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Abstract
Previous studies have found a high correlation between perceptions of corruption and
institutional trust. However, perceptions of corruption do not necessarily accurately reflect
objective levels of corruption. This gap between subjective perceptions and objective reality
is related to contextual factors in each society. At the same time, different contextual factors
will have varying impact on the relationship between perceived corruption and institutional
trust. This study uses data from the Asian Barometer Survey (ABS) to classify respondents
into one of four categories based on their perceptions of corruption and institutional trust: (1)
critical (perceive corruption as high, low institutional trust); (2) tolerant (perceive corruption
as high; high institutional trust); (3) supportive (perceive corruption as low, high institutional
trust), and (4) demanding (perceive corruption as low; low institutional trust). We then carry
out six pair comparisons between the two types, identifying contextual, individual-level, and
crossover factors that influence which category respondents are classified into.
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Introduction

It has long been observed that institutional trust is low and declining in democracies around
the world, with troubling consequences for regime legitimacy (Norris, 1999; Pharr & Putnam,
2002). Recent political developments in East and Southeast Asia have demonstrated
widespread public distrust toward regime institutions and politicians across the region. Most
notably, a scandal involving influence peddling of a close confidant of the South Korean
president Park Geun-hee led to massive street protests, and the eventual impeachment of the
president in March 2017. In Taiwan, the student-led occupation of the legislature in March and
April 2014 highlighted widespread political distrust, particularly among young people. In the
Philippines, the receptivity of many citizens to the demagogic appeals of President Rodrigo
Duterte is partly the result of extreme frustration with poor governance and corruption in the
current system. In Thailand, poor governance and corruption has undermined citizens’ trust in
democracy, enabling the military to present the coup of May 2014 as necessary intervention to
resolve the problems faced by the country’s malfunctioning democracy. In Malaysia, the
regime has been rocked by a massive corruption scandal involving the state development fund
and plagued by long-standing allegations of electoral malpractice.
However, despite public anger at regime malfeasance across the region, expert evaluations
suggest that the performance of the regimes in the region may not be as bad as their frustrated
citizens often claim. Beyond, the headline grabbing corruption scandals and political crises,
political systems such as Japan, South Korea, Hong Kong, and Taiwan actually score relatively
well on expert indices, such as Transparency International’s Corruption Perceptions Index and
the World Bank’s Worldwide Governance Indicators. 1 In contrast, countries where citizens
express higher levels of institutional trust in public opinion survey such as the Asian Barometer
Survey, particularly nondemocratic regimes such as China and Vietnam, often perform much
worse on these same measures of governance performance. In short, improving governance
performance provides no guarantee that the institutional trust of citizens will also increase;
conversely, poor governance performance does not necessarily result in low levels of trust in
regime institutions.
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These examples reveal two characteristics of perceived corruption and institutional trust in East
Asia. First, perception of corruption is generally highly correlated with institutional trust, but
perceptions of corruption do not necessarily accurately reflect objective levels of corruption.
This gap between subjective perceptions and objective reality is related to contextual factors in
each society. Second, different contextual factors will have varying impact on the relationship
between perceived corruption and institutional trust. First, several studies in recent years have
found that perceptions of corruption have a negative effect on institutional trust (Chang and
Chu, 2006; Lavallée, Razafindrakoto, and Roubaud, 2008). However, we also expect that many
citizens will not link perceived corruption to institutional trust. Some citizens may be prepared
to tolerate corruption – i.e. they continue to trust the regime even though they believe it is
corrupt. Conversely, other citizens may demand more than just clean government – i.e. they
withhold trust from the regime even though they do not believe it is corrupt. On this basis, we
can categorize respondents to one of four categories: (1) critical (perceive corruption as high,
low institutional trust); (2) tolerant (perceive corruption as high; high institutional trust); (3)
supportive (perceive corruption as low, high institutional trust), and (4) demanding (perceive
corruption as low; low institutional trust). The four types, categorized by high/low perceived
corruption and high/low institutional trust are shown below.

Typology of Perceptions of Corruption and Institutional Trust

High
institutional
trust
Low
institutional
trust

High perceived
corruption

Low perceived
corruption

2. Tolerant (1,1)

3. Supportive (0,1)

1. Critical (1,0)

4. Demanding (0,0)

Second, unlike previous studies which examine how perceptions of corruption affect
institutional trust, this study proposes a 4-category typology, and examines how contextual
factors influence which category respondents belong to. These contextual factors may refer to
social, economic, or political factors which influence which category an individual with the
same characteristic in different countries belongs to (contextual effect). Or there may be
complex mediating effects, which means that the same changes in individual-level
3

characteristics are mediated by contextual factors, producing divergent effects (crossover
effect).
In the second part of the paper, we provide conceptual definitions for the four different
categories produced by the intersection between perceived corruption and institutional trust.
We also review the relevant literature to explore how each of the categories in influenced by
individual-level, contextual, and crossover factors. The third part applies data from the Asian
Barometer Survey (ABS) to show the distribution of the four categories across different
political systems in Asia. The fourth part is the research design, including research hypotheses,
statistical methods, and variable operationalization. The fifth part is the research results and
discussion. The final part is the conclusion.

