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Corruption, I nstitutional Discredit And Exclusion Of The Poor: A Poverty Trap®
Abstract

The vast majority of empirical studies focus maiotythe indirect effects of corruption on poverging
cross-section analyses of macroeconomic aggregatesth, investment, public expenditure, etc.). To
date, relatively few studies have set out to erpliaie logic of individual behaviour in the face of
corruption and the direct effects of this scourgetle poor. We use a rich collection of comparable
household surveys conducted in 18 sub-Saharanaffriountries AfrobarometerSurvey to shed light
on a mechanism that links corruption with povergtsthat they are locked in a self-reinforcing ois
cycle. Firstly, we show that the poor, who areassgive as the rest of the population to the fegmsible
nature of corruption, are more often victims ofraption in their routine dealings with the admirasion
and the public services. Secondly, the poorestpgaiffected by corruption tend to become discoutage
and give in to it more easily. Consequently, theselinterest in politics and can even become paligi
disaffected altogether. This further diminishesrthready limited capacity to make their voicesutukein
decision-making processes. This attitude of resignan the absence of any prospect of contendiitly w
corruption hence contributes to the acceptancepanuketuation of corruption in poor countries.

! Draft prepared for the conference on “The Micrasfdiations of Mass Politics in Africa,” MSU, May 200
We would like to thank Diane Bertrand for the tdatien of the original French version of this papeo English.
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INTRODUCTION

The new international poverty reduction strategi@ge placed factors previously deemed extra-ecanomi
— such as governance, support for democracy andoatatic participation — at the heart of the
development programmes. The growing interest inirtigact of corruption on developing economies is
part of this. Yet the analyses look mainly at tegative effects of this curse from a macroeconguint

of view. For example, cross-country studies shoat thvestment levels and GDP growth are lower in
countries where corruption is high. To date, retdyi few empirical studies have been made of the
microeconomic impact of corruption on living conalits and the attitudes of the different population
categories. We use a rich collection of compardidasehold surveys conducted in 18 sub-Saharan
African countries Afrobarometer Survgyo analyse the effect of corruption on the cit&etrust in the
public institutions and especially on their pagation in their country’s political affairs. Theed is to
explore, in particular, the political effects ofragption on the populations’ attitudes: do victifose all
faith in the public institutions, become disaffettnd opt out of society life? What are the charistics

of the individuals most likely to be caught up liistprocess of marginalisation?

We make a detailed study of the harmful effectcafruption using objective indicators (household
victims and non-victims of corruption, political gigipation, contact with local authority represaintes,
etc.), subjective evaluations (perception of cawoupin the public institutions, etc.) and the sBci
demographic characteristics of the individualsrvieaved. We consider especially possible partictidesr
among the poor populations. Firstly, are they mardaerable and likely to be more often and harder h
by corruption? Secondly, do the poor — victims géfdnctional institutions — tend to more easilyntur
their backs on public affairs and politics? Theedsity of political and economic environments found
the countries studied sheds light on the compleaftghe links between governance, democracy and
poverty.

Although we are starting to see an increasing nurobsurveys of individuals in developing countries
cross-country analyses based on national aggregatésiue to dominate the literature on corruption.
The vast majority of studies are based on datardega the perception of corruption. Few of them
concern the actual experiences of the countrigigecis? Our analysis helps fill these gaps and seeks to
proffer an understanding of corruption (experieacel perception) at “micro” level based on a large
sample of microdata from a wide range of sub-Sahafecan countries.

We endeavour here to understand the logic of iddadi behaviour when faced with corruption. Focusing
more especially on bureaucratic corruption, ourdilypsis is that two categories of individuals hit b
corruption can be identified: the most vulnerablthwio means of resistance (the poorest) and tivbse
give in and pay. In both cases, therefore, theynactms” and not the instigators of deliberateas¢gies

to occasion illicit practices. This creates a wisocycle in which corruption cultivates a feelinf o
discouragement in the face of dysfunctional ingtots. This feeling firstly reduces the desireaket part

in the country’s political affairs and the capadityinfluence decisions to effectively curb thisgs® and
secondly undermines the will to resist corruption a day-to-day basis. This sustains, if not further
increases corruption.

2 See Razafindrakoto and Roubaud (2006a) regarbngias that can be created when using solelyatethe
perception of corruption.
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Diagram On The Logic Of Individual Behaviour In The Face Of Corruption

CORRUPTION <
Perception ofhe extent of -> Discour agement/resignation
corruption — > Strengthens the | —P»
feeling of injustice - Lossof interest in public
Who are the hardest hit on a daily - Strengthens the affairs
basis ? feeling that the > Lesspalitical participation
- Themost vulnerable: > institutions (democracy
Those without the means to do not work —» Especially among the poorest a
resist (the poor) . more generally, among those w
- Thosewho givein: Feeling already condemn the phenomenon, but
Those who feel they do not predominant among tf victims since they do not have the
have the means to change th¢ poorest groups means to resist it
practices

We hence focus on two major questions, about wliith has been written and which are subject to
debate, regarding the causes and effects of carnupt

- Are the poor more often “victims” of corruption their routine dealings? We take account of the
fact that those with little contact with the publistitutions are less exposed to the risk of baing
victim of corruption (which does not mean that theguld be spared if they were to conduct
administrative formalities). This correlation liabilo generate a selection bias must be taken into
consideration in the econometric estimates.

- What is the link between corruption (experiencegberceived), the evaluation of the running of
the institutions and citizen participation in theuntry’s political affairs? This approach is in
keeping with the analyses of the impact of corauptin the legitimacy of the public institutions.
Yet we endeavour to take the observation of diste@dnstitutions a step further and study the
extent to which this situation could trigger a ptv@non of exclusion from political matters. To
our knowledge, the existing empirical literatures Im@t yet sought to explain this link. We test, in
particular, the assumption that the poorest arartbst vulnerable and likely to be caught up in
this process of marginalisation. This entails desti@ting that a new mechanism exists whereby
corruption has an adverse effect on poverty. Ctionpaggravates the situation of the poor by
strengthening the feeling of inequality and disegumg them from taking part in any decision-
making process that could help them remedy theiagon.

Bear in mind that, as with most analyses on theseaand effects of corruption, the complexity @& th
phenomenon means that causal links are hard tolisktarhe causes and effects of corruption arsetjo
linked. Our analysis does not completely overcofme problem (does corruption provoke a lack of
interest in politics and a process of self-excladiom political life or vice versa?). Neverthelgsar aim

is not so much to explain the direction of the editisas to stress the possible existence of augcycle
that hinders the ability to remedy the downturnthe situation of the poor: corruption discredits th
institutions, which in turn fosters corruption sinthe population no longer believes that the public
authorities can remedy the situation and, more gdigethat the phenomenon can be fought.

Although the vast majority of studies have lookétha impact of corruption on poverty, showing niain

its indirect effects by means of macroeconomic aldds (growth, investment and allocation of
resources), our study identifies a mechanism whyergdrruption directly affects the poor at the
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microeconomic level. Firstly, we show that the paog more often victims of this phenomenon in their
routine dealings with the administration and théljuservices. Secondly, the poorest individuatsblyi
corruption prove less inclined to fight and molalihe means that could help them speak out agamaist
remedy this form of injustice. Since their disc@ement leads to a lack of interest and low level of
participation in politics, it marginalises them atwhsequently locks them in a poverty trap. Wheay th
become politically disaffected, their problems acohcerns can neither be heard nor taken into
consideration in the decision-making processes.

AN OVERVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

There is a growing body of literature on the cawses effects of corruption. We do not attempt Here
fully review these studies since many authors laready done so in detail (Bardhan, 1997; Jain1200
Lambsdorff, 2005; Seldayo and de Haan, 2006).\Wtdgh noting, however, that Lambsdorff lists nede
than a hundred papers on these issues and thaly8eldd de Haan identify a total of 70 variablesdlia
different analyses as potential determinants afugsion.

Briefly, the different types of analyses made aéoflow:

- As regards the effects, the literature concehesitnpact of corruption on economic growth or per
capita GDP, total private and public investmenbljpuexpenditure and its breakdown, international
trade, foreign direct investment and capital floaSicial development assistance, inequalities and
series of social outputs (education and health).

- As regards the causes, the studies look at ttee &fi the government apparatus and its working
methods, especially at decentralised level, wageldeand how civil servants are recruited, public
regulations, the quality of the institutions, cottifgen conditions and the organisation of the mgske
freedom of the press, the type of political systeand democracy, election procedures and the
organisation of the political parties, and the wat determinants of corruption (interpersonal tirus
religion and racial fractionalisation). Here tole tlist could be extended to other aspects sutheas
impact of gender, the country’s colonial past amg abundance of natural resources, the effects of
social interaction, etc.

We are more particularly interested here, firsilythe relation between corruption and poverty and,
secondly, in the links between this phenomenon Hra population’s attitude toward the public
institutions.

Corruption And Poverty: Stylised Facts Established At Macroeconomic Level

The empirical literature sets out to explain défgr mechanisms by which corruption adversely agfect
poverty. Yet the effects put forward concern maithg indirect repercussions of corruption on pgrert
Most often mentioned are the effects of corruptiarfactors that weigh on poverty. Two types of nisde
can be found in the literature: the “economic mbdeld the “governance model” (Chetwyred al,
2003). The first model concerns the economic edfe€icorruption, especially on the downturn in giiow
and level of investment (Mauro, 1995 and 1998; WA Wu, 2001; Kaufmaat al, 2005) and on the
increase in inequalities (Guptd al, 1998). The second model points up the adversetedf corruption
on governance and hence on poverty. Some studiphasise the effect on public expenditure, the
allocation of resources and the quality of the pubérvices (Guptat al, 1998). Others are interested in
the way aid is allocated. On this point, the impaotks through two channels. Firstly, a certain bem

of studies take up the work by Burnside and Dd®00) and endeavour to show that aid is all theemo
effective when recipient countries are well goveltrtgecondly, a series of empirical studies showttiea
countries’ quality of governance, wherein the legélcorruption is one of the main components, is
increasingly a major selectivity criterion in dosoaid allocation decisions (Burnside and Doll2dp@
and 2004; Berthélémy and Tichit, 2004; Dollar arevibe, 2004). Last but not least, a series of sgidi
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looks at the impact of corruption on democracy andre broadly speaking, on the public institutions
(Johnston, 2000).

