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Abstract 
The media can play an important role in the relationship between citizens and their government 
by acting as a watchdog and providing timely information about malfeasance and corruption. We 
examine whether citizens’ perceptions of government corruption are closer to country experts’ 
assessments in countries where there are higher levels of press freedom. Using data on citizens’ 
perceptions of government corruption and country expert evaluations of levels of political 
corruption for over 100 countries, we present evidence that the relationship between expert 
measures of corruption and citizens’ perceptions is heightened as the level of press freedom 
increases across our sample. These findings suggest that a free press can play an important role 
in bringing corruption to light, educating citizens, and potentially allowing them to better hold 
their elected officials accountable. 
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To hold their elected officials accountable, citizens require relevant and transparent 

information about the ongoing functioning of their government. One of the most important 

avenues by which citizens can acquire that information is through the ‘watchdog role’ of a free 

press (Norris, 2011). When the media are independent and largely free from government 

interference, it is likely that they will more effectively fulfill their watchdog role of bringing 

government malfeasance to light and educating citizens about the performance of their elected 

officials. In contrast, in countries where the media are tightly controlled by the government or act 

as an extension of the government itself, it is likely that the watchdog role will be attenuated and 

citizens will be left with lower levels of political information. To date, however, there has been 

little systematic investigation into how the media’s role in publicizing government corruption 

might impact citizens’ perceptions about corruption. 

In this article, we examine whether citizens’ perceptions of government corruption are 

more congruent with country experts’ assessments of corruption in countries with higher levels 

of press freedom. Using data on citizens’ perceptions of corruption and three different sources of 

country expert evaluations of corruption for over 100 countries around the world, we present 

evidence that the relationship between corruption as evaluated by country experts and citizens’ 

perceptions of corruption is heightened as the level of press freedom increases across our sample. 

As one attempt to address possible concerns about spuriousness, we also show that the 

conditioning effect of a free press is confined only to citizens’ perceptions of government 

corruption and not to evaluations of government more broadly. These findings suggest that a free 

press can play an important role in bringing corruption to light, educating citizens, and 

potentially allowing them to better hold their elected officials accountable for misdeeds. 
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Background and theoretical expectations 

Previous studies have examined differences in press freedom across countries and 

differences in government corruption, as well as the role that a free press plays in fighting 

instances of corruption. Our present study examines the linkage between freedom of the press 

and the congruence between citizen and expert perceptions of corruption. In order to achieve this 

goal, a discussion of the definition of corruption, specifically political corruption, is necessary. 

This is difficult since, as Redlawsk and McCann (2005) argue, political corruption can have 

differing definitions which can be dependent, in part, on partisanship. They argue that ‘an 

objective, all-encompassing definition of political corruption seems hard to pin down’ and that 

they, instead, look to focus specifically on those perceptions held by voters (262). This seems 

most beneficial for our study, which looks at perceptions held by citizens and experts in relation 

to press freedom.  

There is a divide in the literature regarding whether corruption should be defined only as 

lawbreaking or something more comprehensive. Redlawsk and McCann find two different 

conceptualizations of corruption: ‘corruption-as-lawbreaking’ and ‘corruption-as-favoritism’ 

(275-277). Indeed, Bowler and Donovan (2016) and Atkinson and Bierling (2005) find evidence 

supporting definitions beyond corruption-as-lawbreaking. For example, Bowler and Donovan 

claim that ‘majorities of respondents surveyed for this study found a number of legal (and 

illegal) arrangements that financed congressional campaign ads to be somewhat corrupt or 

corrupt’ (289). As such, both legal and illegal corruption must be considered. While Redlawsk 

and McCann find corruption-as-lawbreaking to be more prevalent in the literature, understanding 

our definition of corruption as encompassing both corruption-as-lawbreaking and corruption-as-
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favoritism is important since our study focuses on how citizens’ perceptions align with country 

experts’ assessments of government corruption. 

