlgrgfe the sample size or confidence interval. Atbgetages have been
rounded to whole numbers. This occasionally inice small anomalies in which the sum of total riggbresponses does
not equal 100 percent. An empty cell signifies th@articular question was not asked in a givamtry in a given year. In
many cases, we have combined response categooesximple, “satisfied” and “very satisfied” respea are added
together and reported as a single figure. Roundiag applied only after response categories wegeeggted. We use
Round 3 data to deepen our understanding of thdihangs.



AFRICAN OPINION ON CORRUPTION AND INSTITUTIONAL TRU ST

Demographics of the Sample

Reflecting population distributions in Africa, jugter a third of the respondents in the three swve
were resident in urban areas with the rest livimgural areas. The sample is equally split between
males and females and almost half reported beiagshef households across two time periods. In
terms of educational achievement, less than aififthe three surveys always reported that theg hav
no formal education. The proportions stating tihaythad primary or secondary (i.e. a little over a
third for each) also remained stable over time (Bege 1).

Table 1. Sample demographics

Circa 2000 Circa 2002 Circa 2005

Location Urban 41 36 35
Rural 57 64 65
Head of household No - 47 50
Yes - 45 50
Gender Male 49 50 50
Female 50 50 50
Education status ~ No formal/informal schooling 19 18 17
Some primary/primary completed 35 35 37
Some secondary/secondary completed 36 36 36
Post-sec., some Univ., Univ. completed & Post
ad 11 10 10
Employment status Yes (employed) 33 - -
No (unemployed) 32 - -
No (not looking) - 40 36
No (looking) - 25 32
Yes, part time (not looking) - 4 4
Yes, part time (looking) - 8 8
Yes, full time (not looking) - 13 14
Yes, full time (looking) - 10 7

Note: With the exception of circa 2000 where Ghana, Mali, TanzanthUganda did not ask questions on
employment status, all other proportions are for the 12Bdrometer countries included in the study.

By Round 3 (circa 2005) a total of 68 percent ckdmo be unemployed, with 32 percent of all
respondents reportedly searching for employmend #inthose currently employed, 15 percent are
seeking alternative employment.

The Perceived Immorality of Corruption

As stated earlier, political (or official) corrupti is the use of public office for private, sedatior
partisan benefit, as opposed to the public goodn3parency International (TI) defines corruption
operationally as the misuse of entrusted powerpfivate gain. It further differentiates between
corruption"according to rule"and corruptiorfagainst the rule.” For instance, payment of bribe for
something that a public official is required to by law (i.e. facilitation payments) constitutes a
violation “according to rule.” On the other handheve the bribe receiver is by law forbidden from
rendering the said service, that corruption is diesd as "against the rule.”

To understand the moral status of corruption asceioed by Africans, we explored for possible
convergence between African opinion and these nat@mnal standards. Any observed conformity
with international standards would call into questithe assumptions that Africans are lax about
condemning corruption or that corruption is somelaowinherent aspect of African cultures.

How, then, do Africans view corruption in normatieems? In 2005, the Afrobarometer survey asked
how ordinary African citizens regard various acyspublic officials that are globally regarded as
corrupt. Did they think that this conduct “wrongdapunishable,” “wrong but understandable,” or
“not wrong at all™? The acts in question involvadgovernment official who (a) gives a job to
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someone from his family who does not have adeqgatdifications; (b) demands favor or an
additional payment for some services that is pehi®job; and (c) locates development projectnn a
area where his friends and supporters live.” Tébfgesents the country-by-country proportions of
respondents that think these acts are “wrong anispable” and/or “wrong but understandable.”

Overwhelming proportions of Africans express maltapproval of these acts by public officials.
The fact that fewer than one in eight Africans iivitewed regards these acts as “not wrong at all”
suggests a high level of convergence between Afraocad international opinion. Fully 79 percent of
the public across the 12 countries believe thas itvrong for public officials to give a job to an
unqualified relative. We can distinguish this tygfecorruption asepotism a violation “against the
rule”. ® A slightly smaller but still large proportion (Fercent) feels the same way about public
officials requesting favor or extra payment foricifl services rendered. For purposes of comparison
let us call this type of corruptiaxtortion which is a violation “according to rule.”

A somewhat lower proportion (64 percent) deemsrdng for a public official to locate development
projects in areas where friends and supporters live other words, we have uncovered a relatively
high tolerance among Africans for politiqgaitronagein the form of the distribution of public goods
to political loyalists. Patronage is an informalttern of official behavior that is common in all
political systems that lies at the normative boumdaetween right and wrong. There are debates
about whether patronage is even a form of corragicall (Theobold 1990). While almost two-thirds
of Africans interviewed (64 percent) condemn patige as a form of corruption (“wrong and
punishable”), almost one quarter (23 percent) dabiguous (“wrong but understandable”). In other
words, the degree of popular moral condemnatiornidp on the type of corruption. Africans, again
like people elsewhere in the world are likely torhach more intolerant of nepotism and extortion
than they are of patronage.

Table 2: Defining Corruption (Circa 2005)

JOB TO UNQUALIFIED FAVOUR FOR DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

RELATIVE OFFICIAL SERVICE IN SUPPORT BASE
Wrong, but  Wrong and  Wrong, but  Wrong and  Wrong, but Wrong and
Understandable Punishable Understandable Punishable Understandable Punishable

Botswana 4 93 11 79 13 79
Ghana 12 85 9 87 18 70
Lesotho 9 88 8 89 18 75
Malawi 8 87 5 88 9 88
Mali 16 74 20 72 27 54
Namibia 20 73 30 58 30 52
Nigeria 25 68 25 66 33 51
South

Africa 6 91 8 88 12 82
Tanzania 23 70 21 73 34 55
Uganda 29 63 29 62 35 34
Zambia 26 71 22 69 33 54
Zimbabwe 8 92 4 95 19 76
AFRO

MEAN 15 79 16 77 23 64

Note: Proportions are for the 12 Afrobarometer countries includetthénstudyQuestion wording: For each

of the following, please indicate whether you think that anbtswrong at all, wrong but understandable or
wrong and punishable. (a) A government official gives job tcesom from his family who does not have
adequate qualifications (b) A government official demands arfav an additional payment for some
services that is part of his job (c) A public official deside locate a development project in an area where
his friends and supporters live.

Despite the generally high levels of disapprovaldi types of corruption, some countries regisiere
higher levels of tolerance than others. Ugandaamiidans and Nigerians appear to be relatively more
tolerant of all three practices. Compared to otA@icans, the adult populations of these three

7 Afrobarometer did not ask these questions in @20 and circa 2002.
8 The Afro mean is the 12-country average for angenrconsideration.



countries contained sizeable minorities (up to tmied) who regard it as “understandable” that
government officials engage in corruption. Indeedly one third of Ugandans think that public
officials should be punished for distributing paiage. By contrast, South Africans, Botswanans,
Malawians and Zimbabweans are least tolerant aluption, especially when it takes the forms of
nepotism and extortion, but even with regards toopage.

The Perceived Extent of Corruption

How much corruption do Africans perceive amongphelic officials who occupy positions in state
institutions? Afrobarometer data show widespreaguper perception of public official corruption
(Table 3).

Appreciable proportions of Africans perceive cotiomp across all eleven institutions covered in ¢hre
rounds of surveys. The police service is consibtesgen as the most corrupt in the 12 countries and
across time. On average, eight in every ten respurdi.e. 81 percent each) in both circa 2002 and
circa 2005 see the police as corrupt. The propmstisho see “some” or “most” officials as corrupt
tend to drive these rather high estimates (see AgipeTable 2).

Table 3*: Trends in African perceptions of corruption among seleted public officials over time
Circa 2000  Circa 2002  Circa 2005 Change

Elected Leaders/Parliamentarians 69 68 64 -5
[National] Govt. Officials/Civil servants 76 76 69 -7
President & his officials - 76 60 -16
Police - 81 81 0
Judges & Magistrates - 69 67 -2
Teachers & School Administrators - 62 58 -4
Border Officials - 66 - -
Local Govt. officials - - 70 -
Local Councilors - - 67 -
Tax Officials - - 68 -
Health workers - - 63 -

Note: The proportions are the cumulative “some/most/all of them” eaespsSince two countries (i.e. Ghana
and Nigeria) did not ask questions on perceived corruption antdeged Leaders/Parliamentarians and
[National] Govt. Officials/Civil servants in circa 200the proportions for these public officials in circa 2002
and circa 2005 exclude Ghana and Nigeria (i.e. Afro means aredbas 10 countries). Also in circa 2002,
Zimbabwe did not solicit opinion on border official’s corruptidMith these exceptions, all other proportions
are the afro means for 12 countri€guestion wording (2000): Please say whether you agree or disagree with
the following statements. There are no right or wrong answéust tell me what you think. (a) Most
government officials and politicians are mainly concerned witlichimg themselves (b) How often, if ever
has a public official asked you for a bribe or favor in return fetting something you were entitled to?
Question wording (2002 and 2005): How many of the following people do you think are involved in
corruption, or haven't heard enough about them to say? (a) Presidehbfiicials in his office (b) Elected
leaders (e.g. Members of Parliament) (c) Local Council@¥ National government officials (e) Local
Government Officials (f) The Police (g) Tax/Border Odfigi(h) Judges and Magistrates.

Though popular perceptions of official corruptiorayrappear to be declining over time, most such
trends remain within the cumulative margin of samplerrors across surveyaVith existing data,
and in the aggregate (i.e. for 12 African countpesled together), we can be most certain about the
following. First, popular perceptions of corrupticegarding the police have remained stable at high
levels in recent years. Second, over the samedgepopular perceptions of corruption in the
presidency -- meaning the President himself andetfiteurage of advisors and appointees in the
Office of the President -- have tended to declfhe.

° Any given survey has a margin of sampling errot- & percent margin of error, Thus for any compariaoross two or
more surveys, we require a difference of at leagéent points to imply a trend. Generally, hogrewe also prefer to
infer trends only where we have three data polrasdetermine the significance of cross-tabulatiamespective of whether
the differences are real or otherwise, we applyPtbarson chi-square statistic and its corresporivajues.

19 We ensured uniformity and comparability by exchgdinformation on Ghana and Nigeria from circa 2868 circa 2005
because they did not ask questions on perceivedptam among government officials/civil servantalalected leaders in
circa 2000. With the inclusion of these countriescirca 2002 and circa 2005 analysis, corruptiorcgg@ion proportions
regarding elected leaders/parliamentarians woul8&eercent and 66 percent respectively and thengganying change
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Across countries, the general public sees corropd® more rampant in some places than in others.
The following countries had national averages abtive Afrobarometer mean for perceived
corruption among parliamentarians and civil sersatfiganda, Zimbabwe, Zambia, South Africa and
Botswana (Table®. But trends were nationally distinctive. Inr#laia, for example, people saw
rising corruption among parliamentarians whereasSaouth Africa, the same public attitude was in
decline. Yet in both these countries, perceptiminsorruption among civil servants essentially held
steady, whereas in Zimbabwe, such perceptionsasetkover time. For this reason, as well as others
discussed above, it is inadvisable to proclaim gegeral trend in perceived official corruption in
Africa since much depends on developments in pdaticountries.

Table 3: Perceptions of corruption by country

Elected Leaders/Parliamentarians National Governmenbfficials
Circa 2000 Circa 2002 Circa 2005 Circa 2000  Circa 2002 Circa 2005

Botswana 59 59 68 58 67 76
Ghana - - - - - -
Lesotho 62 44 47 74 68 52
Malawi 66 65 51 78 70 55
Mali 66 70 61 76 80 65
Namibia 56 72 59 64 77 72
Nigeria - - - - - -
South Africa 84 75 71 85 79 82
Tanzania 70 58 38 83 67 42
Uganda 78 82 69 80 88 77
Zambia 68 80 85 79 84 82
Zimbabwe 78 72 87 81 77 89
AFRO MEAN 69 68 64 76 76 69

Note: Afro means are based on 10 countries’ data.

Experiences with Corruption

How reliable are the generally high levels of paree official corruption in African countries? Miic
depends on the choice of measurement instrumeotvel levels of perceived corruption would be
registered, for example, if we chose to considdy dinose who see “most” or “all” officials as
corrupt, rather than also including those who et “some.” More importantly, we need to qualify
subjective perceptions with objective experiencltds quite likely, for example that some Africans
form their impressions about the pervasivenessoofuption on the basis of what they hear from
friends and associates (whether fact or rumor)wahnat they read in the press (whether accurate or
not). Is it not therefore desirable to qualify gegstions with actual experiences?

