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Corruption and the Inequality Trap in Africa

Abstract

In this paper | offer an argument | call the “inatity trap”-how high inequality leads to low

trust in out-groups and then to high levels of gption—and back to higher levels of corruption.

| present the analyses for Africa using Afrobaranetata—the full cross-national surveys for
Round 2 (2002), the Round 2 data for Mali (whickidhguestions on trust and on limiting the
incomes of the rich), and the Round 3 data for Nag@vhich have the most comprehensive data
to test my claim that people see corruption as stieign from inequality—and leading to greater
income disparities between the rich and the pastkyéen the powerful and the powerless. The

fairness of the legal system is the central fast@ping people’s views of how
equally people are treated.
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Introduction

Successful (or “well-ordered”) democracies are radfy high levels of trust in other people
and in government, low levels of economic ineqyalind honesty and fairness in the public
sphere. Trustin people, as the literature orasoaipital has shown, is essential for forming
bonds among diverse groups in society (see UslaAé@). Trust in government is essential
for political stability and compliance with the lavCorruption robs the economy of funds and
leads to less faith in government (perhaps alseswfaith in fellow citizens) and thus lower
compliance with the law. And institutions seerbased (unfair) cannot secure compliance
and may exacerbate inequalities in society.

| argue for the latter: The roots of corruptiamilh the unequal distribution of resources in

a society. Corruption thrives on economic inedyalEconomic inequality provides a fertile
breeding ground for corruption—and, in turn, itde&o further inequalities. The connection
between inequality and the quality of governmemtdsnecessarily so simple: As the former
Communist nations of Central and Eastern Europe/syou can have plenty of corruption
without economic inequality. The path from inelijyao corruption may be indirect—through
generalized trust—but the connection is key to tstdading why some societies are more corrupt
than others.

In my book manuscript in progress, | offer an angut | call the “inequality trap”™—how

high inequality leads to low trust in out-groupsidhen to high levels of corruption—and back to
higher levels of corruption (availablelatp://www.bsos.umd.edu/gvpt/uslaner/corruptionliptm

| present a theoretical argument about why ingbitist matter less than economic conditions and
social values (summarized briefly below) and thest the argument in aggregate cross-national
analyses across a wide range of countries—andals@nsition countries, Hong Kong and
Singapore, the United States, the Nordic countaied,African nations. The transition countries
present cases where there has been traditionalljnkequality—but rising, often sharply
increasing, inequality, as well as low levels oltrand considerable corruption. Hong Kong and
Singapore have relatively high levels of inequadibd lower levels of trust, but have “conquered”
corruption—which many attribute to the establishtmdranticorruption commissions.

Corruption in the United States varies significa@aitross states—and it is states with higher irlédgua
and lower trust that are the most corrupt. Thediozountries and the African states generallydstan
at the poles. The Nordic countries have low lee¢imequality, high trust, and low corruption, \ehi
most African states (with Botswana a notable exoaphave high levels of inequality, low out-group
trust and high in-group trust, and high rates ofgation (as measured by the Transparency
International Corruption Perceptions Index).

In this paper, excerpted from Chapter The Bulging Pocket and the Rule of L&wrruption,

Inequality, and Trustl present the analyses for Africa using Afrobagten data—the full cross-

national surveys for Round 2 (2002), the Roundta && Mali (which have questions on trust and on
limiting the incomes of the rich), and the Rounda3a for Nigeria (which have the most comprehensive
data to test my claim that people see corruptiosteé®ming from inequality—and leading to greater
income disparities between the rich and the pagtwyéen the powerful and the powerless).
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The argument from inequality to low trust to cotrap—and back again both to low trust

and greater inequality—stands in contrast to theernommon approach to explaining corruption
as stemming from deficient institutions. | shatie that the roots of corruption are largedy
institutional, but rather stem from economic indigyand a mistrusting culture, which itself
stems from an unequal distribution of wealth. Hearethere is one key institutional structure
that | posit to affect corruption: thairness of the legal systen$econd is therientation of the
party system The fairness of the legal system is distinatrfitheefficiencyof the legal system
(Rothstein and Stolle, 2002).

The link between inequality and corruption seenmmalling. Corruption is exploitive.

Defining corruption is tricky, but it seems reasoleao argue that the core of “grand” corruption
is giving some people advantages that are notablaito others—and that these advantages are
seen as unfair. A biased system is an inequitaixe

Not all corruption is linked to inequality. “Grahdorruption refers to malfeasance of considerable
magnitude by people who exploit their positiongés rich (or become richer)—political or

business leaders. So grand corruption is all abxtginding the advantages of those already well
endowed. “Petty corruption,” small scale payoffsibctors, police officers, and even university
professors, very common in the formerly Communédtams of Central and Eastern Europe (and
many poor countries) is different in kind, if natgpirit. Petty corruption, or “honest graft” as

New York City political boss George Washington Ritincalled it (Riordan, 1948), does not enrich
those who practice it. It madepend upomn inequitable distribution of wealth—there shdutdno
need to make “gift” payments in a properly funciirgnmarket economy. It does not exacerbate the
gap between the rich and the poor--and may actaaligow it by providing some small benefits to
the middle class bureaucrats, teachers, and dogtmrdenefit from it.

Unequal wealth leads people to feel less constlaaheut cheating others (Mauro, 1998,

12) and about evading taxes (Oswiak, 2003, 73;ds]®2003). Where corruption is
widespread, people realize that they are not thetersmof their own fate—and they lose faith that
their future will be bright. People become resijt@their fate. The fairness of the legal system
is criticalbecause no other political institution is predicdtgpon equality to such an extent
Elections are formally about equal access and pduah of us has one vote. But many people
do not vote, at least in some countries, and tigiloliition of participation is not equal across the
population. Even more critically, elections ar¢ determined by atomized individuals casting
ballots in isolation. Elections require mobilizatiand in many parts of the world lots of
money—and certainly neither of these are distribetguitably (Verba, Schlozman, and Brady,
1995, 190-192). When people have little faithha fairness of the legal system, there are few
incentives to obey the law.

Inequality leads to corruption because it leadgsentment of out-groups and enhanced
in-group identity. Generalized trust, the valuattis predicated upon the belief that many others
are part of your moral community, is the foundatidnhe “well-ordered society.” When we
believe that “most people can be trusted,” we aweertikely to give of ourselves and to look out
for the welfare of others. When we believe thatu'can't be too careful in dealing with

people,” we are likely to be on our guard and & fiétle compunction in taking advantage of
others who may not have our best interests in mind.
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Generalized trust is predicated on the notion @framon bond between classes and races

and on egalitarian values (Putnam, 1993, 88, 12Hgr8an, 1997, 36-37, 41).Faith in others

leads to empathy for those who do not fare well, @timately to a redistribution of resources
from the well-off to the poor. If we believe thaé have a shared fate with others, and especially
with people who are different from ourselves, therss inequalities in wealth and status will
seem to violate norms of fairness. Generalizest nests upon the psychological foundations

of optimism and control and the economic foundatban equitable distribution of resources.
Optimism and control lead people to believe thatwiorld is a good place, it is going to get better,
and that you can make it better. Economic equpfibmotes both optimism and the belief that we
all have a shared fate, across races, ethnic grangslasses

Corruption, of course, depends upon trust—or hanaong thieves. As it takes two to

tango, it takest least two to bribe Corrupt officials need to be sure that theirrtpars”will
deliveron their promises (Lambsdorff, 2002a, 2002b). hsdorf (2002a) argues: “...if corrupt
deals cannot be enforced, this can act as a detéoreorruption itself.” Corruption thrives upon
trust, but it cannot be based upon the notion degpread goodwill and common interests in a
society underlying generalized trust. If you bedi¢hat the world is a good place and we should
do our best to help those with less, we shouldaWwilling to exploit others through corrupt
deals. Entrance into a corruption network isaasty. Members of a conspiracy of graft cannot
simply assume that others are trustworthy (as gdined trusters do). Treating strangassf

they were trustworthy (also as trusters do) cahdzardous at best. And believing that people
without any ties to the conspiracy are trustwoltny generalized trusters do) threatens the
integrity of the cabal.

Instead, corruption thrives grarticularized trustwhere people only have faith in their

own kind (or their own small circle of malefactard)articularized trusters strongly distrust
outsiders. They fear that people of different lgmokinds will exploit them—and in a dog-eat-dog
world, you have little choice to strike first bedosomeone exploits you. Gambetta (1993) argued
that the Mafia took root in Southern Italy becatisre were strong in-group ties and weak
generalized trust there.

Inequality leads to low levels of trust in strargyekWhat trust remains is entirely within

your group, so there are few moral sanctions feathg people of a different background.
Inequality thus breeds corruption indirectly—byning people inward and reducing the sanctions,
both external and internal, of taking advantagetbérs. So | posit an indirect link from
inequality to corruption: inequality —> low genkizad trust & high in-group trust —> corruption.
There is strong support in my book manuscriptiig linkage at the aggregate level and in
surveys among transition countries, especially RoaaThe survey data for transition countries
also indicate a strong direct link from perceptiohinequality to beliefs about corruption
(especially for grand corruption), so | expectitwlfstrong links for Africa as well-except for
Botswana. Botswana has relatively low corruptionhe inequality trap argument should not
apply there as it does to other countries, nothlideria.

! The following section is derived from Uslaner (2)0Owhich in turn summarizes Uslaner

(2002).
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My account downplays the role of institutions bessaaorruption, inequality, and trust are all
“sticky” over time. They don’t change much, so gegsistence of the inequality trap is well
explained by the strong continuities in corruptaom its determinants. On the other hand, as |
show in my book manuscript (chapters 2 and 3)csires do change more readily—and the
change in democratization from the 1970s and 188@805 has an almost zero correlation with
changes in corruption. Nevertheless, many paopidrica do link government performance
and the quality of democracy to perceived corruptio

Thelnequality Trap and Africa

African states largely, though hardly universathgeet all three conditions: high levels of
corruption and inequality and low generalized trustich settings might qualify as a critical test
of the framework. Strong support for the argunveoiild bolster my account significantly while
negative results would call it into question. i8&n leaders after independence became all-
powerful and all-grabbing, turning their new statde kleptocracies (Mbaku, 1998a, 249).

The “nanny state” is not, in and of itself, eitliee purloiner or the enforcer of morality.

