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Do Voters Have Different Attitudes toward Corruption? The Sources and Implications of Popular
Perceptions and Tolerance of Political Corruptior:

Abstract

Political tolerance and political perceptions amalgtically indistinguishable in current literaturén reality,
however, individual attitudes toward political agption are complicated and contingent on myriadofac
This paper makes an important conceptual distindiietween perceptions and tolerance of corrupénd,
argues that voters form their attitudes towardwgation based upon their insider or outsider staiere
specifically, we draw the distinction between irgs&land outsiders along two dimensions: cost-benefi
instrumentality and affective identity. The formefers to whether a voter belongs to the patromageork
of the incumbent, and we posit that a patronagielénss more tolerant of corruption and perceives
corruption at a higher level compared to patrormgsiders. On the other hand, affective identityolves
whether one shares a partisan or ethnic affiliatiih the incumbent. Importantly, we argue thateve
view corruption through the lens of identity, ahdttpartisan and ethnic insiders are more likelyto a
blind eye to corruption. Finally, we argue thatiders’ electoral support of the incumbent is Effscted by
the consequences of corruption. We test our insidtsider framework, as well as its implicatioons f
voting behavior, using recent Afrobarometer datd ®8msub-Saharan African democracies and find fairly
strong evidence to support our hypotheses.

! paper delivered at the 2009 Annual Meeting ofAheerican Political Science Association, Torontop@enber 3-6.
A previous version of the paper was presentedeaP@®9 Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Suie
Association, Chicago, April 2-5. We are gratefuMike Bratton, Mike Colaresi, Eunyoung Ha, Phiipefer, and
Miriam Golden for their helpful comments.



Introduction

This paper attempts to account for heterogeneityptars’ attitudes toward political corruption ievatloping
democracies. In particular, it makes a theoretiggtinction between two parallel yet conceptudilferent
public opinions of corruption: one of perceptiondane of tolerance. We define perceptions ofugion
as the degree to which citizens believe that dipaliactor is in engaged in corrupt practicesrr@ation
tolerance, on the other hand, denotes citizenglipity to condone political actors’ engagement in
corruption.

This conceptual distinction is useful for a numbkreasons. At the most intuitive level, it segutausible

that the effect of corruption might depend on tkieiet to which voters tolerate or even sympathiite w
corrupt actors. Therefore, by highlighting thetidistion between voters’ perceptions and tolerasfce
corruption, this paper helps us reevaluate thelimlof current empirical research that focusesntyadn the
consequences of corruption perceptions. Second\grgue that corruption tolerance represents inclist
dimension of citizens’ attitudes toward corruptiand it does not necessarily overlap with corruptio
perceptions as commonly assumed. Therefore, wipddias variation in corruption perceptions doet no
necessarily account for variation in corruptioretahce. One result from our analysis below indg ttat
recipients of particularistic benefitgpatronage inside¥sactually portray more corruption tolerance despite
perceiving higher levels of corruption, relativethose without access to these benefits.

A more ambitious goal of this paper is to systeoadly explore whether and why voters’ perceptiofis o
corruption vary in developing countries and to actdor differing levels of corruption tolerance angst
individuals. Through these inquiries, we seek &kenboth empirical and theoretical contributionghe
continuously growing literature on corruption. #te empirical level, probing the sources of voters’
perceptions and tolerance of corruption not onlipheis understand how individuals form their attis
toward corruption, it also highlights the potentidds embedded in the perception-based corrupteasores
that are widely employed in the empirical corruptiiterature. At a broader theoretical level, ustiEnding
heterogeneity in voters’ attitudes toward corruptialso bears important implications. As we shall
demonstrate, our results provide useful leveragedisentangling the puzzle of high reelection rasés
corrupt politicians around the world. They mayoadssist in advancing anti-corruption policy irtitias
being undertaken in developing democracies.

Toward these goals, this paper proposes an insigsider framework and argues that the way in which
voters form their attitudes toward corruption degeearitically upon their insider or outsider statdore
specifically, we draw the distinction between ims&land outsiders along two dimensions: cost-benefi
instrumentality and affective identity. The formrefers to whether one belongs to the patronageonketof
the incumbent. We posit that a beneficiary of gradige is more likely to tolerate corruption since a
patronage insider fully monopolizes the benefitdavbnly partially internalizing the costs of coption.

On the other hand, affective identity involves wiegtone has a partisan or ethnic affiliation with t
incumbent. We argue that voters view corruptioodigh the lens of identity, and that partisan ahdie
insiders are more likely to turn a blind eye toraption.

We test our insider-outsider theory using recembdrometer data, and find fairly strong eviderce t
support our hypotheses. Our results indicateghtbnage insiders, although perceiving more cdioap
ironically are more forgiving about it. Meanwhilgartisan and ethnic insiders tend to perceive less
corruption. We further demonstrate the implicatiohsur theory by showing how our insider-outsider
framework sheds light on the conundrum of corraptimbents who enjoy high reelection rates.
Specifically, we suggest that instrumental voteeslass likely to base their vote on corruptioncesy as the
incumbent “brings home the bacon”. Also, the idgnhsider status matters because the in-group diia
insiders attenuates the corruption-vote link. Telagether, we show that insiders’ electoral suppbthe
incumbent is less affected by the consequencesrofftion, when compared to their outsider couraeg



In the next section, we highlight the conceptufedénce between corruption perceptions and caonpt
tolerance. Section 3 provides a brief review eftisage of perception-based corruption measutég in
empirical literature, and we argue for the impoctanf accounting for the dynamic process in whicteks
form their attitudes toward political corruptiondeveloping democracies. Section 4 articulatestmeept
of insider-outsider status and lays out our thémakeframework. In the process, we review sevinglortant
studies of clientelism and identity politics, amdw from them a set of hypotheses. Section 5 thete
hypotheses and presents the empirical resultsioBettiscusses the implications of the resultssimaivs
why under certain circumstances voters can be afiatio corruption and fail to throw the rascals. olihe
final section concludes.

Corruption Perceptions vs. Corruption Tolerance

Corruption perceptions and corruption toleranceehteaditionally been viewed as analogous, and this
conceptual confounding can largely be attributethéoway corruption perception has been defined.
Conventional wisdom relates an individual's per@apbf corruption to her conception of the actd tha
warrant formal punishment. For instance, Heidemiei(2002) describes a corrupt action as one that
warrants punishment. He uses variation in citizesilingness to sanction perpetrators as an intitbceof
the acts that are considered tolerable in ceraitexts. Therefore, it is assumed to be self-axiteat
actions that are perceived as corrupt are alsddé=sited.

We disagree with this conventional wisdom, and trigesto conceptually distinguish corruption perdep
from corruption tolerance. We define perceptiohsasruption as the degree to which citizens belithat a
political actor or entity is involved in corruptgmtices. Corruption tolerance, on the other haadotes
citizens’ proclivity to condone a political actoesigagement in corrupt transactions. Our concépdtian
of corruption tolerance is adapted from researchalitical tolerance that describes tolerance gahefas a
willingness to ‘put up with’ those things that amgects” (Sullivan et all979). Inherent to this
conceptualization, are notions of resistance alfectibn; without which individuals have no basis fo
deciding whether or not to make a compromise. Iit@mbly, we posit that corruption tolerance représan
distinct dimension of citizens’ attitudes towardraption, and it may or may not overlap with cotiap
perceptions depending on the prevailing contextother words, we argue that citizens’ conceptiowltat
is judged to be corrupt do not necessarily constiair willingness to tolerate it.

Distinguishing between perceptions and toleranamaluption is not only conceptually useful butoals
theoretically important. First, due to their copital differences, the factors that explain vaoiain
tolerance are not necessarily those that explaiatian in perceptions. It may be the case thah ladtitudes
are determined by different causal factors or treyinfluenced by similar factors that have divetgasual
effects. This paper illustrates this point expijci Intuitively, we would expect that both attites are
negatively associated; in that citizens who peeeéigh levels of corruption should demonstrate lowe
tolerance. But our empirical results highlightraque phenomenon: patronage insiders, who haviasioe
track to enjoy looted benefits, exhibit higher llisvef tolerance for their corrupt patrons despéecpiving
corruption as being widespread.

