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Abstract

During the past two years issues surrounding corporate fraud and political corruption
exploded into the news as one after another large corporations became the centers of
scandal. In a number of cases, Enron, for example, these scandals had potential political
implications as company executives and politicians were seen to be cozying up to each
other. This paper reports the results from two exit polls, one during the 2000 el ection and
the other during 2002, carried out in lowa City, 1A. These polls were designed to
understand voter attitudes towards political corruption, and included a battery of
guestions about voters' attitudes towards corruption. The paper describes the nature and
effects of attitudes towards corruption from before the current wave of scandals and
since, focusing specifically on how attitudes have evolved.
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Voter Attitudes towards Corruption and Government before rilnd after Enron
Results from Exit Polling in a Midwestern City

Enron. Tyco. Adelphia. Arthur Anderson. Captains of industry led away in handcuffs as
the stock market collapses decimating paper fortunes and real pensions. Companies collapsing.
Thousands thrown out of work. During 2001 and 2002 the headlines trumpeting corporate
corruption and ties to political money were at times nearly overwhelming. A Harris Poll taken in
late July 2002 reported that 68% of adults were at least familiar withreports of recent corporate
scandals while 41% of adults believed that President Bush had done something dishonest or
unethical as a businessman Even so, the public did not appear to directly blame Bush as only
30% believed he was at fault in the corporate scandals. At the same time, a 49% plurality felt the
campaign finance system was in some way responsible at least in part. (Taylor, 2002b.) Thereis
little doubt that at least for a time, the wave of corporate scandals not only shook the confidence
of the public in business, but also may have contributed to a general sense that politicians
themselves were corrupt. Much of that came from the Enron situation, where at least seven
members of the Bush administration were connected to the company through stock ownership,
previous employment, or, perhaps most importantly, the receipt of generous campaign
contributions (O’ Harrow, 2003.) And, in aless visible but potentially politically relevant case,
Haliburton, which Vice-president Dick Cheney led from 1995 to 2000, began to be investigated

for potentialy illegal financia dealings (Forest and McNamee, 2003.)

"Thanks to Doug Rose for hiswork in the initial development and coordination of this project in 2000.
Travis Lowe provided excellent research assistance for the 2000 election, as did Kimberly Briskey and
Matthew Shultz for the 2002 poll in lowa City. Karen Emmerson dug up data on the actual election
results and US Census information, and spent a great deal of time documenting various ethical breeches,
especialy in corporations, that occurred between 2000 and 2002. And thanks, especialy, to those students
in my local politics class (2000) and political campaigning class (2002) who stood out at the polls trying
to convince voters to participate in this study.



The corporate scandals came just as the political system was perhaps “recovering” from
the Presidentia election debacle of 2000. In a contested presidential electionultimately decided
by the Supreme Court, George Bush squeaked out the narrowest of Electoral College victories
while losing the popular vote by over 500,000 votes. From the public’s point of view, the
outcome of the election may have led to questions about the integrity of the process. The person
responsible for certifying the contested Florida vote count, Secretary of State Katherine Harris,
was Bush's campaign co-chair in the state. The Governor was Bush's brother. The decision of
the Supreme Court hinged on the vote of Justices appointed by Bush’'s father. A Harris Poll
found, as might be expected, a strong partisan divide about whether the votes had been counted
correctly, with 58% of Democrats believing as well that the Supreme Court decision was
political, while 70% of Republicans thought the ruling was impartial justice (Taylor, 2000.) In
the same poll, 86% of respondents felt there was “a major problem in the way votes are cast and
counted and this needs to be fixed.”

It would not be surprising if the combination of the election of 2000 and the wave of
corporate scandals left citizens less than enamored of both the political and business systems.
Throw in afew more events that made headlines — Congressman Gary Condit’s relationship with
missing intern, Chandra Levy; Clinton’s controversial pardons at the end of his term, which
many felt were connected to campaign contributions; and the debate over campaign finance
reform in Congress during which many of the “dirty secrets’ of campaign finance were aired —
and it may seem that the only rational thing for anyone to believe was that government and
corporations were both the corrupt domains of crooks. If so, then voters in 2002 may have had a

very different perspective on government and business than they had only two years before.



