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This thesis involves the examination, using sophisticated statistical techniques, of
whether political corruption measured at the national level, and individual level
perceived corruption, can help explain a) levels and forms of political participation,
and b) directions of partisanship and vote choice. It proposes that corruption creates
conditions of distrust and disaffection towards political institutions and actors that has
behavioural and partisan consequences. It finds that perceived corruption has limited
influence: dampening turnout, although having only weak effects on extra-
institutional behaviour and on party support. Yet national level corruption is found to
have highly salient contextual effects. It dampens turnout and induces higher levels of
extra-institutional participation where corruption is particularly high, and particularly
low, owed to citizen disillusionment in the former case, and elite responsiveness in
the latter. Some nuanced theoretical explanations for the prowess of contextual effects
over individual level effects, relating to the ability of contextual effects to entrench
participatory forms, are offered. The same theme is analysed in regard to a British
case study, and specialist data yields consistent results regarding perceived corruption.
Important effects relating to perceptions of broader standards of public life
determining party support in the UK are also found.

The thesis also addresses two other themes. By examining the nature of perceived
corruption in the UK, it finds that citizens display significant attitudinal sophistication.
They are well able to differentiate corruption from other impropriety, and develop
their perceptions of corruption more from consideration of institutional performance
than from engrained orientations produced by processes of socialisation. Second, the
thesis provides discussion of the intellectual challenge of defining and measuring
corruption, shedding light on the limits, as well as the potential, of applying
quantitative techniques to such a complex field of study.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

Corruption, Participation, and Political Support : The Key Themes

This thesis examines whether levels and perceptions of political corruption influence
rates of political participation, and the direction of citizens’ political support, in
countries across the world. It proposes that where political corruption is high, citizens
participate in ways that reflect distrust in, and alienation from, institutions and
political actors, with important consequences for the political system more broadly.
Hence, this study examines how particular effects of political corruption may act as
hindrances to democratic consolidation and democratic quality. Although this is the
first systematic analysis of citizen participation as endogenous to political corruption
and perceived corruption, it is by no means the first time political corruption has been
analysed as an exogenous determinant of the quality of democracy and of economic
functioning, and of social cohesion.

Indeed, the most recent contributions are largely critical of corruption,
rejecting functionalist perspectives where corruption is seen as enabling the working
of an effective bureaucracy, and propose post-functionalist perspectives that recognise
corruption as wasteful and unfair (Gillespie and Okruhlik, 1996). For examples,
Johnston (1986a), analyses corruption’s political consequences. Market corruption,
such as the black market, is often stable, he asserts, and it would in fact imbalance the
economy to suddenly remove it, implying that it is not a significant threat to a
political system. He argues that patronage, cronyism and nepotism can lead to

exclusion and inequality that can lead to conflict between winners and losers, however.
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He also identifies crisis corruption, which takes place during instability and may serve
to aggravate political and economic conditions.

Tanzi and Davoodi (2000) focus on corruption’s economic effects, and argue
that small and medium sized firms suffer from rent-seeking and bribery, which
allocates talent and resources away from productive activity. Thus, “there is a positive
and significant association between the allocation of talent to unproductive activities
and corruption” (p. 22). Meanwhile Theobald (2000) analyses the difficulties inherent
in preserving stability and democratic principles concurrently during development.
State building, he suggests, requires dealing with instability, crime, corruption and
economic upheaval. Yet obtaining such control may require the violation of
democratic principles. Considering sequencing crucial, Theobald advocates state
building first and the installation of democracy second. To establish a strong and
healthy civil society, sufficient institutional development is required to mediate
between citizens and groups and lay the foundations for democratic procedure. Given
this, corruption, along with other destabilising forces, should encourage a firm, top-
down approach to democratisation.

This thesis aims to contribute to such post-functionalist perspectives of
corruption by arguing that political corruption, and citizens’ perceptions of high levels
of political corruption, affects forms and levels of political participation in ways that
may be detrimental to the stability and cohesion of the political system. This is a
challenge. Undeniably a host of forces are at work in shaping citizens’ participatory
characteristics: institutional and structural factors affecting the level of opportunities
available to citizens to participate are, of course, crucial. However the effect of public
opinion on politics and society should not be understated. Inglehart (1997, p. 49), for

example, states that his work on modemnisation and post-modernisation rests on the
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notion that “mass belief systems have important economic, political, and social
consequences,” and his evidence suggests that this is indeed the case. Culture, politics,
and economics are found to be highly related, although difficult to disentangle.
Furthermore, the influential role of perceptions involving trust and alienation in
informing political participation have been established before. Putnam (1993), for
example, suggests that civic trust and norms of reciprocity help create conditions of
coordinated civic engagement. Furthermore, if perceptions affect citizens’ political
behaviours, then they may have a bearing on the functioning and quality of
democracy more generally. Just as the attitudes one holds concerning money, such as
one’s propensity to save or spend, may have a tangible effect on economic growth, so
too attitudes towards politics may have a salient effect on democracy.

So what effects on political participation may we anticipate political
corruption to have? We may assume that in democracy, one expects representatives
will behave in ways that ensure the majority’s interests are protected, not just the
interests of particular agents who offer to buy favours. One may also hold competence,
honesty, and fairness to be important to democracy, which surely involves the
expectations that representatives, and also civil servants, behave scrupulously, legally,
truthfully, and in the public interest. The incidence of political corruption among
elected or unelected officials may undermine these principles and leave citizens
alienated, distrusting, and sceptical of democratic actors, institutions, or perhaps
democracy itself.

This might be construed as a process that is self-correcting. Some
commentators have found that the discrepancy between citizens’ ideals and political
reality translates into pressure for change (Norris, 1999). However, if this pressure 1s

not sufficient to encourage meaningful change, it is possible that political corruption
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and perceptions of its incidence may lead to behaviour which further undermines the
political system. If politicians or civil servants are perceived to be abusing their
position or resources, citizens may become cynical towards the political process and
institutions and fail to vote. If substantial political corruption highlights the
inadequacies of established political institutions generally, they may be seen as arenas
in which corruption may occur, or alternatively as bodies too weak or ineffective to
prevent corruption. This may encourage extra-institutional rather than institutionally-
based political participation. And extra-institutional participation, particularly if it is
anti-systemic, such as the illegal occupation of buildings or violent protest, may be
damaging for the political system. It may bring forth instability that nations with new
or poorly functioning democratic systems will find difficult to contain, and is likely to
further exacerbate deficiencies in democratic practice in established democracies.

It is notable that none of these activities have to link to political corruption or
perceived corruption directly (although, for example, expelling corrupt officials via
the ballot box or protesting against widespread corruption in politics are of course
plausible participatory activities). Protest, voting, and any other form of political
participation may be used in relation to any political issue, yet political corruption and
perceived corruption may create conditions in which some forms of participation may
be preferred to others. Corruption may increase distrust and scepticism of institutions,
and, consequently, when any issue motivates citizen action, this action neglects and
occurs outside of established rules, procedures or assemblies. Furthermore, if
politicians associated with parties or other partisan interests are perceived to be
corrupt, this may affect citizens’ political support, not only their inclination to engage
in different forms of political behaviour. A corrupt incumbent government may

encourage support for opposition parties, particularly those mobilised to combat
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corruption, which will ultimately affect vote choices and the make up of future
governments.

To analyse these broad claims, this thesis will deploy statistical analysis
involving national level data, and data from individual level surveys. We will test
hypothesised relationships between political corruption and perceived corruption, and
a) political participation, and b) partisanship and vote choice. Though in this
introductionary stage the reasoning has been general, more nuanced theoretical
expectations will be proposed in each chapter, and these will be rigorously tested
using appropriate methods. At the same time the methodological limitations of using
survey responses and data pertaining to a phenomenon as elusive as corruption will be
raised. Thus the thesis will demonstrate how quantitative analysis of a set of
behaviours that participants purposefully attempt to hide, and of which citizens
consequently have limited knowledge and plausibly divergent understandings,
involves many complications. It will thus consider how theoretical treatments of
political corruption may aid the application of political science to the topic —
specifically, how theory and definitional typologies may help in sophisticating the

operationalisation of variables, and help us to understand the limitations of pre-

existing data.