Another reason for highlighting the differenceswmsn perceptions and tolerance of corruption isttiey
may have different political consequences. Hemmking this distinction can help us reevaluatetigs
studies that disproportionately rely on the useasfuption perceptions to explain political attiasdand
behaviors. For instance, while many studies hawwiacingly documented the poisonous effect ofeitis’
perceptions of corruption on their support for deraoy? it might also seem plausible that the effect of
perceptions might depend on the extent to whickrgablerate corruption. Put differently, while fmme
citizens corruption considerably undermines thepport for democracy, for other citizens, with higliels

2 We focus on popular support for democracy as ameile because of its paramount importance in deatiocr
consolidation, as many have forcefully argued tfehocratic systems thrive on popular commitmentsveither in
their absence (Linz and Stepan 1996)



of tolerance, corruption might simply matter muebd. We test these propositions empirically and our
results strongly substantiate our conjectdrés.this respect, the distinction between corpperceptions
and tolerance adds another layer to the causalleaitpthat the literature has not fully explored.

Lastly, an exploration of the differences betweercpptions and tolerance will allow for a more
comprehensive understanding of the conditions untiérh perceptions influence tolerance or vice aers
Although we do not directly address this here, prglthe causal relationship between the two dinerssof
corruption attitudes can augment our understanafitgpw attitudes toward corruption are developed,
provide a more nuanced analysis of their politaralsequences, and guide the development of more
effective anti-corruption policy. For instancetiazorruption policies can be most successful drgel
toward removing institutions that induce corrupttoterance. These may include dissolving cliertielis
networks and replacing them with a professionaliz@eaucracy. It might also be desirable to reform
electoral systems to reduce incentives of usinggtad resource distribution to enhance politicatisal of
politicians.

Perception-based Measurements of Political Corruptin

During the past decade, the scholarly communitynh@gde a significant breakthrough in our empirical
capacity to gauge corruption by constructing vasioarruption indexes on the basis of perceptions of
country experts or ordinary citizens. As a consagagempirical research on corruption has grown
exponentially.

Particularly, since the emergence of the CorrupHerceptions Index, the ability of perception-based
indicators to systematically make cross-nationahgarisons of political corruption has greatly adsethour
understanding of the causes and consequencesitifgi@orruption from a comparative perspective.
Beyond this glorious progress, however, we shoeigertheless keep in mind that perception-based
measurements of corruption, by construction, refdety the perception of corruption rather than fduet of
it. As several recent studies rightfully note,rthis no evidence whatsoever that persuasivelg link
perceptions of corruption to its reality (Selig2002; Treisman 2007). Worse yet, the subjectiareaf
perception-based measurements inevitably inviteptssibility of systematic measurement error dasl, b
casting doubt on the degree to which we can agta#tlibute the political or economic outcomes to
corruptionper seas opposed to other potential confounding fact®adden and Picci (2005) take the issue
one step further and argue that reliability iskbg weakness of the survey-based measurements of
corruption. In particular, since corrupt acts tglly take place in secret, respondents directpeiated
with corruption are unlikely to report such malfeases, and those not involved typically do not have
accurate information. Moreover, the bias of thejettive corruption data is likely to be systematitce
these indices are more reliable in countries vé#is Icorruption than in countries with more corupti Put
differently, the inherent difficulties of measuripglitical corruption, combined with the limitatisrof
survey techniques, have raised flags about thahitity of the subjective indices of corruption.

To address the issue of potential bias that liktgues the quality of subjective indices of cotiup it is
thus critical to understand how individuals formithattitudes toward corruption. Yet, surprisinglyis
critical issue has received little scholarly attemto date. In the literature, one group of sah®bhdmits that
the bias might exist in the perception-based cdimnpneasurements, but argues that despite thengiasin
rest assured of the measurement validity becadfeeatit data sources are highly correlated. Intemg

3 Specifically, we examine whether corruption tofera conditions the effect of corruption perceptionsitizens’
commitment for democracy. The coefficient of thieraction term is highly significant, indicatingatithe corrosive
effect of perceived corruption on popular supportdemocracy is attenuated by corruption toleraée fully
document our operationalization of corruption pptims and corruption tolerance below, and follayvihe standard
practice, we measure popular support for democidials by exploring whether citizens consider deraoy always
preferable to any other kind of government. Tlealts are not reported here in the interest ofesplaiat are available
upon requests.

* See Lambsdorff (2005) for a detailed review ondheses and consequences of corruption.



they believe that the bias at the individual lewél eventually be averaged out during the aggriegat
process (Lambsdorff 2008)By contrast, we argue that the mere existendegbf correlation between
various surveys should not lessen the importantieedlbias, or prohibit a more nuanced inquiry itgo
causes. As Duch et al. (2000) have demonstragedgfregation process provides no guarantee h&idk
will be averaged out. Instead, they indicate Wla¢n individual-level attitudes are systematicathaped by
respondents’ characteristics, aggregation will fieghirather than remove these systematic influences

We expect these findings to be replicated witheeso subjective measures of corruption, in thiag¢rvthe
non-random bias underlying citizens’ attitudes taheorruption exists, we should remain cautioustin
interpretation of the effect of corruption. Spezally, we argue that popular corruption evaluatiares
systematically and heavily driven by an individgadtatus as an insider or outsider. We furtherosestnate
the importance of taking into account how votersnféheir attitudes toward corruption when analyzimg
consequence of corruption perceptions by usingteeious example of popular support for democratic
principles. We first replicate the conventionasdom and find that citizens who perceive higheeleof
corruption also tend to show less support for deatacideals. However, once we control for andiphout
the effect of citizens’ insider-outsider status, fimel that the marginal effect of perceived corrapton
support for democratic ideals drops by almost 3884, the level of significance is also substantially
reduced. Hence, we highlight the instrumental argjextive bias embedded in the perception-based
corruption measurements. In sum, we see populardes toward corruption as being shaped by condédxt
and relational considerations; that is, whetherairan individual shares an essential or instruaidignd
with the political actor they evaluate. Howeveithout tracing the causal process during whichugution
attitudes are developed, we are likely to exaggdta effect of corruption perceptions and dravediia
inferences.

Insider-Outsider Theory

This paper proposes an insider-outsider theorycmownt for how voters form their attitudes toward
corruption. Essentially, we emphasize the hetereigjgramong voters, arguing that voters are likely t
construct different attitudes of corruption dep@gdon their relative positions in the political aeacbnomic
structure. We are certainly not the first to hight the insider-outsider status, as research modeatic
transitions (Bratton and van de Walle 1997), pmditieconomy (Rueda 2005) and labor market economics
(Lindbeck and Snower 1998) have focused on thermdiffce among political actors as a principal fraor&w
for assessing a substantive problem. The insidtsiger dichotomy is particularly salient in thentext of
developing countries. Bratton and van de Walle9{)%rgue that splits within elites during demadcrat
transitions in Africa are driven primarily by arsider and outsider dynamic based on some éfitéssiders

¥ gaining access to patronage benefits and govermnpusitions while other elite¥: outsiders¥. are
excluded from these privileges. An important consege of the disparity is that outsiders are miedyl to
oppose the incumbent regime. Logaral, (2003) distinguish between insiders and outsid&tts respect to
citizens’ partisan affiliation with incumbent arftetr region of birth in Uganda. They find that siders are
more discontented with the political and economiteams relative to insiders.

At the core of the insider-outsider distinctiorthiat the notion that insider status provides pesfeéal access
to the incumbent and a range of excludable godtie preferential access in turn structures insiders
preferences, attitudes, and behaviors in a waydiffats from outsiders. In this paper we focuscdizens’
association with the incumbent as an importante®aof their attitudes toward political corruption.
Specifically, we highlight two dimensions throughieh voters identify with the incumbent: cost-bénef
instrumentality and affective identity. The costkfit instrumentality involves whether voters mauded

® A second group takes a more positive approachrtisstae potential bias and has attempted to resiobse
concentrating on micro-level factors that impaciiwduals’ evaluation of political corruption, suels access to
information on corruption (Daviest al., 2004; Brattoret al, 2005), experience with corruption (Miller 20(&ligson
2002), and societal norms (Heidenheimer and Johr002). However, this second group focuses oivithahl
causes of systematic bias without attempting telbgva framework to comprehensively address thieseé.



within the patronage network of the incumbent, welasraffective identity refers to whether voterssiza
partisan or ethnic affiliation with the incumbers a result, we identify three types of insid#rs
patronage, partisan, and eth#icthat are pertinent to understanding how votemsfibreir opinions about
corruption.