Y et countervailing trends may also have occurred, with the attacks of September 11,
2001. Prior to the attacks, there was a great deal of focus on both the inconclusive 2000 election
and the developing corporate corruption scandals. Afterwards, of course, for quite awhile little
€l se seemed to matter except terrorism and the protection of the homeland. The percentage of
Americans who had “a great deal of confidence” in the White House more than doubled from its
January 2001 reading of 21% to 50% in January 2002 (Taylor, 2002a.) There was also a very
large jJump in presidential approval ratings (Taylor, 2001) with Bush’'s overall approval
remaining quite high throughout 2002. And in areflection of either a significant increase in trust
in government or simply fear for one’s own safety, a two to one majority of citizens polled by
Harrisin late September 2001 supported security measures (including phone tapping and the
like) that might erode civil liberties, believing perhaps that the government could be trusted to
use the measures properly (Taylor, 2001.)

Events between the 2000 and 2002 elections clearly buffeted the public, but in which
direction? Did voters become more cynical, more condemning of what they view as corrupt
activities, more willing to believe that corrupt means are actually necessary to get things done in
government? Or did the “rally ‘round the flag” effect engendered by September 11 override the
scandals? Certainly, Republican Congressional campaigns of 2002 did everything they could to
invoke a patriotic theme, while distancing from the corporate scandals and campaign finance
debates.* To the extent that voters pay attention to campaigns it may be that the various

corruption-oriented scandals became relatively unimportant as they receded into the past and as

' In abroad study of competitive House and Senate election in 2002, Magleby and his associates
documented the types of television ads and mailings that made up the campaign from both interest groups
and candidate campaigns. They found a substantia reliance on September 11 related themes, particularly
efforts to question the patriotism of some Democratic members of the House and the Senate.



the Democrats failed to focus on them.? On the other hand, it might also be that voters carried
with them a greater sense of distrust as they went to the polls in 2002 compared to 2000.
Oneway to assess the extent to which voters attitudes towards corruption changed
between the elections of 2000 and 2002 is to actually talk to voters. This paper reports on the
results of exit polls carried out in a small Midwestern city during the 2000 and 2002 genera
elections. The exit polls were designed to tap the attitudes of voters towards political corruption,
broadly defined, and to develop an understanding of how citizens view what is and is not corrupt
and whether any real political consequences flow from those attitudes. Because a number of key
guestions about political corruption were repeated on the two polls, this study can look at
changes that may have occurred in the tumultuous political environment between these two

elections.

Prior Research on Corruption and Poalitics

It is certainly important to begin by understanding what is meant by “corruption”.
Corruption has certainly been a concern of political scientists (and many others) for avery long
time. Brooks (1909) suggested that “in the whole vocabulary of politics it would be difficult to
point out any single term that is more frequently employed than the word * corruption’” Wilson
(1966) believed that it is reasonable to expect public officials to engage in corrupt activities
because (1) governing under the checks and balances system cannot happen without corruption,
(2) members of groups once in office can be expected to give favor to other members of the same
groups and (3) because “men steal when there is alot of money lying around loose and no one is

watching.” Even so, a clear definition of what is meant by corruption has been elusive. Much

% Perhaps because many were implicated in some ways as much as any Republican. Enron, as do many
donors, spread its money around, with some going to Democrats as well as Republicans. And of course,
campaign finance scandals revolved around the Clinton administration too.



like Justice Stewart Potter’s description of obscenity, “... | know it when | seeit,® the definition
of political corruption has escaped precision.