Early Objections

At this early stage some theoretical objections to the key ideas and arguments may be
confronted. A first objection is that the blanket treatment of ‘political corruption’ is
theoretically naive. Hence in this thesis attention will be paid to the conceptual

difficulties inherent in defining and measuring political corruption, and its complexity
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as a heterogeneous and (to some) a culturally relative and immeasurable phenomenon.
Different forms of corruption may have markedly varied effects on different forms of
political participation. The perception of high levels of electoral fraud may, for
example, encourage disdain for electoral institutions and thus act as a disincentive to
turnout. The perception of high levels of bribery may contribute to anger directed
towards politicians, the political system, or political institutions that expresses itself in
extra-institutionalised, even anti-systemic and violent participation. Consequently, it
will be important to contextualise quantitative analysis; to carefully specify how
measures of corruption are operationalised, and to question how far survey questions
really tap perceptions.

A second objection concerns causality. It may be that the nature of citizens’
participation itself affects levels of political corruption. Low levels of some forms of
participation may signal to elites that the public are uninterested in politics and may
encourage malpractice against the backdrop of an unresponsive citizenry: low turnout
and high perceived corruption may mutually reinforce each other. Therefore, in regard
to the empirical chapters of the thesis dealing with participation, it must be
acknowledged that we assume that, in regard to the relationship between a) corruption
and perceived corruption and b) participation, the stronger notion of causality is that
the former determines the latter, rather than vice-versa. With the available data it is
difficult to test this assumption empirically (and it is indeed likely that a degree of
mutual causality would be evident), but its strength may be argued to lie in the high
plausibility of the theoretical reasons why corruption affects participation. These
theoretical reasons are outlined in depth in the empirical chapters, and the strength of

these reasons, in the absence of other ways of precisely determining causality, should

dampen worries over endogeneity.
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Determining causality is more problematic with regard to the relationship
between corruption (and particularly perceived corruption), and political support.
Voter X may perceive a government to be clean and decide to vote for them because
he thinks they will continue to keep comiption under control; but equally voter Y, a
highly partisan voter, may claim the government is clean simply because he supports
them. Either way, perceived corruption appears to associate with vote choice, but we
cannot deduce the causal arrow. Thus in the empirical chapter dealing with corruption
and political support, this endogeneity problem will be outlined and discussed in
depth. Nonetheless the causal direction we assumed earlier, that corruption affects
political support, will be argued to be highly plausible.

A third objection concerns the simple question of whether corruption can be
construed as a form of participation itself. Philp (2001, p. 366) suggests that:
“(a)lthough most democratic systems rely on rules designed for a government of
strangers, the viability of such governments depends heavily on a baseline of
motivation in political life which can only be generated by friendships, familial and
quasi-clientelist connections, old-boy networks and local and collegial connections.”
In essence, corrupt transactions are a way of accessing politics and some citizens will
do so to ensure they get what they want: to forge a business deal, to obtain a job, to
encourage certain policies to be put in place. Nonetheless, there is no theoretical
reason why we should not examine the effect of one form of participation on another,
as participatory activities affect each other directly and indirectly all the time. The
vote choice of some citizens may produce governments that enact policies that are
abhorred by other citizens, who in turn respond by protesting. Being mobilised to sign
a petition may encourage one to develop a greater interest in politics that expresses

itself in far greater participatory activity over time. Furthermore, the proportion of
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citizens in established democracies, especially in nations such as Britain (a key case
study in this work) that would engage in corrupt behaviours is likely to be limited,
certainly when compared to other forms of participation such as voting. As a result,
corrupt behaviour may be viewed as a very particular form of political participation,
as it is likely to be elitist and may sustain, and be a consequence of, inequality (You
and Khagram, 2004, for instance, find that inequality and corruption relate). However,
in other nations, widespread corrupt transactions may mean that citizens do not
associate it only with high level political elites, but with public officials at the
parochial level. In these circumstances it may nonetheless be assumed that citizens
recognise such behaviour is not formally correct, and that perceptions of the quality of

established political institutions are still likely to be affected.

Other Themes

This discussion has concerned the importance of the key research themes to be
addressed in the study: the impact of corruption and perceived corruption on a)
political participation, and b) political support and vote choice. However, to garner a
better understanding of perceived corruption itself, this thesis will also consider other
themes. Using specialist British data, in-depth analysis of the nature of perceptions of
corruption may be undertaken. In essence, do these perceptions differ in a pertinent
way to perceptions concerning other forms of impropriety in public life, such as
incompetence? This is important, since if a substantive difference between the types
of perceptions is not shown, we may simply be proxying far broader perceptions
pertaining to the quality of democracy when we talk of ‘perceived corruption’.

Previous literature using ‘perceived corruption’ as a variable, and not controlling for
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other, related perceptions, may consequently be called into question. Furthermore, the
analysis of the determinants of perceived corruption, and of censoriousness
concerning perceived corruption, will enable the previous findings of other scholars to
be tested using rigorous statistical techniques. Specifically, previous work researching
the determinants of citizens’ perceptions of corruption, both their censoriousness
towards it and the extent they believe it to occur, tends to prioritise socioeconomic
and demographic factors. Yet these works often fail to control extensively for
attitudinal factors. Perhaps such socioeconomic and demographic effects merely tap
alienation or ‘distance’ from the political system that attitudinal variables may tap
better. Or, perhaps these effects genuinely reflect distinct socioeconomic and
demographic faultlines relating to who wins and loses from corruption. The question
of how far this can be the case in nations reported generally to have very little
‘objective’ corruption (and hence few big winners and losers from corruption) such as
the UK remains, however.

The use of Britain as a case study also allows us to review the findings
concerning the key research theme using data from respondents in a nation generally
believed to experience low levels of corruption. If corruption is less salient than other
issues in Britain, is it possible that any findings derived from cross-national analysis
that suggest perceived corruption does help predict patterns in political participation
or political support will not be replicated in the British case? If they do not show up,

what is explanatory instead? Are any standards-related perceptions significant?
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The Structure of the Thesis

The thesis will commence with consideration of the phenomenon of corruption
(Chapter 2). Corruption’s definition, and issues concerning its measurement, will be
subject to critical examination, and some tentative solutions will be proposed. In
particular, this chapter focuses on deriving a useful cross-national scale to proxy
corruption at the national level. There is discussion of the limitations of this and how
far a scale can relate to both theoretical definitions of corruption and other measures
of corruption and indices of ‘bad’ governance.

We may then move on to cross-national analysis of one of the key themes of
the thesis: just how does corruption and perceived corruption affect political
participation? After setting out the theoretical expectations of empirical analysis, we
will first examine only data at the level of the nation (Chapter 3), to see if corruption
appears to have an effect on aggregate measures of political participation. The results
may then be used to shape expectations for a deeper question to be addressed in
Chapter 4: how might perceived corruption, at the level of the individual, relate to
citizens’ behaviour, and does it have an effect that is congruent with any contextual
effects of political corruption found to be significant in Chapter 3? Might individual
level effects displace contextual effects, or may they exist concurrently? The use of
multilevel modelling, which enables the inclusion of both individual and national
level data to predict participatory levels, will be a highly useful tool at this stage.

Having established whether perceived corruption has a salient effect on
participation, we may then turn to the British case study to obtain a better
understanding of perceived corruption itself (Chapter 5). Are perceptions of

corruption in any way distinct from other opinions concerning standards in politics,

-10 -
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such as perceptions of competence, honesty, and open government? Are they a
product of socioeconomic and demographic factors, and perhaps related to social
cleavages and divisions, or are they better related to social and political attitudes?

The case study may then be used to test if the findings of cross-national
analysis of perceived corruption’s effects on political participation hold in the British
case (Chapter 6), before its effect on political support and cross-nationally will be
examined (Chapter 7). To confirm and develop analysis of any link found between
perceived corruption and political support in the UK, some cross-national, multilevel
models will also be used in this final empirical chapter, to see once again how
contextual and individual level effects compare.

Finally, the main findings of the study, and their theoretical implications, will
be outlined clearly in the conclusion (Chapter 8), and the consequences for democracy
more broadly discussed. Recommendations for future research in light of the key

findings will also be stated.
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Chapter 2. Defining and Measuring ‘Political Corruption’

Political corruption has undeniably received considerable academic interest. The
literature pertaining to the topic spans legal contributions (for example, Edwards,
1996; Lowenstein, 1985), theoretical treatments (for example, Girling, 1997), area and
comparative works (for example, Little and Posado-Carbd, 1996), and issues of
corruption control (for example, Larmour and Wolanin, 2001). In the introduction, we
considered some ways corruption was deemed a post-functionalist, damaging
phenomenon for democracy and the economy. In other works, the root causes of
corruption are traced and discussed (for example, Treisman, 2000).