In practice, only around one-tenth of the Africanterviewed admit to “paying a bribe,” “giving a
gift,” or “doing a favor” in order to obtain an adfal service. We asked about the following segsgic
securing an official document or permit, gainingaamission to school for child, obtain household
services (like piped water, electricity, or telepbl getting medical attention, avoiding probleniihw
the police, and crossing an international bordeb(@ 4).

over time will be -3 percent points. Similarly, tHfar government officials/civil servants the propons will be 68 percent
and 71 percent respectively with a resultant -Semr points change over time. Despite the largéirdedn perceived
corruption within the presidency, we are still ¢gaus about inferring a trend from only two datarpsi
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Table 4*: African experiences with corruption over time

Circa 2002 Circa 2005 Change
Bribe for a document or permit 10 11 +1
Bribe for school placement for a child 7 7 0
Bribe for household services 7 7 0
Bribery to avoid problem with the police 10 11 +1
Cross a border 8 - -
Bribe for medicines/medical treatment - 12 -

Note: Percentages are the Afro mean for the 12 countries useleirstudy (i.e. aggregate percent for
“once/twice/a few times/often” responses). Change is tfferdnce between the latest and past period Afro
meansQuestion wording (2002 and 2005): In the past year, how often (if ever) have you had to pay a,bribe
give a gift or do a favor to government officials in ordef(dpGet a document or Permit (b) Get a child into
school (c) Get household services like piped watectridéy or telephone (d) Get medicine or medical
attention from a health worker (e) Avoid a problem with thecpd(f) Cross a border.

Again, it is advisable to disaggregate corrupti@pegiences by country, since these events are far
more common in some places than others. In 20@gridns were twice as likely as other Africans
to report having engaged in offering illegal indeemts to public officials, with around one-fifth
reporting having done so. Ugandans appear to toakesort to such unusually high levels of bribery
in order to gain access to medical services. AadynZimbabweans report that bribery is required in
order to negotiate service from police officers. Botswana, Malawi and Lesotho, however, the
involvement of citizens in bribery for public sezes is reportedly virtually non-existent (Tabf.4

Table 4°: African experiences with corruption by country (Circa 2005)
Identity document School placement Household services Avoid Police  Medical care

Botswana 2 1 1 2 1
Ghana 15 11 13 14 11
Lesotho 7 1 1 3 2
Malawi 3 3 3 2 5
Mali 10 6 4 6 12
Namibia 12 14 16 12 18
Nigeria 20 17 22 22 22
South Africa 7 5 7 10 7
Tanzania 6 5 4 9 15
Uganda 16 9 5 18 28
Zambia 14 8 4 13 11
Zimbabwe 17 6 7 22 13
AFRO MEAN 11 7 7 11 12

Just as popular perceptions of corruption may Ifklated by hearsay, reports of actual corruption
experiences may be deflated by the unwillingnessuofey respondents to implicate themselves in
illegal activity. The real level of corruption african countries therefore probably lies somewhere
between overestimated perceptions and underrepexgsgtiences. If we use a more modest estimate
of perceptions (that refers only to “most” or abifficials), then we can conclude that the real
proportion of corrupt officials lies in the inteivetween 11 percent (experienced) and 30 percent
(perceived).

Demographic Considerations

While our main goal is to use corruption to predinstitutional trust, it is instructive to first plore
which Africans see and encounter corruption. Te #mnd, we use 2005 Afrobarometer data to analyze
the impact, if any, of demographic factors on petioms and experiences of corruption. We
anticipate that rural inhabitants will perceive aexperience less corruption because of limited
exposure to information and operations of statgtut®ns, which are concentrated in urban location
We also expect males to see and feel more corruptcause they are relatively better-educated and
more mobile than females. And because youth, esibhecchool-leavers, tend to be critical about
official conduct, we expected them to recognize enoorruption than older people. This last
hypothesis is anticipated to hold true even if iolidve less direct personal experience with bribery
than their elders.



Consistent with expectations, urban location,“aged gender have positive influences on the
frequency of corruption perceptions (see TablesaB@ 3 D). All relationships are also statistically
significant (Appendix, Table 3).

Table 3°: Perceptions of corruption by location and gender (Circa @05)

Femal
Urban Rural Diff. Male e Diff.
President None of them 17 22 -5 20 20 0

Some/Most /All of thel 67 57 +10 62 58 +4

Elected
Leaders/Parliamentarians None of them 13 17 -5 16 16 0
Some/Most /All of thel 72 62 +10 68 63 +5
National govt. officials None of them 9 14 -5 12 12 0
Some/Most /All of ther 78 67 +11 73 68 +5
Local govt. councilors None of them 12 19 -7 17 16 +1
Some/Most /All of ther 73 64 +9 69 65 +4
Local govt. officials None of them 10 14 -4 13 13 0
Some/Most /All of ther 76 67 +10 73 67 +6
Police None of them 6 10 -4 9 9 0
Some/Most /All of ther 88 78 +10 83 79 +4
Tax officials None of them 10 13 -3 12 12 0
Some/Mos/All of thenr 74 64 +10 70 65 +5
Judges and magistrates None of them 15 18 -3 17 17 0
Some/Most /All of ther 73 63 +10 70 64 +14
Health workers None of them 21 28 -7 25 26 -1

Some/Most /All of ther 69 60 +9 65 61 +4

Teachers & school
administrators None of them 24 34 -10 31 30 +1
Some/Most /All of ther 65 54 +11 59 56 +3

1 We grouped respondents into three age cohortselgahe youth (i.e. 18-35 years), the middle aged 86-50 years) and
the elderly (i.e. 51+ years)
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Table 3: Perceptions of corruption by age (Circa 2005)
Youth Middle Elderly

Youth— Youth—Elderly

Age Middle Age Difference
Difference

President None 18 21 24 -3 -6

Some/Most /Al o

them 64 58 52 +6 +12
Parliamentarians None 14 17 19 -3 -5

Some/Most /Al o

them 70 64 57 +6 +23
National govt. officials None 11 13 15 -2 -4

Some/Most /Al o

them 75 69 63 +6 +12
Local govt. councilors None 14 18 20 -4 -6

Some/Most /Al o

them 71 66 59 +5 +12
Local govt. officials None 12 13 16 -1 -4

Some/Most /Al o

them 74 69 61 +5 +13
Police None 8 9 12 -1 -4

Some/Most /Al o

them 84 81 74 +3 +10
Tax officials None 11 12 15 -1 -4

Some/Most /Al o

them 72 67 58 +5 +12
Judges and magistrates None 17 17 19 0 -2

Some/Most /Al o

them 69 66 60 +3 +9
Health workers None 24 26 29 -2 -5

Some/Most /Al o

them 66 62 57 +4 +9
Teachers & sc None
administrators 28 32 34 -4 -6

Some/Most /Al o

them 62 56 50 +6 +12

Difference is calculated as the proportion for the mooatiful population less that for the middle aged

and/or the elderly.

Similar patterns are reproduced for experiencek watrruption (see Table 4C and Appendix, Table

4).



Table 4°: African experiences with corruption by geographical locatbn, gender and age (Circa 2005)
Urban Rural Diff. Male Female Diff. Youth Elderly Diff.

Identity document Never 58 62 -4 60 61 -1 59 61 -1
Paid bribe 13 9 +5 13 9 +5 11 8 +3
School placement Never 63 68 -5 61 66 -5 63 69 -6
Paid bribe 8 7 +1 8 7 +1 7 7 0
Household services Never 61 62 -1 61 61 0 61 60 +1
Paid bribe 11 6 +5 8 6 +2 8 6 +2
Medical attention Never 67 70 -3 69 69 0 67 72 -5
Paid bribe 12 12 0 12 12 0 13 8 +5
Avoid problems with police Never 60 63 -3 62 63 -1 61 64 -3
Paid bribe 14 10 +4 14 9 +5 12 8 +4

Differences in proportions are calculated as follows: UrbaRural; Male — Female and Youth — Elderly.

To facilitate further analysis, we first construttadices for perceived corruption and corruption
experience$’ Because, as expected, these indices are significeorrelated (Pearson’s r =.153,
sig.=<.001), we infer that corruption experiencefphio shape corruption perceptions. These effects
are also revealed in the cross-tabulation tablevibelvhich shows, among other things, that persons
who have paid a bribe for an identity document tare percentage points more likely to think that
public officials are corrupt (see Table dnd Appendix, Table 5).

Table 4: Cross-tabulation: Experience with corruption and perceived corruption index (Circa 2005)

Corrupt Not corrupt Difference
Identity document/permit Never 60 64 -4
Paid bribe 12 2 10
School placement Never 66 72 -6
Paid bribe 8 2 6
Household services Never 61 63 -2
Paid bribe 8 3 5
Medical treatment Never 68 78 -10
Paid bribe 13 2 11
Avoid problems with police  Never 61 65 -3
Paid bribe 12 2 10

The differences are calculated as the proportions for corregs those of the not corrupt for each of the
experience with corruption response code.

Popular Trust in Institutions

As a final step before turning to the core analydisthis paper — does corruption undermine
institutional trust? — we find it necessary totfdgscribe the main object of analysis: populasttin
state institutions. Four key executive and legiigabodies are considered: the presidency, alglcto
commission, parliament and local government coundl related item — confidence that the last
national election was free and fair — is includeca alternative object.

Generally, Africans express growing popular trusstate institutions over time. From 45 percent in
circa 2000, the average trust rating for Africaagidents improved to 52 percent and 62 percerd circ
2002 and 2005 respectively. Even though trust @ttetal commissions slumped from 54 percent
circa 2000 to 35 percent in circa 2002, it recodei® 54 percent circa 2005. And the 15 and 16

12 For detail statistics regarding all indices, sqepéndix Tables7to 7°. We use factor analysis (based on the principal
component extraction with direct oblimin rotatidn)verify validity and reliability analysis to véyireliability of all indices.
Following convention, we accept a Cronbach Alphaizaf 0.6 and above as an indication of good bélts. Circa 2005,
the Cronbach Alpha values for the perceived coimapdnd corruption experiences indices are 0.910.8017 respectively.
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percentage point increases in trust ratings foligments and local councils are indicative of rggsin
trends (Table .

Table 5": Trends in African trust in democratic institutions and processes

Circa 2000 Circa 2002 Circa 2005 Change
President 45 52 62 +17
The Electoral Commission 54 35 54 0
Parliament - 43 58 +15
Local Councilors/Government Body - 37 53 +16
Elections free and fair 67 - 62 -5

Note: Since two countries (i.e. Ghana and Uganda) didastt questions on trust in the President in c2680, the trust ratings for the
President in circa 2002 and circa 2005 exclude Ghand Uganda. Percentages are the Afro means (agdeepercent for
“somewhat/a lot of” responses). Change is the differe between the latest and past period Afro meéan®ither circa 2000 or 2002).
Trust question wording (2000): | am going to read you a list of people. | wolileklto know whether, generally speaking, you trusirth
to do what is right all or most of the time. How muwio you trust the following institutions? (a) TReesident (b) The Electoral
CommissionTrust question wording (2002 and 2005): How much do you trust each of the following, or héveeard enough about
them to say? (a) President (b) The Electoral Comimis (c) The Parliament (d) Local Government colamsi Election question

wording (2000): In your opinion, were the last elections gener&ibnest, or did some candidates have an unfair adgg?Election
question wording (2005): On the whole, how would you rate the freeness anokfss of the last national elections?

On the other hand, the proportions of adults whougint election results were free and fair slumped
by 5 percentage points, though this differences falithin the margin of sampling error for survey
comparisons. As evidence that this last itemuseful adjunct measure of institutional trust, vagen

that, at the country level, assessments of thenésee of fairness of elections are strongly and
positively correlated to trust in electoral comrivgs ™

Once again, however, cross-country differencesmpertant. In Nigeria, Zimbabwe and Zambia (in
that order) citizens have the least trust in deaticinstitutions and processes (Tabfe Since these
are countries in which corruption perceptions (Zemdnd Zimbabwe, see Table 3B) and corruption
experiences (Nigeria, see Table 4B) were espedmdfii, there iprima faciereason to suspect a

connection between corruption and trust. It immoexploration of this expected relationship at the
level of the individual African citizen that thigper now turns.