The inequality trap seems a more likely explanati®here is clear evidence in the
Afrobarometer surveys that Africans see a cledr hietween inequality—both economic and
legal--and corruption (though the connection tettis less well supported). | will present
models for how well the government handles corampéind how frequently people are treated
unfairly from the 2002 (Round 2) Afrobarometer axrthe 14 countries surveyed.

The data show strong support for linkages betweeogptions of corruption and

inequality across the 14 countries. A separatéysiseof data for Mali in 2002 shows strong
linkages between whether corruption is increasingeareasing and perceptions of inequality, on
the one hand, and support for restricting inconigbeorich and high-level corruption on the
other hand. | use the Round 2 survey for Mali beeat has a broader range of questions than
the full Afrobarometer. Mali is hardly the mostraupt country—it is tied with eight other
countries for 88 place out of 160 nations in2B85 TI rankings—but its “raw” score of 2.9
indicates that it has quite a way to go to achtesesparency. |then focus on the 2005 (Round
3) data for Nigeria—tied with the Cote d’lvoire aBduatorial Guinea in 153 place in the 2005
Tl rankings, clearly establishing it as one of thest corrupt countries in the world. This is
hardly surprising: Nigeria is often cited in thepptar media as a font of corruption.

Nigerians recognize that corruption is an exptbitarelationship. Market women turn

aside when they see men who are well-spoken: “Ysauplenty grammar to cheat,” they say.
Rich men with impeccable English often come torttagketplace believing that they can cheat
the less educated market women, who neverthelesgnize that they are vulneralle.

2 The data are available wivw.afrobarometer.orgSeveral of the key questions in my models werteasked in
Zimbabwe, so | exclude Zimbabwe’s respondents fittimanalysis. | am grateful to Michael Bratton of
Michigan State University and Director of the Afesbmeter and Tetsuya Fujiwara, Data Manager of the
Afrobarometer, for providing me with advance acdesthe Round 3 data on Nigeria.

3 owe this quote to Kems O. Adu-Gyan, AssistantdResher, School of Business, Economics, and LawaBment of
Business Administration, Goteborg Universityyvpte discussion at the Conference on “MeasuringBity,”
Milan, Italy, January 27,2006.
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The data from the Round 3 Afrobarometer indicaée fieople see a tight connection

between how well the government handles corru@imhwhether they see more equitable
treatment for all people than in the past: | esten@asimultaneous equation model for these two
key components of the inequality trap. Measuresgofality are among the most important
determinants of whether people approve of the gowent’s handling of corruption. Legal
fairness is by far the most important factor shggiarceptions of equal treatment, though
government handling of corruption is also importaBb are democratic rights (free speech),
which suggests that at least in Nigeria the inetyuhpis connected to democratic governance
and institutional structuresThe tight ties between inequality and corruptome through loud
and clear in Nigeria and any account of corruptiat focuses primarily on institutional factors
will miss the larger story.

As with transition countries (see chapters 4, 8, G&ofThe Bulging Pocket and the Rule

of Law), not all African countries are alike. EstonraléSlovenia stand out among former
Communist countries as having relatively clean govents; in Africa, the “honesty leader” is
Botswana, tied for 32 place on the 2005 Tl CoinspPerceptions Index with Qatar, Taiwan,
and Uruguay with a raw score of 5.9 (slightly wattsgn Slovenia’s 6.1). The next highest
African countries are South Africa and Namibia,iwstores of 4.5 and 4.3, respectively,
considerably below Botswana'’s score but also allowenean for all 160 countries rated (4.07)
and tied (in the case of Namibia) with Greece dodakia. While some African countries have
lower levels of corruption than others, | shalsfiexamine all countries in similar models as |
constructed for surveys throughout the world (skapfer 3 of the book manuscript) and in
transition countries (Chapter 4 of the manuscripfyhile cross-national data are not sufficiently
available to do hierarchical linear models, | cohtor country-level effects (recognizing that
countries are not all the same) by clustering thedard errors at the country level. | then tarn t
the least corrupt nation, Botswana, and find Igtigport for the inequality trap when | analyze
the Afrobarometer data for that country by itself.

Botswana in several key respects resembles Hong Kod Singapore: It has a strikingly

high level of inequality (with a Gini coefficient &3 from the United Nations Development
Program) and very low out-group trust (14 perdmtieve that “most people can be trusted,”
see Bratton, Mattes, and Gyimah-Boadi, 2005, 194)s, to be sure, a democracy. In 2003, its
scores on the political and civil rights indiceFoéedom House are 2, indicating a well-
functioning, if imperfect, representative governmeviet Mali has identical scores from
Freedom House (though Nigeria fares worse withescof 4 on each measure). Yet, despite the
high level of inequality and the low generalizagsty Botswana has a relatively honest
government. And when | estimate the full modelRmund 2 just for Africa, very few of the
measures for government handling corruption iralhéfrica model are significant for
Botswana, especially those focusing on inequality.

If anti-corruption commissions are the key to radganalfeasance in office, we need not
worry about deeper structural problems such as Iégiels of inequality and less tractable
issues such as raising out-group trustVhat we need is elite political will and whilds may

* The Gini indices for Africa can be found http://hdr.undp.org/reports/global/2005/pdf/hdrOBIkpdf,
271-273, accessed December 2, 2006.
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not be in abundant supply, surely it offers a memnageable solution to the problem of
corruption than redressing what are likely longigiag grievances about economic and legal
inequality.

One widely heralded strategy for reducing malfeesas creating an anti-corruption

agency. lItis not so clear that establishing dramruption agency will be sufficient to reduce
malfeasance to any significant degri@eand of itself Nigeria has established an Independent
Corrupt Practices Commission and an Economic andrieial Crimes Commission. Yet there is
little evidence that either has reduced corrupsind more than half of the respondents to the
2005 Nigeria Afrobarometer disapproved of the penfince of the Independent Corrupt
Practices Commission. Approval of the commissgerformance is not simply a reflection of
overall attitudes toward corruption. Insteadeitects other conflicts in society, including trust
in both other people and institutions and on ecandairness.

Many of the reasons for the success of anti-colwnfforts in Singapore and Hong

Kong also apply to Botswana, especially the neetktelop a robust economy to fend off
external threats by opening markets and invitigifn investment. Also, size matters. Each of
the three nations found it easier to initiate aotiruption campaigns because they have small
populations. Singapore and Hong Kong are alsadstations. Finally, even though each of the
three states ranks low on generalized trust, &k lstrong government policies designed to
produce greater social solidarity across groupsethy reducing the tendency of strong in-group
trust to support corruption.

Corruption, Inequality, and Low Trust in Africa

Africa is an ideal case study for the inequaligptthesis. The 37 black African countries

rated in the 2005 TI Corruption Perceptions Inded the lowest mean score (2.79) and the
smallest standard deviation (.88) of any regidrhe mean Gini index for 14 African nations for
which there are data is 50.3 compared to 39.7darAfrican states; black African nations have
a mean score of 7.96 on the Failed States unemetc development index, compared to 6.56
for other countries. And trust is considerably éown Africa, with a mean of 18.5 compared to
31.8 elsewherg.

Many Africans see corruption everywhere in thecisty. They view it as troublesome,
enriching the elite, and perpetuating economiclleand political inequality. Yet they also see it
as unavoidable and ineradicable. The story alugbion as Africans express it and in the
literature on corruption on the continent is venyaim that of the inequality trap. Few people
more than the Nigerians see themselves enmesttieid iconomic and moral quicksand.

Nigerians, like many people in high inequality/lowst societies, “view participation in

politics as an investment, similar to putting moiethe bank or buying stock in a firm” and
“capturing an important political position is likénning the lottery: the new political office can
be used to amass wealth for oneself and also reovee'd supporters” (Mbaku, 1998b, 59).
Nigeria’s oil wealth should have made its citizerealthy, but most of the income disappeared
to the West “to establish comfortable retiremertifians for the crooks who were busy cheating

5 The African data come from Bratton, Mattes, angin@h-Boadi (2005, 194). Non-African data comenirthe

imputed trust values reported in Chapter 4.
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present and future Nigerians” or to providing “flieges...for a bloated, inefficient, and parasitic
and corrupt bureaucracy” (Mbaku, 1998b, 69)—eveth@gountry’s per capita income fell to
$240 US a year, making it one of the world’s twembprest countries (Riley, 2000, 148).

Similarly, in Kenya, income from sugar productioasadiverted to political leaders and

their friends in the private sector. Over two-tlsiiof the civil service roster of Zaire (now once
again the Democratic Republic of the Congo) inltie 1970s was said to be fictitious, yet
comprising almost half of the country’s annual betdgCameroon’s President Ahmadou Ahidjo
made the civil service, the military, labor unioaad universities his personal fiefdom,
appointing and dismissing employees at will andchimmg himself in the process (Mbaku,
1998b, 43, 61-62; Riley, 2000, 148).

Corruption in Africa, as elsewhere, has enrichedpblitical elite, especially heads of state.
Africans see corruption as tightly connected tguadity. As the fortunes of leaders such

as Zaire's “kleptocrat” Mobutu Sese Seko—who hadsins in Belgium, France, Morocco,
Spain, and Switzerland (Riley, 2000, 149)-- ordinaeople saw their incomes plummet.
African states had a score of 7.03 on the Stalerégyroject’'s measure of sharp and severe
economic decline compared to 4.86 for other coesitri The Democratic Republic of the Congo
and Mali had among the highest scores (above 8tole citizens of Botswana, with cleaner
government (and especially South Africa and Mausitifared far better economically.

Mbaku (1998b, 27) points to the connection betwasnuption and inequality in Africa:
...corruption has allowed some groups to enricmtedves at the expense of the
rest of the people, and, as a result, has beea igsirumental in exacerbating
inequalities in the distribution of income and whbkal

Williams (1987, 130) is even more emphatic: “In tdomditions of underdevelopment, with their
attendant shortages and paucity of resources,g@rutends mostly to accentuate and aggravate
the political and economic inequalities which habaracterized so may African states for so long.”