Yet an overriding initial concern for any scholar of corruption is to pinpoint
exactly what he or she means by the term. And clearly for the purposes of this thesis,
in which the concept of political corruption is central, consideration of competing
definitions is crucial. Moreover in the practice of politics, defining corruption is vital
as this dictates the nature of its “investigation, prevention and prosecution” (Philp,
1997, p. 437). The definition of corruption is a major point of contention in the
literature, however, and numerous scholars have offered differing accounts of what
constitutes corrupt behaviour. Such definitions cluster in four types, which may now

be outlined. None are without their problems.

1. Definitions appealing to the correct or legal exercise of public office:
These types of definitions, espoused by scholars such as Nye (1967), suggest that
corruption marks behaviour that deviates from the formal duties of public office:

“Corruption is behaviour which deviates from the formal duties of a public role

because of private-regarding (personal, close family, private clique) pecuniary or

- 12 -
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status gains; or violates rules against the exercise of certain types of private regarding
influence” (p. 419). To Nye, this embraces behaviour such as bribery, nepotism, and
misappropriation, and does not necessarily have to refer to ‘immoral’ or
“unacceptable’ actions, which require stringent definition themselves. Yet this begs
the question of exactly what determines the duties of public office, if not a set of
ethical principles. Generally, proponents of this type of definition will fall back on
norms provided by the legal system, and it is by doing this that the definition’s
problems may be exposed. It may be that the law does not adequately cover
behaviours that others would argue are corrupt or unethical, or that loopholes
undermine its ability to protect citizens from corrupt practice (Philp, 1997; Peters and
Welch, 1978; Sandholtz and Koetzle, 2000). Moreover, what are the norms that
underlie the legal system, and who should determine them (Philp, 1997)? Indeed, in
an extreme case, it may be that legal norms are the result of corrupt action. Hence
referring to legal standards as the criteria for what is and is not corrupt circumvents
the central problem of what these standards are based on. And, as these standards
differ in time and place, as Sandholtz and Koetzle (2000) recognise, does the
acceptance of this type of definition not undermine attempts to adequately compare

corruption across nations or over time?

2. Definitions appealing to the public interest.

Here, corruption is considered to be behaviour which contravenes the public interest
by benefiting bribe-payers, and providers of other corrupt rents, instead of the public
generally (see, for instance, Friedrich, 1966). Yet as many critics have recognised,
there is some slipperiness concerning the concept of ‘public interest’ (Peters and

Welch, 1978; Philp, 1997; Sandholtz and Koetzle, 2000). If it refers to the base
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function of politics as indicated by Philp (1997): the installation of order to resolve
conflict and prevent war, then the definition tells us little more than that corrupt acts
are apolitical. It is also contestable as it begs the question of who should be charged
with acting in the public interest (Heidenheimer et al, 1989). Is this implicit to every
public office holder? Are judges, for example, representatives and defenders of the
law instead of the public interest, as it may be contestable to argue that they are one
and the same thing. And how do we tell if the providers of rewards to politicians do
not represent the public interest? If corruption is functional, as some analysts have
proposed, should it not be revered as a political phenomenon directly in the public

interest?

3. Definitions appealing to public opinion:

Definitions that appeal to public opinion see ‘corruption’ as best defined by the views
of members of a political system. Scholars such as Rundquist and Hansen (1976, cited
in Peters and Welch, 1978) have advocated such an approach, which avoids the issues
of defining what is required of holding public office, or of pinpointing what
constitutes the ‘public interest’. Several problems are evident here though. First, who
exactly should provide the opinion informing us what is and is not corrupt? The
citizenry generally, or elites, or indeed politicians themselves? After all, it seems
likely that opinions will differ, between and among groups. Second, is this definition
not undermined by the notions that beliefs may not square with the way people
behave (Philp, 1997)? One’s propensity to report a ‘corrupt’ behaviour may not neatly
relate to the degree of censoriousness with which one condemns it. Indeed, reporting
corruption will rely on one perceiving officials and procedures to be efficacious in

punishing corruption, as well as believing one to be safe from reprisals from reporting
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it, and even resisting an incentive to blackmail corrupt individuals to stay silent. Third,
even if high degrees of agreement are notable among all citizens of what constitutes
corruption, it may be that legal norms or public conceptions of the ‘public interest’
inform and shape conceptions of corruption, which blurs the uniqueness of this

definition (Philp, 1997; Peters and Welch, 1978).

4. Definitions appealing to market principles:
This type of definition describes corrupt behaviour as a form of personal utility
maximisation (usually financial) in public office, and can be contrasted to the
maximisation of the public’s utility. Rose-Ackerman (1978) suggests that corruption
may be defined as illegal “third-party payments” to “agents that are not passed on to
their superiors” (p. 7). Such a definition, as Rose-Ackerman acknowledges, is highly
congruent with bribery, confirmed by the nature of the relationship by which she
conceives such an exchange may occur. The ‘third person’ is assumed to be able to
“benefit by the agent’s action, (and) seeks to influence the agent’s decision” (p. 6).
Yet a focus on bribery is problematic. What of patronage, nepotism, official theft, or
electoral fraud? More generally, the concept of utility maximisation here may be
brought into question. To Philp (1997), this form of definition contributes to an
understanding of the causes of corruption and incentives to impropriety, but fails to
actually define it. This is a pertinent point: one could simply interpret behaviour that
runs against the public interest or the norms of public office within a utility
maximisation framework, making this form of market-focused definition compatible
with other supposedly rival definitions.

We see, therefore, that there is no simple way of defining corruption. We can,

in more abstract terms, at least be consoled by the realisation that corruption seems to
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be implicitly understood as deviation from an ideal or preferred political arrangement,
or set of political behaviours. Philp (1997) recognises this point strongly, and attempts
to outline notions of a ‘natural condition of politics’ which dictates how corruption
may be better understood. Political relations, to Philp, are not purely communal
relations or market-based relations, despite sharing features with both. Central to them
are concepts of legitimacy, consent, public standards, and the ‘sustainability’ of
political rule. Corruption implies deviation from such concepts, although their own
contestable definitions problematize our inquiry further.

So too does drilling further into the puzzle by attempting to specify a
conception of what constitutes the ‘political’ and what comprises its beneficial effects.
Philp’s discussion of four plausible ‘ethical appeals’ for political rule centre on the
capacity of politics to provide some form of resolution to societal conflict. In this vein,
corruption is damaging as it undermines the capacity of political rule to ‘order’
conflict. It resembles an incompatibility between the key function of political rule,
and particularistic interests of political actors misusing political rule for their own
ends. We might be able to make sense, however, of the argument that corruption may
in some respects be functional, by, for instance, facilitating economic exchange, but
such arguments may only be taken so far. Corruption will still represent the
installation of two cultures, one official and the other unofficial, and may be more
directly damaging by a) forging power relations between corrupt actors where one has
more to lose than the other in their corrupt beha{/iour being disclosed, and b) acting as
a disincentive to a less corrupt political system as actors fear that in a reformed system
their previous impropriety may be punished (Philp, 1997).

Thus by implying deviation from ideal political arrangements, through the

particularistic behaviour of corrupt actors, we have an intuitive sense of corruption’s
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meaning in an abstract sense. In more practical terms, the four rival definitions are
useful to help validate, contextualise, and critique variables that pertain to perceived
corruption, or proxies of ‘actual’ levels of corruption. Not to do so would invite
analysis without an awareness of the heavily debated theoretical backdrop. Thus in
empirical work, care will be taken to reference relevant measures to definitional
problems. This links directly to the next theme for discussion, which considers the
issues involved in measuring and quantifying corruption, an important task given the

empirical basis of the research to be undertaken.

Cross-National Quantification and Index Choice

In this section, the measurement of corruption will be discussed, with a view to
justifying the use of a cross-national index in the empirical chapters that follow. It will
involve both theoretical reasoning and basic statistical analysis.

The first question to address is whether it is possible to measure corruption
sufficiently to allow cross-national comparison at all. Fundamental to this problem is
whether corruption should be considered a relative phenomenon, tied only to specific
countries or areas and the unique standards by which politics is conducted in each
place, or an objective phenomenon tied to a universal set of norms. The relativist-
universalist controversy is further complicated by the competing definitions of
corruption outlined earlier. How might one measure corruption for cross-national
analysis if one agrees with the legalistic or the ‘public interest’ perspective, for
instance, if what is legal, or what is in the public interest, differs by nation?