Table 5°: Popular Trust in Institutions by country (Circa 2005)

Electoral Elections free and

President Commission ParliamentlLocal Govt. Body fair
Botswana 66 55 64 62 84
Ghana 75 75 68 54 77
Lesotho 79 68 62 47 79
Malawi 60 50 51 54 43
Mali 81 53 70 74 64
Namibia 80 56 70 56 77
Nigeria 26 21 22 23 32
South Africa 67 56 54 41 74
Tanzania 94 87 88 80 79
Uganda 78 64 70 76 67
Zambia 39 33 40 32 29
Zimbabwe 31 29 35 33 36
AFRO MEAN 65 54 58 53 62

Note: Afro means are based on 12 countries’ data.

IMPACT OF CORRUPTION ON POPULAR TRUST IN STATE INST ITUTIONS

The preceding descriptions established that mostakfs think that at least some public officiale ar
corrupt.  Nonetheless, Africans harbor consideratolest, confidence and goodwill for core
institutions of the state. Key questions therefioaturally arise: What accounts for popular trusst i

state institutions in Africa? How important is agption in shaping (probably by undermining)
institutional trust?

13 The Pearson correlation coefficient is 0.374,7sig.001.
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Estimating Corruption Impact on Trust

To answer these questions, we began by construspegjfic indice¥’ and recoding specific variables
that other, theoretically based studies have foundignificantly influence institutional trust. We
classified these indices and variables into fowabrcategories: political factors, economic fastor
performance considerations, and demographic baakgréactors.

Perceived corruption and civil liberties are they kmlitical factors. The main economic factors
consist of popular assessments of the general agorand personal living conditions respectively.
Linz and Stepan (1996) argue that citizens are @bldearly distinguish between economic goods
(like material welfare) and political goods (likelpical rights and freedoms) (see also Bratton and
Mattes, 2001). Performance considerations incthdegovernment’s record at delivering key social
services. If the delivery of political, economigdasocial goods is deemed unfavorable, then impacts
on institutional trust are expected to be negatiVee standard demographic background factors are
expected to perform as before (see section 1.4e&boBut in the comprehensive models of
institutional trust that follow, we add educatiomhich is expected to be negative for trust since
education tends to breed skeptical thinking antiteticitizenship.

To establisha priori relationships, we ran basic correlation analyss.Table 6A shows, almost all
coefficients assumed anticipated signs in both 2062 2005. But improved civil liberties took on a
sign contrary to expectation circa 2005 and gemgered out to be statistically insignificant in bot
periods.

Table 6*: Pearson correlation between trust in democratic instittions/processes and selected political,
economic factors, performance and social background féars

Circa 2002 Circa 2005
Perceived corruption index -0.217* -0.288**
Unfavourable general economic performance Index 373> -0.435**
Unfavourable personal living conditions Index -(BO6 -0.135**
Unfavourable social policy performance Index -02345 -0.413*
Improved civil liberties Index 0.234** -0.391*
Age 0.102** 0.107**
Urban population -0.157** -0.106**
Education -0.131** -0.109**
Gender (Female) -0.011 -0.008

** Pearson Correlation coefficient significant dte 0.01 level (1-tailed test).

Given the favourable correlation results, we prdeeeto a single multivariate regression equation to
test the hypothesis that corruption exerts a comeogffect on trust in state institutions while
controlling for the influences of the other politic economic, performance and social background
factors?® In estimating this equation, we first tested farsgible dual causality (or a mutually
reinforcing relationship) between corruption anstitational trust by applying the Hausman test.sThi
involves regressing perceived corruption on allgexmus factors in the institutional trust equation
and estimating the residuals using Ordinary Legsiages (OLS). Next, we estimated the institutional
trust equation with the residuals as one of thepethdent variables using OLS. The coefficient ef th
residuals turned out to be highly significapt£ >.001) in both 2002 and 2005 datasets, thereby
confirming the presence of endogeneity bias (Mujdeer White and Wuyt, 1998, 419-21).
Consequently, we developed a second equation faeiwed corruption to create a simultaneous
system of two equations.

The specification of the perceived corruption emumtallowed for controls by selected political,
performance and cognitive factors. The politicaltdas included institutional trust, experience with
corruption (i.e. payment of bribe) and indirectevdituying (i.e. an offer of gifts during campaign).

14 For detail statistics regarding all the scales,Appendix Tables*7and P. We use Factor analysis (based on the Principal
Component extraction with Direct Oblimin) and Rblldy analysis to verify the reliability of all stes in this paper. Also,
we conventionally accepted any scale to be veigbig if the Cronbach Alpha value is greater oraéda 0.600. All the
scales had Alpha values higher than the converitiewal.

5 In conducting the regression analysis, we useg data circa 2002 and circa 2005 data because 2068 lacked
information on some variables.
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The performance and cognitive factors are offidialerance for criminal conduct and media
consumptiol® respectively. Based on the Hausman test resutiscontemplate negative impacts
from trust in institutions on perceived corruptiddn the other hand, experience with corruption,
indirect vote buying by politicians, official tolence for criminal conducts and media consumption
are likely to fuel the perception of corruptiore(ito have positive impacts).

To test the relevance of the selected factors hacfficacy of their hypothesized relationshipshwit
perceived corruption, we first ran correlation gsil. As Table Bshows, the correlation coefficients
confirmed our expectations. All coefficients assdnte/pothesized signs. The only insignificant
correlation coefficient is for official tolerancerfcriminal conduct circa 2002. Thus, overall, welf
that these factors are relevant determinants aieperd corruption.

Table 6% Pearson correlation analysis between perceived corruptiv and selected political,
performance and cognitive factors

Circa 2002 Circa 2005
Trust in democratic institutions/processes index -0.217** -0.288**
Experience with corruption index 0.153* 0.207**
Media consumption index 0.158** 0.220**
Official tolerance for criminal acts index 0.002 0.166**
Indirect vote buying dummy - 0.191**

** Pearson Correlation coefficient significant at the 0.0%de(1-tailed test).

With the reciprocal relationship between trust aodruption confirmed, an Ordinary Least Squares
(OLS) method to run individual estimates of thestrand corruption equations would yield biased
coefficientst’ We therefore estimated the simultaneous modebuBivo Stage Least Squares (2SLS),
which in this context yields more robust and effidiresults.

In applying this technique to estimate the simuwdtars system of trust and corruption equations, we
substituted instrumental variables for the two @rimus variables (i.e. trust and corruption). An
instrumental variable must be exogenous, stronglyetated with the variable it replaces, but not

correlated with the error term. Finding an instrataé variable with all these qualities is usually

difficult. In practice, most analysts have made use of ttgethfprm of the endogenous independent
variable because it is able to take care of thdlpro emanating from the inherent non-recursive
relationship. Also, we estimated the trust modehwine of the economic factors (i.e. unfavourable
assessments of the general economic and persuing donditions respectively) at the time because
we observed significant correlation between the (ine 0.444 in circa 2002 and 0.508 in circa 2005
with p-values of 0.000).

The results in Table“@eaffirm a dual causality between corruption amtt Trust recorded negative
impacts in the corruption models in both 2002 a3 In tandem, corruption recorded negative
influences in the trust models in both periods.ekt] both corruption and trust impacts are highly
significant predictors in their respective moddlsus, even after taking into account the endoggneit
issue, perceived corruption still maintained itadi-eroding effectWith the exception of improved
civil liberties, which assumed unexpected sign iilcac 2005, all the other factors carried expected
signs*® And unfavorable assessment of general economiditimms had relatively larger impacts in
both periods than the unfavourable assessmentsdmpea living conditions.

18 Though the Cronbach Alpha values for the medisseoption indices in both periods are lower thandbevention of
0.6, we still used them because they were quiteec(00.596 and 0.586).Those of experience withupdion and official
tolerance for criminal acts in both periods areejhigh ranging from a low of 0.6374 to a high B@67.

17 Given the endogeneity problem, the OLS coefficiestimates tend to be biased because the endogiamois which is
treated as one of the exogenous independent fautitirsorrelate with the error term.

18 Coefficients with unexpected signs are assumée tasignificant in the discussions and rankings.
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Table 6°: 2SLS regression results of the simultaneous systemefuations
Circa 2002 Circa 2005
Corruption  Trust Trust Corruptio  Trust Trust
Model  Model (1) Model (2) n Model (1) Model (2)
Model

CONSTANT 5.468** 3.954** 3.606** 7.176** 6.192** 5.872**
Political factors
Perceived Corruption -

0.426** 0.460**

0.247F** 0.294**
Trust in Democratic Institutions/Processes - - - -
0.276** 0.34F**
Experience with Corruption 0.16%* - - 0.11** - -
Indirect Vote Buying - - - 0.117** - -
Improved Civil Liberties - 0.12F** 0.145** - - -
0.1768** 0.215**
Economic factors
Unfavourable Assessment of General - -
Economy 0.22Z**
Unfavourable Assessment of Living - - -
Conditions 0.025 **
Performance factors
Official Tolerance for Criminal Acts -0.022 - - 0.05% ** - -
Unfavourable Social Policies Performance -

0.227**

0.057**

0.164** 0.26T** 0.15F** 0.236**
Cognitive factors

Media Consumption 0.16%* - - 0.173** - -
Social Background Factors

Education - - - - -0.015 -0.007
0.043** 0.043**
Age - 0.047** 0.040** - 0.011 0.010
Gender (Female) - - - - -0.019* -0.019*
0.027** 0.025**
Urban Population -

0.107** 0.11%** 0.045** 0.048**

Standard Error 1.964 1.576 1.622 2.786 1.535 1.583
Multiple R 0.224 0.481 0.431 0.378 0.558 0.519
Ad. R’ 0.050 0.231 0.186 0.143 0.311 0.269
F-statistics 201.6** 562.0** 418.9** 444.9** 848.2** 674.9**

Note: All coefficients are rounded off to 3 decimal placesh \Wie exception of the constants, all other
coefficients are the standardized regression coefficientg)B®ignificance*** p =< 0.001,** p =< 0.01,

* p =< 0.05. All wrongly signed coefficients are assumed to hgriificant and are therefore not considered
in the ranking of coefficients.

Given the absolute magnitude of the coefficieninggties of the four trust models, we conclude that
political, performance and economic factors (i@ragption, unfavourable social policy performance,
and unfavorable assessments of the general ecorardipersonal living conditions) are the main
drivers of institutional trust ratings.

Without doubt,corruption has the largest impaatross the four trust models. This impact is gfeon

in circa 2005, when a unit increase in corrupti@trdases institutional trust by 0.426 to 0.460
compared to the 0.247 to 0.294 reductions in @8sh result of similar unit increase circa 200R (a
other predictor variables being zero). But unfalbteasocial policies have a stronger impact circa
2002 compared to circa 2005. The impact of unfaaboler assessment of the general economic
conditions is relatively stable across trust modielsoth 2002 and 2005. By contrast, personal ¢jvin
conditions exhibits variable effects (i.e. -0.025-0.057) over time. Clearly, popular assessmehts o
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the condition of the macro economy have largerceffen trust in democratic institutions than micro
level assessments of personal living conditions.

Although age and education were insignificant c2085, social background factors also performed
creditably overall, especially circa 2002. As caiyjeed, the socio-economic disparities between
males and females and urban versus rural resideatsrucial elements that repeatedly erode trust
ratings for democratic institutions.

To be certain that no one country (or group of ¢des) is responsible for the observed corrosive
impact of corruption; we conducted a ‘jack-knifeiadysis® This involves estimating the trust model

repeatedly by excluding one country at every ruorrdption in all such estimates is negative and
highly significant. To further reinforce our condice in the impact of corruption, we ran country-
specific models for each of the 12 countries. Agaia found corruption to be corrosive in nearly all

of these estimates (9 in circa 2002 and all 12iicac2005). The country-specific estimates further
confirm the observation théte corrosive effect of corruption is re@ee Appendix Table 8).

IMPLICATIONS OF CORRUPTION AND TRUST FOR DEMOCRATIC DEVELOPMENT
Corruption, Trust and Democratic Development

The preceding analysis established that corrumitsrodes popular trust in democratic institutidns.
this section we attempt to draw out the implicagiad this worrisome relationship for the overall
development of democracy on the African continent.

The Afrobarometer gauges levels of popular commitme democracy in Africa in four major ways.

It asks respondents to indicate whether they (efleprdemocracy to all other forms of government,
(b) reject several forms of authoritarian rule, 0@ satisfied with the daily operations of demogra

in their countries; and (d) are willing to allowetipresent democratic system more time to deal with
the country’s problems. In short, the surveys ssg®pular support for various regime types, as wel
as satisfaction and patience with democracy.