Despite the wide range of more or less sophisticatealyses, the direction of the causal link betwee
poverty and corruption remains a subject for delfade example, a certain number of authors inbist t
poverty is a cause of the poor quality of instan8 and especially the high level of corruptiond ant
vice versa. Sachet al. (2004) are a case in point. They posit that thaliguof governance in poor
countries is merely the result of their low levédevelopment. Treisman (2000) advances the sapee ty
of link in his analyses, i.e. that the low leveld#velopment is a factor that fosters corruptioa. gdits
forward two lines of reasoning already argued Hfedent authors to justify this finding: firstlypiv-
income countries are generally more traditionaliet@es in which hierarchical relations prevail, and
secondly, their inhabitants typically have a loweleof education. The argument goes that the pdipala
therefore finds it harder to define the boundarymeen the public and private sphere (since ther®is
clear distinction between a bribe and a thank-y@sent).

Many studies have also been published on the edfettte institutions on the extent of corruptiom.his
analysis of whether democracy is a determinantoofuption, Treisman (2000) finds a relatively weak,
but significant effect for historical democraciéte explains this finding by positing that the difen of

the causal link is inverse in that corrupt offisiare not in favour of the consolidation of demogrand
seek to stifle any move in this direction. The tielaship between democracy and corruption is a ¢exnp
one. Olivier de Sardan (1999) shows how establishigmocracy in a number of African countries has
done nothing to put a brake on corruption. An iaseein individual freedoms can have an oppositceff
to that expected. Lederma al. (2005) underscore the importance of real demaceattountability and
go on to show how political institutions with reabntrol and a balance of powers (democracy,
parliamentary system and freedom of the press)rawguption. Drury (2006) explores another type of
link with a cross-country analysis of over one hexldcountries and shows that corruption does rietiaf
growth in democracies while it has an adverse etirgrowth in non-democratic countries.

The empirical analyses are generally based mainlycross-sectional data using national (aggregate)
indicators taken from leading international dat@sa¥et although these databases reveal links batwe
corruption and macro variables influencing povedgnfirmed on a large scale across a number of
countries, they provide little information on theechanisms by means of which corruption actually has
an impact. For example, the cross-sectional stuglideavouring to show that poverty is one of thesea

of corruption develop a theoretical line of reasgnio justify this hypothesis. One of the argumenis
forward is that the poor population’s low levelaxfucation leads them to accept and practise casrupt
Yet, at the end of the day, these studies find aronlnk between corruption, poverty and the gehera
level of education, concluding by a process of d&duo that the theoretical line of reasoning igd/di.e.

that the less educated are more corrupt or cobeptiThey do not demonstrate the validity of this
argument, which applies to the micro level. It ebwlell be that it is the most highly educated igivaen
poor country who take advantage of the low gerlexal of education and practise corruption the most

Empirical Analyses Of I ndividual Attitudes Toward And Experiences Of Corruption

Studies based on microdata remain relatively r&eg. such an approach seems more appropriate to
understanding the individual reasoning that le@dthé practice of corruption and the direct effeuits
corruption on individuals’ living conditions. Notthat we are more particularly interested here in
bureaucratic corruption (or petty corruption) ewveaugh individuals’ perceptions are broader basetl a
concern all forms of corruption.

Particular attention is paid to the effects of ppablic service quality, due mainly to corrupti@md its

adverse repercussions on the poor’s living conastiflittle access, high cost, etc.; World Bank, 200
Yet it is surprising to find that very few empiricgtudies look into precisely whether the poor m@e
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(or less) affected directly by the corruption phmeoon on a day-to-day basis. Two conflicting
hypotheses have been developed on this subjectfifBhgosits that the poor are less well equipfred
resist corruption (in terms of power, choice, imfation or education) and are therefore more vubiera
and more often victims of or inclined to acceptraption. In the second, on the contrary, it coudd b
assumed that the most well off, who are more dftecontact with the administration, are more tagdet
by corrupt officials for their financial potential.

Empirical studies on this question are few andofgtiveen, save national case studies. Among those wh
put a case for the first hypothesis are the sureeysiucted by Transparency International (2003gdbas
on theGlobal Corruption BarometerTheir findings show that the poor are generaltyerand harder hit
by corruption. However, these surveys concern pimes. The survey conducted in Kenya (Urban
Bribery Index; Transparency International, 2002pwf more clearly that the poor are more often
confronted with routine corruption. Yet other seslisuch as those by Hunt and Lazlo (2006) on Peru,
show that corruption increases with income levéiisTsaid, the authors explain this observation yain
by the fact that the most well-off are more regylan contact with the administration and the pabli
services and, in particular, with the services wherruption is most widespread. An analysis byti@at

al. (2003) also tends to confirm the second hypoth®ss though it concerns attitudes toward corraptio
and not actual first-hand experiences. These asitls® microdata on 35 countries (taken fromvitozld
Value Surveyso show that the rich are less inclined to cseahe practice of corruption.

Our analyses of eight African capitals (Razafindtakand Roubaud, 2005) based on household surveys
also find that experiences of corruption rise witltome, especially in four of the cities studied.
Nevertheless, bear in mind the rate of access tigpservices in that the poor are less often intact

with them. Secondly, despite a lower frequencyafuption and smaller sums paid, corruption makes a
greater hole in the poorest individuals’ pocket@wmeasured as a percentage of their income.

Corruption And Attitudes Toward The I nstitutions

The link between corruption and attitudes toward itstitutions has been discussed at length in the
theoretical literature (Bardhan, 1997). The debateessentially between those who consider that
corruption “greases the wheels” of the instituti@mgl improves their efficiency and those who suppor

the opposing argument that corruption reduces fiformance (“sand-in-the-machine”). The way in

which individuals experience and are affected kg éRperience of corruption could shed light on this

debate, but here again empirical analyses are rielaa between.

Bratton (2007) finds an ambiguous effect. The patioa of corruption has a negative effect on thesle

of satisfaction with the public services, but tivwstfhand experience of corruption, on the othenrdha
would appear to have a positive effect on thiswatidn. The author explains this finding by statihgt,
despite condemnation of corruption and the belet this phenomenon undermines the institutions’
performances, individuals who pay bribes probaldingncreased access to services. Hunt and Lazlo
(2006) find this same positive effect of corruption Peru. Razafindrakoto and Roubaud (2006b) do no
find any significant links between the first-hancperience of corruption and the individuals’ sukijee
well-being. These findings could find an explanatio the grass-roots observations made by Olivéer d
Sardan (1999) in African countries. He points duattt although the people clearly condemn corruption
they ultimately help perpetuate it in their everygaactices to facilitate their access to servidédse
findings by Gattiet al. (2003) on the effects of social interaction profémother explanation. These
authors show that the average level of toleranceoiuption in the region in which the individualds
determines individual attitudes. This means thanei corruption is condemned, the fact that itis
widespread practice can ultimately lead individualalso succumb to it.

¥ Among the victims, households in the poorest djegsaid 7.8% of their income to dishonest offisiak opposed
to 2.2% for the richest quartile.
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Empirical analyses have looked at the way in whednruption (experienced or perceived by the
individuals) influences the perception of the legécy of the institutions. Four studies are of jcattr
interest in this regard: Della Porta (2000) on ¢hteuropean countries, Seligson (2002) on Latin
American countries, Lavallée (2006) on Africa, &hbang and Chu (2006) on Asia. All four studies
come to the same conclusion that corruption undemiindividuals’ confidence in the institutions.
Nevertheless, the question should be raised hexevaich way the causality runs and whether tliege
possibility of an endogeneity bias. A low level obnfidence in the institutions could also foster
corruption.

It is surprising that so few empirical studies loakthe effect of corruption on the involvement and
participation of individuals — especially the peein political affairs to explain a channel by meaof
which this phenomenon affects poverty. And thispttesthe fact that the role of the institutions d@he
participation of the poor (empowerment) have bemplasised as a way of reducing poverty since the
mid-1990s and especially since the publicatiorheforld Development Repoon “Attacking Poverty”
(World Bank, 2000). A series of field studies set  highlight concrete examples of the negatiVece

of the exclusion of the poor from the decision-makprocesses and their vulnerability to dysfunetion
institutions (Narajaret al, 2000). By way of an example, this collection tidies cites the case of
Mexico where the poor have to promise politicaldiby to the local authorities to gain access tolipub
services.

The Development Repodn Equity and Developmegbes even further by acknowledging the importance
of a level political playing field (World Bank, 26 An entire chapter draws on case studies to gshatv
power is essentially monopolised by the elite, preing the poor from making their demands heard and
taking advantage of economic opportunities thatltotemedy their situatioh. Johnston (2000)
emphasises the links between corruption and theepos¥ the wealthy, and explains how this
phenomenon leads to the institutionalisation ofmoeks that trade services for votes. These networks
subsequently influence the direction taken by mubilicies. An analysis by Uslaner (2007) comethéo
same conclusion by positing that corruption coatdg an inequality trap. He finds a relation betwee
individual perceptions of how efficient the publaithorities are at combating corruption and how
efficient they are at reducing inequalities. Healeps the argument that a high level of inequalikads

to less confidence in the institutions and hencemire corruption, which further reinforces the
inequalities.

If political authority inequalities are the mainas®on for the creation and maintenance of ineqaitabl
institutions, then the promotion of democracy beesran obvious lever for breaking out of “inequality
traps”. Since, as already mentioned, democracyldlbaoretically prompt a better distribution ofvper,

it should help limit corruption phenomena. Yet thidls for an analysis in parallel as to how cotimp
might affect the democratic consolidation proc&s.this point, Przeworslgt al. (2000) stress that it is
harder for democracy to take concrete shape in poontries since the lack of tangible outcomes in
terms of the population’s economic conditions metiret the people have little confidence in the
institutions. Corruption can also give rise to lssgpport for the democratisation process. Nevertisel
Bratton (2007) finds, in keeping with the abovenmmed findings on the evaluation of the public
services, an ambiguous effect on satisfaction gmocracy. While the perception of the extent of
corruption appears to have a negative effect oritteEens’ judgment, first-hand experience of cption
proves to be positively correlated with the levelsatisfaction with the way democracy works. These
findings make a case for more in-depth analyseexjgain the logics and mechanisms via which
corruption can influence attitudes toward the togtins.