Nonetheless, in this thesis, cross-national comparison will be undertaken, and

this requires defending. One defence is that purely relativist accounts are equally
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problematic as purely ‘objective’ accounts. Scholars such as Heidenheimer et al
(1989) and Philp (1997) have recognised that committing to either perspective is
precarious. Objective accounts might be charged with Western ‘imperialism’, but
relativist accounts give corrupt public servants an excuse to engage in self-serving
malpractice by defending it in terms of cultural ‘acceptability’. Moreover Xin and
Rudel (2004) point to commentary by Galtung (1998), who argues that there has been
a growth in an objective sense of corruption, that is now ‘universally recognised’, and
pertains to activities such as embezzlement, grand corruption and taking from political
party funds.

The second question to ask is whether it is actually necessary to use corruption
indices at all. Essentially, an index of corruption is an attempt to measure the extent of
corruption in nation using some reliable means (generally via perceptions of those
who might be expected to have specialist knowledge, such as businessmen and
country experts) such that each nation is given a score comparable to the scores given
to other nations. And essentially, if we are to analyse the effects of corruption in
cross-national context, the answer to our question is yes. Other possible means of
measuring corruption do not suffice. As Kalnin$ (2005) discusses, relying on formal
statistics of convictions relating to corrupt practice may simply reflect the
successfulness of corrupt practitioners’ covertness; relying on audit data carries with it
an assumption there is no regulatory capture within the auditing process, a dubious
prospect in the most corrupt nations; while relying on a variable associated with
corruption is contentious — even if a variable moved with one type of corruption,
perhaps with another type it would not do so. As a basic example, nepotism in the
public sector may relate to the size of the civil service and the supply of jobs within it.

Assuming a constant probability of nepotism, a larger pool of civil service jobs would
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lead to greater incidence of nepotism. Yet the size of the civil service is unlikely to
tell us much about levels of payments for parliamentary questions. Thus the use of
measures of corruption is appropriate, albeit with care and introspective caution. So
which indices are available?

The first measure, and perhaps the best known, is the Corruption Perceptions
Index (CPI) compiled by Transparency International (TI).! This yearly index involves
the aggregation of surveys from numerous sources that ask respondents to report their
perceptions of corruptions in identified nations via scaling systems. Following
standardisation, an ‘average’ level of corruption is calculated for each nation. The
sources of these perceptions are firms and professional analysts: the index uses
surveys by, among others, PriceWaterhouseCoopers and the World Economic Forum.
Xin and Rudel (2004) show that the TI CPI correlates well with perceptions of
citizens and expatriates, while Treisman (2000) suggests it is correlated across years,
and with other relevant indexes.

The CPI’s use in recent corruption literature is extensive, perhaps most
significantly as a dependent variable, enabling analysts to determine what might cause
corrupt activity. Treisman (2000), for instance, uses the CPI to find that countries that
are more developed, and to a limited extent those exposed to greater trade, have lower
levels of corruption.”? Furthermore, Treisman finds that nations with Protestant and

long-standing democratic traditions are also less corrupt.” This is also true of countries

! Source: Transparency International (2005).

2 Such results, the product of data analysis, might be viewed as ‘cutting edge’ research, and do well in
displacing older arguments concerning corruption which were based on observation and case-study
work rather than data analysis. In contrast to Treisman’s finding that development dampens corruption,
for instance, Huntington (1968) suggested that ‘intense’ modernisation sparked higher levels of
corruption because the installation of universalistic, meritocratic norms made behaviour that was
previously thought acceptable now thought of as corrupt; because new forms of wealth and power raise
the potential for illicit exchanges to occur; and because the growth in government policy and regulation
which is witnessed during modernisation increases the number of opportunities for political malpractice.
3 This is perhaps a development of Rose-Ackerman’s (1978) older argument concerning corruption,
which emphasises the link between corruption and scruples. She argues that political actors’ values
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that had installed a procedural justice system under British rule. Finally, corruption is
found to be lower in unitary states, in which stronger lines of command may limit
corruption. Sandholtz and Koetzle (2000), also predicting determinants of CPI scores,
confirm some of Tresiman’s findings and find that nations with less wealth, greater
state intervention in the economy, less international economic integration, less
democracy, and less of a Protestant component in society, have greater corruption.
Xin and Rudel (2004) also examine macro-level factors which plausibly influence
political corruption, finding that regional effects, wealth, population, and size of the
public sector are determinants of CPI scores. Finally, You and Khagram (2004)
postulate the interesting thesis that inequality causes corruption, by creating a societal
backdrop in which the exploitation of lower social strata by the wealthy is deemed
legitimate. This is empirically indicated via regression analysis involving an
established measure of inequality, and both the CPI and the World Bank ‘Control of
Corruption’ variable.

Despite providing such highly interesting results (and mattering for our
purposes because they outline plausible variables to control for when including
corruption at the national level as an independent variable), the CPI is problematic.
Relying on business perceptions as a proxy for corruption in an objective sense is
risky: particular scandals and even greater transparency may exaggerate perceived
corruption, or successful covertness lead to its underestimation (Kalnins 2005;
Johnston, 2002). And, although the consistency over time exhibited by the CPI may
reflect important socio-political characteristics of nations, the very high correlation

coefficients exhibited between sets of CPIs from year-to-year may indicate that

have a direct effect on whether corruption is to be contained, such that “the personal moral beliefs of
voters, politicians and bureaucrats play an essential role in a modern democracy” (p. 234). This is
likely to be true, yet the specification of particular religious and political traditions which may link to

such morality represents an advance.
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sources are being too frequently re-used, hindering its responsiveness (Johnston,
2002). The CPI for year ¢ is, however, calculated from data from years t, t-1, and -2.
This ‘3-year rule’, designed to dampen short-term fluctuations in scores caused by
particular incidents of corruption, partly explains the CPI’s consistency over time, and
is defended by Transparency International on the grounds that levels of corruption are
steady. The rule therefore acts as a buffer against short term leaps in scores caused by
specific incidences of corruption affecting perceptions.

However, the comparability of CPI scores is another worry, as different
sources inform scores for different nations and these fluctuate according to the year of
the CPL It also seems difficult to envisage a single number encompassing diversity
within the state vis-a-vis forms and levels of corruption. Work such as Alam (1995),
for example, has explicitly sought to explain variation in levels of corruption across
different public sector agencies.

One must also address questions of validity which are involved in using
external businessmen’s perceptions, as they form the basis of many sources.’
Although businessmen share assumptions and biases that might mean they predict
similar levels of corruption in a country, they may not share the values of the
countries they are queried over and they may even be involved in corruption
themselves (Sik, 1999, cited in Hungarian Gallup Institute, 1999). It seems likely that
the types of corruption they are likely to be interested in reporting are those involving
business contracts, principally bribery and financial misdemeanour. If this is the case,
what about nepotism, patronage, electoral fraud, extortion and official theft?
(Johnston, 2002). Moreover, can we tell whether perceptions of substantively corrupt

nations refer to the extent of corruption, or the seriousness, or both? (Johnston, 2002).

4 Citizens’ perceptions also form a small portion of the sources used by the CPI, but this proportion is
indeed small enough for us to conclude that CPI scores are overall national level data, rather than

averages derived from individual level surveys.
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One must also be wary of the wider criticism levelled by Knack and Azfar (2000) —
that the CPI exhibits selection bias. They argue that the propositions that smaller
countries and those with greater trade openness are less corrupt are faulty. This is
because the CPI focuses on nations that businessmen might be interested in investing
in, and thus misses out smaller, poorly governed states. When models are run with
larger sample sizes and with different measures of corruption, some of the
relationships predicted using the CPI are not evident.

Such criticisms provide a good basis to believe that if the CPI is to be used in
analysis, it is productive to consider it alongside alternative measures of corruption.
Indeed, the use of several measures of corruption in the same study has been
attempted before. Persson et a/ (2003) and Knack and Azfar (2000), for example, use
the CPI and one of its composite indices — the ‘Corruption in Government’ score
given by the International Country Risk Guide (which consists of country expert
perceptions), and the World Bank’s ‘Control of Corruption’ variable, while Persson et
al (2003) use the World Bank’s ‘Government Effectiveness’ variable (both World
Bank indices are shaped using business and country expert perceptions, similar to the
CPI).