Patronage Insider: Recipient of Patronage

In general, voters espouse a normative aversipolttical corruption because of the associated avelf
costs. However, popular distaste of corruption imayeutralized when voters benefit (or expecieteffit)
from the actions of corrupt politicians. One spdssibility is when voters receive particularigignefits
because of their inclusion in a clientelistic netvoUnder such circumstances, recipients of paiyerare
likely to possess a bipolar belief system towariitipal corruption: on the one hand, they may pafee
higher levels of corruption due to their accesstormation on the intricacies of patronage tratisas; on
the other hand, they may find corruption more atatgp since they directly benefit from particultids
handouts.

Following the conventional wisdom, we regard cligism as the informal, mutually beneficial exchange
relationship in which a patron offers material Hiéaén return for the electoral support, defergrmre
allegiance of a client (Stokes 2007). Clienteltemds to be persistent, and the literature attibttie
stability of clientelistic relationships to two damant explanations (Stokes 2005; Brust@l 2004). The
first approach identifies the development of a tnaf reciprocity”, whereby the client, after redeiy some
benefit from the patron, feels obliged to reciptedhe deed (Lemarchand 1972). The second approach
advocates an explanation based on threats of a@féntwhich citizens remain committed to theirnoatage
relationships due to the fear that their benefitshe revoked (Stokes 2005). In what Stokes seferas
“perverse accountability”, clientelistic partiestivthe capacity to monitor voters are able to pgutiiese
voters that renege on their electoral commitmeihtigewewarding loyal followers.

We incorporate both the reciprocity-based and disfiedased explanations for clientelistic linkages
understand how citizens formulate their perceptmfrorruption and the extent to which they ardimgl to
tolerate it. First, the potential of losing patage benefits motivates individuals to weigh thesasd
benefits of corruption. Both insiders and outsidewnduct a cost-benefit assessment of politicaliption:
the costs of corruption are equally borne by bostiders and outsiders, but patronage insiders tdaast
enjoy proceeds from the corrupt practices of thelitical patrons. On the other hand, patronagsiders
have nothing to gain from corruption while beingcked to bear the costs of corruption on their peabko
welfare. Under such circumstances, patronageénsiare more likely to tolerate their corrupt paso
because they monopolize the benefits and onlyaiigrinternalize the costs of corruptibnSecond,
inclusion within the clientelistic network may alfaster the development of horms that structureugaion
evaluations. When citizens’ sense of reciprocégdmes a norm and is generalized in all aspedtseof
relationship with the patron, they feel obligategtipport the patron in spite of the illegalityhig/her
actions. Notably, norms of reciprocity are basedh® exchange of material benefits for electanppsrt;
yet it highlights a slightly different mechanismdhgh which citizens’ attitudes towards the incuntbe
become enduring and may even have a greater icuem their tolerance for political corruption. By
combining the threats of defection and norms dfrecity explanations, we propose the following
hypothesis:

H,: Patronage insiders, due to the consideratiorawbpage benefits and the norms of reciprocity naoee
likely to tolerate corruption.

® Kurer (2001) argues that the size of clientelistworks makes it improbable for patronage insidereceive
sufficient benefits to outweigh the costs. Althbuwge agree that a pervasive patronage network warddease the
share of insider’s benefits and thereby reducdémefit-cost differential, recipients of patrondmgmefits, by
construction, are hardly universal. In fact, reskamn clientelism reveals that patronage recipieggigesent a small
proportion of the population. Based on their sumasearch in Argentina, Brusco et @004) find that only 12% of
low-income respondents received particularistiodfigsh from a candidate or a party.



The distinct effect of citizens’ bonds within thatppnage network may also be of consequence to the
formulation of popular perceptions of corruptioie propose two competing explanations to investigat
how access to particularized benefits can influariiizens’ perception of the level of government
corruption.

The first extends the discussion concerning norbmeaiprocity. We posit that patronage insiderspviave
developed a sense of loyalty to the patron, wiltltéo allow this bond to shape their cognitive ps®ing of
information. Consequently, they may have lower ggtions of the level of government involvement in
corruption, as they are not keen to accept infdonahat may implicate the patron in corruptionisTlogic
is parallel to theories that demonstrate how irdligis’ emotive bonds can influence how they process
political information; especially information thethallenges existing predispositions (Zaller 1992).
Conversely, we presume that patronage-outsidertdvpaiceive higher levels of government corruption
than insiders, since their lack of affective botalthe incumbent makes them more inclined to engbrac
information linking the government to corruption.

The second explanation has to do with voters’ tghidi draw information on politicians’ corrupt ptees
from their reception of targeted benefits. Gengraiformation about corruption transactions isited
because of the normative and legal ramificatioas wWould follow, if the information were exposedpart
from information on official charges against cofrppliticians, and allegations of graft exposedtsy
media, there are few sources of corruption inforomat Be that as it may, voters in many societiekerthe
link between corrupt practices committed by pdéitis and the doling out of particularized goodsat®n
(2007), in his analysis of voters in Africa, imdithat citizens are in many cases aware of theigton-
clientelism nexus. According to him,

“Clientelism and corruption are best viewed as siges of the same coin of distributive politics:
Citizens defer to authority when they benefit miathr, but question and condemn their leaders
when benefits accrue to others, especially poligtites” (2007:108).

This insight suggests that both insiders and oettsicegard patronage as a form of corruption, it tevel
of tolerance for it differs with respect to acctspayoffs. Additionally, it may also be the caisat
disparities in perceptions of corruption are causgthe degree to which citizens are familiar with
internal dynamics of the patronage network. Chaifgd07) explains how voters have an incentiveatheay
in-depth knowledge of the history of patronagegeations. According to her, retrospective evatunsti
provide a potential mechanism for citizens to eatdithe credibility of candidates’ future distritvet
promises. Yet, because information about patrotr@gesactions is not readily available, voters have
employ various techniques to identify the pastpiecits of patronage distribution. Chandra’s theory
indicates that patronage insiders have an incetdineonitor patronage transactions as a way ofuatialg
the credibility of future handouts. Therefore,rpatge insiders should have a slightly better godishe
dynamics of the clientelistic network than theitsider counterparts. In short, insiders who make a
normative link between corruption and patronage, flzave relatively more information about the
distribution of benefits to various members of tlietwork, should perceive higher levels of corruptidn
other words, patronage insiders who are more caghif the myriad ways in which political actordize
resources to ensure the compliance of voters demtiglly in a better position to overcome the
informational constraints and have the inside ttaclorm a better understanding of the extent aftgr

In sum, we formulate two competing hypotheses tmat for the divergent perceptions of government
corruption among citizens with and without accesslientelistic networks.

H,. Patronage insiders, due to the norms of recipyroaie more likely to perceive lower levels of
corruption.



H.p: Patronage insiders, due to their familiarity &ndwledge of patronage network operations, are more
likely to perceive higher levels of corruption.

Partisan Insider: Co-partisan of the Incumbent

Popular attitudes towards corruption are not ohbpgd by the expectation of material benefits atad by
citizens’ affective loyalty to a political or ettmidentity. Partisan affiliation highlights one amanism
through which affective identity shapes mass at&tuof corruption. Generally, partisanship represan
ingrained personal, psychological attachment toléigal party that is based on a sense of shatentity
with social groups affiliated with the political i (Campbell et al1960). Essentially, partisan
identification is based on two conceptual attrisutocial identification and partisan affect, iattfpeople
decide which party (if any) they identify with balsen how they feel about the social groups thatmisa
the party base” (Goren 2005: 882). Here we dgianréisan insiders as voters with an allegiancééo t
incumbent government, while partisan outsiders taairan affiliation with the opposition. We expdoat
partisan insiders perceive lower levels of goveminirevolvement in corruption, relative to their sigter
counterparts. Moreover, we also expect that faartissiders exhibit higher levels of tolerance alftzal
corruption.