Thisis not to say that scholars have avoided trying to define corruption. Prior work has
viewed corruption from a number of perspectives, including that of illegality (Fackler and Linn,
1995) and the somewhat more expansive view of Peters and Welch (1978) who, while agreeing
that clearly illegal activities are corrupt, suggest that public opinion may consider otherwise legal
actions to also be corrupt. They go further in also suggesting that some activities which appear to
be corrupt may in fact further the public interest. Johnston (1986) sees two categories of
corruption, formal or social. Formal definitions rely on the idea that public officials abuse their
roles and resources for their own benefit and are limited in their usefulness, especially for those
who would reform corrupt systems. Instead, social definitions which are created by the
perceptions of the public, while perhaps quite nuanced and difficult to measure, are the most
interesting and useful to those who wish to understand how corruption is perceived and continues
to exist. This latter view informs Redlawsk and McCann (2002) in which voters are given the
opportunity to determine themselves what is and is not corrupt. While earlier work on corruption
tended to focus on ingtitutional perspectives (Heidenheimer, 1970; Meier and Holbrook, 1992) or
to impose definitions of corrupt behavior, Redlawsk and McCann (2002) argue that if
perceptions of corruption matter in how voters respond to the political environment, then it is
necessary to develop a definition of corruption driven from the bottom up, rather than a
definition imposed by the researcher. Other studies have shown that various groups of people
often perceive corruption where no illegality exists and where public officials themselves may

not see any clear wrongdoing (Johnson, 1986, 1998)

% Jacobellis v. Ohio, 378 U.S. 184, 197 (1964)



This paper adopts the Redlawsk and McCann (2002) approach and uses some of the 2000
election data from that study, adding to it additional data from 2002. Results from the exit polls
in 2000 show there is not a one-to-one mapping between plainly illegal behaviors and behaviors
perceived by the public as corrupt. An eight question battery was administered on which voters
could identify how corrupt they believed various actions by politicians and citizens to be on a 1-5
scale. Seven of the questions loaded cleanly onto two factors, with four of the questions clearly
referencing illegal activities, while the other three all referenced activities that while not illegal,
might be considered corrupt in their own way* (Redlawsk and McCann, Table 4, p. 23.) These
two factors, lawbreaking and favoritism, had clear implications for the vote in 2000, with
mobilization towards third party candidates not only predicated on a general sense of mistrust in
government or lack of efficacy, but also on the moral judgments made about corruption.

Ultimately, if the public perceives political figures and institutions to be corrupt, it may
not matter whether they are corrupt in any legalistic definition. The mere perception of
corryption is likely to be enough. If the public believes that al politicians are crooks, then it little
matters whether they are or are not. Thus it is useful not only to understand how voters perceive
corruption, but also how those perceptions may have changed over the course of the two years
from 2000 to 2002, given the substantial potential impacts of the very public political and

corporate corruption scandals occurring between the two elections.

Study Design and Data

* The eighth question, on raising campaign funds from a politician’s office, loaded relatively evenly on
both factors, probably reflecting the fact than many voters do not know that thisis generally an illega
activity.



Data for this study were collected through exit polls carried out in lowa City and
Coralville, I A during the November 7, 2000 and November 5, 2002 general elections.® Exit polls
cannot, of course, represent the general public, but they do have the advantage of capturing the
attitudes of citizens directly engaged in the most basic of political processes. The polls were
conducted under faculty direction by students enrolled in political science courses at the
University of lowa; the students received partial course credit for participating in questionnaire
design and acting as interviewers.® lowa City and its neighbor Coralville were chosen for
convenience, not due to any assertion that they uniquely represent some particular area of the
country. lowa City is a college town of about 60,000 residents (including students.) Coralville,
which shares a border with lowa City, has a population of about 15,000, and is demographically
somewhat older and more conservative than lowa City, though both places (and indeed the entire
county in which they are situated) are seen as liberal bastions within lowa. Even so, the voters
surveyed represented the full range of political attitudes, ideologies and party affiliations.