Such work gives us an indication of how we could go about integrating other
measures. Yet, given that we desire a reliable and valid index, which is independent,
appropriately weighted, and taps corruption specifically, some of the choices made by
these authors seem problematic. Using the International Country Risk Guide variable
alongside the CPI is inappropriate because it is itself a component measure of the CPL

Scaling it with the CPI would be giving substantial weight to one particular source.
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This same problem applies to other impressive indices such as the Opacity Index.’
Furthermore, ‘government effectiveness’ involves public service performance broadly,
which consists of much more than the avoidance of corruption. Thus the key
alternative measure to consider first off is the ‘Control of Corruption’ variable (also
called the ‘Graft Index’), included as a dimension in the World Bank’s Governance
Indicators data.® This variable, although suffering from similar flaws to the CPI, and
indeed sharing many of the sources used to inform it, has the advantages of covering
more countries and of being accompanied by perception and non-perception oriented
variables pertaining to other aspects of govermance (one of which being the
aforementioned ‘Government Effectiveness’ item). This variable also shares with the
CPI the advantage of having sufficient N to be used in quantitative models that
include a reasonable number of control variables.

A simple approach might be to simply scale the CPI and the Graft Index.
However, when one scales the 1998 CPI” with the 1998 Graft Index,® one obtains a
bivariate correlation statistic of 0.98 (V= 84). This indicates an extremely high level
of association between the two statistics, and this is unsurprising, given that many of
the sources which the two indices employ are shared (Knack and Azfar, 2000).°
Essentially, the indices display the same results, although the differences between the

measures are that:

“(The ‘control of corruption’ variable) weights more heavily those
indicators that tend to be most highly correlated with others...the

3 See PriceWaterhouseCoopers (2001). The Opacity Index aims to tap the degree to which there are
restrictions on information that facilitates the functioning of effective markets, which might hide
corrupt practice. Although the sources of these perceptions are again businessmen, the index is perhaps
a sophistication of other businessmen-based indices by focusing on a particular mechanism by which
corruption may operate rather than including responses to a broader set of corruption-focused

perceptions.

® See: World Bank (2001).
7 Source: Transparency International (2005).

8 Source: World Bank (2001).
% These authors find the same correlation statistic between the items using the 1999 CPI.
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major difference between the indexes is country coverage...(it also)

provide(s) ratings even where there are only one or two underlying

data sources” (Knack and Azfar, 2000, p. 9).
So which measure should we choose? One argument may be to use the Graft Index
simply because its country coverage is greater. However, although the ‘control of
corruption’ variable covers a larger number of countries, this is because fewer sources
are required for a country to be included: indeed, just one is adequate, as Knack and
Azfar (2000) report. In contrast, at least three sources feed into each nation’s CPI
score, which implies it is more reliable than the Graft Index (and as many of the Graft
Index sources are the same as the CPI’s, there is little weight in arguing they are any
better). Furthermore, the increase in N resultant from using the Graft Index would not
be substantial. Nations that could be included are generally small, authoritarian, and
undeveloped, and other data (that informs control variables and dependent variables in
later chapters) for such nations is often lacking. Hence, this thesis will use the CP1.!°

Yet how does the CPI relate to other corruption indices which include only a
small number of countries? Testing it against these scales enhances our confidence
that it is robust. Several such scales exist, and are worth reviewing before we attempt
to predict them using the CPI. All of them, furthermore, have their own problems,
indicating the overall difficulty in measuring a phenomenon as complex as corruption.

First, there are the Bribe Payers’ Index,'' and BEEPS, !> which query
businessmen in detail upon the propensity for corrupt activity in given societies, and
integrate responses based on both experience and perceptions — although the two are
undeniably interlinked (Kalnips, 2005). Though tapping experience as well as

perceptions may increase the reliability of responses, this is undermined by the

10 The CPI is besides generally preferred to the Graft Index in existing academic work.
I See: Transparency International (2005).
12 world Bank (2005).
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potential for the ‘winners’ of corruption being less likely than the ‘losers’ to report
corrupt practice. Decreasing this probability by asking questions in a hypothetical or
distanced way raises the problems with perceptions once again (Kalnins, 2005).
Moving on, a recent survey that focuses exclusively on ‘experts’ in the field rather
than businessmen is the Center for Public Integrity’s ‘Public Integrity Index’."> This
index 1s compiled of numerous composite indices, the most relevant for our interests
being the ‘Anti-Corruption Mechanisms and the Rule of Law’ statistics, in which the
assessment of each state’s capacity to avoid corruption are evaluated by selected
social scientists and journalists, and summed in an index. To ensure the scores are
valid and unbiased, they are subject to peer-review. Yet this index suffers from a
fallacy recognised by scholars such as Kalnin§ (2005): states’ capability in installing
potential anti-corruption institutions may not be correlated with actual levels of
corruption. Indeed, the assessment of such a capability is highly theoretical, relying on
intricate institutional analysis. Corruption in the messier world of real politics may
evade institutional attempts to capture it, moreover the sheer complexity and diversity
of ‘corrupt’ behaviour may encourage analysts to adopt a simplistic or biased
interpretation of corruption, and peer review might not detect this.

Thus a survey of prominent corruption indices reveals that measuring and
quantifying such a complicated and evasive phenomenon is unsurprisingly very
difficult. The CPI is not alone in being problematic. Yet how well do these three
smaller indices relate to the CPI? If they are well-related, the likelihood that we are
validly tapping corruption may be argued to increase. The bivariate correlations

between them, and the CPI, are presented in Table 2.1."

I3 Center for Public Integrity (No Date). .
4 The CPI scores pertain to the years in which the other corruption measures are calculated, and

country selection for this analysis is based on the countries actually included in the indices being
correlated. The years of the indices are: 2002 (the Bribe Payers Index); 2002 (BEEPS); 2003 (The
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Table 2.1 Bivariate Correlations Between the CPI and Alternative Measures of

Corruption

Index Bivariate Correlation N
The Bribe Payers Index 0.82%** 21
BEEPS scores 0.74%** 21
Relevant Public Integrity Index Component 0.69*** 25
¥k = p < (.01

In all three cases the CPI is highly positively related to the measurement under
consideration. We may conclude that the CPI accurately predicts other measures of
corruption, which is indeed encouraging for our assessment of its validity.

Finally, consider the five World Bank governance indicators other than the
Graft Index, which are similarly constructed using relevant business and expert
sources tapping perceptions. These are voice and accountability, tapping the extent of
rights, liberties, and participation; political stability and absence of violence, tapping
the likelihood of avoidance of violent political unrest; government effectiveness,
tapping the quality of services provided by the public sector and the quality and
objectivity of the civil service; regulatory quality, tapping the effects of regulation on
the market; and rule of law, tapping the effectiveness of the legal system. The CPI,

when correlated to these indicators, exhibits statistics of over 0.7 in each case (all are

‘Anti-Corruption Mechanisms and Rule of Law’ component of the Public Integrity Index — 2003 was
the year of the research although the reports are dated 2004). The BEEPS question chosen was:
Thinking about officials, would you say the following statements are always, usually, frequently,
sometimes, seldom or never true? It is common for firms in my line of business to have to pay some
irregular additional payments/gifis to get things done with regard to customs, taxes, licenses,
regulations, services etc. This was deemed to be a good indicator of levels of average corruption as it
spanned industries, and was coded based on the percentage size of the ‘never’ category. A score of
100% signifies the least corrupt response; a score of 0% signifies the most corrupt response. Where
data is missing for a country, it has not been included.
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also statistically significant at the 1% level).'> Such high correlations show that

corruption and other aspects of bad governance are highly related, as we might expect.

The Corruption Index

In the CPI, we thus have a usable cross-national measure of corruption, which will
henceforth be simply termed the ‘Corruption Index’. To aid simple interpretation as a
measure of levels of corruption, in this thesis it will be coded from 0-10 where higher
values indicate greater corruption (this inverts the original CPI coding).'

We have, however, acknowledged some potential flaws and difficulties
involved with its use. We may now briefly integrate the two previous sections of this
chapter, and ask how established definitions of corruption, and the chosen index, are
linked. The answer is disappointing. Because of the breadth of the component surveys
which inform the index, and the compilation of responses to numerous questions, the
Corruption Index cannot be sensitive to the subtleties of the competing definitions
outlined earlier. Indeed, Transparency International describe the Corruption Index
very broadly, suggesting that the surveys used to inform it involve questions which

relate to ‘the misuse of public power for private benefits’."”

13 Using 1998 data, consistent with the statistics used to correlate the CPI and the Graft Index earlier,
and with the data to be used in the next chapter.