Literature Review and Typology of Perceived Corruption and Institutional Trust

Although we are not aware of any studies that explicitly link perceived corruption and
institutional trust to produce a 4-catgegory typology, there are many studies that look at the
relationship between these two variables. However, perceived corruption and institutional trust
may have a high level of endogeneity (Chang and Chu, 2006) – perceived corruption may erode
institutional trust, and low institutional trust may generate perceived corruption. In order to
avoid the problem of endogeneity, we instead classify respondents into one of four groups
based on their level of institutional trust, and identify a number of individual-level and
contextual predictors that influence which category a respondent falls into. According to this
typology, citizens who are “supportive” (low perceived corruption, high institutional trust) or
“critical” (high perceived corruption, low institutional trust) are attitudinally consistent with
the findings in the existing literature that perceptions of corruption erode institutional trust.
However, citizens who are “tolerant” or “demanding” do not explicitly link their perceptions
of corruption to their trust in the regime –citizens who are “tolerant” continue to express high
levels of trust in the regime despite the fact that they believe it has failed to control corruption;
conversely citizens who are “demanding” demand more from the regime than simply delivering
clean government, so withhold trust from the regime despite the fact that they do not believe
corruption to be a serious problem.
Political corruption is defined as the use of official powers for private gain, violating the basic
norm of public service that officials should serve citizens rather than pursue their own private
4

gain. As a result, scholars have argued that corruption has a corrosive effect on trust in political
institutions (Theobald, 1990; Doig & Theobald, 2000). When corruption is pervasive,
institutions are no longer viewed as working in the interests of society as a whole, and are
instead seen as vehicles for enriching corrupt politicians and their cronies. In the context of
democracies, where regime institutions are supposed to be responsive to the needs of citizens,
corruption undermines the ability of institutions to deliver on citizens’ demands (della Porta,
2000). Even in authoritarian societies such as China, where norms such as democratic
responsiveness do not prevail, the government is cognizant of the threat that corruption presents
to the legitimacy of regime institutions, launching high-profile drives to eradicate corruption
in an effort to restore the legitimacy of its rule (Harmel and Yeh, 2001). Therefore, citizens
who perceive high corruption are likely to have correspondingly low political trust. In this
study, we label these respondents as “critical.” Conversely, based on the findings in the existing
literature that perceived corruption is correlated with institutional trust, we would also expect
respondents with low perceptions of corruption to have high levels of institutional trust.
Institutional trust may be viewed as a rational response to the performance of political
institutions. Therefore, reducing corruption is expected to lead to higher levels of institutional
trust (Mishler and Rose, 2001: 36). In this study, citizens who perceive low corruption and
have correspondingly high institutional trust are labelled as “supportive.”
Although the preceding categories show a negative relationship between perceived corruption
and institutional trust, other studies have presented contending views. For instance, in the
context of the East Asian developmental state, scholars such as Kang (2002) and Wong (2004)
have argued that corruption helps economic growth by encouraging a collusive relationship
between the government and businesses that delivers a pro-growth investment environment.
As a result, claims of an “Asian corruption exceptionalism” have been made based on the
association between rapid economic growth and high levels of corruption in the region,
suggesting that citizens may be willing to tolerate corruption if economic growth is achieved.
Alternative hypotheses argue that corruption may provide certain benefits to citizens that
increases their trust in political institutions (Bayley, 1966) or that corruption helps to “grease
the wheels” of the bureaucracy, boosting economic and political performance (Leff, 1964),
which could increase trust in the regime. Méndeza and Sepúlvedab (2012) have shown that
while a high incidence of corruption adversely effects economic growth, corruption at a low
level of incidence actually has a beneficial effect on economic growth. If corruption does
benefit economic performance, then it may also increase the likelihood that citizens will trust
5

the regime. Therefore, respondents may believe that corruption is high, but still maintain high
levels of institutional trust. For these respondents, corruption may be viewed as a necessary
evil for economic development. Alternatively, they may personally benefit from corruption.
These respondents are labelled as “tolerant,” combining high perceived corruption with high
institutional trust.
The final category of respondents has low levels of institutional trust despite viewing
corruption as low. In other words, their expectations for regime performance are far beyond
simply keeping corruption under control. Norris (1999: 13) highlights the role of increasing
expectations of government for undermining trust in the government. With the expansion of
the role of the state, citizens have increasing demands for the performance of the government,
increasing the amount that the government needs to deliver in order to win the trust of its
citizens. Similarly, according to Lei and Lu (2016), a responsive government does not
necessarily generate favorable perceptions of government responsiveness due to a “ratchet”
effect of popular perceptions of government responsiveness – whereby citizens in countries
with highly responsive governments hold their government to higher standards. This effect may
produce “demanding” citizens, who combine low perceived corruption with low institutional
trust.
Trend of Empirical Distribution by Time and Country in Asia
In this section, we look at the distribution of respondents across each of the four types, using
the mean values on the four-point Likert scale measuring perceived corruption and institutional
trust (the scales range from 1-4, with 2.5 as the midpoint on the scale). A score higher than the
midpoint of 2.5 is classified as “high,” while a score of lower (or equal to) 2.5 is classified as
“low.” We then combine these two scales to produce the distribution for the four categories
across each of the countries. In addition to showing the overall scores for each of the four waves
in Figure 1 and 2, we also show the individual country results in Appendix 2.
[Figure 1 here]
[Figure 2 here]
In Figure 1 and Figure 2 above, we show the percentages belonging to each group for all of the
surveyed political systems (Figure 1) and then separately for democracies and non-democracies
(Figure 2). The individual breakdowns for each of the surveyed political systems can be found
in the appendix. First, for the overall sample, in Wave 1, the largest group of respondents were
6