Ordinary citizens see the link clearly. In Laghggeria (Packer, 2006, 69, 70) people

talk of the prevalence of corruption and the higlnaral economy that shapes all transactions,

from the oil industry to the street merchant:
[A young itinerant trader said]: "Most of the peep¥ho lead us embezzle instead
of using that money to create factories," he s&dr parents' generation was
O.K. But this generation is a wasted generatiohessiGod comes to the aid.
Because we know there is money in Nigeria."
...almost no one works for himself. Everyone odesia place in an economic
hierarchy and owes fealty, as well as cash, tgénson above him—known as an
0ga, or master—who, in turn, provides help or protatti Every group of workers-
-even at the stolen-goods market in the ljoraidisthas a union that amounts to
an extortion racket. The teen-ager hawking sungtasstraffic receives the
merchandise from a wholesaler, to whom he turns owety per cent of his
earnings; if he tries to cheat or cut out, his gntor--an authority figure such as a
relative or a man from his home town, known toubaedor and the wholesaler
alike--has to make up the loss, then hunt downvhigvard charge. The
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patronage system helps the megacity absorb thenoahinflux of newcomers for
whom the formal economy has no use. Wealth aceroe® the most imaginative
or industrious but to those who rise up throughdi@n of patronage. It amounts
to a predatory system of obligation, set down ifaves, enforced by implied
threat.

Clarno and Falola (1998, 175) summarize the effefctsis patron-client system: “Thus develops
a system of two distinct classes working with agdiast each other in order to make the most of
the situation. Though they support each othés,an inherently unequal relationship that
reinforces the division between classes.” Mucthas/oung man on the tram in Zagreb, Croatia
told me about power relations in transition cowegrithe rich justify their misdeeds as a
legitimate perquisite of power (Bom-yan while similar behavior by the poor is called “the
cheating, and shameful sneaking around?ey-yanOlivier de Sardan, 1999, 42). The elite not
only justify their own misdeeds, but often pointpeity corruption as society’s scourge.

Nigerian General Sani Abacha, one of the more pbornecent leaders, waged many campaigns
against street-level corruption to deflect attamfimm his own misdeeds (Smith, 2006, 31).

This tight link between inequality and corrupti@ads to both pessimism and to low
levels of trust outside of one’s own circle. Tignsas you enter Lagos simply says, “This is
Lagos” and a sawmill worker said, “We understansl #s ‘Nobody will care for you, and you
have to struggle to survive” (Packer, 2006, 643cker’'s (2006, 71) description of Lagos as a
failed city with dispirited inhabitants echoes tileom one sees in the subways in Russia, where
people spend their days playing the slot machieeause they have lost faith that hard
work will bring economic success and that corruptio connections were the only way to get rich:

Folarin Gbadebo-Smith, the chairman of a districtagos Island [said]: “The

work ethic was...substituted by a lottery mentalifou were going to make it,

not because you put in all this work but becausewere lucky. You knew

someone, or your ticket came in.”

Patron-client relations reflect strong in-grougstierhose at the top of the economic

pyramid have an obligation to support his clamérireligious group, family, and his circle more
generally. Africans don't identify with the largsociety as readily as do people in other
societies, especially in the West or in Asia. bladl boundaries are largely the creation of
colonial powers, so loyalty to “the state” or ttetiety” of a country is weaker. The obligation
of patrons to support their own kind further divddbe society between in-groups and out-
groups, who do not benefit from the largesse dadteop (Clarno and Falola, 1998, 175; Mbaku,
1998b, 65). Your obligations to your extended riatgp mean that you must do whatever you
must to get by.

Clients also have a responsibility to support tiregroups and this makes corruption seem less
troublesome. Smith (2006, 217, 219) argues: ‘$o@ety where so many people suffer and
struggle in order to survive, it is hard to begreiggople anything that offers help, hope, and
solace....Nigerians perceive the world of poliacsl the realm of the state as operating without
morality.” People see themselves as the victifrsarrupt system where everyone is forced

into corrupt behavior in order to survive (Olivie Sardan, 1999, 35). Your obligation to diga

(as Nigerians call the “master”) reinforces stramgroup ties and a lack of concern for out-groups.
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John Githongo, formerly head of Kenya’s anticorrmptagency and now in exile at St.
Antony’s College at the University of Oxford afexposing graft at the highest levels, sees a
direct link between corruption and inequality: “Whaspecial about Africa’s corruption is the
starkness of the inequality....That is uniqgue-ustr extreme the divide between those who have
and those who don'tis” (Cowell, 2006, A4). Andlimks corruption to inequalitamong ethnic
groupsin his native Kenya (Githongo, 2006, 20-21, engih&n original):

...the post-independence patrimonial state hasidiel resources to favour a

ruling “minority.” When the political traumas dfd post-independence era are

overlaid on these economic realities driven bygege it creates particularly

potent perceptions of inequality among ethnic gsoLips not the corruption in

itself that people object to but the fact thasiperpetrated predominantly by an

elite from one ethnic group to the exclusion ofesthespecially theirs

Below, | provide strong empirical support for Gitlgm's argument. People in Africa (though
Botswana is an exception) clearly link corruptiom anequality to each other. In the one survey
(for Mali)—the only country where this questiomissed so starkly--people who say that the
President favors his own region in providing seggiare considerably more likely to say that
corruption has been increasing.

As Russian mobsters take over control of legitintateinesses by brute force, Nigerian

con artists engage in a wide range of scams (imduthany of those e-mail messages we get
promising us riches if we send back our bank actdetails) under the rubric of “419" (four-
one-nine), from the Nigerian criminal code on fioi@hfraud. The poor may find their humble
houses sold from under them by “419" scammers laey paint “This House Not for Sale:
Beware of 419" on their outside walls (Packer, 20@. As in Russia, there is little recourse.
The police are not the purveyors of justice, btheaare complicit in illicit deals (Mbaku, 1998a,
258, 274-275). In the Afrobarometer, the polioe @nsidered to be the most corrupt public
officials, with judges in third place behind custofficials (Bratton, Mattes, and Gyimah-
Boadi, 2005, 233). The Economist Intelligence Ukifal fairness (imputed) measure indicates
that African nations have a less fair legal systeith an average score of 2.0 on the five point
scale, compared to 3.06 for all other countrigsa 1992 survey in Sierra Leone 80 percent of
the respondents believed that “there are two inééagions of the law in Sierra Leone— one for
the rich and one for the poor” (Kpundeh, 1998, £29he partiality of the justice system makes
ordinary people especially upset because the patie®ften very highly paid, so extortion by
officers is not simply a matter of supplementingager salaries with small bribes (Fombad,
2000, 245).

Nor is seeking redress through media exposuresylikeans to end corruption. Fombad
(2000, 248-249) argues that journalists who trgxpose corruption face intimidation, torture,
and jail. Newspaper stories about corrupt offele often politically inspired, designed to
score political points against public officials amadst of all to sell newspapers (much as in
Romania). The press is often less of a watchdag ghparticipant in the great game of
corruption.

% The sample only had 300 respondents, but thetsesesm realistic.
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Many Africans see themselves as trapped in a systeworruption that they acknowledge

is wrong (Smith, 2006, 65), but envelopes theediv Smith (2006, 65, 217) argues: “Although
Nigerians recognize and condemn, in the abstiaetsystem of patronage that dominates the
allocation of government resources, in practiceppeeteel locked in....In a society where so
many people suffer and struggle in order to supiiise hard to begrudge people anything that
offers help, hope, and solace.” Nigerians “tap iglectrical lines, causing blackouts and fires;
they pay off local gangs to provide security, whisbans that justice in the slums is vigilante
justice” (Packer, 2006, 71).

The inequality trap begins with a highly inequitabistribution of wealth throughout the continent.
The most “equal” countries, Tanzania and Mozambique slightly above the international
average on the Gini index. Comparable levels efiirality are only found in Latin America.

This inequality helps to solidify the strong in-gpotrust that has played such a powerful role

in African cultures. Attachment to your ethnidjgmus, clan, tribal, or family group is not
necessarily inimical to a larger, more generaligexse of trust (Uslaner, 2002, 26-32).

When people feel strongly boundly to their own group and believe that outsiders may

be responsible for their economic plight and that/twill not be treated fairly throughout
society’s institutions, they will be more likely toistrust out-groups. Cheating them loses some
of its moral force, especially if it is necessamyget by and especially if it is ordered by the
leaders of their in-group. Group loyalty and ttreggle for basic survival will overwhelm
concerns about the rights and wrongs about colreipavior. Ordinary people confront petty
thievery, not grand corruption, so their ethicdulima is not as stark, especially if believe that:
(1) their leaders, from thegato the President, steal large amounts of moneygahdway with

it; (2) the perpetrators of grand corruption ameléas likely to face justice than they are; and (3
playing at the edge of moral acceptability is thé/avay to survive.

African corruption, some argue ultimately restsupdoundation of a grabbing state. On the
other hand, Olivier de Sardan (1999, 42) arguesdiimocratic governments in Africa are not
barriers to corruption. Githongo (2006, 22) agreeguing that democratization “has not
disrupted the corrupt networks established in tieparty era” and corrupt elites gather support
from their own ethnic groups by dispensing patrengd. Mbaku, 1998, 274-275).

Initially, there is some support for the claim tdamocratization leads to less corruption: The
correlation between the Freedom House measurdlititpbrights in 2003 and the 2005 TI
Corruption Perceptions Index for 2005 is -.678 (R53, where high values on the Freedom
House measure indicate lack of democratic rightsere is less evidence ttatange in political
rights from 1973 to 2003 leads to less corruption; theetation is only -.319 (N = 30) and the
change in corruption from 1996 to 2005 is barelgtesl to changes in democratization (r = .076,
N = 13), with the correlation not in the expect@e@ction. So while there is support for the
claim that institutions matter in the cross-sediatata, there is less backing for the idea that
democratizing governmentill lead to more honesty.

Sindzingre (2002, 453) makes an alternative argtiaeout how the state promotes corruption:
“The lack of state welfare schemes forces indivislirgto a perpetual quest for resources to
protect themselves in case of adversity, which gd#¥aoms on the horizon.” This is a
compelling argument and is consistent with the uradity trap argument. While there is no direct
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way to test the claim without better data on welfpolicies, my analysis of Afrobarometer
data strongly supports the claim that governmerfopaance on policies, especially welfare
policies, shapes attitudes to both corruption aeduality.

Despite the uncertainty about institutional effextsoss countries, it may well be the case
thatpeople’s attitudes toward their institutiotedl us much about how they judge corruption in
their societies. In the analyses of survey datavip, | thus include measures of how satisfied
people are with democracy, freedom of speech, imugbvernment and independent newspapers,
trust in government institutions such as the coamtd the police, how secure people believe that
property rights are, and, following Sindzingre, heatisfied people are with social welfare—if not
social welfare policies more specifically.