1 Scatterplots are provided in the appendix in Figures A2a to A2e which confirm the empirical analysis
so far. Figures A2a to A2d show the strong relationship between the Corruption Index and other
corruption indices discussed above. These plots use the same data used to construct the bivariate
correlations, but note that other than the Graft Index, which has been coded equivalently to the
Corruption Index, the other indices are coded so that higher scores indicate lower levels of corruption,
hence the downward sloping relationship between the variables. Meanwhile, Figure A2e illustrates the
strong relationship between the other five measures of governance provided by the World Bank. To
maintain parsimony they have been scaled together and coded equivalently to the Corruption Index so
we produce a ‘bad governance’ index that runs from 0-10. The Cronbach’s Alpha obtained from the
scale is 0.94, which indicates a very high level of reliability.

17 Transparency International (2005).
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From the theoretical standpoint of this thesis such a broad definition is
undesirable, because we cannot clearly draw out how different forms of corrupt
behaviour offer different incentives for participation or political support. Widespread
patronage, for example, might encourage participation and political support if citizens
aim for a stake in government. Bribery may act to alienate citizens and thus dampen
participation and support for parties seen as corrupt actors. Electoral fraud may act as
a specific incentive to avoid voting on the basis that one’s vote may not be accurately
registered. The corrupt actor is also not specified, therefore we cannot draw
conclusions about how the corrupt practice of specific public servants affects citizens’
incentives. Indeed, corrupt practice by judges may theoretically act as an incentive for
reform-oriented voting; corruption by politicians may increase alienation and non-
voting.

Overall, however, we must be content with a pragmatic approach. We may
take heart that many of the sources do orientate around a key form of behaviour —
corrupt practice involving financial transfers to public officials in exchange for
benefits to firms or individuals, and conceive of the Corruption Index as a broad
indicator of corruption across types of public servants. Besides, in view of the
bivariate correlations calculated above, the Corruption Index appears to be tapping
something well-related to alternative measures of corruption, enhancing our
confidence that the Corruption Index is an adequate proxy for an objective
phenomenon that is almost impossible to measure.

Finally, it is necessary to revisit the criticism made by Knack and Azfar (2000),
that the CPI displays selection bias because it focuses on the countries that
businessmen perceive to be productive in terms of investment, and excludes small,

badly governed states. Such selection bias matters for Knack and Azfar, who attempt
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to re-examine the link between corruption, country size and economic openness, but
given the tasks of this thesis, the problem is unlikely to matter. There is no obvious
reason why small, badly governed states as a group should have unique patterns of
participation. Bad governance may stimulate significant protest and voting against the
incumbent, but this may occur in large, badly governed states too. Nations of a
smaller size may have somewhat different patterns of participation and political
support — perhaps less regional party opposition to centralised parties than in larger
nations, for instance, but this may occur in small, well governed states t00. Essentially,
the multidimensionality of influences on participatory activity in small, badly
governed states suggests that such activity is unlikely to be unique.

It has been argued, therefore, that the judicious strategy is to pursue analysis
using the Corruption Index (albeit with awareness of its flaws). On this basis, we may
proceed to the next chapter, in which analysis of corruption’s effects on participation

will be undertaken at the level of the nation.
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Chapter 3. National Level Corruption and Citizens’ Behaviour

Explaining Political Participation

In this chapter we will undertake the first stage of the analysis of whether political
corruption affects citizens’ wider political participation. This will involve examining
whether the Corruption Index, derived in the previous chapter, ties to levels of two
forms of political participation—electoral turnout and demonstration activity—where
the units of analysis are nations. To help predict whether corruption will have an
effect on these behaviours, we may review three general schools of thought which
presently explain political participation. This discussion, which aims to comprise a
heuristic and concise literature review of approaches towards the problem of
explaining political activity, helps contextualise the focus of this study and enables us
to gain a preliminary indication of how corruption might have an effect. It is also
necessary to examine these explanations to get a sense of the measurements we should
control for when modelling political participation, to ensure corruption has an
independent effect. These schools of thought are clustered as those that focus on a)

resources, b) political culture, and c) organisations, institutions, and rationality.

Resources:

A prominent set of explanations for political participation refers to socioeconomic
phenomena such as upbringing, class, religion, gender, and age, which affect
individuals’ resources for political participation. To clarify these arguments, we might

separate such explanations into two categories: those referring to restrictions on
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physical resources for participation (such as time and money), and those affecting
cognitive resources (such as understanding and awareness of the issues).

In terms of physical resources, those with greater financial means may be
expected to have greater propensity than the poor to engage in political activity which
requires expense (Verba et al, 1978). The middle classes, as opposed to working
classes, may be anticipated in these terms to participate more. Gender may also be
influential here. Traditionally, women were found to exhibit lower rates of
participation across a multitude of behaviours compared to men (Norris, 2002),
though some scholars find this difference is not significant (Ayala, 2000; Van Aelst
and Walgrave, 2001). Where such a gender gap has shown up, Schlozman et al (1994)
suggest men participate more than women in non-electoral participation in the USA
precisely because of women’s disadvantage in terms of resources conducive to
political activity. They particularly emphasise the ‘domestic political economy’ where
“women have less money and less control over the money in their households than
men do” (p. 986), which is necessary for participation and for financial contributions
to political campaigns.

Regarding cognitive resources, those with greater understanding and
awareness of the political issues in hand may be more likely to participate than those
without. Thus Verba et al’s (1978) class bias may not just relate to the wealth of
citizens directly, but also to their use of resources in obtaining political knowledge,
and their schooling more generally, suggesting that education as well as class may be
important in prompting participation. Meanwhile other variables may affect citizens’
awareness of political issues and the information they are given on them, as well as
the sensitivity with which they react to political events and government policies.

Taking religion, McVeigh and Sikkink (2001) find that contentious tactics in social
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protest are more likely to be accepted by US protestants who are less tolerant of
deviation from Christian morality, believe humans are more inherently sinful, and feel
religion is under threat. Considering elections, Wilcox and Sigelman (2001) find that
religious groups in the USA in the 1990s mobilised citizens to turnout and vote in
particular ways, which shows that the potential power of interest groups to mobilise
support may be greater than that even of parties, because, “the message can be more
narrowly targeted” (p. 534).

Age may also affect the cognitive orientations of citizens, and has been shown
to affect levels of political participation. Tilley (2002), for example, analyses WVS
data and shows that: “as age increases, people are less likely to agree to political
activism, and this seems to be a trend regardless of country” (pp. 242-243). However,
from the observation of other studies we confront the interesting finding that when
considering electoral turnout instead of activism, age has the opposite effect. Older
people appear to vote in higher numbers than do the young (Norris, 2004; Norris,
2002). Tilley notes that the young are often proposed to be divided among the
politically apathetic and the politically active, a notion that is supported by these
opposing results. Thus by affecting physical and cognitive resources, variables
concerning gender, education, religion, and age appear to influence levels and forms
of political participation. Yet perhaps the key resource-based explanation is class and
social stratification, an aforementioned focus of Verba et al’s (1978) seminal study.

With this in mind, however, the predictive power of resource-based
explanations, when applied to modem political phenomena, appears to be limited. In
the last parliamentary elections in three advanced liberal democracies the following

statistics may be reported: the UK had a 61.4% turnout; Canada a 64.9% turnout; and

-3 -



Political Corruption, Public Opinion, and Citizens’ Behaviour

France a 60.3% turnout.'® Not only do these rates seem low objectively, but when set
against earlier turnout rates in the same countries we see a clear downwards trend
since World War II. This is contrary to the expectations one might form from the
basis of resource-based explanations: in view of the long-term growth of living
standards, education levels and the middle classes, increased political activity should
be expected over time, not evidence of lower participation (Evans, 2003). Hence,

while resource-based explanations are useful, they are clearly incomplete.