“4[...] unequal power leads to the formation of instions that perpetuate inequalities in power ustaind wealth
[...]1,” (World Bank, 2005; p. 8).
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THE DATA AND INDICATORSUSED

We use the data from the third round of 20@Bobarometersurveys of 18 sub-Saharan African
countries. Our analysis draws on a humber of diffeindicators built using the variables provided b
this survey.

Given that there is no data available on incomeamsumption levels (monetary poverty), we measure
poverty levels based on the question on how oftdividuals have gone without basic goods and liquid
assets (food, water, medicine, fuel and cash incamgarticular for school expenses) in the yeadieg
up to the survey. We build a poverty score usisgade of the frequency of difficulties encountendtith
this, we define four categories: those who livéhighly disadvantaged”, “fairly disadvantaged”, tig
well-off” and “well-off” conditions. We class thoseho have gone without the most often among the
poorest. This group represents 36% of the populat&imilarly, an indicator was also built definingéi
levels of education: no education, some primarypsttprimary school complete, some secondary school

with no qualifications obtained, and secondary stbbomplete & higher education.

Our analysis also considers a current events nmamgtandicator: how often individuals get news from
the different types of media (radio, television aredvspapers): “never”, “once or more a month”, e f

times a week” or “every day”.

Lastly, we have used an interpersonal trust (dumimgicator to typify individuals’ relationships whit
their entourage, which can also be an explanataiof in their behaviour. The indicator differetd&®
between those who say that they can trust mosteaf tompatriots and those who express distrust.

As regards the variables on corruption, a numberadibles have been included in the analysis:

- First-hand experience of bureaucratic corruptjpayment of a bribe): we have included all
experiences in the public services (administratorenalities, enrolling a child in school, water
and electricity supply services, telephone conoegthealth services, and problems with the
police). We have built a dummy variable to diffeiate those who have been directly confronted
with corruption (and have had to pay) at least dncene of the abovementioned services from
those who have never paid a bribe (in the yearagliag the survey).

- The data from the third round of tAérobarometersurvey are used to isolate the individuals who
have had no contact with the administration orthiglic services mentionéd.

- The perception of the extent of corruption: thevey distinguishes different government officials
or public service staff. Given that we cannot u¢he variables on the perception of the extent
of corruption in the different government servicasd that a correlation exists between them, we
have chosen to use just one single indicator thabris on the extent to which corruption is
perceived as widespread. For each type of governhorepublic official, we have differentiated
between those who feel that “it's true for mosatrof them” from those who state that “none or
few of them are corrupt”. We have aggregated tBeltgto build a score that takes the maximum
value if the individual considers that corruptioeryades all government levels and the minimum

® Note that different types of poverty indicatorsgecially regarding individuals’ perceptions ofitteconomic
situation) were tested to check the reliability aolustness of the findings. We chose this indicsittce it appears
to be the most objective and ultimately the bestetated with the different variables on individsidiving
conditions (perception of one’s own living conditi) evaluation of one’s own situation compared with
country’s other inhabitants, and objects ownedssets).

® Note that, in general, non-responses have be¢ersgtically excluded from the analysis even thowghare
aware of the potential particularities of individsiavho respond with “don’t know”. In certain cas#syould be
worth making a detailed analysis of the charadies®f these individuals.

" The two previous rounds of tidrobarometersurvey do not contain the response option “haertiacontact
with the administration” in the question put toritiy those who have paid bribes.
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value if the individual considers that only a smalhority of officials are corrupt regardless of
the levels observed.

As regards attitudes toward corruption, we havédt the following (dummy) indicators:

- Condemnation of corruption: given that we ar@rested mainly in bureaucratic corruption, we
have isolated those who deem it “wrong and punisgfiabat an official should ask for a favour
or payment for a service that is normally partisfjab.

- Propensity to practise corruption when faced witbblems obtaining administrative papers or
documents.

- Tolerance of illegality: those who more generay that it is sometimes better to disregard the
law to quickly solve problems.

The variables chosen for participation in politilifd are:
- Interest in public affairs with four response iops: “very interested”, “somewhat interested”,

“not very interested” and “not at all interested”.

Participation in discussions on political mattewgth three response options: “never”,

“occasionally” and “frequently”.

- Participation in collective actions (community etiags, collective discussions on an issue and
demonstrations): frequency of participation inadlthese types of actions.

- Contact with local government representativesgdiency of contacts in the past year regarding a
problem or to give a point of view: “never”, “onbnce”, “a few times” and “often”.

- Propensity to fight against the administratiodysfunctions: in keeping with Logaet al. (2006)
in their analysis of relations between citizens #rel State, we have isolated the individuals the
most inclined to fight and embark on actions thatild remedy the institutions’ dysfunctions
(lodging complaints and public protest) from theg® rather tend to accept the situations (either
by adopting a wait-and-see attitude and doing ngtbr by using illicit means by offering a bribe
or using influential contacts). Given that we argeiested here in individuals’ desires to
participate in political affairs, we have chosenpiarticular the reactions of those individuals
whom government officials have not registered tevo

Lastly, three types of indicators have been chésethe evaluation of how the institutions are run:
- Individuals’ appraisals of how injustices (inetityaof treatment) have developed in recent years:
“much worse”, “worse”, “same”, “less injustice” afichuch less injustice”.
- Individuals’ perceptions of how the ability ofdinary people to influence government decisions
has changed: “much worse”, “worse”, “same”, “béteand “much better”.
- The level of satisfaction with the way democraggrks in the country, with four response
options: “very satisfied”, “fairly satisfied”, “notery satisfied” and “not at all satisfied”.

A PRELIMINARY DESCRIPTIVE APPROACH

Our aim here is to analyse the extent to which fthdings based on the survey data on individual
behaviour tie in with the theoretical argument th@atruption in poor countries is due to less ofbility

to differentiate between the public and privateesphowing to the population’s low level of educatio
and the predominance of hierarchical relationsha more traditional societies. The idea is theestor
study whether there is a clear distinction betweelmaviour, as expected, depending on the indivislual
level of education and level of poverty. Logicalpeaking, poverty (frequency of going without basic
goods) is correlated with level of education. Hoarevhe two variables far from tally perfectly (Tal2).

In the first place, the level of education does symre an individual from corruption. In fact, talaly

more of the more highly educated appear to have pabes in their routine dealings with the public
services. At the same time, the less educated atresignificantly differentiated from the rest ofeth

@ Copyright Afrobarometer



population by a lower level of condemnation of aption or by a greater inclination to resort to
corruption in the event of a problem (Table 1).

Nevertheless, the more educated do prove to be writieal of the performance of the institutions.
Relatively more of them say corruption is widesgrehat they are dissatisfied with the way demograc
works, and that the situation has deteriorate@nms of injustice (inequality of treatment of o#is) and

in terms of the ability of ordinary people to irfluce government decisions (Table 3). The more ¢gdica
are also relatively more involved in political affa Interest in public affairs and participationgolitical
discussions increase with the level of educatioab(@ 4). Lastly, support for democratic principiss
found to be positively correlated with the level education (Table 3). The same holds true for the
propensity to mobilise the means to fight the tofitns’ dysfunctions (lodging complaints or takipgrt

in public protests rather than accepting the sibuads it is; Table 4).

Table 1. First-Hand Experience Of, Perception Of And Attitude Toward Corruption By Level Of

Education
Perception that Condem-
No contact  corruption nation: Sometimes it's
Victim/  with public  widespread corruption ~ Would bribe in better to
experience  sector/ among gov. wrong & the event of a disregard the
corruption  admin. officials punishable problem law
No education 21.8% 14.1% 20.6% 75.2% 9.1% 13.5%
Some primary school 23.0% 12.0% 17.9% 77.6% 8.6% .9%7
Primary school complete 26.0% 12.4% 17.6% 75.7% %6.5 14.6%
Some secondary school 27.1% 14.0% 23.6% 77.5% 8.8% 19.0%
Secondary school complete
& higher education 31.9% 13.3% 32.6% 77.3% 8.3% 0%8.
Total 26.0% 13.2% 22.8% 76.7% 8.3% 16.7%
Table 2: Poverty And Confidence By Level Of Education
Very poor Get news at
Most people can (have often had least once a
be trusted to go without) week
No education 23.4% 47.5% 69.5%
Some primary school 18.7% 43.5% 72.3%
Primary school complete 14.6% 34.7% 81.9%
Some secondary school 14.9% 30.2% 87.6%
Secondary school complete &
higher education 12.2% 23.1% 94.2%
Total 16.9% 35.8% 81.1%
Table 3: Evaluation Of The Running Of The I nstitutions By Level Of Education
Less ability to Members Local
Satisfaction More unequal influence Preference Parliament government
with and unfair government for listen to the officials listen
democracy treatment decisions democracy people to the people
No education 44.7% 22.4% 15.6% 69.2% 21.7% 36.2%
Some primary school 45.2% 23.8% 18.5% 68.3% 22.6% 3.19
Primary school complete 50.1% 22.4% 21.8% 74.3% 698. 37.1%
Some secondary school 57.9% 25.4% 21.3% 77.0% 23.3% 29.4%
Secondary school complete &
higher education 53.6% 32.9% 28.3% 80.6% 21.2% 26.8%
Total 50.2% 25.6% 21.1% 74.2% 23.2% 32.3%
9
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Table 4: Participation And I nvolvement In Palitical Affairs By Level Of Education

Would fight
Discussion of Participation in (lodge
political meetings, Have contacted complaint, join
Interested  matters with collective local authority  public protest) if
in public relatives, discussions, about problems name left off the
affairs friends demonstrations or to give views  electoral roll
No education 61.0% 32.7% 69.6% 20.2% 44.2%
Some primary school 64.4% 36.6% 78.3% 25.6% 54.1%
Primary school complete 71.3% 40.8% 78.7% 26.4% 0%3.
Some secondary school 67.3% 43.3% 73.4% 23.5% 61.3%
Secondary school complete
& higher education 73.0% 43.5% 71.8% 25.2% 65.3%
Total 67.3% 39.3% 74.1% 24.1% 57.3%

The descriptive analyses by poverty level show thatpoorest are relatively harder hit by corruptio
Yet relatively fewer of them have had contacts wlith administration. This finding cannot be expdain
by a lesser aversion to corruption among the pamisuggested by the theoretical argument put forwar
by many authors regarding the correlation betweeallof corruption and poverty. In fact, the poods
not significantly differ from the rest of the poptibn, either in their propensity to condemn cotipor

in their potential inclination to resort to corriget in the event of a problem (Table 5). Admittediyfew
more of the poorest individuals say that it can etimmes be better to disregard the law. Yet those sdy
this do so less out of a problem with identifyirige tbounds of illegality than out of constraint iret
absence of alternatives when faced with problems.