One study that relates closely to our current investigation, authored by Coffé (2017), 

examines the link between regularity of media usage and perceptions of electoral integrity as 

mediated through freedom of press levels. In an analysis of 16 countries, the author finds that 

greater media usage allows for a more accurate appraisal of the actual level of electoral integrity 

in one’s country and that this effect is heightened in countries with higher levels of press 

freedom. Importantly, the link between media usage and the accuracy of perceptions did not 

differ when comparing new (internet) and traditional (television, radio, newspaper, and 

magazines) media sources. Our study differs in that it examines a larger sample of countries and 

analyzes government corruption as opposed to electoral integrity. 

Beyond the Coffé study, there have been several studies that attempt to determine what 

drives perceptions of corruption among citizens, with diverging results. Donchev and Ujhelyi 

(2014) examine the link between experienced corruption and perceptions of corruption and find 

that the two are only loosely related. Thus, they argue that ‘corruption perception indices might 

have to be reevaluated as measuring corruption perceptions, but not necessarily corruption 

experience’ (329). Heywood and Rose (2014) and Fritzen et al. (2014) come to similar 

conclusions, with Heywood and Rose arguing that ‘perceptions are not necessarily a good 

reflection of either experience or reality, as they may reflect factors or concerns that are not 

necessarily about corruption’ (526). 

While many are critical of perception measures, there are a number of other studies that 

find them valuable. Charron (2016) argues that experienced corruption and perceptions of 

corruption are ‘highly consistent’ (167) and that outside noise does not drive perceptions of 
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corruption in the context of the European Union. Further, the author discovers that citizen and 

expert perceptions of corruption tend to match up well. With this, Charron puts forth that 

because citizen measures match up with both expert measures and experienced corruption, ‘this 

study offers a much less pessimistic view of existing measures’ (167). Olken (2009) is similarly 

optimistic, claiming that his study of a specific building project in an Indonesian village ‘shows 

empirically that villagers’ perceptions of corruption do appear to be positively (though weakly) 

correlated with the more objective . . . measure’ (963). Further, Olken argues that there is an 

‘important feedback mechanism’ that works between transparency and corruption levels (963). 

On the other hand, Razafindrakoto and Roubaud (2010) find that citizen and expert perceptions 

of corruption are not consistent in the context of Africa. They argue that experts are not effective 

means to measure corruption within bureaucracy (1067). Our present study, which attempts to 

understand the role press freedom plays in how closely citizen and expert perceptions of 

corruption track with one another, extends and potentially harmonizes Charron’s, Olken’s, and 

Razafindrakoto and Roubaud’s views of these measures.  

Press freedom seems to be one method of transparency that plays into Olken’s feedback 

mechanism and potentially helps to reduce levels of government corruption. In fact, 

Sharafutdinova (2010) finds evidence that, in Russian regions, a freer press influences 

perceptions of corruption among citizens (162). Similarly, Brunetti and Weder (2003) and Freille 

et al. (2007) substantiate this pairing of press freedom and corruption, finding a causal 

relationship between more press freedom and less corruption. Camaj (2013) took this 

relationship a step further, analyzing what forms of accountability, alongside freedom of press, 

might best reduce levels of corruption. She found that media freedom and voter turnout, when 

increased in unison, are most effective at decreasing corruption levels. However, she also found 
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that while voter turnout and media freedom are important for levels of corruption, electoral 

accountability and civil society are not. Therefore, it seems that an informed citizenry that comes 

out to vote in elections is one of the most effective deterrents against government corruption. 

Taken together, these studies reveal how tightly linked press freedom and actual 

corruption are, while also indicating that perhaps it is the citizenry’s increased knowledge of 

actual corruption that helps hold it in check. Our current study seeks to make an original 

contribution by analyzing if increased press freedom helps make citizens’ perceptions of 

government corruption more congruent with expert perceptions of corruption. Finding this 

linkage would seem to, according to Charron, indicate a stronger connection between actual 

corruption and perceived corruption.  