It would hardly be surprising to find evaluatiorfargstitutional performance also shapes
approval of how the government is handling coramfi However, | expect that perceptions of
inequality will have greater effects on evaluatiohfiow well government is handling corruption
than will attitudes toward institutions. | movewto the models for how well the government
handles corruption and whether groups are treajedlly in a society.

Testing the Inequality Trap in Africa

The Afrobarometer is a face-to-face survey based uational probability samples in 15
African countries in 2002.1 use respondents from 14 nations in this anslige n. 2) initially
and then move to separate analyses for Mali andridigRound 3 data for 2005). For the 14
countries | estimate ordered probit models of haell the government handles corruption and
how frequently people are treated unequally. Tkessienations ideally should be estimated by
simultaneous equation models since | posit thaelteo variables jointly shape each other.
However, estimating such a model without contrgliiar variations within countries would

lead to overestimating the significance of manygf all, of the variables in the model. So |
decided to use ordered probit analysis with robtastdard errors, clustered across the 14
countries. For Mali, | focus on whether people believe ttatruption has been increasing since
one-party rule and for support for limiting the dmees of the wealthy. For Nigeria, | estimate a
simultaneous equation model for how well the goment is handling corruption and whether
equal treatment for all is better now. Since thia single-country survey, a two-stage least
squares model does not risk overestimating sigifie levels.

For the ordered probit analyses, the “effects”aoee complicated than for ordinary
probit analyses. For a dichotomous probit, theatfis simply the change in probability of the

" Bratton, Mattes, and Gyimah-Boadi (2005, 232-288)e that perceptions of corruption shape ingtital trust and are often
the strongest determinants of such confidences dpproach is similar to mine in Chapters 5 anoué here | focus on approval
of government handling of corruption. | focustamst in only specific institutions of justice.

8 For the properties of the survey methodology,hg&e//www.afrobarometer.org/methods.htrtile full list of countries
is available at http://www.afrobarometer.org/coiegmewmap.html, and a summary of results is availat
http://www.afrobarometer.org/results.html.

9| also tried estimating fixed-effects models wdilimmy variables for the countries, but this séil ko far higher
significance levels than using robust standardremdth clustering.
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dependent variable from the lowest to the higheatllof a predictor. Such an interpretation
makes little sense for ordered probit, since theeddent variable is not a simple dichotomy but a
categorical (four or five category) variable. Tdffect in the tables is theveragechange in
probability across the categories of the dependatidible. So for a four category variable, the

effect is the average change in probability fronegary 1 to 2, 2 to 3, and 3 to 4. The sign
reflects the same direction as the ordered praieifficient®

The models | formulate focus on variables mostrofe@nnected to the inequality trap
argument and how well the economy is performingemganerally and whether the government
is delivering services to the people (rather tharply pocketing state revenue). | also include
variables that test, as in transition countriesetivbr grand corruption has a greater impact on
how well the government handles corruption tharsdqumatty corruption, as well as attitudes
toward the police, the legal system, the pressodesay, property rights, and measures of trust.

| present the results of the 14 country estimatiori&ables 1 and 2. As in previous

chapters, | focus on the key variables of intet@sthe inequality trap argument, as well as those
that reflect attitudes toward institutions, ands/ediscussion of other variables (especially
demographics) to notes. The simple story of ttwseestimations is: (1) Government
performance matters most for attitudes about ctiompbut perceptions of equal treatment
matter and rank very highly on statistical sigrafice; (2) Approval of how well the government
handles corruption depend on perceptions of gramaigtion and not petty corruption (as in
transition countries); (3) Perceptions of governtmrformance also strongly shape attitudes
toward how well the government handles corrupt{dh;Perceptions of grand corruption, though
not petty corruption in general, shape beliefs ow frequently people are treated unfairly.

19 The estimations were carried out using the prceamgnmand in the spost routine for Stata 9, froBcatt
Long and Jeremy Freese,waivw.indiana.edu/~jslsoc/spost.hffilne prchange for ordered probit reports these
average changes as absolute values.
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Table 1

Ordered Probit Analyis of How Well Government HaeslCorruption: 2002 Afrobarometer

Variable Coefficient
How frequently people treated unequally -.046%**
Equal treatment for all: better now than under taniji .042**
President is corrupt -.184x**
Teachers are corrupt -.010
Pay bribe to get place in school .038*
Pay bribe to avoid problem with police .005
Pay bribe to get document or permit .015
Poverty/inequality country’s most important problem -.003
Government manage economy well .38 Lrrwx
Government manages service delivery better than pas .063***
Satisfied with democracy .067**
Trust courts .084%**
Safer from crime and violence than under military L1071 wk
Property rights more secure than under military .057*
Trust government newspapers .062
Read newspapers frequently .019
One’s identity group treated unfairly -.032**
Particularized trust -.007
Age+ -.007
Education -.012
Income -.0004
Gender .033

Cut points not reported. Effects are average @gsim
probabilities across the five categories of traggovernment. The
effects represent the changes from each valtlestaext higher
value Standard errors are robust, clustered acres$4ltountries

in the sample. Effects calculated at +- one stahdaviation.

*p <.10 ** p < .05 *** p < .01 **** p < .0001
Estimated R =.123 -2*Log Likelihood Ratio = 18013 N=7709
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Std.
Error

.015
.024
.030
.028
.026
.016
.032
.028
.035
.023
.025
.032
.028
.030
.053
.017
.019
.058
.008
.024
.001

.031

MLE/SE Effect
-3.00 -.028
1.73 .033
-5.97 -.108
-.37 -.006
1.49 .030
.32 .004
45 .009
-.10 -.002
10.79 .216
2.75 .050
2.66 .053
2.64 .050
3.65 .079
1.92 .045
1.17 .085
1.10 .015
-1.69 -.019
-13 .001
-.85 -.018
-51 -.019
-.56 -.008
1.07 .006
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Table 2
Ordered Probit Analysis of How Frequently Peopke Breated Unequally: 2002 Afrobarometer

Variable Coefficient Std. M LE/SE Effect
Error
Government handles corruption well -.050** .028 -1.82 -.030
President is corrupt 147%* .024 5.99 .087
Police are corrupt .029 .030 .97 .017
Teachers are corrupt -.0002 .029 -.01 .0002
Pay bribe to get place in school -.019 .047 -.40 -.015
Pay bribe to avoid problem with police .016 .024 .65 .013
Pay bribe to get document or permit .046** .025 1.86 .037
Poverty/inequality country’s most important problem -.018 .032 -.53 -.010
Corruption country’s most important problem .052 .050 1.05 .010
Government manage economy well -.082** .037 -2.24 -.049
Government manages reducing income gap well -.071* .033 -2.15 -.042
Government provides food for all well -.045 .037 -1.22 -.027
Schools should be free for all .009 .011 .83 .007
Violent conflicts between groups in the country .098*x*x .026 3.83 .078
Country’s economic position very good -.040* .028 -1.42 .032
Own living condition very good -.007 .019 -.37 -.006
One’s identity group treated unfairly .084*** .033 2.55 .050
Particularized trust 125%x* .041 3.06 .025
Trust traditional leaders -.014 .021 -.66 .009
Age+ .001 .006 19 .003
Education -.021** .012 -1.80 .034
Income .001 .001 1.03 .011
Gender .021 .022 .94 .004

Cut points not reported. Effects are average @gsuim probabilities across the five categoriesust in
government. The effects represent the changesdaxrh value tthe next higher value Standard errors
are robust, clustered across the 14 countriesisdmple Effects calculated at +- one standarcatewi
*p<.10 ** p < .05 **p< .01 **p< 0001

Estimated R =.039 -2*Log Likelihood Ratio = 51%.51 N =10,486
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Overall, 46.8 percent of the sample used for tlhienason believe that government is

handling corruption well or very well and 48.5 pamtsay that people are treated unequally
either often or always. Both figures are gretttan one might expect given the severity of
corruption and inequality among African countrié&et, people see corruption and inequality as
strongly interrelated.

How well the government handles corruption dependst strongly on government
performance: A government that delivers the gosgedifically handling the economy) is
perceived to be more honest and no other variaitees close to the effect of this one. For each
increment in how well the government manages tba@uny, a respondent will have a .216 unit
increase in her probability of approving handlidgorruption. Approval of service delivery, as
Sindzingre argues, also makes people more postward governmental honesty (an average of
.05 increase). The significant variable with thied largest effect (eight percent) is whether
people feel safer from crime and violence than uiite previous regime. Performance matters
most of all.

If people believe that they are treated unequtilyy will be less likely to approve of the
government’s handling of corruption. Both how fieqtly people are treated unequally and
whether equal treatment is better now than undeptavious regime lead to significant increments
in perceptions of government honesty. While teat$ are not large, the significance of how
frequently people are treated unequally is thetfogreatest in the mod#l. Unequal treatment
does lead to greater dissatisfaction with goverrirperformance on curbing corruption. If better
service delivery leads to less inequality, theradditional support for the inequality trap
argument. If you believe that your identity graapreated unfairly, you will also be less likely

to approve of government handling of corruptiorogh the effect is small). Particularized
trust, as estimated by whether people identify mdtle their tribe or clan than with the country,
is not significant. And whether people see pgvartd inequality as the most important problem
also does not shape attitudes toward corruptior§ps because such a large share of the
sample, over 72 percent, see these problems esrit

A key result from transition countries that undeslthe inequality trap receives striking
confirmation in the Afrobarometer data: It is gilazorruption, not petty corruption, that shapes
whether people think that the government is hagdiimrruption well. The second biggest effect
in the model (with an average change in probahilftyl 08) is whether people think that the
President is corrupt. Now this is hardly surprisiegcept that perceptions of low level corruption
(whether teachers are corrupt) or demands for gifitaethe police or to get documents are
insignificant. Paying a bribe to get into schaosignificant, but barely so (at p <.10). Petty
corruption doesn’t bother people as much as higbHeorruption, indeed corruption at the very
top matters most.