Support for Democracy

Most Africans prefer democracy to any other formgoffernment. On average, at least six in every
ten Africans (i.e. 68 percent circa 2000; 62 percica 2002; and 61 percent circa 2005) want & se
their countries governed democratically. The flige of support for democracy — a general
repugnance for authoritarian forms of governmenbwld be attributed to the unpleasant experiences
many Africans have had with one-man rule (i.e. idezgial dictatorship) or military and one-party
rule at some point in their lives. Indeed, overttivee rounds of surveys, Africans roundly rejecikd
three non-democratic forms of government (Figure 1)

19 See Chang, Eric C.C. and Yun-han Chu, ‘Politicatr@ption and Institutional Trust in East Asian Dmgracies.’ In
conducting the “jack-knife” analysis, we used oahe of the economic factors (i.e. unfavourable sssent of the general
economic conditions).
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Figure 1: Preference for democracy and rejection of noglemocratic forms of government
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‘—o—Prefer democracy Reject one-party rule —e— Reject military rule —e— Reject presidential dictatorship

For notesto Figure 1, see over.

Preference for democracy question wording (2000, 2002 and 2005): Which of the three statements is a closet to yawn opinion? (a)
Democracy is preferable to any other kind of goweent (b) In some circumstances, a non-democratiemonent can be preferable (c) For
someone like me, it doesn’t matter what kind of gowent we haveRejection of non-democratic governments question wording (2000): Some
people say we would be better off if the country g@gerned differently. What do you think about fthieowing options: (a) We should have
only one political party (b) The army should comea govern the country (c) We should get rid eEgbns so that a strong leader can decide
everything.Rgection of non-democratic governments question wording (2002 and 2005): There are many ways to govern a country. Would
you disapprove or approve of the following alteres$? (a) Only one political party is allowed t@stl for election and hold office (b) The
army comes in to govern the country (c) Electiod @ire parliament are abolished so that the prediden decide everything.

Despite encouraging levels of support for democraiey rejection of authoritarian rule, some key
such indicators are falling over time. On averaggport for democracy fell by 7 percentage poimts i
12 African countries between 2000 and 2005. Atsdmae time, rejection of military rule was down 8
percentage points. The implication is that sonrey esupporters of democracy are reappraising their
regime preferences and discovering a nostalgic nymgrfor the return of soldiers to politics.
Alternatively, younger people, especially thosehwito direct experience with military rule, are
tending to take democracy for granted and to fippeal in the notion of a strongman on horseback.
Offsetting this evidence of shallow democratic cdimmnts are mass trends in rejection of
presidential dictatorship (down only 1 percentagat) and one-party rule (up 1 percentage point).
Since both these small changes fall within the manfj sampling error for more than one survey, we
reach the general conclusion that popular attacksmenone-man and one-party rule are essentially
staying flat over time.

Table 7*: Support for Democracy, by country

Preference for democracy

Circa 2000 Circa 2002 Circa 2005 Change

Botswana 82 66 69 -13
Ghana 76 52 75 -1
Lesotho 39 50 50 +12
Malawi 66 64 56 -9
Mali 60 71 68 +8
Namibia 57 54 57 -1
Nigeria 81 68 65 -16
South Africa 60 57 66 +6
Tanzania 84 65 38 -46
Uganda 67 75 61 -6
Zambia 74 70 64 -10
Zimbabwe 71 48 66 -5

Note: Change is the difference between 2005 and 2000 proportions.

Moreover, declining commitments to democracy araceotrated in select countries. Four such
countries — Tanzania, Nigerian, Botswana and Zamlaiee the main culprits. Support for democracy
nosedived by 46 percentage points in Tanzania, imandigeria, Botswana and Zambia it fell by

between 10 and 16 percentage points (TaB)e Similarly, Tanzania and Nigeria (together with

Malawi, Namibia and Uganda) are responsible for 8hgoint reduction over time in the mean

disapproval rating for military rule. The rejectioatings for these countries dropped by 11 to 31
percentage points between 2000 and 2005 (Taple 7
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Table 7: Rejection of Authoritarian Rule, by country

One-party rule Military rule Presidential dictatorship

Circa Circa Circa Circa Circa Circa Circa Circa Circa

2000 2002 2005 Change 2000 2002 2005 Change 2000 2002 2005 Change
Botswana 78 68 82 +4 85 79 80 -5 86 85 89 +3
Ghana 78 79 82 +4 88 83 83 -5 86 82 85 -1
Lesotho 51 61 70 +19 70 85 83 +13 69 82 86 +17
Malawi 76 66 56 -20 82 84 51 -31 87 78 66 -21
Mali 73 71 73 0 70 65 66 -4 73 66 73 0
Namibia 63 55 50 4 58 51 40 -18 56 58 45  -11
Nigeria 88 80 82 -6 90 69 72  -18 83 72 75 -8
South Africa 56 67 66 +10 75 77 72 -3 67 73 65 -2
Tanzania 60 62 44 -16 96 86 82 -14 92 86 82 -10
Uganda 52 54 57 +5 87 85 76 -11 83 90 91 +8
Zambia 80 72 86 +6 94 95 92 -2 89 90 89 0
Zimbabwe 74 58 88 +14 79 80 84 5 78 80 90 +12

Note: Change is the difference between 2005 and 2000 proportions.

Satisfaction and Patience with Democracy

Though many Africans exhibit support for the prpiei of democracy, they express less than full
satisfaction with the actual workings of democrajmvernance in practice. Bare majorities (57
percent and 52 percent respectively) expressesfaetion with democracy circa 2000 and 2002. By
2005, satisfaction with democracy had become a mtyngentiment, dropping 12 points to a new low
of 45 percent. In spite of this waning satisfattia majority of Africans is still willing to allowime

for democratic regimes to resolve the numeroudemgds they face. In both 2002 and 2005, a steady
56 percent expressed patience with democracy. f&dlgi, declining popular satisfaction is with
democracy is a result of declines in eight out dfcbuntries, notably Nigeria (down 58 percentage
points), Zambia (down 32 points) and Malawi (dowingints) (Table 9. And although the mean
country score for patience with democracy remaistable over time, Zimbabwe (down 21
percentage points), Zambia (down 16 points) andibianjdown 12 points) registered real reductions
over time.

Table 7°: Satisfaction and Patience with democracy by country

Satisfaction with democracy Patience with democracy

Circa Circa Circa Circa Circa Circa

2000 2002 2005 Change 2000 2002 2005 Change
Botswana 75 58 59 -16 - 43 56 +13
Ghana 54 46 70 +16 - 79 80 +1
Lesotho 39 48 40 1 - 51 50 -1
Malawi 57 47 26 -31 - 34 46 +12
Mali 60 63 57 -3 - 68 73 5
Namibia 63 69 69 +6 - 63 51 -12
Nigeria 84 35 26 -58 - 58 55 -3
South Africa 52 44 63 +11 - 54 64 +10
Tanzania 63 63 37 -26 - 54 60 +6
Uganda 62 60 51 -11 - 54 58 +4
Zambia 58 55 26 -32 - 62 46 -16
Zimbabwe 18 37 14 -4 - 52 31 -21

NB: Change is the difference between 2005 and 2000 proportions

Implications of Corruption and Trust for Democratic Development

To what extent do public perceptions of officialregption and institutional trust shape these desacr
developments? As tests, we hypothesize that utistiial trust improves support for, and satisfactio
and patience with democracy. By contrast, coramptioes otherwise. As a first step, we run simple
correlation analysis to establish the linkage betwdimensions of democratic development and trust
and corruption. As expected, trust correlated petit with all dimensions of democracy and corrapti
was negative for satisfaction and patience. Bugireg the grain, corruption registered a positive
correlation with support for democracy (Tab®.7
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Table 7°: Pearson correlation analysis between dimensions of mecratic development and selected
variables and indices

SUPPORT SATISFACTIO PATIENCE
N

Circa Circa Circa Circa Circa Circa
2002 2005 2002 2005 2002 2005

Political Factors Comprise
Trust For Democratic Institutions/Processes Indeg1%* 0.108* 0.33%* 0.472* 0.163* 0.234*

Perceived Corruption Index 0.026* 0.05%*-0.144*-0.172*-0.060*-0.085*
Adherence to Demaocratic Principles (Interaction terr§)145* 0.198* - - 0.166*0.144*
Ability to Influence Government's Decisions (Dummy) - - - - 0.123*0.181**

Economic Factors
Unfavourable Assessment of General Economy Index 092*-0.058* - - - -
Unfavourable Assessment of Living Conditions IndeX).053*-0.026* - - - -

General Economy Rated Go@dummy) - - 0.234*0.299* - -
Living Conditions Rated Good (Dummy) - - 0.15Z*0.164* - -
Satisfying Economy and Living Conditions - - - - 0.074*0.083*
(Interaction term)

Economic Optimism (Interaction term) - - - - 0.142*0.169*

Performance Factors

Personal Security and Safety (Interaction term)0.112* 0.050* 0.213* 0.235* - -
Easy Access to Public/Social Services Index 0.053* 0.050* 0.14¥* 0.208* - -
Unfavourable Social Policies Performance Inde®.099*-0.063* - - - -
Approval of Government Performance Index - - 0.344*0.397*0.150* 0.175*

Social Background Factors
Education 0.029* 0.11%*-0.046+*0.020~*-0.053*-0.035*
Age 0.05F -0.0010.022*0.057* 0.054* 0.040*

Note: ** and * Pearson correlation coefficient signifioh at the 0.01 and 0.05 level (1-tailed test) resipely. Adherence to
Democratic Principle comprises of respondents who believe leaders gdhmiklected and parliament be responsible for ntalkaws.
Economic Optimism is composed of individual who are optimistic abdwe future of both the general economy and perstivialg
conditions.Personal Security and Safety represents those who never feared crime, theft agdigal attack and also believe safety from
crime and violence has improvesatisfying Economy and Living Conditions is composed of respondents who rated both the gener
economy and personal living condition as good.

Next, we developed a multivariate regression méalebach dimension to examine the influences of
trust and corruption after controlling for the effeof other political, economic, performance aoda
background factor® Being mindful of the dichotomous nature of the efegent variables (in this
paper, support, satisfaction and patience are @dlsored on binary “yes” or “no” scales), we applied
logistic regression methods. All three models pented creditably in terms of the anticipated signg a
significance of the independent factors. In aleéhmodels of democratic attitudes, institutionatr
has the expected positive effects (Tablfe®77°). In other words, people who trust the key exeeut
and legislative institutions of the land are aigelly to support democracy and be satisfied angepat
with democracy’s performance. If they think thaibfic officials are corrupt, however, their
satisfaction and patience with democracy are liltelgecline. For the most part, therefore, trust a
corruption have their respective predicted (positimd negative) effects on democracy’s development
as measured by public opinion.

But, confirming earlier correlation analysis — aaden with other considerations held equal —
perceptions of official corruption doot undermine an individual’s support for democracWe
interpret these unexpected results to mean thaplg@eaill still support democracy even if it is
associated with a modicum of corruption. Eithesytithink the benefits of democracy outweigh the
costs of corruption or they think that they, orithdentity group, stand a better chance of drawing
benefit from corruption under a democratic disptosa

20 We constructed two more scales: approval of gavwent's performance and easy access to public/sseisices as well
as dummies/interaction terms. Apart from the 200@nBach Alpha value for easy access to public/tseevices index,
which is close to our conventional 0.600, all thieeos in both periods are quite high (appendix @zt and ? for details).
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Table 7°: Logistic regression estimates of Support for Denwacy

Circa 2002 Circa 2005
CONSTANT -0.262* -0.744%*
Political factors
Trust For Democratic Institutions/Processes Index 128+ 0.150***
Perceived Corruption Index 0.055*** 0.057*+*
Adherence to Democratic Principles (Interactiomer 0.671** 0.859***
Economic factors
Unfavourable Assessment of General Economy Index 0190 -0.041**
Unfavourable Assessment of Living Conditions bnde 0.007 0.037
Performance factors
Personal Security and Safety (Interaction term) 3D 0.073***
Unfavourable Saocial Policies Performance Index s o -0.022
Easy Access to Public/Social Services Index 0.058** 0.001
Social Background Factors
Education 0.003 0.504***
Age 0.071 0.003
Initial -2 Log likelihood 12164.2 10740.2
Model -2 Log likelihood 11643.7 10094.2
Cox & Snell R? 0.051 0.068
Nagelkerke R 0.072 0.099

Note: All coefficients are rounded off to 3 decimplalces. Wald's statistic significance: *** p =<001, ** p =< 0.01, * p =< 0.05.