“supportive” (38% of the total), followed by demanding (24%), critical (23%), and tolerant
(24%). In Wave 2, the proportion of “supportive” respondents increased to 48%, while there
were corresponding falls in the other categories. The proportions for Wave 3 were largely the
same as for Wave 2, but in Wave 4, there was a slight drop in the number of “supportive”
respondents, with corresponding increases “critical” and “demanding” respondents. Excluding
Wave 1 which only covered eight political systems, the proportion of respondents in each of
the four categories remained very stable – with “supportive” respondents accounting for
between 43%–48% of the total, “critical” respondents accounting for 19%–23% of the total,
“tolerant” respondents accounting for 12%–15% of the total, and demanding respondents
accounting for 12%–15% of the total.
In Figure 2, we distinguish between democratic and nondemocratic regimes based on whether
the political system is classified as an electoral democracy by Freedom House in the survey
year. Here, we find striking differences between regime types. In Wave 1, only 31% of
respondents in democracies were “supportive,” compared to 59% of respondents in nondemocracies, while 13% of respondents in democracies were “tolerant,” compared to 20% of
respondents in non-democracies. Conversely, democracies had much higher proportions of
critical (29%) and demanding (28%) respondents. However, it should be noted that only two
non-democracies (China and Hong Kong) are included in the analysis for Wave 1. In Wave 2,
the gap between different regime types grew, with only 25% of respondents in democracies
classified as “supportive” compared to 67% of respondents in non-democracies. As with Wave
1, citizens in democracies were much more likely to be “critical” or “demanding,” The results
in Wave 3 were largely consistent with Wave 2, with only 22% of respondents in democracies
classified as “supportive” compared to 67% of respondents in non-democracies. However, in
Wave 4, there was a slight narrowing of the gap between regime types. In particular, the
percentage of “supportive” respondents in democracies increased to 27%, while there was a
decline in the percentage of “supportive” respondents in non-democracies to 57%. There were
also corresponding increases in “critical” and “demanding” citizens in non-democracies in
Wave 4. This development suggests the possible emergence of a more informed and critical
citizenry in the nondemocracies of the region.
Looking across the four waves, the proportion of “tolerant” respondents in democracies and
non-democracies was largely consistent, suggesting the existence of a personality type that is
willing to trust the government regardless of its performance. However, the distribution across
remaining three categories showed considerable variation by regime type. In particular, citizens
7

in democracies are much more likely to be “demanding” or “critical,” while citizens in nondemocracies are much more likely to be “supportive.” Japan and South Korea, for instance,
have very large numbers of “demanding” citizens. reflecting higher expectations for
government performance. In other democracies, such as Taiwan, low institutional trust is still
associated with high perceptions of corruption, producing more “critical” citizens. In many
nondemocratic countries, including Singapore, Malaysia, and Thailand, majorities of citizens
remain “supportive.” However, in other nondemocratic political systems, including Cambodia
and Hong Kong, there has been an erosion in the number of “supportive” citizens. In some
cases, such as China, shifts in the proportion of respondents in each category may occur in
response to developments within the country – there was a large shift from “tolerant” to
“supportive” in China between Wave 3 and Wave 4, coinciding with the launch of the anticorruption campaign under Xi Jinping.
Research Design
The dependent variable in this study is constructed using the nominal variables of the 4category typology of perceived corruption and institutional trust. and is therefore suitable for
multi-nominal logistic regression. The factors influencing which of the four categories
respondents are classified into come from the individual-level, macro level, and also from
crossover effects of the two levels. Therefore, in order to clarify the effects of the different
levels, since the data covers fourteen different political systems at four different time points,
we use hierarchical generalized modeling. For this study, we use a two-level model. The first
level is the individual level; the second level is the macro level (contextual factors for each
surveyed political system). Since there were changes in the number of political systems covered
by the ABS over the four waves, we used the sampling weights provided by each of the country
surveys. At the macro level, we weighted according to the total number of samples for each
wave, so each wave is weighted as 1/4. Then within each wave, we weighted by country equally,
so each of the eight countries in the First Wave is weighted as 1/8.
Since there is already a large volume of research looking at individual predictors of perceived
corruption and institutional trust, before carrying out the regression analysis for the different
categories, we first carry out binary logistic regressions for each of these dependent variables.
Our main focus is to show whether the individual-level findings are consistent with the existing
literature. In addition, we also include macro-level predictors as the intercept terms (level of
democracy, economic growth, level of development). For the first stage of our analysis, we
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want to confirm that our findings are consistent with the previous literature, and also gain a
general understanding of the contextual factors.
The second stage of our analysis is the multilevel analysis for the different categories. The
purpose of our analysis is to identify the effect of contextual factors on perceived corruption
and political trust. Therefore, our focus is on comparing the contextual effects for the six pair
comparisons for each of the four categories. The six comparisons are produced from a
comparison of each of the four categories with the all of the other categories. The regression
analysis produces results for each of these six comparisons. However, the results of these six
pairs of comparisons need to be interpreted as a whole. In this model, individual level variables
primarily function as control variables. For the macro-level variables, we only set the random
intercept (meaning the contextual effect).
For the final stage in the analysis, we measure the crossover effects of political interest, media
use, and witnessing corruption with the macro-level variables. The model specifications are
identical to the second stage, except that for the three individual-level predictors, we add the
crossover effects for the three macro variables which explain the random variation in the
regression coefficients in order to estimate the effect of the macro-level variables on the
individual-level regression coefficients.
The analysis for each of the three stages is carried out using HLM 6.08 software. For the
centering method, when the individual level variables are binary, we fix at the default category.
If the variables are ordinal or continuous, we use centering by the group mean. For the macro
level variables, we use centering by the grand mean. The individual level regression
coefficients (including intercept terms) have random errors in their estimates. When estimating
contextual effects, we only explain the intercept term and the macro level explanatory variable.
When estimating crossover effects, the intercept term and the regression coefficient for the
relevant individual-level predictor are added to the macro-level predictor to explain its random
variation.
Cases
This paper deals with perceptions of corruption and institutional trust in East Asia. We include
14 political systems that have been surveyed by at least one wave of the Asian Barometer
Survey. The political systems included are: Cambodia, China, Hong Kong, Indonesia, Japan,
Malaysia, Mongolia, Philippines, Singapore, South Korea, Taiwan, Thailand, and Vietnam.
The political systems range from full democracies (Japan, South Korea, Taiwan) to one-party
9