The poor prove to be much less critical of how deracy works in their country (Table 7). Yet, at the
same time, they are relatively more inclined to 8t injustice and discrimination have risen amel t
population’s ability to influence government decigs has fallen. Logically, relatively more of the
poorest individuals feel that the Members of Parkat do not make much of an effort to listen to the
people.

The assumption could be made that these findingkiexwhy the poorest are slightly less interested
public affairs and less inclined to fight agairts® institutions’ dysfunctions. For example, the pless
frequently state that they would lodge a complaintwould join a public protest if their name were
withdrawn from the electoral roll (Table 8).

However, the poor appear to be more integratedljyoitean the rich. They take part relatively morféea
in community meetings and collective discussionstheir area of residence. They also have more
frequent contacts with the local authorities (ttvegroblems or give a point of view; Table 8).

10
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Table 5: First-Hand Experience Of, Perception Of And Attitude Toward Corruption By Poverty Level

Perception that Condem-
No contact corruption nation: Would Sometimes it's
Victim/ with public widespread corruption  bribe in the better to
experience sector/ among gov. wrong & eventofa disregard the
corruption admin. officials punishable  problem law
Very poor (often go
without) 29.9% 11.9% 26.7% 77.3% 8.8% 18.6%
Poor living conditions 28.0% 12.2% 21.8% 75.9% 9.3 17.9%
Fairly good conditions 25.4% 12.3% 21.0% 76.0% 8.1% 16.7%
Rich: good conditions 19.6% 16.5% 19.5% 77.1% 6.8% 13.0%
Total 26.0% 13.2% 22.8% 76.7% 8.4% 16.6%
Table 6: Confidence And Interest In The News By Poverty Level
Most people can be Get news at least
trusted once a week
Very poor (often go
without) 18.6% 73.3%
Poor living conditions 16.8% 79.3%
Fairly good conditions 16.8% 84.9%
Rich: good conditions 15.2% 90.5%
Total 17.0% 81.1%
Table 7: Evaluation Of The Running Of The | nstitutions By Poverty Level
Local
Less ability to Members government
Satisfaction influence Preference Parliament officials
with More unequal and government for listento listen to the
democracy unfair treatment decisions democracy the people  people
Very poor (often go
without) 40.8% 31.4% 26.5% 72.8% 20.7% 31.1%
Poor living conditions 48.5% 25.8% 20.9% 72.2% 23.0 33.5%
Fairly good conditions 54.8% 22.5% 18.7% 74.5% 26.8 35.7%
Rich: good conditions 61.0% 19.7% 16.0% 77.4% 25.2% 31.1%
Total 50.2% 25.6% 21.2% 74.3% 23.2% 32.4%
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Table 8: Participation And I nvolvement I n Political Life By Poverty Level

Would fight
Participation in (lodge complaint,
Discussion of meetings, Have contacted join public
political matters collective local authority  protest) if name
Interested in  with relatives, discussions, about problems left off the
Public affairs friends demonstrations or to give views  electoral roll
Very poor (often go
without) 65.2% 39.2% 77.3% 26.8% 55.3%
Poor living conditions 68.3% 40.1% 76.9% 25.1% 56.6
Fairly good conditions 69.1% 38.9% 75.5% 24.8% % .8
Rich: good conditions 68.6% 39.3% 67.1% 20.0% 61.3%
Total 67.4% 39.3% 74.2% 24.2% 57.6%

THE MICRO DETERMINANTS OF CORRUPTION

As already mentioned, our analysis concerns pettgducratic corruption. This involves two types of
players: the staff of the services in questioni{@ervants in the case of the public services) ted
population as users of the services. The objedite determine the factors that increase the @tiom's
risk of being confronted with and succumbing toraption (by offering or agreeing to pay a bribe).

Note that the categories of individuals who havecantact with the administration are not likelylde
affected by corruption. However, they could welv@iaeen faced with the phenomenon if they had
conducted any administrative formalities. They nhigtell steer clear of the administration precisely
because they are afraid of falling victim to cotrap. In our analysis, we endeavour to control dad
correct this selection bias by using the Heckmartguure to estimate the risk of being a “victim” of
corruption. This approach consists of determining first step, the factors involved in the prabgbof
being in contact with the public services by idisinig at least one variable that affects this pexspbut
that has no influence on the probability of beirff(e@ed by corruption (identifying variable). The
variable of “having children at school” fulfils the criteria in that, normally, the individuals witthis
characteristic are in contact with the public ediocaservices. At the same time, it could be assuthat
“having children” also increases the probabilityusing the health services. The results of thenasés

by and large confirm this hypothesis (see the stquart of Table 9 for the estimation of the factors
determining the probability of being in contact lwithe administration). The findings of the tests at
aggregate level (first column) show the significauac the relationship between the probability oinlge
confronted with corruption and the probability aifg in contact with the administration. This comfé

the existence of a selection bias.

We have also endeavoured to differentiate the peapio systematically see corruption as a way of
solving problems (those who “offer” bribes withautcessarily having to) from the people who have
really been forced to submit to corruption (who bam€more easily identified as “victims” of corrugtiat
this stage in the analysi§\We have therefore introduced control variablesceoming the individuals’
aversion to the phenomenon of corruptidhturns out that those who condemn corruptioniareffect
less inclined to resort to it (Table 9, first colunfor total findings). At the same time, those who
immediately say they would resort to corruptiorstdve any problems they encountered more have first

8 We will see later in the analysis that the indixtb in the first category who can be identifiedrenas the real
“bribers” can also be considered to be victims.

° Note, however, that the introduction of thesealalgs changes neither the sign nor the significafitiee
coefficients on the other variables consideredetaléterminants of corruption.

12
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hand experience of corruption in which they haviel ibes'® Lastly, the fact of considering that it is
sometimes better to disregard the law increasegtbleability of first-hand experience of corruption
while conducting administrative formalities.

The overall estimates for the countries stulliedveal a certain number of major facts. However, i
should be noted, as a preliminary observation, thatoverall findings (for all the countries) aretn
systematically borne out in each of the countriadied. In certain cases, even the sign of theficiarits
changes from country to country.

Firstly, we can analyse the extent to which cersaicio-demographic factors typically put forwardthg
literature are determinant in explaining the pebf corruption in the countries studied heravdflook

at gender, other things being equal, women aredfdaiibe less often at risk of being faced withatitans

of corruption. This finding has already been repdrby previous analyses (Ga#ti al, 2003). Yet
although this finding is obtained systematicallythie West African countries, in Kenya and Madagasca
it does not hold in the Southern African countrigigh the exception of South Africa.

Religion is another factor put forward by the ke, with the hypothesis that the less hieraattaad
more egalitarian Protestant tradition adverselgaff corruption (Treisman, 2000). Our analysis duzs
support this argument since estimation shows rafignt link.*2

The theoretical arguments generally contend thadt tbetween individuals in a given society has a
negative effect on the level of corruption, eveautsh the causal link between trust and corruptfon i
actually more complicated (Uslaner, 2007). Basycdtl also entails a particular relationship based
mutual trust between the “briber” and the “corrofficial”. Our analysis confirms that the corretati
between corruption and trust is far from clear-oit.the aggregate level, our estimation finds no
significant link. However, although interpersonaist tends to reduce the probability of being conted
with corruption in certain countries (such as NigeKenya and Uganda), the inverse correlation is
observed in other countries (Mali and Tanzania).

Secondly, if we look at the factors of particulaterest to us in this paper to analyse the linkvben
corruption and poverty, the findings tend by angdato invalidate the theoretical arguments motgrof
championed in the literature.

The low level of education in poor countries isulegly put forward to explain the significance of
corruption. So we need to test the validity of theory that the level of education or informatiowérs

the level of corruption by making individuals moagvare of the distinction between the public and
private spheres and by fostering more depersodaledationships (Treisman, 2000). Our findings edve
an inverse relation. The level of information (riegly keeping up with the news), and the level of
education in certain countries, increases the fibtyaof being faced with corruption. Two types of
argument could be put forward to explain this figdi On the one hand, the more educated are more

19 Note here, however, that the direction of the afitysis not necessarily obvious. This finding abuéflect an
acclimatisation effect. The fact of having beenfommed with a situation of corruption and haviregto pay a
bribe could lead individuals to more easily enves#tyjs possibility to solve their problems.

1 Zimbabwe and Benin have been excluded from thimatts due to data problems. In Benin, the vineai-
existence of individuals who have not been in ccintath the administration is surprising and it Welk that the
information was probably not collected on this ghte. In Zimbabwe, certain questions, such aspetsonal trust,
were not included in the survey.

2 The case of South Africa seems to be an excefiiith a significant coefficient with the expecteegative sign).
But the results must be interpreted with caution.e Wonsider only the Protestant mainstream and
evangelical/Pentecostal in the estimation modet. démne countries, other religion could have beeteddo this
category.
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integrated into society life and hence have mazgdent contacts with the administratfdiOn the other
hand, this finding could reflect a social interantieffect. The most informed and integrated cowdd b
more easily persuaded to envisage or comply wiginaatice mentioned in the media or in discussions
with friends and family.

Another striking finding is the positive and sigo#nt correlation (at aggregate level and holdmgnine

of the 16 countries studied) between the level mfepty and first-hand experience of corruption.sThi
finding can be explained neither by the level afieation nor by a lesser aversion to corruptiontgicsc
controlled for in the estimates). We interpret tiisling as proving that the poorest are more wabk
and less able to avoid or resist bureaucratic ption. This argument is upheld by the fact that the
individuals who work in the informal sector, anak aypified by their insecure situation, are alsosmo
often affected by this phenomenon. We hence idethié poor as real “victims” of this curse in their
everyday contacts with the public services.