Table 7°: Logistic regression estimates of Satisfaction witDemocracy

Circa 2002 Circa 2005
CONSTANT -0.685** -2.440™
Political factors
Trust For Democratic Institutions/Processes Index 279 0.497***
Perceived Corruption Index -0.086*** -0.027**
Economic factors
Personal Living Conditions Rated Good (Dummy) 0251 0.159*
General Economy Rated Good (Dummy) 0.397*+* 0.507**
Performance factors
Personal Security and Safety (Interaction term) 691+ 0.138***
Easy Access to Public/Social Services Index 0.113* 0.077**
Approval of Government Performance Index 0.363*** 3@ ***
Social Background Factors
Education -0.083 0.357**
Age -0.002 0.003
Initial -2 Log likelihood 12238.5 10378.1
Model -2 Log likelihood 10193.2 7857.8
Cox & Snell R? 0.203 0.284
Nagelkerke R 0.274 0.380

Note: All coefficients are rounded off to 3 decimplalces. Wald’s statistic significance: *** p =< 001, ** p =< 0.01, * p =< 0.05.

Table 7°: Logistic regression estimates of Patience with Beocracy model

Circa 2002 Circa 2005
CONSTANT -0.694*** -0.849***
Political factors
Trust For Democratic Institutions/Processes Index .08+ 0.154+*
Perceived Corruption Index -0.054*** -0.023*
Adherence to Democratic Principles (interactiomer 0.449%*** 0.620***
Ability to Influence Government’s Decisions (Dummy) 0.467*** 0.390***
Economic factors
Satisfying Economic and Living Conditions (Inteliaotterm) 0.041 0.100
Economic Optimism (Interaction term) 0.436*** 0.388***
Performance factors
Approval of Government Performance Index 0.126*** LY
Social Background Factors
Education -0.156** -0.250%**
Age 0.006** 0.002
Initial -2 Log likelihood 7254.9 7332.8
Model -2 Log likelihood 6820.7 6644.9
Cox & Snell R? 0.078 0.119
Nagelkerke R 0.105 0.161

Note: All coefficients are rounded off to 3 decimplalces. Wald's statistic significance: *** p =< 001, ** p =< 0.01, * p =< 0.05.



To determine the importance of institutional trast corruption we conducted a likelihood ratio.test
The test confirmed that institutional trust and raoption are both important determinants of
democratic developmeft. For example a unit change in institutional tinsteases the odds that an
individual will feel patient with democracy by 9rgent circa 2002. In the same year, a unit chamge i
perceived corruption perception reduces the oddsitidfaction with democracy by 8 percent.

To compare the relative importance of trust andrugion in explaining the formation of pro-
democratic attitudes, we standardized the logiigfficients by ensuring that they assume same unit
of measurement (Tablé')*?

Table 7': Derived standardized logistic coefficients estintas

SUPPORT SATISFACTION PATIENCE
Circa 2002 Circa 2005 Circa 2002 Circa 2005 Circa 2002 Circa 2005

Political factors
Trust For Democratic Institutions/Processes 0.486*0.068*** (0.855** 0.601*** (0.564*** (0.175***

Perceived Corruption 0.251**  0.046*** -0.305*** -0.058** -0.408*** -0.046*
Adherence to Democratic Principles 0.720**  0.167* - - 0.794**  (0.193***
Ability to Influence Government’s Decisions - - - - 0.720%* 0.119***
Economic factors

Unfavourable General Economy Assessment -0.064 236*0 - - - -
Unfavourable Living Conditions Assessment 0.020 .018 - - - -
Personal Living Conditions Rated Good - - 0.327** 0.050* - -
General Economy Rated Good - - 0.203**  0.163*** - -
Satisfying Economy and Living Conditions - - - - 061 0.026
Economic Optimism - - - - 0.759*+*  (0.124***
Performance factors

Personal Security and Safety 0.391** 0.025*** (0337 0.125*** - -
Unfavourable Social Policies Performance -0.255***-0.009 - - - -
Easy Access to Public/Social Services 0.141%** 0.00 0.212** 0.078*** - -
Approval of Government Performance - - 0.847** PO3** (0.622*** (0.131***
Social Background Factors

Education 0.003 0.062*+*  -0.068  0.117** -0.270** -0.077***
Age 2.321 0.012 -0.048 0.031 0.314** 0.019

Note: the significance of the unstandardized coeffisiénmaintained for standardized counterparts.

According to this transformatiomstitutional trust is revealed as timeost important factor overall in
explaining satisfaction with democracihis explanatory primacy was evident in botltZi2002 and
2005. In explaining democratic satisfaction trwsts followed, closely circa 2002, by approval of
government performance.

As for support for democracy, institutional trushsvthe second ranked explanatory factor in both
periods. After adherence to democratic principliesexplained more variance in support for
democracy than any other factor in both 2002 arh20

By comparison, corruption was far less influentiming ranked betweer{'mnd 7' positions in both
satisfaction and patience models in both years.

In sum, when it comes to building a popular magsstituency for democracy, institutional
trust’s positive effects are both more consistertt af greater magnitude than corruption’s

ZlCThe computed Chi-square statistics turned ouettatger than their respective critical values (@eeendix Tables"9to
9)

2 Following Pampel (pp.32-34), we first derived theedicted probabilities of the dependent varialflecond, we ran
correlation between the dichotomous dependenthblarend its predicted probabilities to estimatedbielation coefficient
(r), which we then squared®(r At the third step, we took the natural log of thredicted probabilities multiplied by one
minus the predicted probabilities [i.e. Ln P*(1 }] B derive the predicted logits and subsequeafifimated standard
deviation alongside that of the independent vaeiabl interest. Next, we calculated the standardiatiew of the
dichotomous dependent variable (9% as the ratio of the standard deviation of prediciegits to the correlation
coefficient squared {). Finally, we derived the standardized logisticefficient as the product of the estimated coedfiti
and the ratio of the variable’s standard deviatmthat of the dependent variable [ile= b * (SDx /SDy) (see appendix
Tables 10 to 16).
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corrosive effects. In other words, in judging demaay, Africans place greater reliance on the
trustworthiness of political institutions than ohet perceived levels of corruption among state
officials.

How can these results be interpreted? The firsgtto note is that, in judging the quality of Afain
democracies in practice, ordinary citizens followamsistent pattern of reasoning: if they perceive
official corruption, they lose trust in politicahstitutions, and in turn reduce their satisfactaond
patience with democracy. As such, we have showah ¢bntrol of corruption has clear negative
ramifications for the perceived supply of democracyl that the process of democratic decline runs
through the weakening of political institutions.

But, when it comes to the abstract principle of deracy — the form of government that, ideally,
Africans say they prefer -- Africans in Afrobaroresurveys seem to regard it as compatible with a
degree of corruption. One possible interpretatibthis puzzling result is that the survey respase

are thinking not so much of nepotism or extortibat patronage. This informal political practice —
distributing material rewards in return for polaidoyalty — is present to differing degrees inrgve
political regime around the world, including in aiced democracies. But it is especially prevalent
in Africa. According to informal norms, rewardsdonstituents are rarely seen as a violation, githe
“according to rule” or “against the rule.” Instegmhtronage is the form of corruption that Africans
are most likely to regard as “understandable.” sish, they can tolerate — even demand — patronage
while, at the same time, still supporting democracy

But the key point to take away is that ordinaryiédns will not commit themselves to democracy
unless they feel they can trust the institutionshef central state. To judge that political leadae
delivering a high quality democracy, citizens requiassurance that institutions such as the
presidency, the parliament, the electoral commissamd their local government council are
“trustworthy.” Future research is required to ukpahe concept of “trust” does it refer to the
constitutionality, representativeness, responsisgndransparency, or accountability of political
institutions? But the very fact that we now neecdxplore such questions is evidence that Africans
wish to put their nascent democracies on a soustddtional footing.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Summary of Results

This study set out to examine the effects of cdiompon trust in political institutions. It further
explored the implications of corruption and trusir fdemocratic development. Based on
Afrobarometer data, the analysis established that:

1. Africans overwhelmingly disapprove of unethicahduct by public officials.

« Nearly eight in every ten Africans think nepotissnwrong and punishable (i.e.
for public official to give a job to an unqualifiedlative);

« A similarly large proportion disapproves of extorti(i.e. public officials who
request favors or extra payment for official seggic

In sum, most African citizens recognize corruptiehen they see it, condemn it as morally
wrong, and seek legal redress against corruptiaiic

2. Broadly speaking, Africans appear to be relétimeore tolerant of public officials who locate
development projects in areas where they have thgiporters and friends. Thus, even in
democracies, many Africans seem to accept polipeélonage for the parochial benefits it
brings.

3. Corruption has corrosive effect on popular tingthe institutions of the African state. It is
the strongest factor explaining institutional trustboth circa 2002 and circa 2005.

4. In turn, African demands for democracy — whetigoressed as support for the democratic
ideal or rejection of authoritarian alternativess-greatly influenced by trust in institutions.
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To an even greater extent, the perceived supplgenfiocracy — whether measured as
satisfaction or patience with democracy — is drikgrconsiderations of institutional trust. To
repeat a major findinginstitutional trust is themost important factor overall in explaining
popular satisfaction with democracy

Conclusion: Policy Implications

Over the past two decades, Africa’s developmenhpes have encouraged transitions to democracy,
the strengthening of democratic institutions, aefbnms to improve the quality of democratic
governance. These concerns continue to featureipently in the agendas of bi-lateral and multi-
lateral agencies with development and policy refprograms in Africa.

Whether directly with African governments — or ireditly through international non-governmental

organizations (NGOs) and local civil society orgations (CSOs) — donors have allocated major
portions of aid resources towards programs aimédi&ding the capacities of democratic institutions

entrenching the rule of law, promoting free and falitical processes, strengthening civil society,

supporting decentralization of governmental funtsicand improving accountability within the public

sector.

The recommendations that arise from this studyrasstat the donor community will continue to
grant high priority to programs to promote demdcrgbvernance. These programs include:

1. Building the capacity of the judicial branch of gomment, with emphasis on judicial
independence and legal reform to improving thesparency, efficiency and fairness of
legal procedures;

2. Upgrading the quality of elections, especially kyemsgthening the independence and
capability of election management bodies, as wetha coverage of local election observer
groups and voter education programs;

3. Creating anti-corruption agencies, processes amgagns, along with requisite reforms to
ensure independence, transparency and accountallit built on a foundation of
participation of stakeholders.

4. Continuing to defend and expand the ability of Iceociety organizations to gather and
publicize data on public opinion, encourage opebatk on public policy, and demand
accountability from public officials.

According to Devra Moehler (2002, political legitimacy is crucial to the stability nd
institutionalization of fragile new African democias. She argues that the popular legitimacy ef th
state, and hence the level of voluntary citizen gitance with state commands, is founded on a basis
of institutional trust. And a recent study by FreedHousé identified entrenched corruption as the
principal obstacle to further democratization iansitional countries throughout the world. The
report noted that even credible elections neveoraatically guarantee the deepening of democratic
institutions. Instead, democracy builders musttiooiwusly search for institutional reforms that
increase transparency of official procedures antdloduce measures to hold public servants
accountable.

The results of this study suggest several emptastamendments to programs to promote clean and
legitimate governance in new African democraci@he recommendations that follow derive from
two main findings of our research:

1. There is popular demand among African citizemsptit good governance on a firmer
institutional foundation

% See Devra C. Moehler (2005) “Free and Fair or &nkent and Forged: Elections and Legitimacy in i
Afrobarometer Working Paper No. S6ww.afrobarometer.org

24 See Freedom House (2006) “Entrenched Corruptiodetiuts Democratic Development in Transitional Goes” in
Countries at the Crossroads
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2. African citizens willsupport anti-corruptionreforms, especially if these focus on moral
disapproval of violations of the public trust (stainepotism and extortion).

We therefore suggest that international donor agsmnarovide backing to the following policy and
program initiatives:

1. To develop a legitimate framework for democrgtwernance, encourage meaningful public
participation in any and all efforts to write owvige national constitutions. Citizens are most
likely to trust institutions that they have giventhemselves;

2. As a high priority, continue to pursue meastioeisprove the administration of justice. But
emphasis should be placed on reducing the gap beteide judicial institutions and mass
preferences for local dispute resolution mecharisms

3. Also as a high priority, continue to promotei-@atrruption initiatives. But provide further
insulation for anti-corruption bodies from execetibranch manipulation and more emphasis
on public awareness and self-policing of acts &€ial corruption.