authoritarian regimes (China and Vietnam). Economically, they encompass advanced
industrialized societies such as Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong, and Singapore,
rapidly growing economies such as China, and less developed primarily agrarian societies such
as Myanmar and Cambodia. In terms of corruption as measured by Transparency
International’s Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI), the political systems range from those
ranked near the top of the CPI for control of corruption, including Singapore, Hong Kong, and
Japan, to low-ranked political systems for control of corruption such as Vietnam and Myanmar.
The diversity of political systems in the region enables us to examine the effect of different
contextual variables on corruption and institutional trust.
Data
For this study, we rely on data from the Asian Barometer Survey (ABS), a comparative survey
project concerned with political attitudes in East Asia. Since the launch of the ABS in 2001,
four waves of the survey have been completed. The first wave included eight political systems
(China, Hong Kong, Japan, Mongolia, Philippines, South Korea, Taiwan, and Thailand). For
the second and third survey wave, a further five political systems were added (Cambodia,
Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore, and Vietnam), while Myanmar was added in the fourth survey
wave.
The ABS asks a series of questions measuring respondents’ trust in regime institutions.
Respondents are asked: “For each one [institution], please tell me how much trust you have in
them. Is it a great deal of trust, quite a lot of trust, not very much trust, or none at all?”
Respondents are asked to give their level of trust in seven institutions: national government,
parliament, courts, political parties, the civil service, the military, and the police. The national
government, parliament, and courts represent the three branches of government. The national
government, parliament, and political parties and the main institutions of representative
government, while the civil service, the military, and the police belong to the unelected state
apparatus. In this paper, we take the mean value of respondent’s distrust in the seven
institutions, which we recode into binary variables with low/high by the overall mean.
Next, the ABS asks two items asking respondents whether they believe that most national
officials/local officials are corrupt. We use the average of perceived national and local
corruption, which we recode into binary variables with low/high by the overall mean. Finally,
we include several individual level predictors from the ABS measuring political interest, media
access, witnessing corruption, satisfaction with democracy, social trust, country’s economic
10

condition, family’s economic condition, as well as education, urban residence, income, age,
and male gender. Full details of the variable construction and operationalization can be found
in the Appendix.
Our model also includes three contextual predictors. First, we include the level of democracy,
measured using reverse Freedom House scores for the survey year in each political system.
Second, we include economic growth, measured as average growth for the three years
preceding the year of the survey in each political system (including the survey year). Third, we
include GDP per capita for the survey year in each political system as a measure of the level
of development.
Hypotheses
Based on the preceding discussion, we present the following six hypotheses for testing:
H1: Citizens in democracies are more likely to perceive high corruption and have low
institutional trust, therefore the level of democracy is positively associated with the choice of
“critical” over “supportive”
H2: Citizens in democracies are more likely to perceive high corruption, regardless of their
level of institutional trust, therefore level of democracy is positively associated with choice of
“critical” over “demanding” and “tolerant” over “supportive”
H3: Citizens in democracies are more likely to have low institutional trust, regardless of their
perception of corruption, therefore level of democracy is positively associated with the choice
of “demanding” over “supportive” and “critical” over “tolerant”
H4: Citizens in more developed societies are less likely to perceive high corruption and have
low institutional trust, therefore GDP per capita is negatively associated with the choice of
“critical” over “supportive”
H5: Citizens in more developed societies are less likely to perceive high corruption, regardless
of their level of institutional trust, therefore GDP per capita is negatively associated with choice
of “critical” over “demanding” and “tolerant” over “supportive”
H6: Citizens in more developed societies are less likely to have low institutional trust,
regardless of their perception of corruption, therefore GDP per capita is negatively associated
with the choice of “demanding” over “supportive” and “critical” over “tolerant”
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Results and Discussion
Explaining Individual Dependent Variables Alone
In the left column of Table 1, we show the effect of the individual-level and contextual
predictors on institutional trust. In terms of individual level predictors, political interest,
satisfaction with democracy, social trust, country’s economic condition, and family’s economic
condition are positively correlated with institutional trust, while witnessing corruption,
education, urban residence, and income are negatively correlated with institutional trust. Media
access, age, and gender have no significant relationship with institutional trust. In terms of
macro level predictors, the level of democracy in a country is negatively associated with
institutional trust, but there is no statistically significant relationship between economic growth
or per capita GDP and institutional trust. The negative association between the level of
democracy and institutional trust is consistent with previous studies that found low and
declining political trust in democracies (Norris, 1999; Pharr & Putnam, 2002), but much more
robust political trust in authoritarian regimes (Shi, 2001; Park, 2017). The lack of a significant
correlation between economic growth and institutional trust suggests that economic benefits
will not necessarily make citizens more likely to trust the regime. Finally, the lack of a
significant correlation between per capita GDP and institutional trust suggests that social
modernization may not always produce the value changes that lead to declining institutional
trust as predicted by scholars such as Inglehart (1990) and Dalton and Welzel (2015)
In the right-hand column of Table 1, we show the effect of the individual-level and contextual
predictors on perceived corruption. In terms of individual level predictors, only urban residence
has a statistically significant positive correlation with perceived corruption, while satisfaction
with democracy, social trust, country’s economic condition, and age are negatively associated
with perceived corruption. The remaining individual-level predictors do not have a statistically
significant relationship with perceived corruption. In terms of macro level predictors, the level
of democracy and economic growth are associated with higher levels of perceived corruption,
while per capita GDP is associated with lower levels of perceived corruption. While the finding
for the negative association between per capita GDP and levels of perceived corruption is
consistent with the expectation that corruption tends to decline with economic development
(Treisman, 2000), the positive association between the level of democracy and perceived
corruption is not consistent with the expectation that democracy reduces corruption (Kolstad
& Wiig, 2015).
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[Table 1 here]
Our initial analysis of the predictors of institutional trust and perceived corruption suggest some
unexpected conclusions. First, the negative effect of regime type is consistent with the findings
in the existing literature on institutional trust. However, the positive correlation between the
level of democracy and perceived corruption is not consistent with the expectation that
corruption is lower in democracies. Second, the lack of a significant relationship between
economic growth and institutional trust is not consistent with the expectation that a rapidly
growing economy will increase support for the regime.
Findings for Typology of Perceived Corruption and Institutional Trust
First, we compare the likelihood that respondents are classified as “critical” or “supportive.”
As expected, the level of democracy is associated with a greater likelihood of belonging to the
“critical” category when compared with the “supportive” category, meaning that respondents
in democracies are more likely to both perceive that politics is corrupt and express distrust in
political institutions, whereas respondents in less democratic regimes are less likely to both
perceive that politics is corrupt and express distrust in political institutions. However, for the
effect of level of development (measured as GDP per capita), we find the opposite – higher
levels of development are associated a greater likelihood that respondents are “supportive”
rather than “critical.” Finally, economic growth does not have a significant effect on whether
respondents are “supportive” or “critical.” For the individual level predictors, witnessing
corruption, urban residence, and income are associated with a greater likelihood that
respondents are “critical,” while political interest, satisfaction with democracy, social trust,
country’s economic condition, and family’s economic condition are associated with a greater
likelihood that respondents are “supportive.”
The findings for the contextual predictors for level of democracy and GDP per capita are
consistent with our expectations that democracy produces more “critical” citizens, but that
economic development produces more “supportive” citizens. In particular, comparing
consistently “critical” and “supportive” respondents (rather than only measuring the
institutional trust dimension) changes the effect of GDP per capita from nonsignificant to
significant. However, as with the analysis of institutional trust, short term economic
performance (economic growth) does not produce more “supportive” citizens – this may
because the direction of causality between economic performance and level of corruption
works in the opposite direction. For the individual level predictors, while “witnessing
13