 Relevant literature on corruption has uncovered additional variables that might impact 

citizens’ perceptions of corruption. As articulated by della Porta (2000), corruption and 

confidence in government are ‘interrelated, producing spirals and vicious circles’ (226). Social 

connectedness seems to be another component of combatting structural injustices, including 

corruption (Aßländer, 2018). Anduiza et al. (2013) find that partisanship impacts perceptions of 

corruption, arguing that ‘citizens consider corruption less serious when it affects a politician of 

the party they feel close to, than when it affects a politician belonging to another party’ (1679). 

Becker et al. (2014) even find evidence that archaic bonds, like those of areas formerly under the 

rule of the Habsburg Empire, can affect regional perceptions of corruption. Davis et al. (2004) 

see both of these factors in play in Latin America, where partisanship, ‘prior cultural orientations 

to politics,’ and even economic views can affect perceptions of corruption (699). Miller et al. 

(2001) also discover linkages between economic views – as well as ethnicity – and experiences 

of ‘street-level corruption’ (28). Winters and Weitz-Shapiro (2013), however, are hesitant to 
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confirm that cultural factors play heavily into perceptions of corruption. Using Brazil as an 

example, they find that explanations of corruption that rely on culture are limited (431). Rather, 

they argue that the ‘information hypothesis’ (where information about corruption leads to action 

against it) better explains the dynamic between corruption and citizenry in Brazil. Avkiran et al. 

(2016) reach a similar conclusion, showing how increased knowledge of campaign financing 

decreases perceptions of corruption. 

Accordingly, we believe that political knowledge, achieved through information as 

indicated above, is likely the internal mechanism that could link greater press freedom and lower 

levels of corruption. On this point, there has been substantial work done on the linkage between 

media usage and political knowledge. For example, Nisbet (2008) finds that the media play a 

critical role in developing democracies by boosting political knowledge. Specifically, Nisbet 

documents that political knowledge is positively correlated with radio and television 

consumption, but not with newspaper consumption. Another series of studies that focus their 

analysis on developed countries also tend to find that citizens who use media intensively are 

noticeably better informed and more knowledgeable about politics than those who do not 

(Graber, 1988; Chaffee & Kanihan, 1997; Kenski & Stroud, 2006; Xenos & Moy, 2007; Curran 

et al., 2009). In related research, Leeson (2008) finds that media freedom and political 

knowledge are positively correlated with one another. Schoonvelde (2014) comes to a similar 

conclusion, finding that less government control of media leads to higher quality political 

learning. In sum, political knowledge is impacted not only by levels of media usage among 

citizens, but also by the media environment in terms of how free or not the media are from 

government interference. 

 Our goal in this article is to investigate if the level of media freedom in a country is 
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related to the ‘accuracy’ of citizens’ perceptions about government corruption in the sense that 

they more closely align with country experts’ assessments of corruption. In light of the previous 

studies discussed above that generally find that countries with a freer press have more politically 

knowledgeable citizens, our hypothesis can be stated as follows:  

H1: Across countries, there will be a stronger relationship between citizens’ perceptions 

of government corruption and country experts’ assessments of corruption as the level of 

press freedom increases.  

In other words, our theoretical expectation is that a free press is an important avenue by which 

citizens acquire the information necessary to make informed evaluations about the scope and 

scale of corruption committed by their government. 

 

Data and empirical strategy 

 To evaluate the relationship between press freedom and citizens’ perceptions about 

government corruption, we require data for three key measures: (1) the level of press/media 

freedom in a country, (2) an aggregated measure of citizens’ perceptions of government 

corruption, and (3) a measure of government corruption as evaluated by country experts.1 We 

measure a country’s level of press freedom using Freedom House’s Freedom of the Press Score 

that is computed by adding four component ratings: laws and regulations, political pressures and 

controls, economic influences, and repressive actions.2 Importantly, for easier interpretation in 

the analysis below, we rescale all measures of press freedom and corruption (both citizens’ 

perceptions and experts’ evaluations) to a similar 0-1 scale with larger values indicating higher 

levels of press freedom or corruption.3 

To measure citizens’ perceptions about government corruption in their country, we use a 
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survey item from the Gallup World Poll that asks respondents: ‘Is corruption widespread 