Campbell et al(1960) explain that party identification provideperceptual frame through which voter’s
process political information. As a result, citiseusually interpret information in ways that apasistent
with their partisan orientation. In another serhgtady, Zaller (1992) provides a more in-depthlarption
of how partisanship affects individuals’ cognitipeocessing of political information in two stagd3uring
the first stage, citizens’ reception of informatigriargely driven by their political awareness aimeir
willingness to seek out political information. lonantly, in the second stage, the extent to which
individuals accept or reject political informati@a function of 1) their partisan evaluation of tieliability
of the source; 2) the implications that specifioimation has on the values of the groups theyaaseciated
with; and, 3) the strength of their partisan adfilon.

Extending the existing research to attitudes tovearduption, we argue that partisan insiders tend t
perceive lower levels of corruption. The mechanisrderlying this cognitive process is twofold. SEjr
partisan insiders are less inclined to searchnfilmrination on corruption involving the governmedmtcause
such information may produce a discrepancy betweeceived government actions and individual vatues
corruption. Secondly, when partisan-insiders apoeed to information that implicates the governinen
they are less willing to accept it. Instead, thwyld rather challenge the reliability of the infoation

source because the information would undermingdiséive-distinctiveness of the government or theiad
groups they identify with. Thus:

Hs: Partisan insiders are more likely to perceivedoigvels of corruption.

Not only does party affiliation affect political meeptions but it can also structure the politicaues of
citizens. Goren (2005) finds a strong impact afypalentification on several important core paidi
values, including equal opportunity, limited goverent, and moral tolerance. Goren'’s focus on moral
tolerance is especially relevant to our study derémce of corruption, as both concepts exploizesis’
acceptance of individuals whose actions they dmaoessarily approve 6fGoren’s findings on the strong
partisan influence on core political values leneldemce to the notion that individuals’ politicdilation
can have important consequences for their tolerahcerruption. We suggest that political elitesic
assuage citizens’ normative aversion to corrugbpframing it as a natural and expected aspecolitigs;
an activity that is necessary to the preservatfdhesocial groups that underpin the ruling goveent. As
a consequence, we would expect partisan-insidatispday higher tolerance for acts of malfeasance
committed by the incumbent government as theireslis-a-vis corruption have been altered by their
affiliation with the ruling government.

" In estimating the influence of citizens’ partisstatus on moral tolerance, he finds that stronquBkgans are
significantly more intolerant than strong Democrats
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H,4: Partisan insiders are more likely to tolerategotion.

Our hypothesis is in accordance with McCann anddesk (2006), who find strong empirical support for
the influence of party identification on corruptitmierance. In an experimental survey on poput#udes
of corruption conducted in the 2004 U.S. Presiddediections, the authors indicate thattions that
Democrats condemn as corrupt may be viewed asyrsaoleboard by Republicans if incumbent
Republican officeholders are linked at the timsuoh behaviors”. More generally, they argue thass
dispositions regarding integrity and corruptiorAimerican politics are actually somewhat flexibledanay
partly reflect partisan rationalizations” (2006:130

Ethnic Insiders: Co-ethnics of the Incumbent

Our approach also distinguishes between insidetoatsiders on the basis of their ethnicity, or enor
specifically, on whether voters belong to the sathaic group or ethnic coalition as the incumbdnt.
countries where ethnic cleavages are especialgnsaloters derive psychic satisfaction from sutipg
leaders who share a common ethnic identity oripaliparties that represent their ethnic group @aiz
1985). As a consequence, voters’ status as arcetisider or outsider can condition their evalaatof
political corruption. In particular, we argue tledhnicity engenders the development of an inthaietbias,
and as a result, ethnic-insiders tend to reporefdevels of corruption and are also more forgivifigheir
co-ethnic leaders’ involvement in graft relativestbnic-outsiders.

There are three dominant approaches that probdettmation process of ethnic identity and group
membership. Primordialism is based on the notian individuals coalesce within ethnic groups bseau
they share essential characteristics such as eptfescent, language, and shared history (Hord®ss).
Constructivism relies on the belief that ethniaiitity is formed within a social context and not sigbased
on ascriptive qualities (Fearon and Laitin 200Bstly, instrumentalism focuses on the deliberat: a
strategic manipulation of ethnic identities foripoal and economic gain (Posner 2005). Despibtlsu
differences among these perspectives, contempscaolars agree that ethnic identity formation is a
dynamic process, in which the size and composifagthnic groups is based on certain innate
characteristics as well as the influence of soei@nomic and political factors. More integrabta
discussion, however, is the impact of ethnic idgrn citizens’ political attitudes and behaviors.

Ethnicity encourages variation in political attiagdtoward government because co-ethnics treat merabe
their own ethnic group more favorably than outssdeEthnic favoritism operates in two ways. Fic#tizens
engage in the cognitive process of social-categtiam that forms the basis of self-identificatiamd social
identity arises out of membership in a group amddimotional value associated with membership (®ibso
and Gouws 2000). Particularly, through evaluatiomparisons, citizens attempt to distinguish betwbe
characteristics of in-groups and out-groups byistgi for their groups’ positive distinctiveness.ig drive to
establish the superiority of the in-group can leadut-group discrimination, hatred and potentiadly
conflict.

Second, scholars also attribute ethnic bias taévelopment of particularized trust between membetise
same ethnic group (Uslaner and Conley 2003). deéatized trust refers to the formation of clodatienal
ties between people sharing common backgroundst deglelops at the expense of more generalizest tru
that promotes cooperation with various groups withe society. Ethnic group members are partitular
prone to develop particularized trust since the@ia interactions are generally limited to membarthat
ethnic group, or they face systematic discrimimafrom other ethnic groups. In many instances,
particularized trust within co-ethnics tends todat@ut-group mistrust (Bahry et al. 2005).

Regardless of how the ethnic bias develepither through a psychological process of groufeihtiation,
or through particularized trust of co-ethidigethnic identity is likely to have direct implicatis on
individuals’ political attitudes toward corruptiorEspecially in countries where citizens can dédférate the
ethnic identity of political actors and those inighhethnicity provides a guide for citizens’ patai

11



affiliations, we argue that ethnicity representchema for processing political information and mgk
political judgments about the incumbent governméitthnic-insiders, due to their intense commitntent
the ethnic group, are predisposed to searchingpfomrmation that confirms the positive attributdgteir co-
ethnic leaders. At the same time, ethnic insidezsaiso likely to be critical of the source andte of
information that implicates their co-ethnic lead@rsorruption. Consequently, we expect ethnidiers to
maintain lower perceptions of corruption.

Hs: Ethnic insiders are more likely to perceive lowarels of corruption.

The current literature also highlights an expliicik between ethnic identity and popular acceptasfce
corrupt practiceslt has focused primarily on the instrumental sifiéhe equation, in which co-ethnics who
gain access to patronage are more likely to taggalitical corruption involving their co-ethnicdders
(Posner 2005; Chandra 2007). For instance, im &mgilysis of corruption in ethnically divided setgs,
Glaeser and Saks (2006) suggest

“If an area is torn apart by ethnic divisions aadders tend to allocate resources towards backers o
their own ethnicity, then members of one ethnicugranight continue to support a leader of their
own ethnic group, even if he is known to be cortpd58).

In addition to the prominence of the instrumenggilanale, which we addressed previously, we arbat t
ethnic identity also explains variation in corraptitolerance. There are numerous ways in whichtierad
considerations influence citizens’ levels of tolera. One such possibility is the psychic bensfiish as
security, importance or self-esteem (Gibson andwad000) that are derived from membership within
ethnic groups. These benefits are distinct fronrmtlagerial benefits associated with the distributibn
patronage or the provision of public goods. Hotawitheory on the relationship between ethnic-itgn
and political support of co-ethnic parties subsées our argument (1985). He explains that mesban
ethnic group generate psychic satisfaction by timgwheir weight behind an ethnic party. Chandsa a
alludes to the psychic benefits that co-ethnicévddrom sharing the ethnic-identity of a politidehder
(2007)® On this basis, we contend that ethnic insiderg beamore understanding of political malfeasance
involving a co-ethnic leader. More simply, ethimsiders employ different evaluative criteria inl§ng the
acceptability of their ethnic-leaders actions duthe emotional benefits that they derive fromrtleginic-
kin being in power.