Political Culture:

Political cultural explanations of citizens’ behaviour associate participation with
individuals’ orientations toward the political system, spanning feelings of political
trust, alienation, political efficacy and political cynicism. Let us take alienation first, a
concept scholars usually seek to operationalise as a variable tapping the extent to
which a citizen feels excluded by politics, along with the closely related concept of
political efficacy, which tends to refer to the extent that a citizen feels they wield
influence in the political system. Reef and Knoke (1999) identify several works which
are concermned with the effect of citizens’ alienation from political processes or of
citizens’ perceived political inefficacy. McDill and Ridley (1962), for example,
observe that failure to vote or be aware of the issue at stake is well correlated with
feelings of political powerlessness. Thompson and Horton (1960) show that political
alienation has a small but negative effect on levels of turnout, and Olsen (1969)
reports that levels of perceived political ‘incapability’ and ‘discontent’ are a good
predictor of voting patterns. Sometimes such studies include concepts of alienation

that touch on politicians’ behaviour. Finifter (1970), for example, calculates that

18 Source of Data: Idea International (2006). The statistics reported are percentages calculated from
votes over registered voters.
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perceived political ‘normlessness’, defined as perceptions that politicians are not
obeying rules and norms in the political system, has a weak inverse correlation with
political participation, while perceived powerlessness has a strong inverse correlation.

Citrin and Muste (1999) identify authors who suggest that political ‘cynicism’,
derived particularly by perceptions concerning political ‘trust’, is a determinant of
political activity. On the one hand, Muller and Jukam (1977) find a correlation
between mistrust in government and aggressive political participation, although this
effect dissolves when political support is controlled for.'” On the other hand, Parker
and Parker (1989, cited in Citrin and Muste, 1999) observe that their ‘trust in
representative’ variable is an important determinant of voter turnout. A broader form
of trust — social trust, or the propensity to believe the bulk of citizens or society is
trustworthy, may also affect political participation. Scholars such as Putnam (1995a)
and Stone (2001) have suggested that ‘social capital’, or productive sets of
relationships in society that enable co-ordination between individuals, links to greater
trust in society. It is reasonable that such co-ordination may translate into political
participation.

Yet one of the most significant problems with political cultural analysis
involves the ambiguity of the concepts used. Whereas Parker and Parker construct
their scale of trust in government based on respondents’ views on honesty and
keeping promises, representative capacity, and selflessness, Muller and Jukam
construct a scale based on how far politicians ‘do the right thing’, ‘act as they should’,

and speak the truth to the media. Such perceptions will surely involve each

' Muller and Jukam (1977) define ‘aggressive’ behaviour as that which: “encompasses overt political
actions which, if manifested by segments of society that are powerful or sizeable, can threaten the
stability of the regime” (p. 1564). Their measure involves non-payment of tax or rent, wildcat strikes,
occupying buildings, fighting with other participants or the police, and revolutionary activity.

20 1t is also conceivable, and under-acknowledged, that social capital may have negative effects. Trust
and norms of reciprocity may form the basis of organisations such as the Mafia, terrorist groups, and,
perhaps, networks of corrupt public officials and those who engage in illicit exchange with them.
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individual’s ideological stance: can a politician of the left enacting left-wing policies
ever do ‘the right thing’ from the perspective of a voter on the right? To advance this
theorising, it would be helpful to better define attitudinal explanations, and some
recent work has looked to do this. Inglehart (1997) shows that postmaterialist values
(which refers to the prioritisation of values related to democratic quality and civic
rights and liberties) tie to decreased party-oriented behaviour, as parties tend to
represent materialist interests, and increased unconventional behaviour, as those with
postmaterialist orientations tend to have been socialised in secure nations in which
there are time and resources for political education, an awareness of key issues, and
the means to participate in attempts to influence them.

Thus co-joining resource-based explanations of political participation are
political cultural, attitudinal factors. Controlling for such items in models of behaviour

which include individual level variables is therefore essential.

Organisations, Institutions, and Rationality:

Other explanations of participation emphasise the effects of institutional features of
the political system, or of social and political groups, on the individual citizen. Indeed,
individuals’ participation in organisations is often shown to correlate well with their
levels of political participation. This may relate to the ability of groups to mobilise
political action. We have already outlined Wilcox and Sigelman’s analysis tying
political activity to mobilisation by religious groups. Yet organisational membership
also links to ideas about political culture, especially the concept of ‘social capital’. If

social capital is facilitated by ‘social connectedness’ (Putnam, 1995a) and ‘networks
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of social relations’ (Stone, 2001), then organisations may act to promote co-ordinated
political participation.*!

Institutional explanations of participation are linked most solidly to turnout.
Powell (1980) finds that voting laws and party competition are key explanations for
turnout in 30 democracies. Jackman and Miller (1995) report that institutional
determinants shape a ‘reasonable explanation’ of turnout in advanced democracies,
while cultural variables are less salient. Franklin (2004) suggests that socioeconomic
and cultural variables generally fail to increase the variance explained in models of
turnout, and instead emphasises the explanatory power of the nature of elections
themselves, which involves the immediate effects of competition and entrenched
institutional factors: “(t)urnout declines, if it does, because elections change their
character” (p. 147). Finally, Norris (2004) points to the importance of institutional
rules and procedures as prominent effects on levels of voting.

In the proceeding outline of independent variables, the specific incentives
offered by institutional structures will be discussed, yet for now it is adequate to
acknowledge the core of these explanations: the behaviour of rational individuals
responds to institutional signals. In this sense, these theories are linked to rational
choice assumptions and modelling of participation, initiated by Riker and Ordeshook
(1968), who developed the work of Anthony Downs. In such calculations, the costs
and benefits of voting (including utility gained from the satisfaction of exercising

one’s electoral civic duty) are said to be crucial to citizens’ decisions over whether to

! However, mobilisation and organisations are themselves unable to function without adequate
resources, and without strategic and institutional opportunities to enable political behaviour. Indeed,
Della Porta and Diani (1999) argue that social movements’ characteristics are shaped by institutional
influences on opportunities for action, along with determinants relating to social movements’ allies and
their opponents’ behaviour. Tilly (1979) has suggested that disaffection with the status quo and desire
for change are not enough to induce social movement activity, and that the internal organisation of
groups, and the opportunities and ‘repertoires’ available to them are crucial to their functioning.
Similarly, Freeman (1979) emphasises the importance of social movements’ human and financial
resources, and their need for adequate capacity and information to push for change.
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vote or not. Of course, rational choice models are subject to considerable criticism.
Following data analysis employing frameworks given by rational choice models
which seek to explain participation, Whiteley (1995) challenges rational choice
assumptions after finding that “activists are motivated by expressive concerns and by
a sense of collective efficacy” (p. 227). He suggests that a deeper notion of rationality
is required, to avoid an overly narrow focus on individual decision-making and to
understand the rational basis of collective behaviour.

Thus, in reality, no branch of theorising aimed at explaining political
participation, whether based on resources, culture, institutions or organisations
appears to be complete. Indeed the complexity of participation means a complete
explanation is very unlikely to emerge. Yet these different types of explanation offer
helpful inroads into framing expectations concerning the potential impact of
corruption on behaviour, and having reviewed these explanations, we may also ensure

we try to tap variables core to them when modelling participation.

Categorising Participation and the Potential Impact of Corruption

An important point that can be taken from a review of work on participation is that
categorisations of political participations are often not discussed in depth; more often,
specific participatory activities are analysed. Turnout, for instance, is the focus of
Franklin (2004); protest activity is the focus of Kitschelt (1986). Other works
construct scales of participation which provide a continuous measurement of political
behaviour which include more than a single item. Schlozman, Bumns, and Verba
(1994), for example, construct a scale which includes voting alongside other forms of

behaviour; while Tilley (2002) uses a scale of ‘political action’.
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Moreover, in the present literature there is considerable reliance on a
‘conventional’ — ‘unconventional’ dichotomy to help categorise political participation.
Evans (2003), for example, distinguishes between conventional political participation
and unconventional political participation, including voting and being a member of a
political party as conventional behaviour, while items such as protest and
demonstration participation and directly aggressive political behaviour are construed
to be unconventional political participation. Janda et al (2002) also emphasize the
division between conventional behaviour and unconventional behaviour, suggesting
that the former involves common, institutionalized means of participation which may
intend to support or influence the government, while the latter involves less common
acts that are usually defiant in their format, intended to challenge government policy
through more direct means. Meanwhile Brady (1999) splits participation into indirect
actions (such as political discussion), electoral activity, non-electoral conventional
behaviour, and non-electoral unconventional behaviour. Non-electoral conventional
behaviour includes items such as informal political contacts or organisational
membership; non-electoral unconventional behaviour includes petitioning,
demonstrations, boycotts, wildcat strikes, occupation or blocking transport routes, rent
and tax evasion and even vandalism, assassination and terrorism.