corruption” does not have a statistically significant effect on perceptions of corruption, it is
associated with a greater likelihood that citizens will both perceive corruption and have low
institutional trust. Furthermore, urban residents and respondents with higher incomes are more
likely to be consistent critics than their rural counterparts. The finding for actual reported
income is not consistent with the finding that country’s economic condition and family’s
economic condition are associated with a greater likelihood that citizens perceive corruption to
be low and have high institutional trust. In other words, it is the perceived economic condition
of respondents, rather than actual income, which produces a positive effect on institutional trust
and perceptions of corruption.
Second, we compare the “critical” and “demanding” pairs. Respondents who are “critical”
perceive that corruption is high and have low institutional trust; citizens who are “demanding”
perceive that corruption is low but still have low institutional trust. For this pair comparison,
level of democracy is associated with a greater likelihood that citizens are “critical,” while
GDP per capita is associated with a greater likelihood that citizens are “supportive.” Economic
growth has no significant effect on whether respondents are “critical” or “supportive.” For the
individual level predictors, urban residence has a positive effect on whether respondents are
“critical” rather than “demanding,” while satisfaction with democracy, country’s economic
condition, and family’s economic condition have a negative effect on whether respondents are
“critical” rather than “demanding.” This findings for this pair comparison indicate that
respondents in democracies are more likely than respondents in nondemocracies to view
corruption as high when they have low institutional trust than respondents in nondemocracies,
while citizens in higher income countries are less likely than respondents in low income
countries to view corruption as high when they have low institutional trust.
Third, we compare the “tolerant” and “supportive” pairs. Respondents who are “tolerant”
perceive corruption is high, even though they have high institutional trust; respondents who are
“supportive” perceive corruption as low and have high institutional trust. The findings for this
pair comparison are largely consistent with the “critical” and “demanding” pair comparison.
Level of democracy is positively associated with “tolerant” over “supportive,” indicating that
in democracies citizens with high institutional trust are more likely to view the regime as
corrupt. Conversely, GDP per capita is negatively associated with “tolerant” over “supportive,”
indicating that in more developed societies, citizens with high institutional trust are less likely
to view the regime as corrupt. In addition, for this pair comparison, “economic growth”
becomes significant – in other words, economic growth makes citizens with high institutional
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trust more likely to view the regime as corrupt, but has no statistically significant effect on
perceptions of corruption for citizens with low institutional trust. For the individual level
predictors, as with the “critical” and “demanding” pair comparison, satisfaction with
democracy, social trust, country’s economic condition, and family’s economic condition have
a significant negative effect on “tolerant” over “supportive,” while urban residence has a
significant positive effect on “tolerant” over “supportive.” However, for the “tolerant” and
“supportive” pair comparison, media access, education, and age also have negative effects on
“tolerant” over “supportive.” In other words, citizens with high levels of institutional trust are
less likely to perceive corruption as high when they have greater media access, a higher
education level, or are older, but these predictors have no significant effect on perceived
corruption for citizens with low levels of institutional trust.
Fourth, we compare the “demanding” and “supportive” pairs. This is a comparison of
institutional trust among respondents who believe that corruption is low. Level of democracy
is positively associated with “demanding” over “supportive,” indicating that in democracies
citizens are more likely to distrust the regime even when they believe corruption is low.
However, economic growth and GDP per capita do not have any significant effect on whether
a respondent is “demanding” or “supportive.” For the individual level predictors, political
interest, social trust, country’s economic condition, and family’s economic condition have a
negative influence on “demanding” over “supportive,” while witnessing corruption, education,
and income have a positive influence on “demanding” over “supportive.” The finding for
witnessing corruption shows that personal witnessing corruption may erode the institutional
trust of respondents even when they do not view the regime as corrupt.