He: Ethnic insiders are more likely to tolerate cption.
Empirical Analysis

Description of the Data

We utilize data on 18 sub-Saharan countries fronmd@ (2005-2006) of the Afrobarometer survey (AB)
test these hypothes®AB is a cross-national public opinion survey thatasures individual attitudes and
behaviors in response to a wide-range of topich agsaemocracy, market reform and civil societ i&
ideal for conducting cross-country analysis becéuseploys a standard questionnaire with idenitjoad
functionally equivalent terns.

Our decision to test the insider-outsider theoratiitudes towards corruption in the context of-Sataran
Africa is guided by the following considerationScholars of African politics argue that clienteliamd

8 Chandra notes that voters only enjoy an emotiboakt from their affiliation with the co-ethnic bers when
informational constraints prevent other forms afigy affiliation to become salient (2007).

° These countries include: Benin, Botswana, Capel&/éBhana, Kenya, Lesotho, Madagascar, Mali, Malawi
Mozambique, Namibia, Nigeria, Senegal, South Afritanzania, Uganda, Zambia, and Zimbabwe.

19 AB employs national probability surveys obtaineihg stratified, multi-stage, area probability séespWith sample
sizes between 1,200 and 2,400 the survey yieldgimaf errors between 2.5 and 2 percent at the 8&8tidence
interval. For further information visitywww.afrobarometer.org
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systematic corruption are informal institutionsgaet within many sub-Sahara African polities (Bratt
2007). Additionally, ethnicity is perhaps one loé tmost salient social cleavages within the regiuhits
politicization is manifested in the large numbefrethnically based parties and coalitions, as aglihe high
rate of ethnic voting (Posner 2005). The conflgeoichigh rates of corruption, clientelism and ficilzed
ethnicity presents an ideal context for the evadmadf our hypotheses.

Dependent Variable I: Corruption Perception

This paper first follows the standard approachuirvey research and measures citizens’ levels aiepexd
corruption. We focus specifically on high-levetegtion as opposed to petty corruption, and weleynp
the question from AB that asks respondents to etalihe extent to which they think the Presideffitials
in his office, and national government officiale &mvolved in corruption. The response to eaadh ite
scaled to a metric of 1-4, where 1 means “notlatall 4 indicates “a lot.” We then create a cosif®
index of corruption perception by taking the averagross these items. Preliminary analysis shoatghb
variable of corruption perception exhibits substdnariation within individual countries, and thissult
further emphasizes the necessity to understandvateys’ perceptions of corruption differ within tkame
country.

Dependent Variable II: Corruption Tolerance

The second dependent variable, on the other hapsljiito the notion of corruption tolerance. Ualtke
previous variable of corruption perception, AB does ask respondents directly about their levels of
tolerance for corruption; but we can neverthelesstruct an innovative indicator of corruption talece by
basing our measurement on the standard definifipoldical corruptioi¥athe misuse of public office for
personal benefits. Specifically, AB provides reggents a set of scenarios involving politiciangisd of
their power for personal enrichméhtand asks respondents whether such action is motgaat all, wrong
but understandable, or wrong and punishable. &cn scenario, we consider respondents tolerant for
corruption if the respondent answers, “not wronglBtor “wrong but understandable” since we are
ultimately concerned with tolerance rather thanahprdgment. To ensure our results are not drivethe
arbitrary choice of the scenario, we constructmmusite variable of corruption tolerance by taking
average of all items. Again, our preliminary anayaso finds massive within-country variation the
variable of corruption tolerance.

Independent Variables

To explicitly account for variation in both corrigrt perception and corruption tolerance indicatots, next
task is to operationalize our insider-outsider fearark. We start our effort with the notion of matage
insider, which is perhaps the most difficult cortdepcapture empirically. AB does not provide alinect
guestion to identify whether a respondent is a figiney of patronage spoils. Even if it did, tresponse is
likely to be unreliable since one has an incenttivenderreport her involvement in patronage traisas.
Being aware of the inherent problems, however, tilzeian effective proxy provided by AB to measifra
respondent is a patronage insider. The questiiedaby AB allow us to measure this phenomenonowith
triggering defensive reactions from respondents.

Specifically, AB asks respondents what, if anythitingy would do to try and resolve various kinds of
bureaucratic red-tape and governmental harassimehitging waiting for a government permit but kept
encountering delays, family member being wronghested by the police, and family's land being wigpng
seized. AB then provides the following options flespondents to choose from, including “don't worry
things will be resolved given enough time,” “lodg@mplaint through proper channels or procedurasse*
connections with influential people”, “offer tip bribe”, “join in public protest”, “other”, or simp
“nothing”. While this set of questions does nagreedirectly relevant, we argue that this informatipves
us unique empirical leverage to identify the pdtdmatronage insiders since the only people thatuse

connections with influential people are the oned #ttually have connections. In other words, éheko

1 For instance, a government official demands arfavan additional payment for some service thaais of his job
or gives a job to his family member who does natehadequate qualifications.
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choose to “use connections with influential peopte3olve problems are likely to belong to the paége
network and hence have strings to pull. Thereferetake advantage of backward induction from these
guestions and create a dummy variable of patroimeiger, which adopts the value of one if a respomd
chooses “use connections with influential people.”

Clearly, there are weaknesses with this indicakdost notably, it is indirect, reflective of inddiials’
attitudes to hypothetical situations, may privilegetain individuals with higher socio-economias$a and
does not specify an actual political actor. Desfliese limitations, we are confident that our measf
clientelism improves upon the dominant approachake extant literature that have struggled to meas
this phenomenon. One dominant approach narrowsaiheept of clientelism to vote buying and assesses
voters’ actual experience with being offered a fieirereturn for electoral support (Brused al 2004;
Stokes 2005). While this measure captures thenpatexchange between patrons and clients, tleenains
a significant conceptual gap between clientelisohate buying. Additionally, in light of the ingits
contributed by the redistributive politics litereg¢uwvhich argues that politicians have incentivegdor
resources into swing voters instead of their cappsrters during elections, one might counter atbae
being approached with material benefits duringtedadndicates that the targeted voter does nairzeto
the clientelism network. Less problematically,ngsvote buying can be questionable because of
respondents’ reluctance to acknowledge their canpé with the practice. We believe that our measure
guards against the problem of underreporting becafithe innocuous nature of the question. A second
approach offers an attitudinal measure of cliesitel{Bratton 2007). By contrast, our measure imggove
upon the existing approach by considering citizeisponses to a more comprehensive range of hypathet
yet plausible situations, thereby increasing iliabdity. Finally, to ensure the validity of ogeemingly
arbitrary measure, we test whether patronage irstdad to express more loyalty to their patron aned
more likely to form favorable attitudes toward olielism. We find that our measure and the attitaldi
measure correlate strongly. For instance, in cois@ato their outsider counterparts, patronagigéns
tend to agree more with the statement that “Onadfioe, leaders are obliged to help their home
community” as opposed to “Since leaders represaryene, leaders should not favor their own faraily
group.” In light of these supplemental findingg vemain confident that our coding has indirecdy y
effectively captured the gist of patronage insiders

The variable construction of partisan and ethréidiers is more straightforward. For partisan iesithe
AB asks respondents which political party, and tatextent, they feel close with, and we identifyse
partisan insiders by constructing a dummy varidide takes the value of one if respondents feeksdmt
or very close to the incumbent party. For ethngiders, the AB asks respondents’ ethnic affilmtod we
consider a respondent an ethnic insider if sheoim the same ethnic group as the president ofdertry*?