throughout the government in this country, or not?’ We use the percentage of respondents who 

answer ‘yes’ (corruption is widespread) in each country as our measure such that higher values 

indicate that a greater proportion of a country’s citizens view its government as corrupt. We opt 

to use Gallup World Poll data because the World Values Survey (a commonly used source for 

data on individual citizens’ political attitudes across countries) only asked about perceptions of 

government corruption in one wave (1999) and to a smaller sample of countries than the Gallup 

data.4 

We use three different measures of expert evaluations of corruption within a country to 

allow us to compare the robustness of our statistical results across models. First, we use 

Transparency International’s Corruption Perceptions Index that combines the results from 12 

surveys of country experts who are asked to evaluate the level of government corruption in a 

country.5 Transparency International focuses on corruption in the public sector and defines 

corruption as the abuse of public office for private gain. The expert surveys used in compiling 

their measure of corruption tend to ask questions in line with the misuse of public power for 

private benefit (with a focus, for example, on bribe-taking by public officials in public 

procurement). Second, we use data from the World Bank’s Worldwide Governance Indicators 

that asks country experts the extent to which public power is exercised for private gain, including 

both petty and grand forms of corruption, as well as ‘capture’ of the state by elites and private 

interests. Third, we use data from the Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) project that queries 

country experts about several different types of corruption (both ‘petty’ and ‘grand,’ both bribery 

and theft, both corruption aimed at influencing law making and that affecting implementation) 

for the public sector, the executive, the legislature, and the judiciary. Recent studies that, for 
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example, use judicial statistics on cross-border corruption cases, generally find a close 

correspondence in country rankings of corruption when compared to measures that rely on expert 

evaluations (Escresa and Picci, 2017). Moreover, several studies have found that most of the 

available corruption indexes are highly correlated with one another (Persson et al., 2003; 

Lederman et al. 2005). We take this as evidence that the expert evaluations measures have face 

validity in approximating levels of corruption in a country. Similar to the measures of press 

freedom and citizens’ perceptions of corruption discussed above, all three measures of expert 

evaluations of corruption are scaled 0-1 with higher value indicating more corruption. 

Our aim is to evaluate the congruence between citizens and experts’ perceptions of 

government corruption by regressing citizens’ perceptions on country experts’ assessments with 

the logic that the two should have a positive relationship such that the regression coefficient for 

expert evaluations of corruption will be positive and statistically different from zero.6 In practical 

terms, this would indicate that, across countries, as country experts assign a higher level of 

government corruption, a larger proportion of citizens indicate that corruption is widespread as 

well. In contrast, if there is no statistical correlation between expert evaluations of corruption and 

citizens’ perceptions of corruption (or if the regression coefficient is negative), then we could 

conclude that citizens’ perceptions of corruption bear no meaningful relationship with expert 

evaluations of corruption. Importantly, because our goal is to evaluate whether citizens’ 

perceptions of government corruption are more congruent with experts’ assessments in countries 

with higher levels of press freedom, we create an interaction term that multiplies expert 

evaluations of corruption by the level of press freedom in a country. If this interaction term is 

positive and statistically different from zero in the regression models presented below, we can 

interpret that as evidence that the relationship between expert evaluations and citizens’ 



 
 

10 
 

perceptions of corruption is heightened (or strengthened) in countries with greater press 

freedom.7  

In addition to the press freedom and expert evaluations of corruption interaction term and 

the main effects, we also include a series of control variables in our regression models that 

previous empirical studies suggest can influence citizens’ perceptions of government corruption 

in a country (Anduiza et al., 2013; Aßländer, 2018; Avkiran et al., 2016; Becker et al., 2014; 

Davis et al., 2004; della Porta, 2000; Miller et al., 2001; Winters and Weitz-Shapiro, 2013). 