4. Engage civil society organizations in mass antiugaiion campaigns. Require political
parties to make campaign commitments to anti-coiwapFocus public awareness campaigns
on nepotism and extortion, not patronage.
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Appendix

Table 1: Dates of fieldwork and sample sizes in the 12 catuies over the three rounds of survey

Round 1 Sample Round 2 Sample Round 3 Sample

(Circa 2000) Size (Circa 2002) Size (Circa 2005) Size
Botswana Nov-Dec 1999 1200 Jun-Jul 2003 1200 Mag- 2005 1200
Ghana Jul-Aug 1999 2004 Aug-Sep 2002 1200 Marckb200 1197
Lesotho Apr-Jun 2000 1177 Feb-Apr 2003 1200 Julg-2005 1161
Malawi Nov-Dec 1999 1208 Apr-May 2003 1200 June-July 2005 1200
Mali Jan-Feb 2001 2089 Oct-Nov 2002 1283 June-20056 1244
Namibia Sep-Oct 1999 1183 Aug-Sep 2003 1199 Feb20a6 1200
Nigeria Jan-Feb 2000 3603 Sep-Oct 2003 2428 AugZDEes 2363
South Africa Jul-Aug 2000 2200 Sep-Oct 2002 2400 briary 2006 2400
Tanzania Mar-Sep 2001 2198 Jul-Aug 2003 1223 Julg-2005 1304
Uganda May-Jun 2000 2271 Aug-Sep 2002 2400 Apr-RHb 2400
Zambia Oct-Nov 1999 1198 Jun-Jul 2003 1198 July-20@5 1200
Zimbabwe Sep-Oct 1999 1200 Apr-May 2003 1104 October 2005 1048
Unweighted Total Sample 21,531 18,035 17,917
Weighted Total Sample 14,397 14,401 14,400

Table 2: Trends in African perceptions of corruption (proportions for all response codes reported)

Circa 2000 Circa 2002 Circa 2005 Change
Elected Leaders/Parliamentarians None corrupt 9 14 16 +7
Some corrupt 24 42 39 +15
Most corrupt 20 18 20 0
All corrupt 13 8 7 -6
[National] Govt. Officials/Civil servants None corrupt - 10 12 +2
Some corrupt - 41 38 -3
Most corrupt - 25 24 -1
All corrupt - 9 8 -1
President & his officials None corrupt - 20 20 0
Some corrupt - 36 36 0
Most corrupt - 14 15 +2
All corrupt - 8 8 0
Police None corrupt - 8 9 +1
Some corrupt - 35 32 -3
Most corrupt - 29 31 3
All corrupt - 17 18 +1
Judges & Magistrates None corrupt - 18 17 -1
Some corrupt - 13 38 +24
Most corrupt - 19 20 +1
All corrupt - 10 9 -1
Teachers & School Administrators None corrupt - 25 30 +5
Some corrupt - 44 40 -4
Most corrupt - 13 14 +1
All corrupt - 5 4 0
Border Officials None corrupt - 8 - -
Some corrupt - 29 - -
Most corrupt - 22 - -
All corrupt - 15 - -
Local Govt. officials None corrupt - - 13 -
Some corrupt - - 37 -
Most corrupt - - 24 -
All corrupt - - 9 -

23



Local Councilors None corrupt - - 16 -

Some corrupt - - 38 -
Most corrupt - - 21 -
All corrupt - - 8 -
Tax Officials None corrupt - - 12 -
Some corrupt - - 31 -
Most corrupt - - 25 -
All corrupt - - 12 -
Health workers None corrupt - - 25 -
Some corrupt - - 41 -
Most corrupt - - 16 -
All corrupt - - 5 -

Table 3: Chi squares statistics and p-values for crossdulation of corruption perceptions by

location, gender and age (Circa 2005)
Urban-Rural P - value Male-Female P -value Youth-Elderly Diff. P- value

Diff. Diff. &
Youth-Mid. Age Diff.

President 137.3 0.000 47.2 0.000 211.3 0.000
Elected Leaders/Parliamentarians 153.7 0.000 72.4  .0000 229.9 0.000
National govt. officials 167.1 0.000 61.8 0.000 22 0.000
Local govt. councilors 135.2 0.000 68.3 0.000 233.2 0.000
Local govt. officials 138.0 0.000 55.0 0.000 243.4 0.000
Police 208.4 0.000 64.3 0.000 281.4 0.000
Tax officials 151.6 0.000 58.6 0.000 275.3 0.000
Judges and magistrates 131.7 0.000 83.3 0.000 180.5 0.000
Health workers 102.8 0.000 28.9 0.000 167.7 0.000
Teachers & school administrators 181.4 0.000 32.1 .00 243.6 0.000

Table 4: Chi squares statistics and p-values for crodabulation of experience with corruption by
location, gender and age (Circa 2005)

Urban-Rural Male-Female Youth-Elderly
Chisquare p-value Chisquare p-value Chisquare p-value
statistics statistics statistics

Bribe for ID document 54.9 0.000 75.8 0.000 54.0 000.
Bribe for school placement 54.0 0.000 6.3 0.389 169.5 0.000
Bribe for household service 144.3 0.000 30.2 0.000 34.9 0.003
Bribe for medical attention 44.0 0.000 6.5 0.368 85.1 0.000
Bribe to avoid problem with police ~ 75.7 0.000 95.7 0.000 70.5 0.000

Table 5: Chi squares statistics and p-values for crossdbulation of experience with corruption and
perceived corruption index (Circa 2005)

Chi square statistics p-value
Bribe for a document or permit 246.3 0.000
Bribe for school placement for a child 120.8 0.000
Bribe for household services 105.8 0.000
Bribery to avoid problem with the police 201.9 0.000
Bribe for medicines/medical treatment 211.8 0.000

Table 6: Chi squares statistics and p-values for cross-talation of trust in democratic
institutions/processes by location, gender and age (Circ8@5)

Urban - Rural Male - Female Youth - Elderly
Chisquare p-value Chisquare p-value Chisquare p-value
statistics statistics statistics

Trust President 220.5 0.000 11.6 0.021 242.4 0.000
Trust Electoral Commission 221.4 0.000 66.6 0.000 87.1 0.000
Trust Parliament 205.5 0.000 50.0 0.000 201.0 0.000
Trust Local Govt. Councilors/ Body 476.0 0.000 38.3  0.000 154.4 0.000
Election results credible 49.4 0.000 132.0 0.000 9.49 0.000
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Table 7*: Factor and Reliability analysis descriptive statistic{Circa 2002)

Initial Eignevalues

Unrotated Total % of Cronbach
Factor explained Alpha
Loadings variance
Perceived Corruption index - 3.947 56.4 0.8570
1. Presidency corrupt 0.714 - - -
2. Elected leaders corrupt 0.788 - - -
3. Government officials corrupt 0.818 - - -
4. Police corrupt 0.793 - - -
5. Border officials corrupt 0.794 - - -
6. Judges and magistrates corrupt 0.744 - -
Trust in democratic institutions/processes index - 3.043 60.9 0.8386
1. Trust President 0.772 - - -
2. Trust Parliament 0.754 - - -
3. Trust Electoral Commission 0.821 - - -
4. Trust Regional government body 0.815 - -
5. Trust Local government body 0.736 - - -
6. Teachers and school administrators corrupt 0.578 - -
Improved civil liberties index - 2.796 69.9 0.8506
1. Freedom to say what you think 0.850 - -
2. Freedom to join any organization 0.851 - - -
3. Free from unjust arrest 0.781 - - -
4. Freedom to vote without fear 0.860 - - -
Unfavourable assessment of the general economy inde - 2.934 36.7 0.7435
1. Country's present economic conditions bad 0.594 - -
2. Country's economic condition vs. 12 months ago bad 0.549 - - -
3. Country's economic condition in 12 months worse 6D.5 - - -
4. Economic policies hurt most 0.339 - - -
5. Govt. performance at managing economy bad 0.741 - -
6. Govt. performance at creating jobs bad 0.676 - -
7. Govt. performance at keeping prices stable bad ®m.67 - - -
8. Govt. performance at narrowing income gaps bad 0.624 - - -
Unfavourable assessment of personal living conditis index - 2.303 57.6 0.7539
1. Present living conditions bad 0.776 - - -
2. Living conditions vs. others worse 0.804 - -
3. Living conditions vs. 12 months ago worse 0.755 - -
4. Expected living conditions in 12 months worse 0.696 - - -
Unfavourable social policy performance Index - 2.272 45.4 0.6931
1. Govt. performance at reducing crime bad 0.651 - -
2. Gouvt. performance at improving health services bad 0.765 - - -
3. Gouvt. performance at addressing educational needs b 0.748 - - -
4. Gouvt. performance at delivering household water bad 0.559 - - -
5. Govt. performance at fighting corruption bad 0.625 - - -
Media consumption index - 1.664 55.5 0.5964
1. Access to news from radio 0.639 - - -
2. Access to news from television 0.794 - -
3. Access to news from newspapers 0.791 - -
Easy access to public/social services index - 1.691 42.3 0.5426
1. Easy to get ID document 0.721 - - -
2. Easy to get school admission 0.588 - -
3. Easy to get household service 0.665 - -
4. Easy to get police help 0.618 - - -
Approval of government performance index - 2.226 55.7 0.7328
1. Economy well managed 0.724 - - -
2. Creating jobs well managed 0.766 - - -
3. Keeping prices stable well managed 0.760 - -
4. Narrowing income gaps well managed 0.733 - - -
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Experience with corruption index

Bribe for identity document/permit

Bribe for school placement

Bribe for household service

Bribe to cross a border

Bribe for to avoid problems with police
OffICIal tolerance for criminal acts index
1. No enforcement of law if someone like me commiitsecr
2. No enforcement of law if someone like me evades tax
3. No enforcement of law if someone like me stedltiadi

ar N

0.751
0.703
0.755
0.700
0.747
0.780
0.860
0.844

53.5 0.7814

68.7 0.7702

Note: Two components were derived for unfavourable assessofighe general economy. However, we used the dosponents

because it has a larger percentage of variance.

Table 7: Factor and Reliability analysis descriptive statistic{Circa 2005)

Initial Eignevalues

Unrotated Total % of Cronbach
Factor explained Alpha
Loadings variance
Perceived Corruption index - 5.676 56.8 0.9096
1. Presidency corrupt 0.734 - - -
2.  Members of Parliament corrupt 0.801 - - -
3. Local government councilors corrupt 0.801 - - -
4. National government officials corrupt 0.835 - - -
5. Local government officials corrupt 0.827 - - -
6. Police corrupt 0.715 - - -
7. Tax officials corrupt 0.764 - - -
8. Judges and magistrates corrupt 0.728 - -
9. Health workers corrupt 0.662 - - -
10. Teachers and school administrators corrupt 0.641 - - -
Trust in democratic institutions/processes index - 2.870 57.4 0.8103
1. Trust President 0.822 - - -
2. Trust Parliament 0.816 - - -
3. Trust Electoral Commission 0.813 - - -
4. Trust local council 0.718 - - -
5. Elections free and fair 0.593 - - -
Improved civil liberties index - 2.950 73.8 0.8750
1. Freedom to say what you think 0.865 - - -
2. Freedom to join any organization 0.891 - - -
3. Free from unjust arrest 0.795 - - -
4. Freedom to vote without fear 0.880 -
Unfavourable assessment of the general economy inde - 3.239 40.5 0.7862
1. Country's present economic conditions bad 0.678 - -
2. Country's economic condition vs. 12 months ago bad 0.579 - - -
3. Country's economic condition in 12 months worse 99.5 - - -
4. Economic policies hurt most 0.497 - - -
5. Govt. performance at managing economy bad 0.758 - -
6. Govt. performance at creating jobs bad 0.644 - -
7. Govt. performance at keeping prices stable bad ®m.67 - - -
8. Govt. performance at narrowing income gaps bad 0.637 - - -
Unfavourable assessment of personal living conditis index - 2411 60.3 0.7791
1. Present living conditions bad 0.822 - - -
2. Living conditions vs. others worse 0.798 - - -
3. Living conditions vs. 12 months ago worse 0.748 - -

4. Expected living conditions in 12 months worse 0.734 - - -
Unfavourable social policy performance index - 2.389 47.8 0.7214
1. Govt. performance at reducing crime bad 0.666 - -
2. Govt. performance at improving health services bad 0.777 - - -
3. Gouvt. performance at addressing educational needls b 0.759 - - -
4. Gouvt. performance at delivering household water bad 0.608 - - -
5. Govt. performance at fighting corruption bad 0.629 - - -
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Media consumption index
1. Access to news from radio
2. Access to news from television
3. Access to news from newspapers
Easy access to public/social services index
1. Easy to get ID document
2. Easy to get school admission
3. Easy to get household service
4. Easy to get police help
5. Easy to get medical treatment
Approval of government performance index
1. Economy well managed
2. Creating jobs well managed
3. Keeping prices stable well managed
4. Narrowing income gaps well managed
Experience with corruption index
Bribe for identity document/permit
Bribe for school placement
Bribe for household service
Medical attention
Bribe for to avoid problems with police
Official tolerance for criminal acts index
1. No enforcement of law if top official commits crime
2. No enforcement of law if someone like me commniitsecr
3. No enforcement of law if top official evades tax
4. No enforcement of law if someone like me evades tax

s Ld-

0.606
0.822

0.786

0.645
0.653
0.649

0.634
0.700

0.722

0.755
0.750
0.743

0.730
0.758
0.785
0.759
0.733
0.818
0.493
828.
0.516

5_5.5 0._5981
4:1?.1 0.:(?691
I
5:6.7- 0.&30(-37
v o

Note: For perceived corruption, unfavourable assessmérihe general economy and official tolerance faminal conduct indices,
two components were derived. Nonetheless, we usdiishcomponents because they have larger peageraf variance.