In addition to our main insider-outsider theory, agso control for various factors proposed in thieuet
literature that might also shape individuals’ atfiés toward political corruption. First, political
sophistication, or the quantity and organizatioma gierson’s political cognitions, is argued to efffartually
every dimension of public opinion (Zaller 1992)s Ralton (2000) succinctly summarizes, theories of
public opinion and political behavior are premisedvoters’ mental capacity for understanding pediti
issues. MacDonalet al (1995) also show that sophisticated voters anersensitive to issue information
and are also more likely to act upon informationmyelections. To a certain extent, we can atserpret
the effect of political sophistication as the fadtioundation of corruption attitude formation, cn
sophisticated voters are more aware of the existehcorruption and are also less likely to toleriat

To tap into the notion of political sophisticatidhe current approach focuses on gauging respasident
political awareness and knowledge, or in genenal guality of political information a voter possess
(zaller 1992). This knowledge-based approach s¢smns ideal for measuring political sophistication
emerging democracies since it demands less conplaxid has effectively been adopted in the coraéxt

12 Note that AB does not provide relevant informationus to construct ethnic insider variable in €aferde,
Tanzania, and Zimbabwe.
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African countries (Brattoet al 2005). Following this approach, this paper usssan additive scale
constructed from counts of correct answers to séyalitical knowledge items. The scale is then
normalized to range from zero to one, where onigéates that a respondent answered all questionsatiyr

Next, existing research posits that citizens' adlits toward corruption are heavily influenced tsirtmedia
exposure (Davis et.a2004; Bratton et al. 2005; Miller 2006). Howewde scholarship on media exposure
is not conclusive on whether greater access torimdtion increases citizens’ perceptions about govent
corruption. On the one hand, scholars claim theditgr exposure to information will increase vdtalslity
to find out about allegations of official graft atite prosecution of politicians charged with cotrup. On
the other hand, greater access to information ris@myraean that voters will seek out media sourcat th
confirm their existing partiality. We control ftiie potential influence of media exposure by examgilmow
often respondents get news from radio.

In addition, we also control for respondents’ direxperience with political corruption. Recentdies have
shown that experience with corruption figures pmoenitly in individuals’ perceptions of corruptioin most
cases, individuals who experience corruption neghtievaluate those involved in the practice. Zeitis are
more likely to gain first hand experience with giiaf/olving lower level government officials and/iti
servants and use these experiences to gauge tteddglite corruption (Seligson 2002; Brattiral
2005; Miller 2006). AB measures citizens’ expecies with corruption by asking how often respondents
had to pay a bribe to receive basic governmenicEyysuch as getting a document or a permit,ngeai
child into school, getting a household servicetiggtmedicine or medical attention, or simply avogl
problem with police. Building upon these questia@sconstruct a composite index of corruption
experience, and we expect those who have direeriexe with corruption to perceive higher levdls o
corruption and be less likely to tolerate it.

Finally, it seems plausible that those who feelre socio-economically might be more doubtful atiihe
integrity of political elites and more resentfulafficial misconducts. Hence, we take into accdbet
possibility that citizens’ personal economic evéiluas might affect their attitudes toward corruptiand we
include a variable which measures their assessofigineir relative living conditions compared to eth.

We expect the coefficient of the personal econa@wualuation variable to be negative for both moadéls
corruption perception and tolerance.

Empirical Results

As a first cut, we construct a baseline model $b ¢@ir insider-outsider theory by relating corrapti
perception to patronage, partisan, and ethnic énsi@rhe results, shown in Model 1 of Table 1, rsgigp
confirm our preliminary impressioddWe find that partisan and ethnic insiders consttehoose to
overlook the presence of corruption and perceiss t®rruption. What is more interesting is thatgsge
insiders actually perceive higher levels of cortmupthan those who do not belong to the patronageark.
We interpret this finding to signify that patrondgsiders develop a more accurate understandingtabo
incidences of elite corruption through frequenérattions with their patrons. Because of thisaficentact,
insiders are privy to information on corrupt praes that their patrons are engaged in, such asugteg,
the distribution of public employment and statetcacts. Patronage outsiders, on the other hang hanze
a general awareness of these practices, yet ngiaraive to the in-depth knowledge that insider s€ce
affords.

We next incorporate all of the control variablesatéed earlier into the model. As the Model 2 aadies,
our results lend decent support to our conjectaiesf the variables except political sophisticatregister a
significant impact on the perception of corruptamexpected. Put differently, citizens who areamor
exposed to media information, who have direct qatiom experience, and who hold negative personal

13 Diagnostic analysis, not reported here but avhlapon request, suggests that the model provideasmnably good
fit to the data.
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economic evaluations tend to perceive higher lestorruption. Most importantly, all of our ingd
variables remain significant, reinforcing the roimess of the previous results.

Table 1: Determinants of Corruption Attitudes Forntian

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Dependent Variable Perception Perception Perception Tolerance
Individual Level
Patronage Insider .064* .048* .033* .038***
(.036) (.026) (.019) (.012)
Partisan Insider -.283%** =274 -.176*** -.005
(.055) (.053) (.036) (.007)
Ethnic Insider -.150 ** -.136** -113* -.023
(.057) (.052) (.059) (.015)
Information Exposure 120 .064*** -.020**
(.053) (.019) (.009)
Political Sophistication .055 .108*** -.037**
(.064) (.037) (.018)
Corruption Experience .568*+* A80*** .045**
(.092) (.067) (.020)
Personal Economic Evaluation -.047** -.044%** .011*
(.019) (.014) (.006)
Constant 1.382%* 1.314%* 1.867** 706***
(.089) (.142) (.345) (.213)
Country Level
log GDP per capita -.081* -.057**
(.043) (.027)
N 17819 17215 17215 19401

Robust standard errors in parentheses. * p <.1p*4¢.05; *** p < .01. Two-tailed test

Note that in both Model 1 and Model 2, we accoontdotential clustering within countries to avoicedy
optimistic inferences, since it is highly likelyathobservations within a country are more simita@ntones
across countries. But, rather than treating theddence among observations within the same coastay
nuisance and estimating the standard errors camtbezly, we take an aggressive step to model the
dependence explicitly by constructing a randomragpt model in Model 3. Another theoretical adaget
of Model 3 is that it allows us to incorporate ttentextual effects at the country level into thalgsis.
Among the various potential contextual factors,ane mostly interested in a country’s level of eqoim
development as commonly measured by the log of B&Rapita’* Our basic intuition is that voters
should perceive less corruption (and dislike it @an richer countries. Therefore, we assumedbantry
intercepts vary as a function of the economic dgwekent plus random noise, and we examine whetker th
perception of corruption at the individual levekigaped by contextual economic influences. Thdtees
show that empirically it is indeed the case. Thgatiee coefficient of the economic developmentat t
country level suggests that in countries with higheels of development citizens are less likelpéoceive
corruption.

Finally, we repeat the multilevel modeling setupdigh Model 3 to examine the determinants of toleea
for corruption. The results in Model 4 show thatrpnage insiders, as we previously speculatedbiéxh
significantly higher tolerance for corruption. \iMéerpret this result as corroboration that indixts who
benefit materially through their association witle incumbent government are likely to be more

understanding of political corruption. Meanwhitensistent with our prior expectation, we find ttraise

14 We choose the year of 2005 to match the timefrdmaiethe Round 3 of the AB was conducted.
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who are more sophisticated, those who are moresexptm media, and those with negative personal
economic evaluations tend to resent corruption.adithmore surprising to us is that those who lmaen
the victims of corruption actually tend to acceptraption. While we cannot think of any reasonable
explanation for this, we are not alone in identifythis perplexing empirical relationship. Brat{@d06),
for instance, finds that in sub-Saharan Africanntoas where the provision of health care servares
limited, citizens who pay bribes to health carecidfs actually experience greater satisfactiomfimeing
able to gain access to the service. Arguably, virdre giving opens the door to limited state segithat
individuals otherwise would not have had, theyraoge willing to view corruption as an acceptablaqgpice.
Finally, the results reveal that an individual’atas as an ethnic or partisan insider has no rézalge
effects on their tolerance of corruption.

Implications of High Reelection Rates of Corrupt Ircumbent

In sum, our empirical analysis finds supportivedevice for our insider-outsider theory. With respec
perceptions of corruption, the results corrobocateexpectations that identity insiders were mik&ly to
turn a blind eye to corruption. This was not theecdowever, for patronage insiders whose peraeptd
corruption were higher than citizens outside ofgiaronage network. Meanwhile, patronage-insidegs a
significantly more forgiving of corruption committdy their patrons.