Attitudes toward institutions matter as well. Pleopho are satisfied with democracy
are, on average, five percent more likely (for ecategory) to approve of government handling

11 As determined by the MLE/SE (maximum likelihoodireste—or ordered probit coefficient
divided by its standard error), which is analogtmia t-test in regression.
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of corruption. There are similar effects for tingtthe courts and for believing that property
rights are more secure. The other variables imtbdel—-both demographics and attention to the
media—are all insignificant.

People believe that strong institutions such asodeacy, the courts, and secure property

rights will lead to less corruption. But they alsglieve that malfeasance has a strong basis in
inequality—in unfair treatment of groups and indivéls and in misdeeds committed by the
powerful rather than by ordinary people. Governhperformance seems the key (which is not
surprising since the corruption question availadks about how well government handles
malfeasance)—but even here there is a tie betwamtomic performance and less inequality: The
correlation (tau-c) between government managenfaheacconomy and whether equal
treatment for all is better now is .327. Improweavice delivery is also linked to more equal
treatment (tau-c = .297). And trust in the polzat least modestly related to progress in equal
treatment (tau-c = .190). So good government @catien the state helps the most vulnerable
and seems serious about reducing economic digsasitid making people less dependent upon
theiroga.

Support for the inequality trap argument is evemermowerful in the equation for how

frequently people are treated unequally. By fardttongest predictor of unequal treatment is the
belief that the President is corrupt (with an ageraffect of 8.7 percent). Believing that the
government is handling corruption well is also #figant, though only one measure of lower-
level corruption (paying a bribe to get a documémtjeases inequality. Corrupt police or
teachers and bribes to get into school or to azgidbblem with the police don't matter. Nor,
perhaps surprisingly, is whether corruption is¢bantry’s most important problem—perhaps
because only 10.5 percent of the sample said sbsd®ial inequality seems to matter mightily.

If you believe that there are violent conflictsweén groups in the country, you will be 8 percent
more likely across each category to say that pesmgléreated unequally—and this variable ranks
second in statistical significance in the modeighRbehind is particularized trust—identification
with your in-group rather than with the nation dadief that your identity group is treated
unfairly. Government performance matters as wiedlugh not everywhere. Management of the
economy and of the income gap are significant, ghawot whether government provides food
for all.*?

Perceptions of inequality thus reflect social tensiand government performance, but

most of all the belief that the President is corruplmost three quarters believe that some or all
of the people in the office of the President amgwgui—and high-level corruption means grand
theft, not petty larceny. Grand corruption makesrich richer and the poor poorer—and gives
the government fewer resources and less will toessdeconomic inequality. It creates more
social tensions—and these strains in turn leadeatgr perceptions of unequal treatment and to a
belief (albeit not that substantial) that the goweent is not handling corruption well.

In many African countries the inequality trap tlsasiceives strong support. Inequality

12 personal living condition, age, income, and gergemot significant, while the country’s overatbeomic position
was barely significant (at p < .10). Whether plogerty is the country’s most important problem argbther schools
should be free for all are also insignificant. leldighly educated people are less likely to say people are treated
unequally—perhaps reflecting the higher statyseoiple with education (though income is not sigaifit).
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leads to higher levels of grand corruption and féytel corruption leads to a more inequitable
distribution of wealth. Africans (as people inrs#@ion countries) clearly see this logic. They
believe that good institutions can limit corruptitnt they do so at least in part by narrowing the
gap between income groups.

Corruption is widespread but not endemic in Afrié&otswana has a relatively clean
government and there is little support for the iradify trap thesis there. | estimated the

same ordered probit model for government handlfrgparuption for Botswana as | did for the
full set of 14 countries in Table*l. The model is striking for how few of the variaslin this
model are significant. The only exceptions, idesrof their significance, are trust in the courts,
the security of property rights, whether povertg amequality are the most important problems,
how well the government manages the economy, aritylarized trust. Overall, the
model—except for poverty as a problem—approximates one might expect for a developed
democracy. The rule of law and government perfagealominate the few significant
predictors. For the unequal treatment modelptiig variables that are significant are unfair
group treatment, particularized trust, how well oaernment is handling the economy, and
whether people believe that schools should befineall. All of these relate to economic and
social tensions. None of the corruption varialpleslicts attitudes toward equal treatment
significantly. Even though Botswana has a higgrele of economic inequality, it has much
lower corruption than other African countries. iBdoes not succumb to the inequality trap.

Batswana are more concerned about progress onalityghan are people in any other
country other than Nigeria in the 2002 Afrobarometéet, Batswana are less likely to make a
link between corruption and inequality than aregtean most other countries. The simple
correlation between perceptions of how well theggoment handles corruption and rising
inequality is twice as high in Nigeria (r = .34 it is in Botswana (r = .177).

Why does Botswana escape this trap? Botswaneilsant democracy with an active

civil society (Holm, 2000, 290). But so is Maly, which | turn next, which does not escape the
inequality trap. Botswana has tremendous mineeallth, but so does Nigeria. It also has a
government committed to economic growth and for@gestment (Guest, 2003, 26; Riley,
2000, 153). Its economy has one of the world’$i&gy growth rates, averaging between 8 and
10 percent a year (Holm, 2000, 295-296). It isllacked, surrounded by Namibia, Zimbabwe,
and South Africa—all of which were in the early sgeaf Botswana’s independence (1966) run by
white racist regimes. So Botswana was rather vabie and its free market policies that relied
heavily upon foreign investment served to boldeeconomic and institutional security.

As a country with a very small population, “lesantthe population of a single slum in
Lagos” (Guest, 2003, 26), its economic growth wasanmanageable. Botswana has a clean
government because it could not afford corruptiBoreign investors would not put their
resources into a country where corruption ran rarhpad Botswana would be vulnerable,
because of its location (landlocked) and its sidthout a strong economy. This story is
remarkably similar to the cases of Singapore anagHtong (see Chapter 7 of the book
manuscript). (Economic) Necessity may be the mathémoral) subvention.

13| do not present the estimates here. They arital@upon request.
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Corruption and Inequality in Mali and Nigeria

I turn now to an examination of the linkage betweerruption and inequality in Mali in

Round 2 of the Afrobarometer and between how \kellgovernment is handling corruption and
perceptions that the government is handling colwapiell and whether equal treatment for all
is better now than under military rule in Round8@5) for Nigeria.

| focus on Mali because the 2002 survey there detfuseveral questions not available in

other countries in the Round 2 surveys, most nptéhitations on incomes of the wealthy, the
generalized trust question, trusting members cérdtfibes, perceptions of corrupt behavior
among other people in the country, and beliefs ttmio should have access to or own resources
such as education and public land. | focus orefBgn part for similar reasons—the 2005

survey included the generalized trust questionelbag a much wider range of questions about
petty corruption and questions on legal fairneédsst critically, Nigeria may be the classic case
of the inequality trap—ranking as tied for the lsirtost corrupt country in the world in the 2005

Tl index as well as having very high levels of inality and low levels of trust (a Gini of 50.5

and only 15 percent agreeing that “most peoplebeatnusted”).

| examine whether people see corruption increasirtgecreasing since the period of one-
party rule and whether the government should lintbmes of the rich among Malians. In
Romania, | found support for a linkage between gtions of rising inequality and disapproval
of government handling of corruption and betweercgiged high levels of malfeasance and
demands for limiting the incomes of the rich (sémer 5 of the manuscript). People link
corruption to inequality and in Romania (and otineansition countries) say that the only way to
get rich is to be corrupt, so many people demaadtate limit the incomes of the (corrupt) rich.
While there are no similar questions in Afrobaroenesturveys, much of the literature on
corruption in Africa points to a similar line ofdbight. Mali, with a relatively high level of
corruption (2.9 on the Tl 2005 index), considerabrjuality (a Gini index of 50.5), as well as
low generalized trust (.13) should be a good casest this dynamic in Africa. In Mali, 60.6
percent believe that there has been an increag®rimption since the end of one party rule
following a 1991 coup, but surprisingly only 14 pent favor limiting the incomes of the rich.

Mali is a multiparty democracy with generally gamtations among its ethnic groups, but

it is one of the world’s ten poorest countries vétper capita income of just $250 US a year.
Democratic elections were held in 1992 althoughli®@7 elections were annulled by the courts;
in 2002 General Amadou Toumani Toure, the formadhaf state during the 1991-92 transition
following the coup, was elected in a multipartyotiien for a five year terrft Almost two-thirds

of its land is either desert or semidesert, 10qydrof its population is nomadic, and 80 percent
subsists on farming or fishirg.

Mali’s poverty and great inequality suggest tharéhshould be a strong connection
between inequality and corruption—and between ption and demands to limit wealth, even
though only a small share of Malians favor redtrigthe incomes of the rich. And Malians do

14 http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/lbgn/2828.htaccessed December 31, 2006.

15 https://ww.cia.gov/cia/publications/factbook/genshtml, accessed December 31,2006.
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think about corruption, inequality, and limitingetincomes of the rich as the inequality trap
would suggest—and in ways similar to Romanianste$ent the ordered probit analyses for

perceptions of increasing corruption and for sufpgidimiting incomes of the rich in Tables 3
and 4.
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Table 3

Ordered Probit Analysis of Corruption Increasinigcg Period of One-Party Rule: 2002 Afrobarometeviali

Coefficient
Variable
Equal treatment for all: better now than under -.120%*
military
Government policies hurt or help most people -.084**
President favors own region in providing .080**
services
Electricity difficult to get because of high cost .393***
Elected leaders corrupt .162%**
Police corrupt .230***
Civil servants corrupt .120**
Business people corrupt .066
Teachers corrupt -.023
Customs officers corrupt -.109
Bribery is rare among public officials -.086**
Need to bribe to get services entitled to -.044
Can get cash through illicit sources 301+
How often Malians get services without paying .095**
Trust courts .036
Generalized trust .024

Cut points not reported. Effects are average @gsim
probabilities across the five categories of traggdvernment.
The effects represent the changes from each valie next
higher value

*p<.10 **p < .05 ***p < .01 ¥*** p <.0001
Estimated R =.100 -2*Log Likelihood Ratio = 2549 N =618
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Std.
Error

.039

.037

.045

.097

.055

.079

.061

.073

.043

.084

.047

.049

.094

.037

.039

133

MLE/SE

-3.10

-2.24

1.76

4.05

2.96

291

1.97

91

-.55

-1.30

-1.82

-.89

3.22

2.02

.92

.18

Effect

-.091

-.063

.045

.074

.089

125

.066

.037

-.013

-.063

-.048

-.025

.056

.054

.020

.005
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Table 4

Ordered Probit Analysis of Limiting Incomes of thé&ealthy: 2002 Afrobarometer in Mali