13 The estimation procedure used controls for whetheot the individual has been in contact with pllic
services in the past year, but does not checkffrequency of contacts.
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Table 9: Who I s Affected By Petty Corruption?

"Victim" of corruption (D)=all M adagascar Mali Senegal Ghana Nigeria Kenya
Age 0.012* 0.004 -0.011 0.008 0.008 0.019* 0.006
(2.27) (0.29) (0.75) (0.53) (0.50) (1.85) (0.62)
Age? -0.000%** -0.000 0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000* -0000
(4.22) (0.57) (0.16) (0.94) (0.67) (1.65) (1.51)
Women -0.167** -0.193** -0.399**  .0.282**  -0.38**  -0.152** -0.383***
(3.78) (2.24) (3.59) (2.87) (3.71) (2.41) (4.80)
Head of household 0.022 -0.080 -0.231** -0.072 20.0 0.000 -0.196**
(0.32) (0.95) (2.07) (0.80) (0.21) (0.00) (2.27)
Rural -0.092 0.095 -0.247** -0.081 -0.234** -0.086 -0131*
(1.57) (1.03) (2.37) (0.74) (2.48) (1.47) (3.57)
Protestant 0.107 -0.013 -5.957 6.666 0.067 0.038 0.103
(1.46) (0.19) (0.00) (0.00) (0.75) (0.69) (1.39)
Interpersonal trust -0.008 -0.040 0.207** -0.102  0.182 -0.147** -0.338***
(0.11) (0.60) (2.02) (1.15) (1.43) (2.15) (3.00)
No education -0.115 -0.109 0.178 0.059 -0.086 I v -0.015
(1.61) (0.91) (1.29) (0.56) (0.72) (3.47) (0.11)
Some primary school -0.128 -0.103 0.155 -0.042 39.0 -0.180 -0.064
(1.57) (1.35) (2.07) (0.34) (0.30) (1.32) (0.66)
Get news once/week 0.114* 0.053 0.167 0.238 0.204 0.076 -0.037
(2.51) (0.62) (1.06) (1.43) (1.17) (0.93) (0.25)
News every day 0.239%+* 0.061 0.278** 0.086 0.287* 0.183* -0.040
(4.21) (0.75) (1.98) (0.61) (1.87) (2.36) (0.33)
Very poor (often go without) 0.345*+* 0.115 0.432*  0.276** 0.270** 0.235*+* 0.436*+*
(7.32) (1.29) (4.20) (2.56) (1.97) (3.62) (5.08)
Poor (occasionally go without) 0.230*** 0.006 040 0.130 0.175 0.385*** 0.311***
(6.20) (0.07) (3.62) (1.15) (1.47) (5.15) (3.18)
Informal work 0.105** -0.143 0.193 0.424* -0.114 0.029 0.074
(2.07) (1.14) (1.28) (2.39) (0.94) (0.36) (0.76)
Would bribe if problem 0.685*** 0.641*+* 0.406***  0.523*** 0.646*** 0.708*** 0.614*+*
(10.78) (6.75) (2.79) (4.14) (4.32) (5.59) (4.28)
Sometimes better ignore law 0.196*** 0.310*** 0a7 0.077 0.110 0.164*+* 0.3171*+*
(5.22) (4.35) (1.18) (0.68) (0.70) (2.65) (2.73)
Condemn corruption -0.140*** -0.086 -0.246** 021 0.061 0.027 -0.047
(2.74) (1.31) (2.54) (1.94) (0.48) (0.50) (0.46)
Constant -0.958*** -0.458 -0.158 -0.212 -0.646 115 0.547*
(5.87) (1.58) (0.45) (0.56) (1.33) (0.55) (1.88)
Contact with admin/public sector M adagascar Mali Senegal Ghana Nigeria Kenya
Women -0.049* 0.027 -0.298*** 0.051 -0.105 -0.050 -0.164
(1.93) (0.28) (2.65) (0.51) (1.21) (0.84) (1.56)
Rural -0.035 -0.548*** -0.112 -0.335*** -0.011 -0.046 ®1
(0.52) (4.09) (0.96) (3.19) (0.12) (0.78) (1.18)
Very poor (often go without) 0.019 0.107 0.041 a1 0.487*** 0.179%+* -0.108
(0.25) (0.94) (0.39) (1.35) (4.34) 2.77) (1.02)
No education -0.124** -0.139 -0.314%*  -0.254** 004 -0.081 0.104
(2.21) (1.02) (2.76) (2.53) (1.03) (1.03) (0.90)
With children 0.282%* 0.4171%** 0.734* 0.187 0.87*** -0.025 0.528***
(4.08) (4.95) (6.91) (1.48) (2.99) (0.34) (5.03)
Civil servant 0.168** -0.392%* -0.042 0.212 0.293  0.277* -0.077
(2.41) (2.69) (0.17) (0.94) (1.51) (2.21) (0.35)
Inactive -0.045 -0.164 0.090 -0.247* -0.104 -4 -0.156
(1.14) (1.11) (0.74) (2.44) (0.81) (2.57) (1.36)
Constant 1.254%* 1.505%* 1.009%** 1.128%* 0.45%+* 0.727%* 1.044%*
(12.31) (10.78) (6.17) (8.18) (3.50) (8.62) (8.44)
Observations 21995 1312 1200 1118 1133 2229 1233
15
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Log pseudo-likelihood
Wald chi2
Prob > chi2

-20034.74

Controlled for selection bias (Heckman procedure)

Rho
Wald test chi2
Prob > chi2

0.91
17.57
0.00

-1057.27 -1003.15-1021.42
90.56 64.36 40.91
0.00 0.00 0.00
-1.00 -0.37 -0.86
5.46 0.86 3.03
0.02 0.35 0.08

-1139.09 -2319.50
66.07 119.22
0.00 0.00
0.41 -1.00
0.44 212
0.51 0.14

-1057.16
771.10
0.00

-1.00
5.75
0.02

Note: For Equation (1) = all, with dummy country f@ontact”, but coefficients are not reproducearfEquation
(1) Robust z statistics in brackets; for the othatssolute value of z statistics in brackets. ‘hifigant at 10%; **
significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%

Who | s Affected By Petty Corruption? (Continued)

"Victim" of corruption CapeVerde Mozambique Tanzania Uganda  Zambia Lesotho  Namibia South Afr
Age -0.013 -0.023 -0.006 0.005 0.062** -0.019 -0.019 00a.
(0.57) (1.44) (0.31) (0.42) (2.40) (1.10) (1.12) A0
Age? 0.000 0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.001** 0.000 0.000 00.0
(0.25) (1.45) (0.55) (0.78) (2.39) (0.30) (1.32) ()
Women -0.077 -0.043 -0.078 0.031 -0.087 0.028 0.043 14
(0.56) (0.40) (0.84) (0.49) (1.08) (0.25) (0.47) 50
Head of household 0.297* -0.036 0.232**  0.293** 104 0.294** 0.061 -0.040
(1.82) (0.38) (2.32) (4.26) (1.03) (2.17) (0.53) 8@
Rural 0.137 -0.287** -0.179*  -0.238*** -0.071 0.105 0.43 -0.136**
(0.76) (3.16) (1.80) (3.54) (0.79) (0.91) (1.41) .2
Protestant 0.228 0.223** -0.058 0.052 -0.101 -0.127 -0.010 19G**
(0.79) (2.12) (0.58) (0.92) (1.23) (1.21) (0.11) .0®
Interpersonal trust 0.163 0.096 0.236* -0.200** @0 -0.077 0.125 -0.092
(0.50) (1.00) (1.95) (2.55) (0.55) (0.52) (1.32) .1@)
No education -0.548** 0.064 -0.134 -0.111 -0.527* 0.254 0.293 0.042
(2.12) (0.50) (0.88) (0.80) (1.90) (1.23) (1.62) .36)
Some primary school -0.127 -0.215** -0.052 0.022 110 -0.127 0.291** -0.103*
(0.80) (2.04) (0.45) (0.32) (0.95) (0.99) (1.98) .68)
Get news once/week 0.203 0.077 0.043 0.058 0.375***0.045 -0.601** 0.110
(0.89) (0.59) (0.32) (0.55) (2.59) (0.33) (2.19) .8®
News every day 0.408* 0.052 0.081 0.222** 0.291* 1@ 0.177 0.083
(1.84) (0.48) (0.68) (2.39) (2.38) (0.82) 0.77) .86)
Very poor (often go without) 0.455** 0.239** 0.299* 0.389*** 0.063 0.121 0.119 0.106
(2.53) (2.17) (3.06) (3.83) (0.65) (0.92) (1.06) .4Q)
Poor (occasionally go without) -0.236 0.171 0.278** 0.150* 0.173 0.092 0.066 0.103
(0.96) (1.39) (2.62) (1.84) (1.56) (0.73) (0.56) .6@)
Informal work 0.367* 0.157 0.365**  0.273** -0.014  0.046 -0.203 -0.087
(1.93) (0.68) (2.16) (2.70) (0.09) (0.30) (0.86) .0@)
Would bribe if problem 0.643* 0.765** 0.734** QB4 0.643** 0.872** (0.517** 1.175%*
(1.67) (3.39) (4.86) (6.41) (3.45) (6.51) (2.70) A@)
Sometimes better ignore law 0.212 0.379%** 0.228**0.274*** 0.181* -0.050 0.430*** 0.020
(1.00) (2.96) 1.97) (3.04) (1.88) (0.30) (4.67) .30
Condemn corruption -0.375%** -0.230** 0.172* 0.085 0.069 -0.087 -0.395*** -0.184***
(2.70) (2.45) (1.75) (1.44) (0.81) (0.54) (4.39) .92
Constant -1.285** 0.531 -0.828**  -0.669*** -1.746*** -0.807* -0.565 0.056
(2.01) (1.61) (2.20) (2.58) (3.17) (2.00) (1.36) .30
Contact with public sector CapeVerde Mozambique Tanzania Uganda Zambia Lesotho Namibia South Afr
Women -0.009 -0.223* -0.024 0.032 0.075 -0.206 -0.193** 0.003
(0.09) (1.94) (0.27) (0.45) (0.64) (1.57) (2.23) .0®
Rural -0.484*** 0.148 -0.119  -0.228*** -0.139 0.138 0.176 0.265*+*
(5.06) (1.34) (1.06) (2.67) (1.15) (1.19) (1.97) 44
Very poor (often go without) 0.151 0.066 -0.089 58B*** -0.053 0.672*** -0.150 0.127*
(1.31) (0.60) (0.95) (7.58) (0.46) (4.26) (1.51) .78
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No education 0.166 -0.226* -0.104  -0.483** -0.191 0.031 -0.077 0.098