These control variables include GDP per capita from Penn World Tables, level of democracy 

from Polity, the degree of ethnic fractionalization from Alesina et al. (2003) that involves a 

combination of racial and linguistic characteristics, and measures of religiosity and social 

connectedness from the Gallup World Poll.8 We select 2014 as our year for analysis because it is 

the most recent year that has data for all of the variables and allows for a large sample size of 

countries (N=103 for the Transparency International and World Bank measures of corruption, 

N=68 for the V-Dem measure of corruption). Descriptive statistics for all variables included in 

the analysis are reported in the Table 1. Finally, we use OLS regression in all statistical models 

because our dependent variable (the percentage of respondents who report that government 

corruption is widespread in their country) is continuous. 

[Table 1 about here] 

 

Analysis 

 The results of our primary regression analyses are reported in Table 2. The data source 

used to measure expert evaluations of corruption is listed at the top of each column. Our focus is 

the interaction term for press freedom and expert evaluations of corruption in predicting citizens’ 
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perceptions of government corruption, and we find for all three models that the interaction term 

is positive and bounded above zero at traditional levels of statistical significance (p<.05). In 

practical terms, the positive interaction term indicates that, across the countries in the analysis 

(103 for the first two models, and 68 for the third model), the positive relationship between 

citizens’ perceptions of government corruption and political corruption as evaluated by country 

experts is heightened as the level of press freedom increases. As a robustness check, we also run 

the same analysis but use the Reporters Without Borders Press Freedom Index that measures the 

amount of freedom journalists and the media have in each country and the efforts made by 

governments to see that press freedom is respected (scaled 0-1, more press freedom coded 

higher). The results of this additional analysis are reported in Table A-1 of the Appendix and 

reveal the exact same finding that the positive statistical relationship between citizens’ 

perceptions about government corruption and country experts’ assessments is heightened as 

levels of press freedom increase. 

[Table 2 about here] 

 To illustrate the substantive effect of press freedom on the congruence between citizens 

and experts’ perceptions of corruption, Figure 1 displays how the magnitude of the relationship 

between expert evaluations of corruption and citizens’ perceptions of corruption increases across 

the full range of press freedom values in our sample of countries (using the regression results 

from Column 1 of Table 2). Notably, the figure shows that the statistical relationship is roughly 

three times as large in countries with the highest level of press freedom compared with countries 

with the lowest level of press freedom. In short, we find that the effect of press freedom on the 

relationship between citizens and experts’ perceptions is substantively large. 

[Figure 1 about here] 
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 Finally, as a check for spuriousness and to ensure that press freedom doesn’t heighten the 

relationship between expert evaluations of corruption and citizens’ perceptions of government 

performance more broadly, we conduct a series of regressions with the same independent 

variables as those reported in Table 2 but with a dependent variable that measures citizens’ 

general (lack of) confidence in government. Namely, we use a survey item from the Gallup 

World Poll that asks respondents: ‘In this country, do you have confidence in each of the 

following, or not? How about national government?’ Similar to above, we scale this variable 0-1 

with less confidence coded higher (to match the directionality of the corruption perception 

models). The results of these regression estimations are reported in Table 3 and show that the 

press freedom and expert evaluations of corruption interaction term is not statistically different 

from zero in any of the three models. Practically speaking, these results indicate that the level of 

press freedom has no conditioning effect on the relationship between expert evaluations of 

corruption and citizens’ general (lack of) confidence in government. This is exactly what we 

would expect to find if the conditioning effect of press freedom is confined only to the 

relationship between citizens’ perceptions of corruption and experts’ evaluations of corruption 

and not to evaluations of government more broadly. 

[Table 3 about here] 

 

Conclusion 

 This study highlights one important avenue for revealing, and potentially combatting, 

government corruption. In an analysis encompassing over 100 countries, we find that citizens’ 

aggregated perceptions of government corruption are more closely related to expert assessments 

of corruption as levels of press freedom increase. This finding suggests that a free press plays an 
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important role in bringing corruption to light and helping citizens to hold their elected officials 

accountable for their misdeeds. Charron (2016) has already shown that close correlation between 

those that actually experience corruption and expert assessments as evidence of ‘“true” levels of 

corruption’ (167). As such, our findings help show how crucial freedom of press is in 

determining the accuracy of citizens’ perceptions of corruption. This connection could play a 

crucial role in crafting effective policy to fight actual corruption. 