Variable Coefficient Std.
Error
Government manages reducing income gap well -.077** .037
Equal treatment for all: better now than under -.047* .033
military
Important education provided free for everyone 162+ .052
Individuals / community should own land Q77 .032
Government / people responsible for economy .08 xH** .024
Bribery is rare among public officials -.069** .041
Need to bribe to get services entitled to -.044 .042
Government handles corruption well -.090** .038
Teachers are corrupt -.013 .037
Elected leaders corrupt .020 .049
Police corrupt .064 .055
Civil servants corrupt .027 .053
Foreign businesspeople corrupt -.119 .056
How often do Malians evade taxes -.060 .054
How often Malians get services without paying 151+ .056
Trust courts .011 .035
Trust members of other tribes -.105%** .036
How safe walking alone -.066** .030
Self, family member, or friend attacked in year .068 .082

How satisfied with life expectations next year .036

-.027

Cut points not reported. Effects are average ggsim
probabilities across the five categories of traggévernment.
The effects represent the changes from each valie next
higher value *p < .10 * p < .05 *** p < .01 *** p < .0001
Estimated R =.050 -2*Log Likelihood Ratio = 2183. N = 842
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MLE/SE

-2.06

-1.43

3.14

2.42

3.39

-1.70

-1.05

-2.34

-.35

42

.98

.50

-2.10

-1.11

2.68

.32

291

-2.19

.84

-.76

Effect

-.035

-.029

.075

.047

.049

.032

-.020

-.042

-.006

.009

.029

.012

-.035

-.028

.069

.005

-.049

-.041

.010

-.017
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Issues of inequality and access to basic needsesuelectricity are, together with beliefs

about specific forms of corruption, the strongestedminants of perceptions of increasing
corruption (see Table 3). The effect for moreadueatment (nine percent) is the second
strongest in the model, following police corruptioBelieving that government policies hurt
most people (six percent) and that electricityif§adilt to get because it is too expensive (seven
percent) are among the strongest determinantsrofft@on perceptions. Malians clearly make
the link between malfeasance and inequality.

Of course, perceptions about whether specific a@oe corrupt lead to beliefs about

rising malfeasance. The greatest impact is faceaorruption (with an effect of .125), even
more than believing that elected leaders or ceiVants are corrupt (effects of .089 and .066).
People who say that the President favors his ogiomen providing services are also more
likely to say that corruption has been increasisgr@ respondents who say that bribery is
common among public officials (by average effedtatmout .05 for both). But there is no effect
for businesspeople, teachers, customs officerf@rdraving to make a small bribe to get routine
services. Malians, like Africans more generallywetl as people in transition countries, seem
concerned more by high-level, high-cost corruptitan by petty dishonesty.

Even for variables reflecting institutional positg) there is evidence of an inequality

trap. The police in many African nations earnrfare than many ordinary people even before
extortion—so constant harassment for “extra feemy seem particularly offensive. Presidential
favoritism also contributes to inequality by favagisome Malians over others. The strong
effects on corruption perceptions for high-levelfe@sance compared to petty bribery adds
support to the inequality trap thesis.

So do two other variables with strong impactsyolfi believe fellow citizens can get

services without paying, you are acknowledging stmaihe people have privileged access—and
this leads to perceptions of increasing corruptidnd if you can get cash through illicit
sources, you either acknowledge your own favoreditipn or admit that going outside normal
channels is the only way to get by. Generalizasttdoesn’t matter nor does trust in the courts.
Generalized trust may not matter because it iswdn Mali—and the courts may seem less
biased to average Malians than do the courts.

Support for limiting the incomes of the wealthygS&able 7-4) predominantly reflect
perceptions of government performance in helpirgathor as well as values for who should
benefit from government policies. However, beligythat bribery is frequent and that
government is not handling corruption well are gigant factors shaping demands to limit the
incomes of the rich. No specific types of corraptineither police, elected leaders, police,
foreign businesspeople, or teachers—have signtfiogracts on limiting incomes. Nor does
petty bribery, trust in the courts, or even taxst@a. However, when Malians get services
without paying, they are violating norms of fairaesd this leads to demands for redistribution
(by an average effect of seven percent, the selengelst effect in the model).

The most important determinants of demands fottiligiincome are preferences for who
should benefit from government policies: Believthgt education should be free for everyone
leads to an average effect of 7.5 percent, whildihg that the community rather than
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individuals should own land increases support éaiigtribution by about 5 percent on
average—about the same effect for respondents ayhthat government, rather than individuals,
is responsible for the health of the economy. kil the government seems to reduce the
income gap and whether equal treatment has imprsined military rule lead to less support for
redistribution.

These effects are similar to the model for limitingomes for Romania in Chapter 5. In
Romania, the most important factor shaping sugdporedistribution is the belief that people
don't get sufficient support from the state. Highel corruption also makes people more
sympathetic to limiting incomes. In Romania, wieahd the ability to afford “luxuries” such as
a cellular telephone and a vacation away from hals@ shape support for limiting incomes—but
they do not do so in Mali. Expectations for th&tnear or personal attacks do not lead to
harsher judgments against others. But feelingeafiees people less likely to demand
redistribution as does a sense of generalizedrust in members of other tribes. If you
express faith in people unlike yourself, you wilabe more willing to put faith in people with
higher incomes. And if you feel safe walking aloy@u may have a more positive view of
human nature and find it easier to resist demamdsetribution.

Malians do link corruption and inequality and thosest concerned with corruption are
also more likely to demand limiting the incomesrad rich. While most Malians oppose such
mandatory redistribution, there are clear linksngsargument suggests.

I turn now to the model for Nigeria. Corruptiorfedemic in Nigeria,” Dike (2005)

argues. “Nigeria is a society where national ies are turned upside down; hard work is not
rewarded, but rogues are often glorified in Nigeridn Nigeria, you can hardly enter an office
and get your 'file signed except you drop' someayoBven the security personnel at the door of
every office will ask for (bribe) tip.” Despiteifjeria’s status as a major oil exporter and an
official unemployment rate of only 2.9 percent, papita GDP in 2005 was just $1400, 60
percent of the population lives below the poveirtg {°

The first factor Dike (2005) cites as a causeoofuption is the “great inequality in distribution

of wealth....The brazen display of wealth by peiblificials, which they are unable to explain

the source, points to how bad corruption has rehththe society. Many of these officials
before being elected or appointed offices had little or modest income.”

Former President Sani Abacha reportedly stole ashraa $1 billion from the country’s
treasury (Dike, 2005). Abacha’s successor, Oluségpasanjo, promised a strong anti-
corruption effort. Yet, his administration hascafallen prey to dishonest dealings. In 1999,
Senators extorted approximately $6,000 in exchémgeotes for Evan Enwerem’s nomination
as Senate President. Four years later, ministesi@inee Mallam Nasir el-Rufai claimed that
54 senators demanded almost $400,000 to back pasrament. Despite President Obasanjo’s
promise to clean up the government, he has failedder investigations into charges that state
governors and the Inspector General of the Pobe Iskimmed millions of dollars of public
funds into their own pockets (Odunlami, 2005).

16 hitps://www.cia.gov/cia/publications/factbook/gengitml, accessed January 1, 2007.
@ Copyright Afrobarometer 23




Nigeria has been marked by ethnic conflict—thers avaivil war in the late 1960s when
Christians in the East, the Ibos, tried to secad@nandependent nation (Biafra). After that
failed attempt, Nigeria has been wracked by sporadien very deadly, inter-ethnic and inter-
religious violence spurred on at least in partdaigusy over economic status and sectarian
conflicts. These conflicts have contributed toéig's low out-group trust and strong in-group
identification—as well as jealousy over group ecunitcand political success.

| estimate a simultaneous equation model (usingdiage least squares) for how well the
government is handling corruption and whether etreatment for all is better than under
military rule. The Round 3 Afrobarometer for Nigeincludes the generalized trust
guestion—however, it was insignificant and led toss of cases. Instead, | use the measure of
particularized trust that | used in the all-Africeodel in Table 2 (whether a respondent identified
more with her tribe than with the nation). The R data has a much wider battery of
guestions on petty corruption: whether people niaidees to obtain a public document, a school
placement, a household service, medicine, or ppliotection. | constructed a bribe index by
factor analysis of these questions. The survay@stained questions on how likely people
believed the law would be enforced if they or higficials were charged with a serious crime. |
constructed a measure of law enforcement bias fr@se two measures, ranging from seeing
yourself as less likely to be prosecuted to eqlealihoods of prosecution or evading the law to
believing that high officials would be less likehlyan yourself to face the wrath of the law.

The Round 3 survey for Nigeria asks the usual gpresbn how well the government is
handling inequality and the economy. It also hgsestion on how well the government is
handling the AIDS crisis. Since AIDS primarily efts poor people and its devastating effects
can rob a family of its breadwinner and leave #remore vulnerable (McGeary, 2001; AVERT,
2006), dealing with AIDS fundamentally affects theel of economic inequality in Africa (as
elsewhere). How a government chooses to respathistbealth crisis tells us much about who
benefits from government policies.

| present the model in Table 5. Nigerians seer tilelkages between corruption and

inequality. By far the strongest factor shapingms of how well the government is handling
corruption is government performance on AIDS. W bivariate level, 38 percent of Nigerians
say that the government is handling corruption \aagly (and 20 percent say that it handles the
AIDS crisis very poorly); 82 percent who say tha government is handling AIDS badly also
say that it is doing very poorly on corruption. I{D4.5 percent say that the government is
handling the AIDS crisis badly and corruption wellhe next two variables, by levels of
significance, are how well the government handieseiconomy and whether equal treatment for
all is better than under military rule. Right bathiequal treatment is whether local government
does a good job in collecting taxes—which is alsaly to reflect attitudes toward inequality,
since evading taxes is far more consequential fanidaps frequent) among the wealthy.
Another measure of inequality—whether the goverringnandling it well-also is a strongly
significant predictor of approval of governmentoefé on corruption.
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Table 5
Simultaneous Equation Model for Government Hand@agruption and Changes in Inequality: AfrobarométeNigeria 2005

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t Ratio
Government Handles Corruption Well