(1.31) (1.81) (0.75) (4.70) (0.74) (0.16) (0.49) .8®
With children 0.551*+* 0.188 0.490**  0.176* 0.259* 0.284**  1.009*** 0.210***
(5.15) (1.20) (4.94) (1.90) (1.67) (2.50) (8.52) .58
Civil servant -0.004 0.447 0.377 0.367* 0.080 @30 -0.065 0.351%**
(0.02) (1.59) (1.39) (2.12) (0.36) (1.10) (0.53) .53
Inactive -0.144 -0.179 0.128 -0.248**  -0.324*** (0.358**  Q14** -0.065
(1.36) (1.44) (0.85) (2.87) (2.63) (2.63) (2.26) .38)
Constant 0.925*+* 1.101%* 0.737**  1.559** 1 415%* (.933*** -0.139 0.231*+*
(8.06) (6.20) (5.48) (14.12) (8.03) (7.12) (1.00) 3.38)
Observations 1203 939 1236 2376 1162 1146 1156 2265
Log pseudo-likelihood -697.21 -866.91 -1077.40 282 -944.61 -657.43  -1108.99 -2143.63
Wald chi2 40.99 48.93 82.16 153.53 26.74 73.55 79.41 50.04
Prob > chi2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00
Controlled for selection bias (Heckman procedure)
Rho -0.47 -0.85 1.00 0.22 -0.69 0.97 0.37 -0.99
Wald test chi2 0.35 0.13 151 0.28 112 161 0.96 877
Prob > chi2 0.55 0.72 0.22 0.59 0.29 0.20 0.33 0.01

Note: Absolute value of z statistics in bracketsgnificant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%
Sources: Afrobarometer Survey, Third Round, 2006pavn calculations
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THE LINKSBETWEEN CORRUPTION AND THE EVALUATION OF THE RUNNING OF

THE INSTITUTIONS

The next step in our approach consists of analyBimg the population sees corruption and what
repercussions this has on their attitude towardthic institutions. To do this, we first of alhalyse
the impact of first-hand experience and the peroepif corruption on the evaluation of the running
and efficiency of the institutions.

We clearly find that the fact of having been aiwcof corruption along with the perception of this
curse as widespread leads to negative judgmentiseoperformance of the institutions (Table 10).
These two factors foster the feeling of a downiuarthe situation in terms of injustice in the caynt
(Model 1). Those who are victims of corruption, giestheir clear condemnation of this phenomenon,
are more inclined to say that things have got ward@is area. The correlation between considering
that “it is sometimes better to disregard the lantl having a negative assessment of the development
of injustice in the country would also suggest thath a position, in favour of illegal practices, i
adopted as the only alternative when faced withsiige and the public authorities’ lack of ability
control it.

First-hand experience of corruption and the peroaphat it is widespread also tend to reinforoe th
feeling that ordinary people have less and lessepdw influence government decisions (Model 2).
Firstly, when corruption is widespread, public demms are dictated by private interests and hae li

to do with the concerns of the people as a whadeof&dly, first-hand experience of corruption can
lead individuals to feel like victims of an institanalised system that they cannot fight and thrdy o
the public authorities can correct. The individeaticapacity to remedy the situation hence triggers
realisation of how little power the people havéntftuence the decision-making processes. Here again
the positive correlation between the feeling ofdyialy losing latitude to influence decisions ahd t
fact of considering that “it is sometimes bettedisregard the law” or that corruption is the onlgy

of solving problems with administrative formalitiskow that these positions stem from an attitude of
resignation.

More generally, experienced and perceived corrogtas an adverse effect on the level of satisfiactio
with how democracy works (Model 3). This negativeprisal even leads individuals to have
reservations about their support for democratiogypies (Model 4).

Note that, other things being equal, the poor amegnlly more inclined to say that the situatios ha
deteriorated, whether in terms of injustice orems of capacity to influence public decisions. The
results of the estimates also show that they da¢ively more critical of how democracy works and
tend more not to support the principles of a demicsystem. Given that the poor are also morenofte
victims of corruption, which in turn reinforces Hee trends, we show the extent to which this
phenomenon adversely affects the poor.

THE LINKSBETWEEN CORRUPTION AND EXCLUSION FROM POLITICAL AFFAIRS

The aim of this last step in our approach is tdweata how much of an impact corruption can have on
individual participation in the country’s politicaffairs. We have chosen four different criteridake
account of the different types of participationpialitical affairs** These are the interest expressed in
public affairs; participation in political discussis with friends and family; participation in
community meetings, gatherings and demonstrati@ms] the propensity to speak out, lodge
complaints or take part in marches to protest ag&ieing left off the electoral rolls (Table 11).

4 Voting in elections could have been a relevanicemr for this approach. However, our data rulé ou
consideration of this variable in studying the diien of the causality tested. Given that in mdghe countries,
the last elections (on which participation is ce@eeby the surveys) date back more than two yedmééhe
survey, they pertain to a period prior to the eigraze of corruption and the opinions expressed Hgy t
individuals.
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Table 10: Links Between Corruption And Perception Of The Running Of The I nstitutions

(1a) (1b) (2a) (2b) (3a) (3b) (4a) (4b)
More More Less ability Less ability
unequal unequal toinfluence toinfluence Satisfaction  Satisfaction Preference Preference
and unfair and unfair govt govt with with for for
treatment  treatment decisions  decisions  democracy  democracy democracy democracy
No education -0.157* -0.164** -0.142* -0.151* (0275 0.233*** -0.390***  -0.369***
(2.12) (2.24) (1.94) (2.08) (3.65) (3.83) (6.43) 6.13)
Some primary school -0.194***  -0.200***  -0.185*** (0.194*** 0.206** 0.217%* -0.271%*  -0.256%**
(2.85) (3.02) (2.78) (2.92) (2.49) (2.64) (3.40) 3.2Q)
Primary school complete -0.130***  -0.129**  -0.086* -0.085** 0.145%* 0.148** -0.168** -0.169**
(4.33) (4.28) (2.14) (2.06) (2.99) (3.08) (2.44) 2.39)
Some secondary school -0.119* -0.124** -0.073 0&D 0.084* 0.091* -0.093 -0.085
(2.51) (2.64) (1.32) (1.44) (1.73) (1.93) (1.62) 1.53)
Get news once/week -0.034 -0.032 -0.056 -0.057 220.0 -0.021 0.101** 0.091*
(0.84) (0.81) (1.35) (1.35) (0.51) (0.48) (2.05) 1.92)
News every day -0.093* -0.087* -0.113* -0.111* BeE 0.067** 0.187*** 0.172%*
(1.84) (1.81) (1.95) (1.95) (2.62) (2.53) (3.93) 3.5Q)
Women -0.013 -0.008 -0.020 -0.016 -0.002 -0.006 13+ -0.118***
(0.57) (0.37) (0.70) (0.58) (0.04) (0.18) (3.85) 4.00)
Head of household -0.015 -0.015 -0.016 -0.015 0.006 0.005 0.043 0.038
(0.55) (0.52) (0.43) (0.42) (0.24) (0.19) (1.45) 1.44)
Rural -0.124**  -0.123**  -0.104**  -0.102*** 0.13F** 0.129%** 0.021 0.018
(3.20) (3.21) (3.03) (3.07) (5.04) (5.04) (0.50) 0.44)
Age -0.003 -0.003 -0.005 -0.005 0.009 0.009 0.023** 0.023***
(0.83) (0.78) (1.00) (0.90) (1.34) (1.27) (3.89) 3.84)
Age? 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.000* -0.000* -0%000 -0.000***
(1.23) (1.21) (0.93) (0.86) (1.94) (1.88) (3.44) 3.4Q)
Interpersonal trust -0.186***  -0.182**  -0.102** -099** 0.161%* 0.157** 0.053 0.054
(3.16) (3.15) (2.25) (2.22) (5.59) (5.37) (1.10) 1.16)
No contact/admin. 0.035 0.035 -0.007 -0.008 -0.047 -0.048 -0.002 -0.005
(0.53) (0.54) (0.14) (0.15) (1.01) (1.01) (0.04) 0.08)
Very poor 0.187**  0.174**  0.135** 0.133* -0.1@*** -0.159%* -0.067** -0.108**
(3.35) (2.61) (3.00) (2.03) (5.18) (5.13) (2.45) 2.26)
Perception govt corrupt 0.117*=  0.115**  0.090*** 0.087*** -0.108*** -0.104*** -0.039***  -0.035***
(10.92) (11.23) (6.77) (6.42) (13.71) (12.74) 8.5 (3.36)
Corruption "victim" 0.195%** 0.075 0.177*=*  0.178** -0.097*** -0.026 -0.177**  -0.166**
(4.21) (1.32) (5.74) (3.18) (3.18) (0.36) (4.54) 2.02)
Corruption * Poor 0.039 0.008 -0.011 0.115
(0.75) (0.10) (0.19) (1.50)
Condemn corruption -0.029 0.049 -0.058 0.100**
(0.47) (1.07) (1.30) (2.24)
Sometimes better ignore law 0.148*** 0.161*** -0.187*** -0.351%**
(2.92) (3.12) (2.81) (7.62)
Would bribe if problem 0.108* 0.125*** -0.071** -0.098*
(1.72) (3.23) (2.32) (1.86)
Condemn * victim corrupt. 0.123** -0.032 -0.071 -0.022
(1.97) (0.67) (0.99) (0.40)
Observations 15649 15649 15649 15649 13691 13691 93513 13935
Log pseudo-likelihood -8178.56 -8159.74 -7425.38 406.28 -15813.88 -15777.92 -7467.20 -7388.91
Pseudo-R squared 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.09 0.09 0.06 0.07
Note: ordered probit model; Robust z statisticbliackets
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%
Sources: Afrobarometer Survey, Third Round, 2006 pwvn calculations
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Firstly, the perception of the extent and wides@reature of corruption prompts individuals to lose
interest in public affairs (Table 11, Model 1). tthand experience of corruption does not come into
play here. Nevertheless, the estimates find a ceffsct between poverty and experience of
corruption: the poor who are victims of corruptitend to lose interest in public affairs. More
generally, the perception of a worsening of ingestalso has this same adverse effect. However, the
fact of condemning corruption, but nonetheless deinvictim of it, gives rise to a more positive
reaction to involvement in political affairs (ineged interest), probably due to a resolve to filist
curse.