 In the field of cross-national corruption studies, our research helps identify a new variable 

that potentially impacts how closely citizen and expert perceptions of corruption track with one 

another. Charron (2016) looks at countries in the EU and finds that expert and citizen perceptions 

line up closely. Razafindrakoto and Roubaud (2010) find the opposite in Africa, that citizen and 

expert perceptions diverge. Our study helps explain this discrepancy by showing that press 

freedom, which is generally high in the EU and lower in Africa, corresponds with a closer 

congruence between expert and citizen opinions. Thus, our study confirms Charron (2016) and 

Razafindrakoto and Roubaud (2010) and explains their discrepancies, allowing for improved 

cross-country studies of corruption. 

 Building on this study, future research should investigate if increased press freedom can, 

over time, lower instances of actual corruption given the popular pressures such governments 

would potentially face. Studies on specific types of corruption could also be useful in better 

understanding which types of governmental corruption are most or least accurately depicted by a 

free press. Further, future efforts should investigate if there is variation in the effect of a free 

press on citizens’ perceptions of government corruption at the local and regional levels, and 

examine whether greater press freedom can also help to reveal corruption in the private sector. 
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 Robert Hunja, the Director for Public Integrity and Openness in the World Bank’s 

Governance Global Practice, recently compiled a list of 10 recommendations for fighting 

government corruption. Throughout the list, informing and then empowering citizens to take 

action plays a significant role. In order for citizens ‘to engage and participate in their 

governments’ (Hunja, 2015), they need accurate information. Our findings in this article provide 

evidence that press freedom helps equip citizens with the information they need to accurately 

evaluate corruption within their government structures. This knowledge of government activity is 

then the first step in taking practical action against corrupt governments. 
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Notes 

1 Measuring corruption with validity and reliability is a notoriously challenging enterprise because many 

corrupt acts are done in secret and never recorded. For a discussion of these challenges that focuses on the 

particular measure of corruption we utilize in this article, see Andersson and Heywood (2009). 

2 According to Freedom House (2014): ‘The legal environment category encompasses an examination of 

both the laws and regulations that could influence media content and the government’s inclination to use 

these laws and legal institutions to restrict the media’s ability to operate. We assess the positive impact of 

legal and constitutional guarantees for freedom of expression; the potentially negative aspects of security 

legislation, the penal code, and other criminal statutes; penalties for libel and defamation; the existence of 

and ability to use freedom of information legislation; the independence of the judiciary and of official 

media regulatory bodies; registration requirements for both media outlets and journalists; and the ability 
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of journalists’ groups to operate freely. Under the political environment category, we evaluate the degree 

of political control over the content of news media. Issues examined include the editorial independence of 

both state-owned and privately owned outlets; access to information and sources; official censorship and 

self-censorship; the vibrancy of the media and the diversity of news available within each country; the 

ability of both foreign and local reporters to cover the news freely and without harassment; and the 

intimidation of journalists or bloggers by the state or other actors, including arbitrary detention and 

imprisonment, violent assaults, and other threats. Our third category examines the economic environment 

for the media. This includes the structure of media ownership; transparency and concentration of 

ownership; the costs of establishing media as well as any impediments to news production and 

distribution; the selective withholding of advertising or subsidies by the state or other actors; the impact 

of corruption and bribery on content; and the extent to which the economic situation in a country impacts 

the development and sustainability of the media.’ Finally, the repressive actions component reflects 

actual press freedom violations (killing of journalists, physical violence against journalists or facilities, 

censorship, self-censorship, harassment, expulsions, etc.). 

3 With the exception of the variables that use Gallup World Poll data, all variables included in the analysis 

below were extracted from the Quality of Government Standard Dataset (Teorell et al., 2017). 