For the 2000 poll, 13 voting precincts were randomly selected from the 29 precincts that
cover the two cities. Each precinct was weighted according to its registered voter population so
as to assure that every voter had an equal chance of being selected. In 2002, the same precincts
were again surveyed, though because of redistricting that split precinctsin Coralville, 14
precincts were included in the 2002 poll. Within precincts, interviewers systematically selected

every third (in 2002) or fourth (in 2000) voter leaving the polling place and attempted to get her

® The 2000 poll was part of amulti-city exit poll project that included surveysin Miami, New Orleans,
New York City, Lafayette, IN, and Kenosha, WI in addition to the lowa City area. For analyses of the
complete 2000 dataset see Redlawsk and McCann (2002). The 2002 poll was only carried out in lowa
City and Coralville, IA.

® See Cole (2002) for detailed discussion of the pedagogy involved in this project.



or him to complete the survey instrument.” Those who agreed were handed the questionnaire and
asked to complete it unaided by the interviewer. Upon completion, the exit poll was dropped in a
box next to the interviewer. While in 2000 the weather was cooperative (though rather cold) in
2002 election day was generally wet and miserable, especially for those interviewers forced to
stand outside the polls for four hours.®

Exit polls are not, of course, a random sample of al citizensin a given locality.
Obvioudly, exit polls can only survey those who are actually voting at the polls on election day.
As such, then, the results can only be generalized to voters in a given election rather than the
public as awhole. Y et for the purposes of this study voters are exactly the population of interest,
since the study specifically focuses onhow voters respond to corruption. Of course, one way of
responding to perceived governmental corruption isto opt out, to fail to vote. And no doubt, the
attitudes of those who do so are important and warrant study. But for this paper, the focusis on
those who, no matter how they perceive the government and people within it, still show up to
vote.

That having been said, it is important to validate the exit poll data in some fashion. As
reported in Table 1 there is a very close link between the actual vote for president and other
officesand the vote reported by the exit poll samples. In 2000 only the Presidential raceis
available for comparison, and the exit poll data tracks quite closely to the actual results at the

polls on election day with the two major party candidates vote dightly under-reported, and

" As always, some voters refused to participate in the survey. Poll takers were instructed to record the
gender, race, and apparent age of all refusalsto alow weighting of the data. Refusal rates in 2000 were
44% and in 2002 were much higher at 60%, probably due to the wesather. The analysesin this paper were
carried out on the unweighted data, since preliminary investigation showed no particular advantage to
using the weighted data.

® Asin most states, lowa law requires interviewers doing exit polls to remain outside of the doors to the
main entrance of a polling place. In some cases, especialy in 2002, sympathetic election judges alowed
the students to stand inside to avoid the weather. But often the students found themselves trying to
convince voters to take the survey while standing under an umbrella.



Ralph Nader’ s vote a bit over-represented. In 2002, voters were asked about the Governor,
Senate, and House races, and in the first two the exit poll results are quite close to the actual
numbers. In the House race, however, the poll under-reports the vote for the incumbent
Republican, Jm Leach, while over-reporting for his Democratic challenger. Given that about
20% of Democrats in the poll admitted voting for Leach, the assumption here is that some
number of Democrats who did vote for Leach ssmply lied about it on the poll, since they
otherwise voted a Democratic ticket. Overall, there is strong evidence that the exit poll
interviews fairly represent election day votersin lowa City and Coralville in both 2000 and
2002°.

[Table 1 about here]

It is also important to recognize contextual differences in the datasets for the two
elections. The 2000 election was a high-interest presidential election which turned ou to be
extremely close in lowa, with Al Gore winning the state by about 4,000 votes. Locally there was
also a Congressional seat on the ballot (the incumbent was not seriously challenged and won
handily) as well aslocal County offices. Voter turnout in Johnson County, IA was about
72.4%.2° As one might expect, turnout in 2002 was significantly lower, at 52.4%, even though
there were severa high profile races, including competitive elections for Governor, US Senate,
and this time around, the local Congressional seat. More important than the turnout difference is
the difference in those who turned out. The 2002 election sample includes more high income,
married, and home-owning votersthan in 2000. On the other hand, there are far fewer minorities

in the 2002 sample (and fewer minorities than in the general public in both years.) The 2002

® The exit poll results here are compared to the vote on eection day, not including absentee or “early”
vote, which was substantial. The Johnson County auditor reports early vote separately from vote at the
polls. In 2000, about 39% of votes were cast early; in 2002 the percentage was 38%.