Secondly, experience of corruption is positivelyretated with participation in political discussgon
with friends and family (Model 2). We can assumat tihis is the most easily accessible way for all
the victims to speak out and protest against arsiige they have suffered. Those who state that the
condemn corruption are also more inclined to disqgitics with friends and family. Yet here again,
the poor who have been direct victims of corrupiioitheir administrative dealings react differently
and tend to turn their backs on politics by exabgdihe subject from their everyday conversations.

We observe the same kind of findings as those fopraviously (Model 3) when it comes to
participation in collective community-level actiofmeetings, gatherings for discussions and debates,
and demonstrations). Other things being equalt-fimed experience of corruption increases the
probability of becoming involved in these formsabfic action. In general, the poor are less indine
to take part in them. The poor who are victims afrgption tend to opt out even more of community
life and avoid collective action. These findings ¢e explained by the effect of corruption on sl

of interest in public affairs.

Lastly, when individuals are asked for their reausi if their names were omitted from the electoral
roll (when they had registered to vote), the impattcorruption on attitudes is again clearly
demonstrated. The perception that corruption igpdead prompts an acceptance of the dysfunctions
(by being passive or resorting to corruption) rattien a will to fight them by envisaging lodging
complaints or joining protest marches (Model 4)tdct, the higher the level of corruption, the ldes
individuals feel they are able to resist and figjiet phenomenon.

These findings highlight the adverse effect of gption on the population’s attitude and their
involvement in political actions. The feeling okdouragement and resignation that this phenomenon
tends to induce is all the more detrimental in thateduces people’s latitude to fight and resist
corruption to remedy the deterioration in theiirty conditions.

The impact is even more marked among the pooréstsd individuals, already generally thin on the
ground on the political scene, become completedfféisted following a first-hand experience of
corruption. They hence suffer a double setbackfimdthemselves stuck in a poverty trap. In effect,
they have no means left with which to influence dleeision-making processes and make their voices
heard.

20

Copyright Afrobarometer



Table 11: Links Between Corruption And Exclusion From The Palitical Sphere

(1a) (1b) (1c) (2a) (2b) (2¢)
Interest in Interest in Interestin  Discuss political Discuss political Discuss political
public affairs public affairs public affairs matters matters matters
No education -0.319%+* -0.319*+* -0.323%+* -0.421* -0.420%** -0.413*+*
(5.73) (5.77) (6.17) (6.51) (6.48) (6.65)
Some primary school -0.231%** -0.229*** -0.236*** 0.294*** -0.295*** -0.293***
(4.12) (4.13) (4.65) (4.82) (4.84) (5.20)
Primary school complete -0.163*** -0.161*+* -0.168* -0.182*** -0.182%** -0.180***
(3.95) (3.88) (4.15) (4.28) (4.21) (4.31)
Some secondary school -0.108*** -0.106*** -0.110%** -0.080** -0.079** -0.079*
(2.67) (2.61) (2.83) (2.34) (2.34) (2.41)
Get news once/week 0.195*** 0.196*** 0.195%* 0.20¢ 0.198*** 0.197**
(4.98) (4.96) (4.88) (3.74) (3.67) (3.63)
News every day 0.482%* 0.481** 0.479*** 0.459*** 0.453*** 0.450***
(13.43) (13.29) (13.33) (7.82) (7.78) (7.74)
Women -0.213%* -0.213*+* -0.212%+* -0.321 % -0.32L%+* -0.319%**
(7.46) (7.46) (7.62) (10.57) (10.48) (10.43)
Head of household 0.139%+* 0.139*+* 0.138*** 0.057* 0.056** 0.055**
(5.75) (5.86) (5.86) (2.18) (2.19) (2.17)
Rural 0.090** 0.090** 0.083* 0.001 0.002 -0.000
(2.19) (2.17) (1.95) (0.03) (0.05) (0.01)
Age 0.013*** 0.013*+* 0.012**+* 0.024*** 0.024*** 0.024***
(3.75) (3.59) (3.32) (5.60) (5.50) (5.31)
Age? -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000** -0.000***
(3.19) (3.07) (2.79) (4.86) (4.81) (4.68)
Interpersonal trust 0.073 0.074 0.066 0.075 0.077 078
(1.57) (1.58) (1.45) (1.50) (1.54) (1.51)
No contact/admin. -0.037 -0.037 -0.035 0.011 0.012 0.012
(0.71) (0.72) (0.67) (0.18) (0.19) (0.18)
Very poor 0.007 0.053 0.036 0.026 0.060* 0.031
(0.21) (1.11) (0.81) (0.85) (1.86) (0.98)
Perception govt corrupt -0.025** -0.026*** -0.019** -0.004 -0.005 -0.003
(2.48) (2.59) (2.14) (0.38) (0.40) (0.28)
Corruption "victim" 0.053 0.040 0.049 0.101** 0.19* 0.200***
(1.24) (0.53) (0.65) (3.69) (3.26) (3.29)
Corruption*Poor -0.133* -0.139* -0.103** -0.111**
1.74) (1.80) (2.11) (2.30)
Condemns corruption -0.015 -0.016 0.090*** 0.088*
(0.45) (0.48) (3.04) (2.96)
Sometimes better ignore law -0.030 -0.015 -0.040 -0.030
(0.90) (0.50) (1.63) (1.33)
Would bribe if problem 0.018 0.025 0.006 0.010
(0.32) (0.43) (0.17) (0.28)
Condemn * victim corruption 0.087* 0.091** -0.069 -0.068
(1.93) (2.07) (1.01) (1.00)
Dissatisfied with democracy -0.073** -0.020
(2.06) (0.60)
Poor*Dissatisfied/ democracy 0.074* 0.094**
(1.88) (2.03)
More unequal and unfair
treatment -0.096** -0.036
(2.34) (0.96)
Democracy not preferable -0.075** -0.091**
(2.30) (2.55)
Observations 15542 15542 15542 15530 15530 15530
Log pseudo-likelihood -19425.24 -19416.46 -19393.11 -15459.41 -15448.77 -15436.04
Pseudo-R squared 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.05

Note: Robust z statistics in brackets.
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Table 12: Links Between Corruption And Exclusion From The Political Sphere (Continued)

(3a) (3b) (3¢) (4a) (4b) (4c)
Would fight ~ Would fight Would fight
(complaint, (complaint, (complaint,
Collective Collective Collective  protest) if pb/ protest) if ppb/  protest) if pb/
action action action electoral roll _ electoral roll electoral roll
No education -0.204*** -0.206*** -0.199*** -0.365** -0.350*** -0.347%*
(2.71) (2.86) (2.71) (4.74) (4.53) (4.68)
Some primary school -0.140** -0.142** -0.138** -3+ -0.302*%** -0.304***
(2.28) (2.44) (2.45) (5.82) (5.78) (5.62)
Primary school complete -0.093* -0.093* -0.091* 1B ** -0.155%* -0.156***
(1.80) (1.84) (1.81) (3.57) (3.67) (3.46)
Some secondary school -0.020 -0.020 -0.020 -0.072** -0.067** -0.068***
(0.38) (0.39) (0.39) (2.47) (2.50) (2.59)
Get news once/week 0.145%*** 0.144%** 0.142%+* 0.1867 0.163*** 0.163***
(3.95) (3.82) (3.81) (3.96) (3.96) (3.86)
News every day 0.301*** 0.296*** 0.293*** 0.232%** 0.221*** 0.218***
(7.12) (6.99) (7.00) (5.15) (5.14) (5.01)
Women -0.252%** -0.253*** -0.252%** -0.103*** -0.1D*+* -0.108***
(5.14) (5.21) (5.13) (3.56) (3.84) (3.85)
Head of household 0.152%* 0.151%* 0.151%* 0.022 0.018 0.017
(7.04) (7.09) (7.09) (0.80) (0.66) (0.61)
Rural 0.302** 0.303** 0.304*** 0.006 0.002 -0.003
(11.30) (11.48) (11.98) (0.17) (0.06) (0.07)
Age 0.046*** 0.046*+* 0.046** 0.016*** 0.015%* 0.014***
(9.08) (8.97) (8.93) (3.26) (3.10) (2.83)
Age? -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000+** -0.000***
(7.70) (7.70) (7.78) (3.18) (3.06) (2.70)
Interpersonal trust -0.015 -0.015 -0.014 -0.132*%**  -0.137*** -0.143***
(0.32) (0.32) (0.30) (2.85) (2.91) (3.02)
No contact/admin. -0.156*** -0.154%** -0.155%* -.36* -0.139* -0.139*
(4.33) (4.44) (4.48) (1.89) (1.90) (1.87)
Very poor 0.101*** 0.157*** 0.119*** 0.011 -0.031 -0.016
(3.39) (4.70) (3.97) (0.32) (0.66) (0.31)
Perception govt corrupt -0.007 -0.007 -0.008 -0*043 -0.038*** -0.034***
(0.85) (0.84) (1.07) (4.18) (3.66) (3.59)
Corruption "victim" 0.169*** 0.311%* 0.312%** -0.08** -0.126 -0.115
(3.96) (4.03) (4.08) (2.12) (1.37) (1.29)
Corruption*Poor -0.169** -0.176** 0.107 0.104
(2.47) (2.57) (1.40) (1.41)
Condemn corruption 0.097* 0.096* 0.113** 0.111*
(1.92) (1.89) (2.00) (2.97)
Sometimes better ignore law -0.004 -0.008 -0.211* -0.191%*
(0.11) (0.18) (4.05) (3.90)
Would bribe if problem -0.053 -0.053 -0.346*** e v il
(1.42) (1.39) (4.32) (4.27)
Condemn * victim corruption -0.103* -0.102* 0.047 0.047
(1.67) (1.68) (0.63) (0.64)
Dissatisfied with democracy 0.024 -0.032
(0.61) (0.59)
Poor*Dissatisfied/ democracy 0.107** -0.018
(2.16) (0.38)
More unequal and unfair
treatment -0.030 -0.043
(0.78) (1.23)
Democracy not preferable -0.006 -0.150***
(0.13) (2.93)
Observations 15649 15649 15649 15649 15649 15649
Log pseudo-likelihood -18574.96 -18557.10 -18548.33 -9912.54 -9823.66 -9801.99
Pseudo-R squared 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.07

Note: Robust z statistics in brackets.
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CONCLUSION

Our analysis finds a mechanism by means of whichuption and poverty are interlinked and could
reinforce one another in a vicious cycle. The pawte often affected by corruption, are also thetmo
vulnerable. They are more inclined to become disaged in the face of the scale of this phenomenon
and its associated injustices. Their latitude ftuénce decisions is all the more reduced in thairt
political power is already limited and that thegaimore often tend to give in to and accept it, and
even become politically disaffected, rather thae agisting means to speak out against and fight
corruption.