4 Regrettably, we only have access to country-level Gallup World Poll data on citizens’ perceptions of 

government corruption, so a multi-level analysis using individuals’ perceptions of government corruption 

is not possible. Moreover, the Gallup data only goes back to the late 2000s, so a time-series cross-

sectional analysis is not prudent because there is little temporal variation in either perceptions of 

corruption or levels of press freedom during that short time period.  

5 The 12 surveys are: African Development Bank Governance Ratings, Bertelsmann Foundation 

Sustainable Governance Indicators, Bertelsmann Foundation Transformation Index, Economist 

Intelligence Unit Country Risk Ratings, Freedom House Nations in Transit, Global Insight Country Risk 

Ratings, IMD World Competitiveness Yearbook, Political and Economic Risk Consultancy Asian 

Intelligence, Political Risk Services International Country Risk Guide, World Bank - Country Policy and 



 
 

16 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
Institutional Assessment, World Economic Forum Executive Opinion Survey (EOS), and World Justice 

Project Rule of Law Index. 

6 This statistical procedure is analogous to the practice used in studies of political representation whereby 

government policy is regressed on public opinion and a positive relationship indicates that the two move 

in tandem with one another (e.g., Erikson, Wright, & McIver, 1993). 

7 As an alternative to our empirical strategy of modeling the interaction between experts’ assessments and 

press freedom, we also regressed the absolute difference in the rank order across countries of perceptions 

of corruption for citizens vs. experts on press freedom. As expected, the coefficient for press freedom is 

negative (indicating the difference in ranking is smaller or more congruent as the level of press level 

increases) but just outside typical levels of statistical significance. 

8 To measure religiosity, we use the percentage of respondents in each country who answer ‘yes’ for: ‘Is 

religion an important part of your daily life?’ To measure social connectedness, we use the percentage of 

respondents in each country who answer ‘yes’ for: ‘If you were in trouble, do you have relatives or 

friends you can count on to help you whenever you need them, or not?’ 
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Tables and Figures 

 

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics 

 

Variable Mean Standard 
Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Gallup World Poll Citizen Perceptions of Government Corruption 0.69 0.23 0 1 
Gallup World Poll Citizen (Lack of) Confidence in Government 0.57 0.23 0 1 

Transparency International Expert Evaluations of Corruption 0.64 0.28 0 1 
World Bank Expert Evaluations of Corruption 0.60 0.30 0 1 

V-Dem Expert Evaluations of Corruption 0.46 0.32 0 1 
Press Freedom (Freedom House) 0.57 0.26 0 1 

Press Freedom (Reporters Without Borders) 0.58 0.24 0 1 
GDP Per Capita (Penn World Tables) 18.30 17.00 0.79 82.30 

Democracy (Polity Score) 7.37 2.56 1.17 10 
Ethnic Fractionalization (Alesina et al. 2003) 0.44 0.27 0 0.93 

Religiosity (Gallop World Poll) 68.62 25.92 17 99 
Social Connectedness (Gallop World Poll) 80.78 11.48 44 96 

 
N=103 countries for all variables except Gallup World Poll Citizens’ Lack of Confidence in Government (N=100) and V-Dem Expert 
Evaluations of Corruption (N=68). 
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Table 2: Greater Press Freedom Heightens Relationship Between Citizens’ Perceptions and 
Experts’ Assessments of Government Corruption 

 
 (1) (2) (3) 
 Transparency 

International World Bank V-Dem 

    
Press Freedom x Expert 0.857* 0.745* 1.289* 

Evaluations of Corruption [0.288] [0.250] [0.491] 
    

Expert Evaluations 0.510* 0.585* -0.043 
of Corruption [0.216] [0.176] [0.263] 

    
Press Freedom -0.118 -0.032 -0.180 

 [0.212] [0.176] [0.265] 
    

GDP Per Capita 0.002 0.003 -0.001 
 [0.002] [0.002] [0.003] 
    

Democracy (Polity Score) 0.025 0.023 0.021 
 [0.014] [0.013] [0.023] 
    

Ethnic Fractionalization 0.041 -0.026 -0.002 
 [0.069] [0.065] [0.106] 
    