Equal treatment for all better now .20 ¥+ .033 6.00
President is corrupt -.108**** .025 -4.34
Teachers are corrupt .052 .025 2.07
Make bribes factor score -.004 .021 -.02
Provide favors for services: right or wrong .023 .042 41
Law enforcement bias .078 .027 2.8
Local government handles tax collection .106**** .020 5.35
Government handles AIDS .292%¥*x 0.020 13.3
Government handle economy 201 x> .028 7.24
Government handle inequality 105 *** .030 A3
Trust government media .09 HH** .022 4.08
Political knowledge .022** .013 1.68
Constant -.187 .145 -1.29

Equal treatment for all better now

Government handles corruption well .282%¥** .053 5.28
Unjust arrest less frequent now 27 3%** .025 11.01
President is corrupt -.044* .031 -1.43
Teachers are corrupt .040 .038 1.06
Health care workers are corrupt -.038 .039 .97 -
Trust police B il .029 3.83
Government handles inequality .096*** .037 .62
Availability of goods better now .051** .022 2.25
National economy better next year .Q79*** D1 4.19
Free speech more respected now 1 45%H** .023 6.21
Particularized trust -.034* .024 -1.42
No cash income -.057** .019 -3.08
Constant .250* 147 1.70

*p < .10 * p < .05 ** p < .01 *** p < 0001 N=1681
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Table 7-5 (continued)

RMSE (R ) by equation: Government handle corrupti8i8 (.753); Equal treatment better: .336
(.912)

Endogenous variables bold; endogenous dependent variablebatd italics.
Exogenous variables: Gender, age, education,itriisé courts, trust other ethnic groups, discration against religion

better now, police are corrupt, belief that peapke obligated to pay taxes, listen to radio nefiengdiscuss politics frequently.

Nigerians who do not believe that the governmemtdeking hard enough to combat

inequality overwhelmingly say that the state isrgpt. And they put the blame at the top—with
the President (p < .0001) and not with teachergthdr they are forced to make bribes, or even
whether providing favors for services is wrong.r@isingly, law enforcement bidess the

wrong signindicating that people who believe that high o#flsiwould be treated more leniently
than they would are more likely to approve govemimerformance on corruptidn.

The equal treatment equation just as dramaticajiparts the inequality trap argument.
Two of the three variables with the strongest intpat whether equal treatment for all is better

now than under the military regime relate to thimfess of the legal system and to government
handling of corruption. People who believe thatr¢hare fewer unjust arrests are far more likely
to say that equal treatment for all is better néwthe bivariate level 21 percent believe that
unjust arrests are now farore frequenthan under military governments and 19 percentisaty
inequality has gotten much worse under the demioaegime. Half of the people who say that
unjust arrests have increased a lot also sayrbgtiality has gotten much worse. Of the three
percent who say that there are far fewer unjusisésr 28 percent say that equality has gotten
much better (compared to an overall share of feucgnt).

The fairness of the legal system is the centrabfashaping people’s views of how

equally people are treated. Trust in the policss strongly related to perceptions of equal
treatment (p < .0001). Also significant is whetttex government is handling corruption well (p
<.0001). When people believe that the policesdeav unto themselves and can arrest anyone
for any reason (including shaking them down fobési), where people don't trust the police, and
where they believe the political system is corrtipgy see unequal treatment. Again, petty
corruption (from teachers and health care work#ogpn't matter, but higher-level malfeasance,
in the office of the President, is significant (tigh only at p < .10).

Institutions matter as well. The second most irtgrdrfactor shaping equal treatment is
whether free speech is more respected now. Adgifisiant are government performance on the
economy—whether people expect the economy to lbereixt year, whether more goods are
available now, and whether people have no cashriacddentity with one’s own tribe rather
than with Nigerians more generally also leads petpkay that equal treatment has worsened.
Particularized trust is based upon—and leads to~ehgroups that may fare better than your
own—and this mistrust of out-groups is a central phthe inequality trap.

| thought that this unusual result might stem frmurticollinearity, but checks indicated otherwisedahe relationship
holds at the bivariate level. Also in the modedi @ignificant are whether people trust governmesdia (the source of
much information about corruption) and how knowgeable they are (the more knowledgeable wouldnhbare likely to
be aware of anti-corruption efforts). Both agng#icant.
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Nigeria may be one of the strongest cases fomtbguality trap among African

nations—and there is clear evidence for my thesis.hThe Nigerian evidence is even more
dramatically supportive than the all-Africa modetghose for Mali. The evidence for African
nations is in many ways similar to that for traiesitcountries, which have much lower levels of
inequality and generally less corruption. Thews af course, exceptions, as the case of
Botswana clearly shows. It is relatively cleanigilly and even though it has low levels of
trust and high inequality, it seems to escapertbguality trap.

Reprise
Institutions matter in Africa. In many African acalnies, weak institutions are part of the
inequality trap, not alternative ways to combatgption. The legal system and the police are

key sources of corruption and when Presidents, $test exacerbate beliefs that those at the top

exploit the poor. They are only part of the probldut often the most visible part.

In many African countries, weak institutions andhinequality contribute to the

grabbing state. Yet, as countries democratize, $titk have to confront the problems of both
inequality and corruption. Stronger institutionaynbe an important step, but they are only the
first step. The really hard work, more fundameatijlstment of economic and power
relationships, remains to be done.

@ Copyright Afrobarometer

27



REFERENCES

Bratton, Michael, Robert Mattes, and E. Gyimah-Bo&@®05. Public Opinion, Democracy, and

Market Reform in Africa Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Dike, Victor E. 2005. “Corruption in Nigeria: Ad\W Paradigm for Effective Control,” Africa

Economic Analysis (December 21), at
http://www.africaeconomicanalysis.org/articles/@enfuptiondikehtm.htmlaccessed

January 1, 2007.
Fombad, Charles M. 2000. “Endemic Corruption am@roon: Insights on Consequences and
Control.” In Kempe Ronald Hope, Sr. And Bornwell@hikulo, eds., Corruption and

Development in Africa New York: St. Martin's Press.

Gambetta, Diego 1993. The Sicilian Mafia: TheiBess of Private ProtectiorCambridge:

Harvard University Press.

Githongo, John. 2006. “Inequality, Ethnicity, atheé Fight Against Corruption in Africa: A

Kenyan Perspective,” Economic Affair36:19-23.

Guest, Robert. 2003. The Shackled Continent: Pd@@ruption, and African Lives

Washington: Smithsonian Books.
Holm, John D. 2000. “Curbing Corruption throughrocratic Accountability: Lessons from
Botswana.” In Kempe Ronald Hope, Sr. And BornwellQbikulo, eds., Corruption and

Development in Africa New York: St. Martin’s Press.

Kpundeh, Sahr John. 1998. “Limiting Administra&i€orruption in Sierra Leone.” In John

Mukum Mbaku, ed., Corruption and the Crisis of iftagional Reforms in Africa

Lewiston, New York: Edward Mellen Press.

@ Copyright Afrobarometer



. 2000. “Corruption and Corrup@ontrol.” In E. Gyimah-Boadi, ed.,

Democratic Reform in Africa Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner.

Lambsdorff, Johann Graf. 2002a. “What Nurturesr@@ Deals? On the Role of Confidence

and Transaction Costs,” In Donna della Porta arshSiRose-Ackerman, eds., Corrupt

Exchanges Nomos Verlag: Baden Baden, Germany.

2002b. “How Confidence Faiab lllegal Transactions,” American

Journal of Economics and Sociolo@i:829-854.

Mauro, Paolo 1998. “Corruption: Causes, Consecgerand Agenda for Further Research,”
Finance and Development (International Monetarydjullarch: 11-14.
Mbaku, John Mukum. 1998a. “Corruption and thesiSrof Institutional Reforms in Africa.” In

John Mukum Mbaku, ed., Corruption and the Crisifnsfitutional Reforms in Africa

Lewiston, New York: Edward Mellen Press.

. 1998b. “Corruption as an IngmrPost-Independence Institution in

Africa.” In John Mukum Mbaku, ed., Corruption attnd Crisis of Institutional Reforms

in Africa. Lewiston, New York: Edward Mellen Press.
Odunlami, Tayo. 2004. “Nigeria: Corruption Notekd at

http://www.globalintegrity.org/2004/country.aspx2og&act=notebookaccessed

January 1, 2007.

Olivier de Sardan, J.P. 1999. “A Moral EconomyCafrruption in Africa?”_Journal of Modern

African Studies37:25-52.

Owsiak, Stanislaw. 2003. “The Ethics of Tax Cdiilen,” Finance and Common GagabB/14:

65-77.
Packer, George. 2006. “The Megacity: Decoding@heaos of Lagos,” The New Yorker

@ Copyright Afrobarometer 29



(November 13): 63-75.

Putnam, Robert D. 1993. Making Democracy WorkicTraditions in Modern Italy

Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Riley, Stephen P. 2000. “Western Policies andcAfr Realities: The New Anti-Corruption
Agenda.” In Kempe Ronald Hope, Sr. And BornwellGbikulo, eds., Corruption and

Development in Africa New York: St. Martin’'s Press.

Riordan, William. 1948. Plunkitt of Tammany HalNew York: Alfred A. Knopf.

Rothstein, Bo and Dietlind Stolle. 2002. "How iBchl Institutions Create and Destroy Social
Capital: An Institutional Theory of Generalized $tu Paper prepared for delivery at the
Annual Meeting of the American Political Sciencesésiation, Boston, August- September.

Seligman, Adam B. 1997. The Problem of TruBtinceton: Princeton University Press.

Smith, Daniel Jordan. 2006. A Culture of CorraptiEveryday Deception and Popular

Discontent in Nigeria Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Uslaner, Eric M. 2002. The Moral Foundation§noist New York: Cambridge University

Press.

. 2003. “Trust and Civic Engagemefiast and West.” In Gabriel Badescu and

Eric M. Uslaner, eds., Social Capital and the Titaorssto Democracy London:

Routledge.

Verba, Sidney, Kay Lehman Schlozman, and Henry Brd@95. Voice and Equality: Civic

Voluntarism in American PoliticsCambridge: Harvard University Press.

Williams, Robert. 1987. Political Corruption irfrica. Aldershot, UK: Gower Publishing.

@ Copyright Afrobarometer 30



Publications List

AFROBAROMETER WORKING PAPERS
No0.69 Uslaner, Eric. “Corruption and the Inequalitgp in Africa.” 2007.