The findings for

education and income show that more educated and affluent respondents often demand more
than just clean government, and may withhold trust from the regime even if they do not think
it is corrupt.
Fifth, we compare the “critical” and “tolerant” pairs. This is a comparison of institutional trust
among respondents who believe that corruption is high. Level of democracy is positively
associated with “critical” over “tolerant,” indicating that citizens in democracies are less likely
to be tolerant of corruption. However, as with the “demanding and “supportive” pair, economic
growth and GDP per capita do not have a statistically significant effect on “critical” over
“tolerant.” For the individual level predictors, witnessing corruption, education, urban
residence, and income have significant positive effects on whether respondents are “critical”
or “tolerant.” The finding for witnessing corruption is of particular interest, as it demonstrates
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that personal witnessing of corruption leads respondents who believe that corruption is high to
have lower levels of institutional trust. Furthermore, our findings show that respondents who
are more educated, live in urban areas, and are more affluent, and who believe that corruption
is high have lower levels of institutional trust. These findings are consistent with the previous
pair comparison between “demanding” and “supportive,” with the exception that the effect of
urban residence becomes statistically significant. Of the remaining individual-level predictors,
political interest, satisfaction with democracy, social trust, country’s economic condition, and
family’s economic condition all have a negative effect on “critical” over “tolerant,” largely
consistent with the findings in the preceding pair comparison.
Finally, we compare the “tolerant” and “demanding” pairs. This pair comparison is between
respondents who believe that corruption is high but have high levels of regime trust, and
respondents who believe that corruption is low but have low levels of regime trust. For this
pair comparison, the level of democracy has no significant effect, while economic growth has
a significant positive effect on the choice of “tolerant” over “demanding” and GDP per capita
has a significant negative effect on “tolerant” and “demanding.” Of the individual level
predictors, political interest, satisfaction with democracy, country’s economic condition,
family’s economic condition, and urban residence are positively associated with “tolerant” over
“demanding,” while media access, education, and income are negatively associated with
“tolerant” over “demanding.” The findings for this pair comparison are more sporadic and
difficult to interpret, because the comparison is between two types of “inconsistent”
respondents – those who have high levels of institutional trust despite perceiving high
corruption, and those who have low levels of institutional trust despite perceiving low levels
of corruption.
From the research hypotheses, H1-H3 are all supported. Citizens in democracies are more
likely to perceive high corruption and have low institutional trust at the same time. They are
also more likely to perceive high corruption, regardless of their level of institutional trust, and
to have low institutional trust, regardless of their level of perceived corruption. For H4–H6,
only H4 and H5 are supported. Citizens in more developed societies are less likely to
perceive high corruption and have low institutional trust at the same time. They are also less
likely to perceive high corruption, regardless of their level of institutional trust. However, the
level of development has no effect on institutional trust regardless of whether perceived
corruption is high or low.
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[Table 2 here]
Findings for Crossover Effects
From the results above, the effects of the macro level predictors level are quite straightforward.
More democracy is associated with higher levels of perceived corruption, regardless of
respondents’ institutional trust (critical vs. demanding; tolerant vs. supportive). At the same
time, more democracy is also associated with lower levels of institutional trust, regardless of
respondents’ perceptions of corruption (demanding vs. supportive; critical vs. tolerant).
Conversely, higher levels of economic development are associated with lower levels of
perceived corruption, regardless of respondents’ institutional trust (critical vs. demanding;
tolerant vs. supportive). However, there is no significant relationship between levels of
economic development and institutional trust regardless of whether respondents have low or
high levels of perceived corruption (demanding vs. supportive; critical vs. tolerant). When
institutional trust is high, economic growth is positively associated with higher perceptions of
corruption (tolerant vs. supportive). However, when institutional trust is low, economic growth
has no significant effect on perceptions of corruption (critical vs. demanding). At the same time,
regardless of the level of perceived corruption, economic growth does not have a statistically
significant effect on the level of institutional trust (demanding vs. supportive; critical vs.
tolerant).
For the individual level predictors, items measuring satisfaction with democracy, social trust,
country’s economic condition, and family’s economic condition are mostly associated with
higher levels of institutional trust regardless of the level of the level of perceived corruption
(demanding vs. supportive; critical vs. tolerant). At the same time, these items are also
associated with lower levels of perceived corruption regardless of the level of institutional trust
(critical vs. demanding; tolerant vs. supportive). These items capture important individual
orientations such as trust in others and confidence in the political system, and therefore these
findings are as anticipated. However, the variables measuring political interest, media access,
and witnessing corruption produce more patchy results. Interest in politics is negatively
associated with critical over supportive, and also negatively associated with also positively
associated with institutional trust regardless of whether respondents have low or high levels of
perceived corruption. However, political interest has no effect on the two pairs measuring
perceived corruption (critical vs. demanding; tolerant vs. supportive). Media access only
affects institutional trust when corruption is high (critical vs. tolerant), and only affects
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perceived corruption when institutional trust is high (tolerant vs. supportive). Witnessing
corruption is associated with critical over supportive, and is associated with lower levels of
institutional trust regardless of the level of the level of perceived corruption (demanding vs.
supportive; critical vs. tolerant). However, surprisingly, witnessing corruption has no
significant effect on perceptions of corruption regardless of the level of institutional trust
(critical vs. demanding; tolerant vs. supportive).
However, it is also the case that the effect of these individual level variables may be to
influenced by the macro-level context. For example, it seems likely that political interest,
access to media and witnessing corruption may have very different effects in different contexts.
For example, in a democracy, perception of corruption and eroding institutional trust may be
more strongly associated with political interest and access to media given frequent news reports
of corruption scandals and government malfeasance. However, in nondemocratic regimes,
where the media is controlled by the state and serves as a government mouthpiece, the opposite
may be the case. Similarly, in more developed societies where petty corruption is rare and most
corruption is grand corruption that is not directly witnessed by ordinary people, political
interest and access to media may play a more important role in perceptions of corruption and
eroding institutional trust, while in less developed societies, where petty corruption is still
rampant, witnessing corruption may play a more significant role.
To test these effects, we measure the crossover effects of the three individual-level variables
(political interest, media access, witnessing corruption), and the three macro variables (Table
3). Due to space constraints, here we focus on a few of the interesting findings. First, for
political interest, the level of a democracy has a significant positive crossover effect on the
critical vs. demanding pair, but significant negative crossover effects on the tolerant vs.
supportive and demanding vs. supportive pairs. The crossover effect of political interest and
level of democracy shows that in democracies, politically interested citizens may make a more
explicit link between performance and institutional trust – when they have low levels of
institutional trust, they are more likely to regard corruption as high (critical vs. demanding),
but when they have high levels of institutional trust, they are less likely to regard corruption as
high (tolerant vs. supportive). Second, for media access, the level of democracy only has
significant crossover effects for the critical vs. supportive comparison. In other words, at higher
levels of democracy, citizens with greater media access are more likely to have a consistently
critical attitude (low institutional trust, high perceived corruption), consistent with the role of
the media in democracies to monitor government.
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Finally, witnessing corruption has a significant positive effect on critical over supportive.
However, this relationship is weakened at higher levels of democracy. Higher levels of
democracy also weaken the positive effect of witnessing corruption on tolerant over supportive
and demanding over supportive. In other words, at higher levels of democracy, witnessing
corruption has less of an effect in producing consistently critical respondents, in perceptions of
the level of corruption when institutional trust is high, and in the level of institutional trust
when perceived corruption is low. Finally, the level of development only has a significant
(negative) crossover effect with witnessing corruption for the critical vs. demanding pair, and
does not produce consistent crossover effects increasing perceived corruption or eroding
institutional trust as anticipated.
[Table 3 here]
Conclusion
This paper takes a new approach to problem of perceived corruption and institutional trust in
East Asia, by creating a typology of low/high perceived corruption and low/high institutional
trust, and identifying contextual, individual-level, and crossover factors that influence which
category respondents are placed into. The contextual level predictors for democracy and level
of development worked largely as expected, with democracy producing higher perceived
corruption and lower institutional trust, while the level of development was associated with
lower perceived corruption, but not with higher institutional trust. Initially, we only selected
three individual-level variables to examine crossover effects (political interest, media access,
and witnessing corruption). Future analysis could include more individual-level variables in
the analysis of crossover effects. In addition, we might also consider including more contextual
variables. For instance, perceptions of corruption and institutional trust may be influenced by
contextual factors such as globalization and inequality.
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Tables and Figures