1% Turnout figures are from the Johnson County, 1A web site at http://www.jcauditor.com.



sample is a'so more Republican and conservative, while dightly less female. Where nearly 43%
of the 2000 sample was under 30 years old, only 31.7% of the 2002 sampleisin that age group.
Finally, the 2002 sample is more highly educated, undoubtedly connected to the lower turnout of
younger voters. Appendix A details key differences which must be taken into account in the
analyses that follow.

The exit poll questionnaire contained about 50 questions, include a demographic battery,
guestions about the votes just cast, and a series of questions designed to tap attitudes towards
political corruption. This latter included the eight question battery designed to tap attitudes
towards arange of activities that might be considered to be corrupt. This battery included items
that are clearly illegal as well as items that are less clear cut. Previous analyses of these items
from the 2000 multi-city poll show the emergence of two clear factors, lawbreaking and
favoritism (Redlawsk and McCann, 2002.) In addition, several specific questions about
perceived corruption in government were asked. Most of these questions, including the
corruption battery, were asked in both 2000 and 2002, allowing a direct comparison to be made
between the two years. Unfortunately, however, the several questions on attitudes towards
corporations were not asked in 2000, meaning that while the effects of the corporate corruption
scandals noted earlier cannot be tested over time, they can be tested at one point in time and
compared to attitudes towards government at that time. The full questionnaires with marginals

(eliminating those with no answer from each question) are included as Appendix B.

Results

How Much Corruption?

10



Severa questions were designed to tap general attitudes towards government (local and
national) and corporations (only in 2002). As afirst cut, the univariate results of those questions
are presented in Table 2. Keeping in mind the variation in the samples, the most notable finding
isthat there are few differences in the responses between the 2000 and 2002 samples. Votersin
the lowa City area did not change their basic opinions about local government corruption, about
any increase in corruption in the federal government (just under half fedl it has increased “in the
past 20 years’) or about identifying whether the national government is more corrupt than either
the state or local governments. Basic efficacy questions —trust in the federal government and
whether public officials care — show virtually no change as well.

Two indicators of how voters feel about the federal government do show significant
change, however. Respondents were asked whether “In government corrupt means are needed to
achieve important goals’ and given the choice of “usualy” or “rarely.” In 2000, nearly one-third
of voters answered “usually” but the number dropped considerably, to just under one-quarter in
2002 a significant and substantive change (X%,=9.218, p<.01.) Likewise, fewer voters thought
that “quite afew” of the people “running the government” were “crooked” in 2002, compared to
2000 (42.6% vs. 50.6%, X%,=14.243, p<.001.) These two measures appear to indicate a more
positive perception of government in 2002. This can be contrasted with the views of voters on
corporations. Since these questions were not asked in 2000, no changes over time can be
considered, but in 2002, voters are much less supportive of corporations than government. While
only a quarter thought corrupt means were needed in government, nearly 40% felt corrupt means
were needed to achieve goals in corporations. Further, more than half (52.6%) believed that
“quite afew” of those “running corporations’ were crooked. These differences are statisticaly

significant (corrupt means: X?;=121.608 p<.001; number crooked: X?,=233.187, p<.001.)
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Finally, voters in 2002 were much more trusting of either government (46.4%) or unions (35.7%)
than corporations (17.9%) when asked which of the three they trusted mog.
[Insert Table 2 about Here]

The eight- item corruption battery also provides some interesting results as shown in
Table 3. It is clear looking at the battery that voters perceive the obvious differences between the
types of activities listed. Those iters which are illegal are all condemned at a high level, with
means of well over four on a 1-5 scale, where five is “ extremely corrupt”. The only exception is
for fundraising in a government office, which people apparently do not see as necessarily illegal,
though it generally is. Given the prominence that this issue had during both the 1996 and 2000
presidential elections, when Vice-president Al Gore was accused of such activities, it is
somewhat surprising that voters are not as intolerant of it as other illegal activities.