Table 7°: Descriptive statistics of variables and indicessed in the various models (Circa 2002)

N Min.  Max. Mean Std.
Deviation

Political factors
Perceived Corruption Index 13487.5 0 7.0 5.1 2.1
Trust in Democratic Institutions/Processes Index 118341 0 5.0 2.0 1.8
Experience with Corruption Index 14358.5 0 5.0 0.4 1.0
Improved Civil Liberties Index 13352.5 0 4.0 3.0 31.
Adherence to Democratic Principles (Interactiomfer 12113.3 0 1.0 0.6 0.5
Ability to Influence Government’s Decisions (Dummy) 10306.8 0 1.0 0.8 0.4
Economic factors
Unfavourable Assessment of General Economy Index 3814 0 8.0 4.1 2.1
Unfavourable Assessment of Living Conditions bade 14156.6 0 4.0 1.5 1.3
Satisfying Economic and Living Conditions (Interiaotterm)  12320.5 0 1.0 0.2 0.4
Economic Optimism (Interaction term) 9591.8 0 1.0 60 0.5
Personal Living Conditions Rated Good (Dummy) 12961 0 1.0 0.3 0.5
General Economy Rated Good (Dummy) 12245.6 0 1.0 4 0. 0.5
Performance factors
Official Tolerance for Criminal Acts Index 128640 O 3.0 0.5 0.9
Unfavourable Social Policies Performance Index 1428 0 5.0 2.1 1.6
Easy Access to Public/Social Services Index 13963.9 0 4.0 1.7 1.1
Approval of Government Performance Index 14247.4 0 4.0 1.4 1.4
Personal Security and Safety (Interaction term) 11583.9 0 3.0 1.3 1.3
Cognitive factors
Media Consumption Index 14382.2 0.0 3.0 1.7 1.0
Social Background Factors
Age 14099.9 18.0 105 36.8 15.0
Education 14377.0 0 1 0.6 0.5
Gender (Female) 14401.1 0 1 0.5 0.5
Urban Population 14401.1 0 1 0.4 0.5
Valid N (listwise) 3698.2 - - - -
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Table 7°: Descriptive statistics of variables and indicessed in the various models (Circa 2005)

N Min.  Max. Mean Std.
Deviation

Political factors
Perceived Corruption Index 13553.6 0 10.0 7.1 3.2
Trust in Democratic Institutions/Processes Index 33wl 0 5.0 2.9 1.8
Experience with Corruption Index 12208.3 0 5.0 0.6 1.1
Improved Civil Liberties Index 13303.9 0 4.0 0.7 21.
Adherence to Democratic Principles (Interactiomfer 12846.5 0 1.0 0.6 0.5
Ability to Influence Government’s Decisions (Dummy) 10046.8 0 1.0 0.6 0.5
Indirect Vote Buying (Dummy) 13666.8 0 1.0 0.7 0.5
Economic factors
Unfavourable Assessment of General Economy Index 37348 0 8.0 4.5 2.2
Unfavourable Assessment of Living Conditions bade 14066.7 0 4.0 1.7 1.3
Satisfying Economic and Living Conditions (Interiaotterm)  12328.8 0 1.0 0.2 0.4
Economic Optimism (Interaction term) 9703.2 0 1.0 50 0.5
Personal Living Conditions Rated Good (Dummy) 12034 0 1.0 0.3 0.5
General Economy Rated Good (Dummy) 12224.3 0 1.0 3 0. 0.5
Performance factors
Official Tolerance for Criminal Acts Index 14168.3 0 4.0 1.0 11
Unfavourable Social Policies Performance Index M1 0 5.0 2.1 1.6
Easy Access to Public/Social Services Index 13945.8 0 5.0 2.4 15
Approval of Government Performance Index 14257.1 0 4.0 1.3 1.3
Personal Security and Safety (Interaction term) 11085.1 0 3.0 1.4 1.3
Cognitive factors
Media Consumption Index 14397.6 0.0 3.0 1.7 1.0
Social Background Factors
Age 14223.8 18.0 115 36.8 15.1
Education 14374.6 0 1 0.6 0.5
Gender (Female) 14400.1 0 1 0.5 0.5
Urban Population 14400.1 0 1 0.3 0.5
Valid N (listwise) 3364.0 - - - -

Table 8: Perceived corruption signs and significarein the “jack-knife” and country-specific estimates

JACK-KNIFE ESTIMATES COUNTRY-SPECIFIC ESTIMATES

Circa 2002 Circa 2005 Circa 2002 Circa 2005
Sign P-value Sign P-value Sign P-value Sign P-valu
Botswana (out) -ve 0.000 -ve 0.000 Botswana -ve 0.307 -ve 0.016
Ghana (out) -ve 0.000 -ve 0.000 Ghana -ve 0.215 -ve 0.058

Lesotho (out) -ve 0.000 -ve 0.000 Lesotho -ve 0.303 -ve 0.073

Malawi (out) -ve 0.000 -ve 0.000 Malawi -ve 0.023 -ve 0.139
Mali (out) -ve 0.000 -ve 0.000 Mali +ve 0.235 -ve 0.039
Namibia (out) -ve 0.000 -ve 0.000 Namibia +ve 0.483 -ve 0.113
Nigeria (out) -ve 0.000 -ve 0.000 Nigeria +ve 0.688 -ve 0.000
South Africa (out) -ve 0.000 -ve 0.000 South Africa -ve 0.669 -ve 0.000
Tanzania (out) -ve 0.000 -ve 0.000 Tanzania -ve 0.003 -ve 0.000
Uganda (out) -ve 0.000 -ve 0.000 Uganda -ve 0.376 -ve 0.000
Zambia (out) -ve 0.000 -ve 0.000 Zambia -ve 0.249 -ve 0.000
Zimbabwe (out) -ve 0.000 -ve 0.000 Zimbabwe -ve 0.476 -ve 0.000

Table 9*: Test of significance of institutional trust and @rruption in the preference model

Trust Excluded Corruption Excluded Both Trust & Corruption
Excluded

Circa 2002 Circa 2005 Circa 2002 Circa 2005 Circa002 Circa 2005
Nested Model -2 log likelihood  11781.9 10180.9 12038.6 10535.7 12209.3 10615.1
Initial Model -2 log likelihood 11643.7 10094.2 11643.7 10094.2 11643.7 10094.2
Chi-square 138.2 86.7 394.9 441.5 565.6 520.9
Degrees of freedom 1 1 1 1 2 2
Critical value (x%.09 3.841 3.841 5.991
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Table %: Test of significance of institutional trust and orruption in the satisfaction model

Trust Excluded Corruption Excluded Both Trust & Corruption
Excluded

Circa 2002 Circa 2005 Circa 2002 Circa 2005 Circ2002 Circa 2005
Nested Model -2 log likelihood  10589.8 8655.5 10583.4 8254.0 11090.7 9130.6
Initial Model -2 log likelihood 10193.2 7857.8 10193.2 7857.8 10193.2 7857.8
Chi-square 396.6 797.7 390.2 396.2 897.5 1272.8
Degrees of freedom 1 1 1 1 2 2
Critical value (x%.09 3.841 3.841 5.991

Table &°: Test of significance of institutional trust and @rruption in the patience model

Trust Excluded Corruption Excluded Both Trust & Corruption
Excluded

Circa 2002 Circa 2005 Circa 2002  Circa 2005 Circa002 Circa 2005
Nested Model -2 log likelihood 6873.9 6709.5 6970.5 6858.4 7041.1 6939.6
Initial Model -2 log likelihood 6820.7 6644.9 6820.7 6644.9 6820.7 6644.9
Chi-square 53.2 64.6 149.8 2135 220.4 294.7
Degrees of freedom 1 1 1 1 2 2
Critical value (x%.09 3.841 3.841 5.991

Table 10%: Estimating standard deviation of the dichotomouspreference for democracy dependent variable
Circa 2002 Circa 2005

Variance of predicted logits 0.04739 0.07571
Square root of variance of predicted logits (itandard deviation) 0.21769 0.27515
Correlation coefficient for predicted probabiliti@sd actual dependent variable (r) 0.22591 0.26504
Correlation coefficient squared’)r 0.47530 0.07025
Estimated standard deviation (Square root of variage+ r?) 0.45801 3.91694

Table 10°; Estimating standard deviation of the dichotomoussatisfaction with democracy dependent variable

Circa 2002 Circa 2005
Variance of predicted logits 0.16052 0.19400
Square root of variance of predicted logits (itandard deviation) 0.40066 0.44046
Correlation coefficient for predicted probabiliti@sd actual dependent variable (r) 0.46139 0.54732
Correlation coefficient squared’)r 0.67925 0.29956
Estimated standard deviation (Square root of variage+ r?) 0.58986 1.47036

Table 10°: Estimating standard deviation of the dichotomouspatience with democracy dependent variable

Circa 2002 Circa 2005

Variance of predicted logits 0.02167 0.03611
Square root of variance of predicted logits (itandard deviation) 0.14722 0.19003
Correlation coefficient for predicted probabilitiasd actual dependent variable (r) 0.28016 0.34860
Correlation coefficient squared’)r 0.52930 0.12152
Estimated standard deviation (Square root of variage+ r?) 0.27814 1.56375

29



References

Anderson, Christopher and Yuliya Tverdova. 200Borruption, Political Alegiances and Attitudes
Toward Government in Contemporary DemocracieArherican Journal of Political Sciencé7, 1.
91-109.

Bratton, Michael and Robert Mattes (2001) “Suppfot Democracy in Africa: Intrinsic or
Instrumental?’British Journal of Political Science1 (3) 447-474.

Chang, Eric and Yunhan Chu. 2006. “Corruption &ngst: Exceptionalism in Asian Democracies?”
68, 2: 259-271.

Cho, Wonbin and Matthew Kirwin. 2007. *“A ViciouSircle of Corruption and Mistrust in
Institutions in Sub-Saharan Africa: A Micro-Levhalysis.” Afrobarometer Working Papédo. 71,
http://www.afrobarometer.org/abseries.html#

della Porta, Donatella. 2000. “Social Capitalli&e in Government, and Political Corruption.” In
Susan Pharr and Robert Putnam (ed3igaffected Democracies: What's Troubling the Telal
Countries.Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Linz, Juan and Alfred Stepan. 1996. “Towards Cadatéd DemocraciesJournal of Democracy
(2) 14-33.

Mukherjee, Chandan, Howard White and Marc Wuyt.98l9Econometrics and Data Analysis for
Developing CountriesLondon and New York: Routledge.

Seligson, Mitchell. 2002. “The Impact of Corruption Regime legitimacy: A Comparative Study of
Four Latin American Countries.Journal of Politics64, 2: 408-33.

Theobold, Robin. 1990Corruption, Development and Underdevelopmedtirham, North Carolina,
Duke University Press.