This highlights the importance of the role and drgity of the institutions. Given that the vast
majority of the population condemns corruption, raes in individual behaviour with regard to this
phenomenon can only come about if there is a stiggal from the public authorities. Two
conditions are essential to prevent an attitudeesignation among the population: firstly, effiaign
from the institutions, especially the democratigtitutions, to give the people the wherewithal ke
their concerns heard and influence public decisiansl secondly, the will of the public authorities
and their ability to repress or at least limit cqution.

These findings call for a certain number of moréatied and expanded studies. Among the possible
avenues of research, we would mention three:

- Firstly, a more in-depth look at national part&ities and a more detailed study of the
characteristics of the different countries. Thisbiecause, although this study shows that
general trends can be singled out, these trenad®dsystematically apply to all the countries
studied.

- Secondly, and to take proper account of natiomavironments, the effects of social
interactions should be considered. The contexts,especially the predominant opinions and
attitudes in a given society, influence individuections to corruption. For example, among
the explanatory factors, macro characteristicsdiffigs per country) should be considered
using the survey data themselves (level of trusivéen individuals or percentage of those
who trust their fellow citizens, level of condemipatof corruption, extent of corruption, level
of development, and general evaluation of the tualhd performance of the institutions).
Some of this study’s findings regarding the impafdhe perception of the level of corruption,
the effect of keeping up with the news/being infednand the level of trust in fellow citizens
suggest that a society’s social interaction vaeslfluence individual behaviour.

- Lastly, more detailed analyses could be maddaiafic causal link direction and to elucidate
the mechanisms that lead people to condemn coorups well as those that prompt people to
consider the possibility of resorting to corruptiarthe event of a problem.
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APPENDICES

First-Hand Experience Of, Perception Of And Attitude Toward Corruption
Perception that

corruption Condemnation: Sometimes it's
Victim/ No contact widespread corruption Would bribe in better to
experience  with public among gov. wrong & the eventof a  disregard the
corruption  sector/ admin. officials punishable problem law

Benin 32.5% 0.3% 37.8% 82.2% 26.0% 13.2%
Botswana 3.7% 10.4% 16.8% 79.1% 0.6% 11.0%
Cape Verde 7.0% 10.9% 6.6% 70.8% 1.7% 8.3%
Ghana 31.7% 21.5% 16.3% 86.9% 9.7% 7.4%
Kenya 48.1% 8.4% 30.3% 83.9% 9.1% 12.4%
Lesotho 11.3% 7.9% 3.7% 89.4% 10.3% 10.6%
Madagascar 26.3% 10.7% 8.0% 58.3% 13.3% 30.9%
Malawi 9.8% 15.7% 16.8% 87.5% 1.8% 25.5%
Mali 23.9% 12.7% 27.3% 71.9% 8.6% 8.0%
Mozambique 38.7% 10.2% 8.8% 70.3% 4.5% 13.9%
Namibia 26.8% 22.3% 26.6% 57.8% 4.0% 35.9%
Nigeria 41.5% 24.1% 56.7% 66.2% 6.4% 22.0%
Senegal 25.1% 16.8% 16.5% 87.9% 11.0% 10.5%
South Africa 16.9% 27.1% 29.9% 87.7% 1.2% 16.6%
Tanzania 21.9% 15.8% 5.9% 72.7% 6.1% 11.2%
Uganda 40.6% 12.8% 25.5% 62.1% 12.9% 10.2%
Zambia 28.8% 7.5% 30.6% 69.2% 4.2% 19.4%
Zimbabwe 33.0% 3.1% 45.8% 95.1% 18.7% 32.6%
Total 26.0% 13.2% 22.8% 76.6% 8.3% 16.7%

Poverty, Trust And Keeping Up With The News By Poverty Level
Most people can be Get news at least

Country trusted once a week Very poor

Benin 27.4% 79.3% 41.5%
Botswana 5.9% 82.5% 20.9%
Cape Verde 3.4% 83.1% 25.3%
Ghana 15.7% 87.2% 24.0%
Kenya 9.8% 87.3% 39.2%
Lesotho 16.6% 55.6% 29.5%
Madagascar 32.8% 66.5% 24.7%
Malawi 6.9% 80.6% 52.8%
Mali 22.8% 84.6% 28.8%
Mozambique 25.2% 72.5% 43.9%
Namibia 28.2% 96.2% 25.3%
Nigeria 12.6% 86.1% 33.3%
Senegal 26.8% 91.5% 44.5%
South Africa 15.5% 95.5% 20.3%
Tanzania 12.6% 80.3% 32.0%
Uganda 17.3% 84.7% 47.9%
Zambia 9.9% 81.4% 44.8%
Zimbabwe 63.0% 66.2%
Total 17.0% 81.0% 35.8%
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Participation And I nvolvement In Palitical Affairs

Discussion of  Participation in Would fight (lodge
political meetings, Have contacted  complaint, join
matters with collective local authority public protest) if
Interested in relatives, discussions, about problems  name left off the

Country public affairs friends demonstrations or to give views electoral roll
Benin 61.9% 32.8% 62.3% 20.9% 39.1%
Botswana 74.1% 36.4% 80.3% 25.9% 77.4%
Cape Verde 50.6% 31.5% 48.7% 15.8% 63.7%
Ghana 71.8% 43.8% 68.0% 14.1% 70.1%
Kenya 66.9% 41.2% 78.6% 34.8% 67.8%
Lesotho 82.5% 30.0% 87.6% 28.1% 56.3%
Madagascar 49.6% 43.2% 94.8% 18.1% 54.7%
Malawi 75.4% 30.6% 82.3% 18.1% 69.3%
Mali 69.0% 35.3% 67.0% 29.5% 37.0%
Mozambique 69.4% 39.7% 84.1% 8.9% 49.4%
Namibia 77.6% 34.2% 64.0% 16.6% 40.1%
Nigeria 59.7% 43.5% 59.9% 19.1% 51.6%
Senegal 71.9% 44.3% 71.7% 24.7% 47.5%
South Africa 61.7% 38.3% 67.3% 22.5% 61.4%
Tanzania 82.2% 47.6% 87.0% 29.2% 68.9%
Uganda 73.9% 43.9% 83.7% 61.8% 59.5%
Zambia 56.4% 43.1% 71.2% 19.7% 58.6%
Zimbabwe 56.8% 47.4% 74.8% 57.6%
Total 67.3% 39.3% 74.1% 24.0% 57.2%

Evaluation Of The Running Of The Ingtitutions

Local

Less ability to government

Satisfaction More unequal influence Preference Members of officials
with and unfair government for Parliament listen listen to the

Country democracy treatment decisions democracy to the people people
Benin 53.8% 21.9% 10.9% 82.8% 16.9% 34.8%
Botswana 72.5% 19.9% 11.8% 77.5% 30.3% 35.5%
Cape Verde 54.5% 22.0% 13.4% 83.8% 12.6% 14.6%
Ghana 71.3% 17.6% 13.7% 84.1% 26.0% 36.2%
Kenya 52.2% 26.1% 21.7% 85.5% 12.8% 21.7%
Lesotho 43.8% 27.8% 10.7% 54.1% 16.5% 27.1%
Madagascar 49.4% 15.1% 16.5% 52.3% 16.9% 34.2%
Malawi 27.8% 30.3% 24.8% 58.2% 23.4% 27.3%
Mali 57.3% 20.5% 12.4% 69.3% 27.2% 53.3%
Mozambique 63.5% 17.9% 11.6% 73.8% 28.4% 31.9%
Namibia 72.8% 12.6% 9.4% 65.8% 46.4% 43.9%
Nigeria 27.6% 51.3% 51.8% 68.5% 15.6% 20.6%
Senegal 59.3% 20.8% 10.8% 84.8% 18.9% 30.8%
South Africa 64.5% 18.1% 13.6% 71.2% 22.5% 20.2%
Tanzania 38.7% 9.5% 27.4% 91.0% 52.9% 67.6%
Uganda 48.3% 28.1% 22.4% 84.9% 19.4% 40.0%
Zambia 31.3% 35.3% 31.8% 74.0% 9.6% 14.5%
Zimbabwe 14.1% 65.4% 65.0% 91.1% 21.5% 26.9%
Total 50.2% 25.6% 21.1% 74.2% 23.2% 32.3%
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Religion

Country

Benin
Botswana
Cape Verde
Ghana
Kenya
Lesotho
Madagascar
Malawi

Mali
Mozambique
Namibia
Nigeria
Senegal
South Africa
Tanzania
Uganda
Zambia
Zimbabwe

Total

PROTESTANT
(mainstream;

evangelical/Pentecostal) MUSLIM

10.5%
10.1%
3.6%
38.8%
39.4%
48.5%
40.4%
44.2%
0.4%
18.6%
50.3%
29.8%
0.2%
4.5%
21.5%
42.9%
36.6%
15.1%

25.3%
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22.8%
0.1%
0.1%

15.9%
9.0%
0.1%
1.8%

13.1%

94.9%

18.9%
0.1%

44.1%

95.9%
1.6%

25.0%

10.6%
0.3%
0.7%

19.7%

CATHOLIC
& OTHER
CHRISTIAN

42.7%
32.5%
81.1%
31.7%
35.6%
45.7%
40.3%
24.6%

2.3%
42.3%
38.1%
21.2%

3.0%
68.3%
41.8%
43.5%
38.9%
53.0%

38.1%
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