Religiosity -0.001 0.000 0.001 
 [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] 
    

Social Connectedness 0.001 0.001 0.004 
 [0.002] [0.001] [0.002] 
    

Constant -0.137 -0.182 0.060 
 [0.261] [0.212] [0.324] 
    

R2 .64 .69 .52 
N 103 103 68 

   
Unit of analysis is country in 2014. Dependent variable is Gallup World Poll’s citizens’ perceptions that 
government corruption is widespread (0-1, more corruption coded higher). Data source for expert 
evaluations of corruption listed above each column. Cell entries are OLS regression coefficients with 
standard errors reported beneath in brackets. * denotes p<.05 using a two-tailed test. 
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Table 3: Greater Press Freedom Has No Effect on the Relationship Between Expert 
Evaluations of Corruption and Citizens’ Broader Evaluations of Government 

 
 (1) (2) (3) 
 Transparency 

International World Bank V-Dem 

    
Press Freedom x Expert 0.338 0.284 1.089 
Evaluations of Corruption [0.406] [0.372] [0.603] 
    
Expert Evaluations 0.445 0.571* -0.242 
of Corruption [0.316] [0.278] [0.334] 
    
Press Freedom 0.083 0.161 -0.209 
 [0.298] [0.260] [0.315] 
    
GDP Per Capita 0.001 0.003 -0.002 
 [0.003] [0.003] [0.003] 
    
Democracy (Polity Score) 0.041* 0.040* 0.042 
 [0.019] [0.018] [0.027] 
    
Ethnic Fractionalization 0.010 -0.028 -0.036 
 [0.098] [0.094] [0.124] 
    
Religiosity -0.003* -0.003* -0.003 
 [0.001] [0.001] [0.002] 
    
Social Connectedness 0.001 0.000 0.003 
 [0.002] [0.002] [0.003] 
    
Constant -0.044 -0.153 0.289 
 [0.372] [0.323] [0.386] 
    
R2 .32 .37 .38 
N 100 100 65 

   
Unit of analysis is country in 2014. Dependent variable is Gallup World Poll’s citizens’ (lack of) 
confidence in government (0-1, less confidence coded higher). Data source for expert evaluations of 
corruption listed above each column. Cell entries are OLS regression coefficients with standard errors 
reported beneath in brackets. * denotes p<.05 using a two-tailed test. 
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Figure 1: Substantive Effect Across Range of Press Freedom Values 
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Appendix 
 
 

Table A-1: Robustness Check Using Reporters Without Borders Press Freedom Measure 
 

 (1) (2) (3) 
 Transparency 

International World Bank V-Dem 

    
Press Freedom x Expert 0.688* 0.565* 1.223* 

Evaluations of Corruption [0.284] [0.248] [0.448] 
    

Expert Evaluations 0.493* 0.597* -0.087 
of Corruption [0.224] [0.183] [0.260] 

    
Press Freedom -0.311 -0.222 -0.432 

 [0.196] [0.162] [0.236] 
    

GDP Per Capita 0.002 0.003 -0.001 
 [0.002] [0.002] [0.003] 
    

Democracy (Polity Score) 0.051* 0.049* 0.048* 
 [0.010] [0.009] [0.015] 
    

Ethnic Fractionalization 0.027 -0.030 0.009 
 [0.073] [0.069] [0.107] 
    

Religiosity -0.000 0.000 0.001 
 [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] 
    

Social Connectedness 0.001 0.001 0.002 
 [0.002] [0.002] [0.002] 
    

Constant -0.163 -0.223 0.112 
 [0.263] [0.214] [0.323] 
    

R2 .61 .66 .52 
N 103 103 68 

   
Unit of analysis is country in 2014. Dependent variable is Gallup World Poll’s citizens’ perceptions that 
government corruption is widespread (0-1, more corruption coded higher). Data source for expert 
evaluations of corruption listed above each column. Cell entries are OLS regression coefficients with 
standard errors reported beneath in brackets. * denotes p<.05 using a two-tailed test. 
 