Table 1. Explaining Types of Institutional Trust and
Corruption Perception in Asia

Individual-Level Predictors
Political Interest
Media Access
Witnessing Corruption
Satisfaction with Democracy
Social Trust
County’s Economic Condition
Family’s Economic Condition
Education
Urban Residence
Income
Age
Male
Contextual Predictors
Level of Democracy
Economic Growth
GDP Per Capita Log
Threshold
N

Institutional
Trust

Perceived
Corruption

.13(.03) **
-.02(.02)
-.31(.09) **
.78(.05) **
.33(.04) **
.24(.01) **
.14(.04) **
-.06(.01) **
-.13(.05) *
-.07(.02) **
.00(.00)
-.06(.04)

.00(.03)
-.03(.02)
.11(.19)
-.41(.04) **
-.25(.04) **
-.13(.06) *
-.04(.04)
-.01(.02)
.43(.07) **
-.00(.02)
-.00(.00) *
-.04(.05)

-.66(.07) **
.72(.06) **
.02(.04)
.12(.03) **
-.34(.21)
-1.03(.14) **
.75(.14) ** -2.04(.26) **
67879

Note: Entry is unstandardized coefficient and figures in parentheses
are unstandardized errors.
Level of Significance: *p≦0.05, **p≦0.01.
Program: HLM 6.08
Data Source: ABS I-IV
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Table 2. Explaining Types of Corruption Perception and Institutional Trust in Asia
Critical/
Supportive
(1,0)/(0,1)

Critical/
Demanding
(1,0)/(0,0)

Individual-Level Predictors
Political Interest
-.11(.05) *
.03(.04)
Media Access
-.01(.03)
-.04(.03)
Witnessing Corruption
.43(.18) *
.11(.16)
Satisfaction with Democracy -1.02(.07) ** -.30(.05) **
Social Trust
-.44(.06) ** -.15(.05) **
County’s Economic Condition -.35(.09) ** -.12(.05) *
Family’s Economic Condition -.20(.05) ** -.04(.03)
Education
.02(.02)
-.03(.01)
Urban Residence
.61(.10) **
.50(.09) **
Income
.07(.03) *
-.00(.02)
Age
-.00(.00)
-.00(.00)
Male
.03(.06)
-.02(.05)
Contextual Predictors
Level of Democracy
1.23(.11) **
.48(.08) **
Economic Growth
.04(.07)
.07(.05)
GDP Per Capita Log
-.84(.25) ** -.92(.18) **
Threshold
-2.58(.36) ** -1.69(.29) **
N

Tolerant/
Supportive
(1,1)/(0,1)

Demanding/
Supportive
(0,0)/(0,1)

Critical/
Tolerant
(1,0)/(1,1)

Tolerant/
Demanding
(1,1)/(0,0)

.04(.04)
-.06(.03) *
.19(.14)
-36(.06) **
-.20(.06) **
-.15(.05) **
-.05(.04)
-.04(.02) *
.32(.07) **
.00(.02)
-.01(.00) **
.01(.06)

-.15(.03) **
.03(.02)
.21(.09) *
-.74(.05) **
-.33(.05) **
-.24(.06) **
-.15(.04) **
.05(.01) **
.09(.06)
.07(.02) **
-.00(.00)
.05(.05)

.22(.04) **
-.10(.03) **
-.17(.14)
.40(.07) **
.13(.07)
.10(.04) *
.12(.05) *
-.09(.02) **
.19(.09) *
-.08(.03) **
-.01(.00)
-10(.05)

.70(.07) **
.12(.04) *
-1.08(.17) **
-2.27(.28) **

.76(.06) **
-.04(.04)
.16(.14)
-.88(.13) **
67879

-.18(.04) **
.06(.02) *
.28(.09) **
-.69(.06) **
-.28(.07) **
-.22(.07) **
-.16(.05) **
.06(.02) **
.30(.09) **
.08(.03) *
.00(.00)
.07(.05)
.
.56(.06) **
-.07(.04)
.26(.15)
-.36(.15) *

-.08(.08)
.14(.05) **
-1.18(.19) **
-1.32(.24) **

Note: Entry is unstandardized coefficient and figures in parentheses are unstandardized errors.
Level of Significance: *p≦0.05, **p≦0.01.
Program: HLM 6.08
Data Source: ABS I-IV
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Table 3. Crossover Effects for Corruption Perception and Institutional Trust in Asia

Political Interest
Level of Democracy
Economic Growth
GDP Per Capita Log
Media Access
Level of Democracy
Economic Growth
GDP Per Capita Log
Witnessing Corruption
Level of Democracy
Economic Growth
GDP Per Capita Log