Most importantly, these findings provide us witle theoretical leverage to disentangle an intergstin
paradox¥s the coexistence of public disdain for corruptionl gopular corrupt politiciar®: in the
corruption literature (Kurer 2001). Indeed, onewiar and normatively disturbing phenomenon ig tha
corrupt incumbents actually enjoy relatively higrelection rates, even in the context of advanced
democracies. Perhaps one of the most illustratkeenples of this paradox is Tanaka Kakuei. Tha the
Japanese prime minister, despite being tried imtdoubribery during the infamous Lockheed sandal,
collected his career high votes from his constityeand was re-elected to the Diet for fifteen contige
times after the 1983 “Tanaka Verdict Election” (dsbn 1986). Mr. Tanaka is well accompanied by'kal
Silvio Berlusconi, who, despite his alleged linkghe Mafia and being put on trial multiple times &
variety of corruption and malfeasance chargessbaged as prime minister in Italy three times sithee
mid-1990s. Other members in this corruption elgaad include Edwin Edwards in the U.S., and Tmaiksi
Thailand, just to name a few.

These corrupt political figures do not appear t@keeptions. In a systematic study, Reed (200%)sfthat
legislators in Japan who are convicted of corruptibarges actually enjoy increases in their voseesh
Moreover, sixty-two percent of Japanese legislatorsvicted of corruption between 1947 and 1993 were
subsequently reelected. Similarly, Peters and WV@e80) find that in the U.S. House of Represérdat
elections, corruption charges only reduce candiatee share by 6 to 11 percent and are inadedoiate
deterring corrupt candidates from electoral viasri In a subsequent analysis, Welch and Hibbigg 7L
show that from 1982 to 1990, charges of corrupdiffected U.S. House reelection probabilities more
severely, but again those charged were more litkely not to be reelected. Finally, in a recendgt€hang
et al (2007) show that in post-war Italy, judicial irstiggation of political malfeasance, while slightly
reducing the probability of achieving reelectioi dot effectively discourage deputies from stagdior
reelection at all. Importantly, they find that jcidl inquiry damages the electoral fortunes ofdigors in
only the Eleventh legislature, while in the firghtlegislatures, Italian voters failed to penaleggslators
even in light of evidence of political corruptioin addition, parallel to Welsh and Hibbing's finds,
Changet al show that when a legislator is under judiciakistigation for political malfeasance, his
reelection probability is still over fifty percetit.

The high reelection rates of corrupt incumbenthése highly developed democratic countries diyectl
challenge the principles of democracy. Afterthlé most compelling justification for democracyhat

15 egislators who are charged with serious politinalfeasance actually see increases of 14 pemcéine inumber of
individual preference votes they receive in thessgjoient election.
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public officials can be held accountable for thmisbehaviors. Needless to say, democratic idewls a
practices can be severely undermined when politiciamain untouchable and are free from electoral
retribution even after betraying the public’s trhgtextracting excessive rents. Therefore, thelpuaf why
voters do not bother to throw the rascals out ttaacéed growing attention.

In a nutshell, the conventional wisdom attributes ¢lectoral success of corrupt politicians toghre
informational dilemmas faced by the electorate:itti@rmation deficiency, the coordination problem
induced by information asymmetry, and ignorangethe first account, voters are argued to supporupt
politicians simply because they are poorly infornaad hence unable to accurately observe polititiams
type. For instance, in their study of Brazil's nuipal elections, Ferraz and Finan (2008) initidihd that
incumbent mayors subject to anti-corruption audfoke elections did not suffer from significantctteal
penalty. But once they account for the level afugtion that was revealed in the audit, they fimat
corruption audit strongly reduces the incumbetikslihood of reelection. Moreover, they show ttrat
effect of information disclosure on the incumbemé&slection odds is even more pronounced in
municipalities with local radio stations.

In the second perspective, voters’ support of grpoliticians is a strategic response to a caileciction
dilemma. The intuition is that due to the uncerttabf other voters’ voting intention, a rationalter
reluctantly supports the corrupt politician oufedr that she might be defecting alone, and the¢ on
unsuccessful, the reigning corrupt incumbent weilliate by cutting off particularistic benefitsuier
2001). Finally, some scholars suggest that the&eplving this paradox lies in a simple answetevs’
ignorance. Kurer, for instance, suggests that ‘haignce about the effects of corruption, about the
alternatives available, and about the intentiortho$e standing for election are possible reasamgoters to
support corrupt politics” (2001: 79). Olken (20@Xplicitly examines the extent of information cained in
Indonesian villagers’ beliefs about the likelihamfdcorruption in their villages, and he finds thdtile
villagers’ beliefs do contain information about regation, the magnitude of their information, howevs
very small.

In short, these informational approaches assumevtiters genuinely dislike corruption, and thatthe
support corrupt politicians either because theykap in the dark without information or they arapped in
sub-optimal equilibrium due to the difficulty of @alination. Importantly, the conventional wisdoosjts
that once empowered with the necessary informatioters will be able to either see the light ovsdhe
coordination problem, and consequently punish g@bnpoliticians. However, this informational accoism
not as theoretically persuasive as it is normagiegpealing. In particular, this informational sheis
incapable of explaining the puzzle of high reetattiates of corrupt incumbents in the context ebaded
democracy where there is no shortage of informagigeply. For instance, in a country like Japanrettee
freedom of press is sound and citizens are highlicated, it is hard to imagine that voters weredtisu
denied information access to Mr. Tanaka’s involvenhie corruption scandals or simply were too igmbita
understand it. It is also more reasonable to asshat when an incumbent is implicated in corruptio
scandals in advanced democracies the oppositidy wauld capitalize on the opportunity and provide
focal point to help solve the coordination problfeEmvoters during electoral campaigns.

The theoretical deficiency of the informationalgiseleads to a new wave of research. In this redew
scholarly attempt, supporting corrupt governmentloa regarded as a rational decision chosen by well
informed voters. Manzetti and Wilson (2007) arthue corrupt politicians in weakly institutionalite
systems are able to remain electorally viable beeafi their capacity to exploit government resosifoe
patrimonial purposes. In other words, when theegoment is weakly institutionalized and unable ¢bvekr
public goods, voters will support corrupt politiegin exchange for private benefits, since theggiee
clientelism as the most effective mechanism ofrithigting state resources. Other scholars argue tha
corruption can arise even in a well-functioning demacy. In a recent study, Pani (2009) shows that
corruption not only distorts the allocation of stagésources between public and private spendiri@lbol
diverts the policy spending preferences of pobtis away from voters. Under such circumstances,
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corruption will result in the reduction of publipending and taxe$. Importantly, because corruption
involves redistributional consequences, Pani shbatscertain citizens can benefit indirectly from
corruption and have an incentive to support a gbnpolitical system.

This paper builds upon the extant literature armhshhow our insider-outsider framework bears gyeatl
elucidating the puzzle of unpopular yet successfulupt politicians. We concur that the converdion
information thesis might have only limited explavgtpower. Specifically, we argue that being aamiity
insider, be it based on partisan or ethnic affdiatinevitably clouds one’s judgment of the incuenb
regardless of relevant information that might beratantly available. As a result, the in-group lzias
substantially attenuate the negative corruptioreViok that is initially established by most citie Our
insider-outsider framework, to a certain extergpaxtends the rational corruption perspective and
emphasizes the importance of instrumentality irergitelectoral behavior. We argue that corrupt
incumbents can maintain substantial electoral agems even when corrupt activities are patentlykeid
by the public. Importantly, we suggest that insidé particularly, the beneficiaries of patronage sp¥il
may be willing to cut corrupt politicians some $as long as they bring home the bacon. In sum, on
important implication derived from our insider-adesr framework is that insiders’ support of thelimbent,
when compared to outsiders, is less affected byiption. Note that we do not argue that insideis w
reward corruption, instead, our hypothesis is that cdrampmatters less for insiders’ support of the
incumbent.