Uslaner, Eric. 2007. “Trust and the Inequalitadin Africa.” Afrobarometer Working Pape\o.
69, http://www.afrobarometer.org/abseries.html#

30



No.81

No.80

No.79

No.78

No.77

No.76

No.75

No.74

No.73

No.72

No.71

No.70

No.69

No.68

No.67

No.66

No.65

No.64

No.63

No.62

No.61

No.60

PublicationsList
AFROBAROMETER WORKING PAPERS

Armah-Attoh, DanieE. Gyimah-Boadi and Annie Barbara Chikwanha. “Corruption Anstitutional
Trust In Africa: Implications For Democratic Developmé 2007.

Wantchekon, Leonard and Gwendolyn Taylor. “PalitRRights versus Public Goods: Uncovering the
Determinants of Satisfaction with Democracy in Afric2007.

Chang, Eric. “Political Transition, Corruption, andame Inequality in Third Wave Democracies.”
2007.

Battle, Martin and Seely, Jennifer C. “It's AllIR&ve: Competing Models of Vote Choice in Benin.
2007.

Wantchekon, Leonard, Paul-Aarons Ngomo, Babaly 8al Mohamadou Sall. “Support for
Competitive Politics and Government Performance: Publicepéons of Democracy in Senegal.”
2007.

Graham, Carol and Matthew Hoover. “Optimism and Povartfrica: Adaptation or a Means to
Survival?” 2007.

Evans, Geoffrey and Pauline Rose. “Education and 8ufiqgoDemocracy in Sub-Saharan Africa:
Testing Mechanisms of Influence.” 2007.

Levi, Margaret and Audrey Sacks. “Legitimating Bfsli Sources and Indicators.” 2007.

McLean, Lauren Morris. “The Micro-Dynamics oflfare State Retrenchment and the
Implications for Citizenship in Africa.” 2007.

Ferree, Karen and Jeremy Horowitz. “Identity Voang the Regional Census in Malawi.” 2007.

Cho, Wonbin and Matthew F. Kirwin. “A Vicious Circlé @orruption and Mistrust in Institutions in
sub-Saharan Africa: A Micro-level Analysis.” 2007.

Logan, Carolyn, Thomas P. Wolf and Robert Sentatienyans and Democracy: What Do They
Really Want From It Anyway?” 2007.

Uslaner, Eric. “Corruption and the Inequality Tiapg\frica.” 2007.
Lewis, Peter. “Identity, Institutions and Democraciigeria.” 2007.

Mattes, Robert. “Public Opinion Research in Eingrdpemocracies: Are the Processes Different?”
2007.

Cho, Wonbin. “Ethnic Fractionalization, Electoratitutions, and Africans’ Political Attitudes.” 2007.

Bratton, Michael. “Are You Being Served? Populais&attion with Health and Education Services in
Africa.” 2006.

Fernandez, Kenneth E. and Michelle Kuenzi. “Crimé &upport for Democracy: Revisiting
Modernization Theory.” 2006.

Bratton, Michael and Carolyn Logan. “Voters But Net Citizens: The Weak Demand for Vertical
Accountability in Africa’s Unclaimed Democracies.” 2006.

Bratton, Michael and Mxolisi Sibanyoni. “Delivery Responsiveness? A Popular Scorecard of Local
Government Performance in South Africa.” 2006.

The Afrobarometer Network. “Citizens and the Statéfrica: New Results From Afrobarometer
Round 3.” 2006.

The Afrobarometer Network. “Where is Africa going@ws From Below: A
31



No.59

No.58

No.57

No0.56

No.55

No.54

No. 53

No. 52

No. 51

No.50

No.49

No.48

No.47

No.46

No.45

No.44

No.43

No.42

No.41

No.40

No.39

No.38

Compendium of Trends in Public Opinion in 12 African Coieistr1999-2006.” 2006.

Bratton, Michael and Eldred Masunungure. “Popular tiewc to State Repression: Operation
Murambatsvina in Zimbabwe.” 2006.

Logan, Carolyn and Michael Bratton. “The Political Ger@dap in Africa: Similar Attitudes, Different
Behaviors.” 2006.

Evans, Geoffrey and Pauline Rose. “Support for Deswgcin Malawi: Does Schooling Matter?”
2006.

Bratton, Michael. “Poor People and Democratic @itship in Africa.” 2006.

Moehler, Devra C. “Free and Fair or Fraudubant Forged: Elections and Legitimacy in Africa.”
2005.

Stasavage, David. “Democracy and Primary Schot#ndance: Aggregate and Individual Level
Evidence from Africa.” 2005.

Reis, Deolinda, Francisco Rodrigues and Josee@emni’ Atitudes em Relacdo a Qualidade da
Democracia em Cabo Verde.” 2005.

Lewis, Peter and Etannibi Alemika. “Seeking the Dmat@ Dividend: Public Attitudes and
Attempted Reform in Nigeria.” 2005.

Kuenzi, Michelle and Gina Lambright. “Who Votes in Affican Examination of Electoral Turnout in
10 African Countries.” 2005.

Mattes, Robert and Doh Chull Shin. “The Democratipaoh of Cultural Values in Africa and Asia:
The Cases of South Korea and South Africa.” 2005.

Cho, Wonbin and Michael Bratton. “Electoral Ingtons, Partisan Status, and Political Support: A
Natural Experiment from Lesotho.” 2005.

Bratton, Michael and Peter Lewis. “The DurabilifyPolitical Goods? Evidence from Nigeria’'s New
Democracy.” 2005.

Keulder, Christiaan and Tania Wiese. “Democracyh@it Democrats? Results from the 2003
Afrobarometer Survey in Namibia.” 2005.

Khaila, Stanley and Catherine Chibwana. “Ten Yedr®emocracy in Malawi: Are Malawians
Getting What They Voted For?” 2005.

Schedler, Andreas and Rodolfo Sarsfield. “Demoavits Adjectives: Linking Direct and Indirect
Measures of Democratic Support.” 2004.

Bannon, Alicia, Edward Miguel, and Daniel N. Posti8nurces of Ethnic Identification in Africa.”
2004.

Bratton, Michael. “State Building and Democrat@atin Sub-Saharan Africa: Forwards, Backwards,
or Together?” 2004.

Chikwanha, Annie, Tulani Sithole, and Michael Rnatt “The Power of Propaganda: Public Opinion
in Zimbabwe, 2004.” 2004.

Mulenga, Chileshe L., Annie Barbara Chikwanha, and Mbikoril “Satisfaction with

Democracy and Performance of the New Deal Governmetitudés and Perceptions of Zambians.”
2004.

Ferree, Karen E. “The Micro-Foundations of EtiMoting: Evidence from South Africa.” 2004.

Cho, Wonbin. “Political Institutions and Satisfactiwith Democracy in Sub-Saharan Africa.” 2004.

Mattes, Robert. “Understanding Identity in AfriéaFirst Cut.” 2004.
32



No.37

No.36

No.35

No.34

No.33

No.32

No.31

No.30

No.29

No.28

No.27

No.26

No.25

No.24

No.23

No.22

No.21

No.20

No.19

No.18

No.17

No.16

No.15

Leysens, Anthony J. “Marginalisation in SoutherndariTransformation from Below?” 2004.

Sall, Babaly and Zeric Kay Smith, with Mady Dekiso. “Libéralisme, Patrimonialisme ou
Autoritarisme Atténue : Variations autour de la Démoerg€négalaise.” 2004.

Coulibaly, Massa and Amadou Diarra. “Démocratidégtimation du marché: Rapport d’enquéte
Afrobarométre au Mali, décembre 2002.” 2004.

The Afrobarometer Network. “Afrobarometer Round 2om@endium of Results from a 15-Country
Survey.” 2004.

Wolf, Thomas P., Carolyn Logan, and Jeremiah OtitiNew Dawn? Popular Optimism in Kenya
After the Transition.” 2004.

Gay, John and Robert Mattes. “The State of Dempandoesotho.” 2004.

Mattes, Robert and Michael Bratton. “Learning atiemocracy in Africa: Awareness, Performance,
and Experience.” 2003

Pereira, Joao, Ines Raimundo, Annie Chikwanha, AldéeSand Robert Mattes. “Eight Years of
Multiparty Democracy in Mozambique: The Public’s Vié®003

Gay, John. “Development as Freedom: A Virtuousl€r2003.

Gyimah-Boadi, E. and Kwabena Amoah Awuah Mens#ihe “Growth of Democracy in Ghana.
Despite Economic Dissatisfaction: A Power Alternation @i 2003.

Logan, Carolyn J., Nansozi Muwanga, Robert SentantuMichael Bratton. “Insiders and Outsiders:
Varying Perceptions of Democracy and Governance in Uga2683.

Norris, Pippa and Robert Mattes. “Does EthnicitieDeine Support for the Governing Party?” 2003.

Ames, Barry, Lucio Renno and Francisco Rodrigues. tideawy, Market Reform, and Social Peace in
Cape Verde.” 2003.

Mattes, Robert, Christiaan Keulder, Annie B. Chikaya@herrel Africa and Yul Derek Davids.
“Democratic Governance in South Africa: The People’s Vie2@03.

Mattes, Robert, Michael Bratton and Yul Derek Bavi “Poverty, Survival, and Democracy in
Southern Africa.” 2003.

Pereira, Joao C. G., Yul Derek Davids and Roberteslat‘Mozambicans’ Views of Democracy and
Political Reform: A Comparative Perspective.” 2003.

Whiteside, Alan, Robert Mattes, Samantha Willad Bgann Manning. “Examining HIV/AIDS in
Southern Africa Through the Eyes of Ordinary Southern Afri¢&6G02.

Lewis, Peter, Etannibi Alemika and Michael BrattoDown to Earth: Changes in Attitudes Towards
Democracy and Markets in Nigeria.” 2002.

Bratton, Michael. “Wide but Shallow: Populap$ort for Democracy in Africa.” 2002.

Chaligha, Amon, Robert Mattes, Michael Bratton and Yelek Davids. “Uncritical Citizens and
Patient Trustees? Tanzanians’ Views of Political BEnonomic Reform.” 2002.

Simutanyi, Neo. “Challenges to Democratic Cadatibn in Zambia: Public Attitudes to Democracy
and the Economy.” 2002.

Tsoka, Maxton Grant. “Public Opinion and the Codatitbn of Democracy in Malawi.” 2002.

Keulder, Christiaan. “Public Opinion and Consol@atf Democracy in Namibia.” 2002.

33



No.14

No.13

No.12

No. 11

No.10

No. 9

No.8

No.7

No.6

No.5

No.4

No.3

No.2

No.1

Lekorwe, Mogopodi, Mpho Molomo, Wilford Molefe, and Kabeloddki. “Public Attitudes Toward
Democracy, Governance, and Economic Development in Botsw20@1"

Gay, John and Thuso Green. “Citizen Perceptio®ofocracy, Governance, and Political Crisis in
Lesotho.” 2001.

Chikwanha-Dzenga, Annie Barbara, Eldred MasunungnteNyasha Madingira. “Democracy and
National Governance in Zimbabwe: A Country Survey Repae0l.

The Afrobarometer Network. “Afrobarometer Roun€bmpendium of Comparative Data from a
Twelve-Nation Survey.” 2002

Bratton, Michael and Robert Mattes. “Popular Econdvailues and Economic Reform in Southern
Africa.” 2001.

Bratton, Michael, Massa Coulibaly, and Fabiana Ma@ah&opular Perceptions of Good Governance
in Mali.” March 2000.

Mattes, Robert, Yul Derek Davids, and Cherrel Afriséews of Democracy in South Africa and the
Region: Trends and Comparisons.” October 2000.

Mattes, Robert, Yul Derek Davids, Cherrel Africend Michael Bratton. “Public Opinion and the
Consolidation of Democracy in Southern Africa.” July 2000.

Bratton, Michael and Gina Lambright. “Uganda’sékefidum 2000: The Silent Boycott.” 2001.

Bratton, Michael and Robert Mattes. “Democratic andkbtaReforms in Africa: What ‘the People’
Say.” 2000.

Bratton, Michael, Gina Lambright, and Robert Sewta“Democracy and Economy in Uganda: A
Public Opinion Perspective.” 2000.

Lewis, Peter M. and Michael Bratton. “AttitudeDt®@mocracy and Markets in Nigeria.” 2000.

Bratton, Michael, Peter Lewis, and E. Gyimah-Boddititudes to Democracy and Markets in
Ghana.” 1999.

Bratton, Michael and Robert Mattes. “Support formDeracy in Africa: Intrinsic or
Instrumental?” 1999.

34