Critical/
Critical/
Tolerant/
Supportive
Demanding
Supportive
(1,0)/(0,1)
(1,0)/(0,0)
(1,1)/(0,1)
-.15(.05) ** -.01(.04)
.07(.04)
.00(.02)
.05(.02) * -.04(.02) *
**
-.04(.01)
-.01(.01)
-.02(.01)
-.08(.05)
-.13(.04) ** .09(.05)
-.02(.03)
-.04(.03)
-.08(.03) *
.03(.01) * .02(.01)
-.00(.01)

-.00(.01)
.00(.01)
-.00(.01)
-.06(.03)
-.09(.03) ** -.00(.03)
.49(.19) ** .04(.18)
.30(.14) *
-.23(.07) ** .08(.07)
-.13(.06) *
**
.03(.04)
.11(.04)
.07(.04)
-.14(.18)
-.51(.17) **
.05(.15)

Demanding/
Supportive
(0,0)/(0,1)

Critical/
Tolerant
(1,0)/(1,1)
-.15(.03) ** -.24(.05) **

Tolerant/
Demanding
(1,1)/(0,0)
.23(.05) **

*
*

.00(.02)
.01(.01)
.04(.05)
-.09(.03) **
-.01(.02)
.01(.01)
-.04(.04)
-.16(.15)
.17(.06) **
.15(.04) **
-.23(.16)

-.04(.02)
-.02(.01)
.06(.04)
.02(.02)
.02(.01)
-.01(.01)
.03(.03)
.24(.10)
-.17(.05)
.00(.03)
.03(.12)

.04(.02)
-.02(.01)
-.18(.05) **
.03(.03)
.03(.01)
-.01(.01)
-.05(.03)
* .24(.10) *
** -.08(.05)
-.03(.03)
-.21(.13)

Note: Entry is unstandardized coefficient and figures in parentheses are unstandardized errors.
Level of Significance: *p≦0.05, **p≦0.01.
Program: HLM 6.08
Data Source: ABS I-IV
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Figure 1: Perceptions of Corruption and Institutional Trust
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Figure 2: Perceptions of Corruption and Institutional Trust by Regime Type
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Appendix
Appendix 1: Information of Variable Construction and Operationalization
Variable
Perceived Corruption

Questionnaire (ABS IV question id)
˙Average of perceived national and local corruption (q133,q134)
Note: recoding into binary variables with low/high by the overall mean.
˙Mean value of individual respondent’s distrust of institutions, inclusive of
courts(q8), national government(q9), political parties(q10), parliament(q11),
civil service(q12), military(q13), and police(q14)
Note: recoding into binary variables with low/high by the overall mean.
˙combination of the two binary variables of perceived corruption and trust
in institution: Critical(1,0) coded “1”, Tolerant(1,1) coded “2”,
Supportive(0,1) coded “3”, Demanding(0,0) coded “4”
˙How interested would you say you are in politics? (q89)
˙How often do you follow news about politics and government? (q44)
˙Have you or anyone you know personally witnessed an act of corruption
or bribe-taking by a politician or government official in the past year?
(q136)
˙On the whole, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the way
democracy works in the country? (q92)
˙Would you say that "Most people can be trusted" or "that you must be
very careful in dealing with people"? (q23)
˙How would you rate the overall economic condition of our country today?

Range
0~1

˙As for your own family, how do you rate the economic situation of your
family today?

1~5

Education
Urban Residence

˙Level of education (se5a)
˙Rural or Urban (level3)

1~10
0~1

Income
Age
Male
Level of Democracy
Economic Growth

˙Annual household income (se14) in quantile measures
˙Years old (se3a)
˙Male (1), Female (0) (se2)
˙Reversed Freedom House Score (Freedom House)
˙Average of three-year economic growth rates (World Development
Indicators)
˙Log of the GDP per capita (World Development Indicators)

1~5
17~96
0~1
1~7
-.45~12.77

Trust in Institution

Type of Perceived
Corruption and Trust
Political Interest
Media Access
Witness Corruption

Satisfaction with
Democracy
Social Trust
Economic Evaluation :
Country
Economic Evaluation:
Household

Log GDP per capita
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0~1

1~4

1~4
1~5
0~1

1~4
1~4
1~5

2.76~4.68

Appendix 2 Typology of Perceived Corruption & Institutional Support by Country

Wave 1
Japan
Hong Kong
Korea
China
Mongolia
Philippines
Taiwan
Thailand

Critical
34%
13%
30%
2%
27%
30%
42%
9%

Tolerant
6%
11%
7%
30%
16%
20%
18%
9%

Supportive
16%
50%
22%
67%
37%
28%
20%

Critical
31%
4%
36%
7%
27%
35%
45%
11%
17%
1%
1%
20%
19%

Tolerant
6%
8%
3%
27%
24%
18%
14%
11%
20%
1%
5%
27%
19%

Supportive
19%
73%
12%
63%
32%
22%
18%
63%
46%
89%
91%
42%
51%

62%

Demanding
44%
26%
41%
1%
20%
23%
20%
19%

Wave 2
Japan
Hong Kong
Korea
China
Mongolia
Philippines
Taiwan
Thailand
Indonesia
Singapore
Vietnam
Cambodia
Malaysia

27

Demanding
43%
15%
48%
3%
18%
26%
23%
15%
18%
9%
3%
11%
10%

Wave 3
Critical

Tolerant

Supportive

Demanding

Japan

15%

2%

25%

58%

Hong Kong

4%

7%

65%

24%

Korea

42%

6%

16%

36%

China

4%

34%

61%

1%

Mongolia

46%

14%

13%

27%

Philippines

33%

24%

25%

19%

Taiwan

46%

11%

17%

26%

Thailand

13%

11%

51%

25%

Indonesia

18%

22%

39%

21%

Singapore

1%

1%

86%

11%

Vietnam

2%

6%

90%
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