However, the conventional — unconventional dichotomy is contentious, as
indicated by the initial problem that scholars appear to include the same behaviour in
different categories. Whereas Brady (1999) excludes voting and party membership
from the ‘conventional’ and ‘unconventional’ labels, for example, Evans (2003)
incorporates both in the conventional category. This leads to a key question: what are
the appropriate criteria for differentiating between ‘conventional’ and

‘unconventional’ behaviour? Brady (1999), for example, appears to associate
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unconventional participation with behaviour that is rarely undertaken, and may be
illegal or aggressive. Yet is it therefore consistent for Brady to include organisational
membership and serving on boards in the conventional category, given that partaking
in these behaviours may actually be quite rare, while petition-signing, which may be
more common, is classified as unconventional behaviour?* Meanwhile, Janda et al’s
(2002) conception of conventional behaviour as habitual and institutional, and
conception of unconventional behaviour as uncommon and system-challenging, is
simplistic. Voting for an anti-system party, for example, uses institutions but at the
same time challenges the system.

Instead of relying, therefore, on the flawed and ambiguous ‘conventional’ and
‘unconventional’ distinction, an alternative distinction may be postulated separating
behaviour in which citizens use or involve existing political institutions, and
behaviour which is extra-institutional. Although this distinction involves a complexity
relating to multidimensionality that will be discussed later, it will be argued that this
divide is more tangible than the vague conventional — unconventional dichotomy, and
is useful when considering the potential effects of political corruption on forms of
political behaviour.

To understand this distinction one must first consider the meaning of ‘political
institutions’. Political institutions refer to forums, procedures and organisations that
have persisted over time, and form, collectively, a set of rules and processes to enable
politics in a nation to function. Institutions include, for example, electoral systems and
voting procedures, political parties, legislatures and constitutional courts. It is clear
that some behaviours occur within existing institutions: voting, for example, makes

use of the electoral system and electoral processes. Political party membership and

22 To be sure, Brady does acknowledge this problem.
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activism involves a political institution directly. In contrast, other behaviours take
place independently of political institutions, such as demonstrations and boycotts.
These ‘extra-institutional’ behaviours differ from ‘institutional’ ones.

This distinction is useful. It is more tangible than the vaguer notions of
conventional and unconventional behaviours. Petition-signing or party membership,
which may be difficult to locate in conventional or unconventional categories when
the guiding criterion is the extent to which these activities occur, are clearly extra-
institutional and institutional behaviours respectively. Furthermore, the categories are
analytically complete: the ‘universe’ of behaviours is encompassed by a distinction
which is based on an X (institutional) or not-X (extra-institutional) classification.

The institutional — extra-institutional distinction is nonetheless not without
some complexity. Primarily, it may be subdivided. For example, participation may
also be classified in terms of whether it is enacted with the intention of fundamentally
challenging the political system in place. A political system is the collective grouping
of political institutions in a given polity, the regime in place, and the civil society in
operation. In a democracy, any political participation which has the intention of
removing the political system, such as an attempted coup, certainly differs from those
that take place with no intention of fundamentally challenging it, and this distinction
may for our purposes be important. Indeed, political corruption may create alienation
and mistrust that encourages anti-system behaviour and anti-system behaviour may
take both institutional and extra-institutional forms. It may represent protest or even
revolutionary activity, and this is clearly extra-institutional. However it may also take
the form of joining or voting for a party that is anti-system. Essentially, therefore, we
confront the interesting problem of multidimensionality complicating the institutional

— extra-institutional distinction.
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However our distinction may be defended on the grounds that the number of
behaviours representing institutional, anti-system participation is likely to be heavily
outweighed by institutional pro-system participation. Indeed, a high prevalence of
support for anti-system parties would be likely to disrupt democracy and may create
anti-democratic conditions in which political participation would be suppressed.
Moreover, given that anti-system participation may be disorderly, it is probable much
of it would take place outside the framework of existing political institutions. So long
as we are aware of the issue of multidimensionality, so we may look for sub-
categories when we predict different behaviours, thus facilitating nuanced analysis.

Hence, how may we relate this categorisation of political participation to the
potential effects of political corruption? First, it would be a mistake to regard the
argument underlying this chapter as a belief that corruption has direct effects on
participatory outcomes. Rather, corruption is likely to have indirect effects on the
broader political system which feed into the participatory choices of the citizenry,
whereby the actual issues immediately motivating participation may be diverse, and
are indeed too numerous to be specified exhaustively. More specifically, we must first
assume that citizens are responsive and aware of political corruption, perhaps as
corrupt individuals are caught and punished, or through media reports or even
informal knowledge and rumours of corruption. We may then suggest that corruption
signals to the masses that institutions are either inadequate, that is, they are unable to
contain corrupt practice; or that institutions are inherently biased towards those that
profit from corruption when in office. It might even signal that institutions (such as
the police in highly corrupt nations) are themselves part of the corruption problem.
Culturally, corruption may undermine the relationship between those that are corrupt

and benefit from such malpractice, and the majority of the citizenry who are unlikely
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to benefit. It may undermine norms of trust between rulers who engage in corrupt
activity, and the ruled, and thus alienate citizens, creating a sense of inefficacy and
resentment towards holders of public office. A coherent and unitary political culture is
hence unlikely to be evident in areas that are particularly corrupt.

From this basis—that corruption may result in citizens mistrusting established
political institutions and the political elite—it is feasible that where corruption is
substantial a sense of inefficacy and apathy towards institutional participation in
politics is likely to result, in turn leading to dampened levels of activity such as
voting. > That is, of course, unless citizens are willingly complicit in corrupt
transactions. However given that inequality appears to tie to corrupt practice (You and
Khagram, 2004), and that many citizens may resent participating in transactions in
which officials abuse their power, it will be assumed that willing compliance is
restricted, perhaps more evident among entrepreneurs who stand to gain significantly
from elite-level transactions. Instead, citizens might, for instance, question the point
of voting in legislative assembly elections if the legislative assembly appears not to be
able to contain corruption.

Regarding extra-institutional participation, our expectations must be a little
more complex. Although it is feasible that antipathy and disillusion with political
institutions will prompt more extra-institutional behaviour as levels of corruption

increase, it may not be the case that this association is linear. Instead, in highly clean

2 There is, admittedly, a theoretical basis from which to predict that turnout can be stimulated by high
levels of corruption, but under specific conditions. Indeed, Gillespie and Okruhlik (1996) identify
several contexts in which a corruption clean-up might occur. They identify a ‘post-election’ context,
observed in the cases of Singapore, Mexico, India and the Philippines, in which new governments are
motivated to stem corruption in the hope of obtaining support and consolidating themselves electorally.
If this type of situation is common, perhaps in corrupt nations turnout may be positively motivated, if
non-incumbent parties in corrupt nations are popularly believed to fulfil promises to clean-up.
Nonetheless, it is assumed that such a context is rare. An opposition party must be credible in its
promises to stem corruption, and perceived to be more scrupulous than the incumbent, which may be
difficult in a political system in which corruption appears endemic — a widespread phenomenon rather
than a fragmented one. In consequence, it is predicted that in a broad, cross-national context, the
dampening effect of corruption on turnout will outweigh its capacity to incite it.
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nations, the responsiveness and efficacy of public servants may mean that any form of
participation, including extra-institutional behaviour, is promoted. It may simply be
that passionate causes invite more direct means of participation which involve a body
of citizens expressing their demands together, causing citizens to choose extra-
institutional behaviour, such as attending demonstrations, ahead of institutional
behaviours such as lobbying politicians. Therefore two effects may be at work: first,
in highly corrupt nations, considerable extra-institutional participation as institutions
are deemed inefficient and inadequate; second, in highly clean nations, considerable
extra-institutional participation simply because public servants are highly responsive
and scrupulous and react well to citizen demands, whatever means are used to express
them. In consequence it is plausible that the lowest levels of extra-institutional
behaviour will in fact occur where levels of corruption are neither particularly high or
particularly low — where neither of these effects act to motivate citizen action.

To test these claims, two dependent variables at the national level—electoral
turnout and demonstration activity—will be used. These are ideal participatory
activities to consider: voting is a central institutional behaviour in democracy,
involving constitutionally entrenched electoral institutions and political parties, and
deriving an outcome leading to the composition of a nation’s legislature and, in
parliamentary systems, its executive. Demonstration activity, meanwhile, embodies
motivated extra-institutional behaviour. It takes place outside of established
institutions: on the streets, for examples, or outside factories or parliaments, and it is a
form of participation that does not follow or accord to procedures laid down by a
country’s constitution. On the basis that voting is institutional behaviour, and
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