While this paper empirically addresses a similaagion on why voters support corrupt politiciansakes a
unique approach that differs from that of Kurerq2pand Manzetti and Wilson (2007). In particularlike
Kurer (2001) who usefully surveys the literaturel gnovides a list of potential explanations, threper goes
another step further by attempting to disentarigiedaunting puzzle empirically. Although Manzettid
Wilson (2007) also attempt this goal, their anaysiunfortunately restricted by data constraiis.they
acknowledge themselves, the difficulty in testihgit argument is that “...there are simply no data to
directly measure, in any cross-national fashioe |¢ével of patronage provided by politicians (956)s a
second-best solution, they execute a country-lenalysis with the satisfaction of government as the
dependent variable and they relate it to an indrcatt democratic institutional strength, an indeaf
citizens’ perceived levels of corruption, and thiefaction term between the above two. By contthst
paper chooses an alternative research designaharguably offer better empirical leverage to sdhis
puzzle. Specifically, we employ an individual legealysis and examine whether a voter’s votingritibn
is affected by her insider-outsider status andpleesonal experience with corruption. Through this
individual level research framework, we are at tiebevantage point to directly examine the caugabdics
of whyvoters support corrupt paliticianswithout having to draw inferences about the eledtbehaviors
of individual voters on the basis of aggregate ,datacan also avoid the dangers of ecologicaldglla

To explicitly test for this hypothesis, we turnA8 data and examine information on respondentshgot
record. The dependent variable is whether a refgrdnintends to vote for the incumbent if a presiidé
election were held tomorrow, and it takes the valuene if she does. The key independent variable
respondents’ experience with corruption. Obviousig coefficient is expected to be negative. More
importantly, to examine whether the insider-outsitatus lessens the corruption-vote link, we goest
composite index for insider status. Specificalyensure that our newly constructed variable ieffity and
equitably captures both the instrumentality andiithe components of the insider-outsider distinatiove
create a binary variable that takes the value efiba respondent is both a patronage insider grattésan
or ethnic insider. Then we create an interactimmtbetween our measure of corruption experiendetan
composite insider variable. If our expectatiort #@ruption has less of a negative impact on erssd
support for the incumbent is correct, the coeffitief the interaction term should be positive.

The results show just that. Figure 1 further tHates graphically that insiders are less incliteedunish
corrupt incumbents for their corrupt acts at thikspoAs we can see, the downward slope for outside
suggests that corruption experience indeed redudasglers’ electoral support for the incumbent.wideer,

18 This result holds when the median voter's demangéiblic goods is sufficiently elastic.
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the downward slope for insiders is actually flab¢mprecisely, upward but insignificant). In otkeosrds,
corruption experience matters less electorallyrfsiders as opposed to outsiders. We also finginlsaers,
due to either affective identity or material comsations, are much more supportive of the incumbetite
polls. In sum, these findings provide compelliatjanale for the paradox of corrupt politicians wdrgoy
repeated electoral success in countries that o&ihave high perceptions of political corruptiomtably,
our results challenge the exclusivity of informatibtheories of corruption that predicate citizeasility to
sanction corrupt politicians upon the availabitifyinformation on corruption. Instead, we arriteaanore
nuanced explanation for the paradox, on the bhatselven when citizens are sufficiently informedied
incidence of corruption, their likelihood to uséstmformation depends critically on the existen€an
affiliation with the incumbent; be it of an instremtal or an affective nature. Furthermore, thaltes
reinforce the analytical disparity between peraapiand tolerance by demonstrating that citizens wh
benefit from corruption might choose to turn a dleye to it, even when information about corrupi®n
abundantly available.

Figure 1. Insiders, Outsiders, and Support for Canpt Politicians

Conclusion

This paper makes a crucial theoretical distinchetween perceptions and tolerance of corruptiorithen
basis that they are shaped by different factorshawe different political consequences. We thgasde
insiders from outsiders along the dimensions of besefit instrumentalif4 individuals’ inclusion within a
patronage netwoBk and affective identig4 individuals’ ethnic or partisan affiliation to tiecumbent. As
we demonstrated in our analysis, patronage insitlepday higher levels of tolerance for political
malfeasance involving the patron, while perceivdogruption as ubiquitous. Meanwhile, both partiaad
ethnic insiders were less likely to consider cotiarpto be widespread. Our insider-outsider framméwalso
provides penetrating insight into the puzzle of wbyrupt political actors continue to command saibtsal
electoral support, as we show that insiders’ supipoithe incumbent is less likely to be affectgctie
incumbents’ record on corruption. Taken togettier,main upshot of this paper is that citizensustas an
insider our outsider has significant implicatiomstow they form their attitudes towards politicatruption
and how they use these attitudes to make elegtataients.

The main limitation of this paper relates to ourasge of clientelism. Being aware of the inherenbfems
that scholars have traditionally encountered insugag this concept, we approach the measurement of
clientelism from a different angle by considerihg £xtent to which voters rely on connections with
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influential people to resolve bureaucratic red tape governmental harassment. Clearly, there are
weaknesses with using this indicator, however, rgecanfident that we offer a previously unavailable
operationalization of clientelism and arguably matie improvements over the dominant approachdtein t
extant literature.

Another limitation has to do with the generalizabibf our theory. To a great extent, we believatthe
results derived from data on sub-Saharan Africaappticable to other developing democracies whneie
identities and partisan cleavages are salient kentelism is the most dominant linkage betweeizeits.
On the other hand, however, the generalizabilitgwfinsider-outsider framework possibly reacheslithit
in established democracies in which formal indtitug outweigh informal ones (for instance, the infal
practice of clientelism has been replaced with @ognatic redistributive politics).

Finally, one might reasonably question our theoattiocus on partisanship as an explanation faugion
attitude formation especially in Africa where pasiystems are generally considered weakly institaliaed
and not embraced by ordinary citizéhsDespite the distinct differences in the naturgartisanship within
sub-Saharan Africa, we argue that partisanship iremeseful in distinguishing between insiders and
outsiders and unearthing the variation in votettifuales towards corruption in sub-Saharan Afri€&st, in
some sub-Saharan African countries competitiveirpaltty competition has become the norm: they danta
stable party systems, experience alternation ofep@nd parties frequently differentiate themsebres
policy issues, and consequently, voters have beee mclined to develop enduring partisan attachstén
Secondly, scholars addressing partisanship conipelsahave modified the concept of partisanship to
emphasize voters’ support for the winning partiethe last elections (Anderson and Tverdova 2002a;tBn
et al.2005). Although this conceptualization removes ynaincomplexities of partisan allegiance, it
usefully distinguishes voters based on their allegé the incumbent party or opposition parties. bfeow
this insight and approach partisan identificationeirms of affiliation with the incumbent governmearsus
the opposition, and our empirical results show tloaers’ status as a supporter of the electoraheriror
loser is important in shaping their perceptionafaption.

Lastly, many salient remaining issues await fureeearch. The first research opportunity is theeation
between affective identity and cost-benefit instemtality. Our research clearly indicates how unstental
and affective bonds separately account for therbgémeity in voters’ corruption tolerance and ppticas.
In actuality, however, the distinction between thiego dimensions is not as unambiguous as we stigges
Absent from our analysis is a theoretical and eivgdiassessment of the extent to which these variou
insiders overlap each other.

Another potential research agenda involves theataation of existing studies that disproportionately

on the use of corruption perceptions to examine barption affects political attitudes and behasio
Since tolerance and perceptions are analyticadijrait, conventional wisdom might be inadequatshed
full light on the consequences of corruption anghhpossibly arrive at inaccurate conclusions. réfuoee,

it could be rewarding to take into consideratiom thulti-dimensionality of corruption attitudes in
subsequent research and examine the causal infpamtraption perceptions and tolerance simultangous

Finally, our research provides crucial theoretarad empirical insight as to why voters continusupport
corrupt political leaders, by identifying the suleBons of the society that are most likely to ttate
corruption or maintain muted perceptions of itsseedice. These findings might be useful for thetinaing
efforts to develop anti-corruption policies. Byifmmore attuned to the individual-level determiisaof

7 Studies have shown that African party systemgjarerally characterized by a dominant party witithmra of small,
volatile parties that are incapable of forming hesive opposition (van de Walle 2003). Also, Adrigoarties rarely
differentiate themselves on programmatic policy,ibatead establish social bases of support thretighic and
clientelistic networks (Norris and Mattes 2003).

18 According to Round 3 of AB, in 12 of 18 countrimger 60% of respondents display some degree dspart
attachments. These countries include Botswana, &kanya Lesotho, Mali, Malawi, Mozambique, NamjiSauth
Africa, Tanzania, Uganda and Zimbabwe.
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heterogeneity in corruption attitudes, our framewmiay contribute to the development of initiatitieat are
tailored to the contextual dynamics of a specifiarttry or region.
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