No.68 Lewis, Peter. “Identity, Institutions and Dasracy in Nigeria.” 2007.
No.67 Mattes, Robert. “Public Opinion ResearchineEging Democracies: Are the Processes Differe2@®@7.
No.66 Cho, Wonbin. “Ethnic Fractionalization, Ele@l Institutions, and Africans’ Political Attitude 2007.

No.65 Bratton, Michael. “Are You Being Served? Blap Satisfaction with Health and Education Service
Africa.” 2006.

No.64 Fernandez, Kenneth E. and Michelle Kuenziif@ and Support for Democracy: Revisiting
Modernization Theory.” 2006.

No.63 Bratton, Michael and Carolyn Logan. “Votenst Blot Yet Citizens: The Weak Demand for Vertical
Accountability in Africa’s Unclaimed Democracie2006.

No.62 Bratton, Michael and Mxolisi Sibanyoni. “Dedry or Responsiveness? A Popular Scorecard oflLoca
Government Performance in South Africa.” 2006.

No.61 The Afrobarometer Network. “Citizens and 8tate in Africa: New Results From Afrobarometer Ribu
3.7 2006.

No0.60 The Afrobarometer Network. “Where is Africailgg? Views From Below: A
Compendium of Trends in Public Opinion in 12 AfaicCountries, 1999-2006.” 2006.

No.59 Bratton, Michael and Eldred MasunungtiP@pular Reactions to State Repression: Operation
Murambatsvina in Zimbabwe.” 2006.

No.58 Logan, Carolyn and Michael Bratton. “TPaitical Gender Gap in Africa: Similar Attitudd3ifferent
Behaviors.” 2006.

No.57 Evans, Geoffrey and Pauline Rose. “Suppaorfmocracy in Malawi: Does Schooling Matter?” 2006

No.56 Bratton, Michael. “Poor People and Democr&fiizenship in Africa.” 2006.

No.55 Moehler, Devra C. “Free and Fair or Frdedt and Forged: Elections and Legitimacy in Adric2005.

No.54 Stasavage, David. “Democracy and Primary Sichtiendance: Aggregate and Individual Level Evide
from Africa.” 2005.

No. 53 Reis, Deolinda, Francisco Rodrigues and $eseedo. “ Atitudes em Relagdo a Qualidade da Dexoiac
em Cabo Verde.” 2005.

No. 52 Lewis, Peter and Etannibi Alemika. “Seekiing Democratic Dividend: Public Attitudes and Atmted
Reform in Nigeria.” 2005.

No. 51 Kuenzi, Michelle and Gina Lambright. “Who tés in Africa? An Examination of Electoral TurndoitLO
African Countries.” 2005.

@ Copyright Afrobarometer 31



No.50

No.49

No.48

No.47

No.46

No.45

No.44

No.43

No.42

No.41

No.40

No.39

No.38

No.37

No.36

No.35

No.34

No0.33

No.32

No.31

Mattes, Robert and Doh Chull Shin. “The Deratic Impact of Cultural Values in Africa and Asiehe
Cases of South Korea and South Africa.” 2005.

Cho, Wonbin and Michael Bratton. “Electonastitutions, Partisan Status, and Political Suppbrt
Natural Experiment from Lesotho.” 2005.

Bratton, Michael and Peter Lewis. “The Duliibdf Political Goods? Evidence from Nigeria's We
Democracy.” 2005.

Keulder, Christiaan and Tania Wiese. “Demogid/ithout Democrats? Results from the 2003
Afrobarometer Survey in Namibia.” 2005.

Khaila, Stanley and Catherine Chibwana. “Years of Democracy in Malawi: Are Malawians Gedtin
What They Voted For?” 2005.

Schedler, Andreas and Rodolfo Sarsfield. MiDerats with Adjectives: Linking Direct and Inditec
Measures of Democratic Support.” 2004.

Bannon, Alicia, Edward Miguel, and Danielasner. “Sources of Ethnic Identification in Afrit2004.

Bratton, Michael. “State Building and Demdization in Sub-Saharan Africa: Forwards, Backwaois
Together?” 2004.

Chikwanha, Annie, Tulani Sithole, and MichBehtton. “The Power of Propaganda: Public Opirnion
Zimbabwe, 2004.” 2004.

Mulenga, Chileshe L., Annie Barbara Chikwardral Mbiko Msoni. “Satisfaction with

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

Ferree, Karen E. “The Micro-Foundations tfric Voting: Evidence from South Africa.” 2004.
Cho, Wonbin. “Political Institutions and Bé&ction with Democracy in Sub-Saharan Africa002.
Mattes, Robert. “Understanding Identity iftiéa: A First Cut.” 2004.

Leysens, Anthony J. “Marginalisation in SauthAfrica: Transformation from Below?” 2004.

Sall, Babaly and Zeric Kay Smith, with Madgri3okho. “Libéralisme, Patrimonialisme ou Autoigare
Atténue : Variations autour de la Démocratie Sélaégm” 2004.

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

The Afrobarometer Network. “Afrobarometer Rdi2: Compendium of Results from a 15-Country
Survey.” 2004.

Wolf, Tom, Carolyn Logan, and Jeremiah QWA New Dawn? Popular Optimism in Kenya After the
Transition.” 2004.

Gay, John and Robert Mattes. “The StateezhBcracy in Lesotho.” 2004.

Mattes, Robert and Michael Bratton. “Learnafigut Democracy in Africa: Awareness, Performaaog,
Experience.” 2003

@ Copyright Afrobarometer 32



No.30 Pereira, Joao, Ines Raimundo, Annie ChikwaAlfda Saute, and Robert Mattes. “Eight Years of
Multiparty Democracy in Mozambique: The Public’seMi.” 2003

No.29 Gay, John. “Development as Freedom: A VirtuGircle?” 2003.

No.28 Gyimah-Boadi, E. and Kwabena Amoah Awuambah. “The Growth of Democracy in Ghana. Despite
Economic Dissatisfaction: A Power Alternation BoRU2003.

No.27 Logan, Carolyn J., Nansozi Muwanga, Robert&mu, and Michael Bratton. “Insiders and Outsider
Varying Perceptions of Democracy and Governandéganda.” 2003.

No.26 Norris, Pippa and Robert Mattes. “Does EfityniDetermine Support for the Governing Party?” 200

No.25 Ames, Barry, Lucio Renno and Francisco Rpass. “Democracy, Market Reform, and Social Peace i
Cape Verde.” 2003.

No.24 Mattes, Robert, Christiaan Keulder, AnnigCBikwana, Cherrel Africa and Yul Derek Davids.
“Democratic Governance in South Africa: The Peaplew.” 2003.

No.23 Mattes, Robert, Michael Bratton and Yul Debavids. “Poverty, Survival, and Democracy in Swuih
Africa.” 2003.

No.22 Pereira, Joao C. G., Yul Derek Davids anddRoldattes. “Mozambicans’ Views of Democracy and
Political Reform: A Comparative Perspective.” 2003.

No.21 Whiteside, Alan, Robert Mattes, Samanthaaflilnd Ryann Manning. “Examining HIV/AIDS in
Southern Africa Through the Eyes of Ordinary Sotrih&fricans.” 2002.

No0.20 Lewis, Peter, Etannibi Alemika and MichaehBon. “Down to Earth: Changes in Attitudes Tovgard
Democracy and Markets in Nigeria.” 2002.

No.19 Bratton, Michael. “Wide but Shallow: Poputupport for Democracy in Africa.” 2002.

No.18 Chaligha, Amon, Robert Mattes, Michael Bratimd Yul Derek Davids. “Uncritical Citizens andtint
Trustees? Tanzanians’ Views of Political and Eeoicdreform.” 2002.

No.17 Simutanyi, Neo. “Challenges to Democratin§idation in Zambia: Public Attitudes to Demogrand
the Economy.” 2002.

No0.16 Tsoka, Maxton Grant. “Public Opinion and @ensolidation of Democracy in Malawi.” 2002.
No.15 Keulder, Christiaan. “Public Opinion and Golidation of Democracy in Namibia.” 2002.

No.14 Lekorwe, Mogopodi, Mpho Molomo, Wilford Mokfand Kabelo Moseki. “Public Attitudes Toward
Democracy, Governance, and Economic DevelopmeBbiswana.” 2001.

No.13 Gay, John and Thuso Green. “Citizen Pereeptdf Democracy, Governance, and Political Citsis
Lesotho.” 2001.

No.12 Chikwanha-Dzenga, Annie Barbara, Eldred Masgare, and Nyasha Madingira. “Democracy and
National Governance in Zimbabwe: A Country SuriReport.” 2001.

No. 11 The Afrobarometer Network. “AfrobarometesuRd I: Compendium of Comparative Data from a
Twelve-Nation Survey.” 2002

No.10 Bratton, Michael and Robert Mattes. “Pop@Eeaonomic Values and Economic Reform in Southern
Africa.” 2001.

@ Copyright Afrobarometer 33



No. 9 Bratton, Michael, Massa Coulibaly, and Fahisdtachado. “Popular Perceptions of Good Governance
Mali.” March 2000.

No.8  Mattes, Robert, Yul Derek Davids, and Cheffeica. “Views of Democracy in South Africa and the
Region: Trends and Comparisons.” October 2000.

No.7  Mattes, Robert, Yul Derek Davids, Cherrel &diand Michael Bratton. “Public Opinion and the
Consolidation of Democracy in Southern Africa.”ydaD00.

No.6  Bratton, Michael and Gina Lambright. “Ugand&aferendum 2000: The Silent Boycott.” 2001.

No.5  Bratton, Michael and Robert Mattes. “Democratid Market Reforms in Africa: What ‘the PeoplayS
2000.

No.4  Bratton, Michael, Gina Lambright, and Roberhtamu. “Democracy and Economy in Uganda: A Public
Opinion Perspective.” 2000.

No.3  Lewis, Peter M. and Michael Bratton. “Attitigd® Democracy and Markets in Nigeria.” 2000.

No.2  Bratton, Michael, Peter Lewis, and E. GyimateBi. “Attitudes to Democracy and Markets in Ghana.
1999.

No.1  Bratton, Michael and Robert Mattes. “SupportBemocracy in Africa: Intrinsic or
Instrumental?” 1999.

@ Copyright Afrobarometer 34