The remaining items generally are not illegal, and may, in fact, be seenby many as
“politics as usual.” Two of the three are not viewed as particularly corrupt — supporting a
candidate promising to fix potholes, and recommending an out of work friend for ajob — though
in both cases significant minorities of voters still consider these activities to be very corrupt.
However, interestingly, voters much more strongly condemn tax cuts for rich supporters of an
elected official. The questionsimply asked how corrupt it would be if “an elected official with
many wealthy backers supported atax cut that largely benefited the rich.” This would seem to
many political observers to be the essence of interest group pluralism — interests work to get
politicians elected who will support what they want! Votersin the lowa City area though, appear
to be very wary of such a process.

While factor analyses (not shown, see Redlawsk and McCann, 2002 for details) indicate

that in both 2000 and 2002 the items separate into the same two clear factors (with one item,
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fundraising in the office not loading clearly on either), the individual items show some real
change over the two years. Turning first to the “law breaking” items, voters became more
condemning of these actions, showing significant differences in three of the four items on this
scale and on the overall index (created as the mean of the four items; 4.38 in 2002 vs. 4.29 in
2000, p<.01.) In general, the voters in 2002 were harder on these clearly illegal activities. On the
other hand, the items making up the favoritism scale show the opposite result. Votersin 2002 are
easier on favoritism, with the strongest difference coming on the item about recommending an
out-of-work friend for ajob. The overall favoritism scale is significantly lower in 2002 than in
2000 (2.88 vs. 3.00, p<.05) indicating a higher tolerance for this set of activities. Most of the
difference is attributable to the out-of-work friend item; perhaps the perceived decline in the
economy over the two years makes voters somewhat more sympathetic to anyone out of work.

[Insert Table 3 about here]

Individual Differencesin Attitudestowards Corruption

What underlies the differences between 2000 and 2002 displayed in the exit poll data?
One obvious source of difference is the variations in the samples, which display significant
socioeconomic and political differences, as would be expected for different kinds of elections.
Because socioeconomic factors and partisanship predict attitudes towards corruption (Redlawsk
and McCann, 2002) it is important to control for these differences. Table 4 examines some
socioeconomic and political differences in attitudes towards the lawbreaking and favoritism
indices, along with other measures of corruption pooling the 2000 and 2002 data. No clear
differences arise by partisanship in attitudes towards lawbreaking, but Democrats (2.94 on afive

point scale) and | ndependents (2.87) are somewhat |ess tolerant on the favoritism index than are
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Republicans (2.76), though the difference is not large. Women are generally less tolerant on both
indices, with afairly large difference on favoritism (3.02 vs. 2.72 for men) College graduates are
more condemning of illegal activities than others (4.46 vs. 4.23 for some college and 4.21 for no
college), but those with at least some college (2.84) are more tolerant of the “politics as usual”
implicit in the favoritism index than are those with no college at all (3.05). Wealthier voters are
more condemning of illegality (4.53 vs. 4.24), but there is no difference between them and those
less well off on favoritism. And as voters get older, they are clearly less tolerant of either illegal
behavior or favoritism, with arather monotonic increase in the scale by age group.

Looking at the questions directed towards government, political independents are more
likely to choose the answers that indicate belief that government is crooked on all of these
guestions than are partisans of either stripe, who show little difference between them. Political
independents are clearly simply less positive about government. Women are also generally less
positive, as are those with less education. Interestingly, in this Midwestern town (which most
would agree is not particularly corrupt) those without any college education are more than twice
as likely to indicate that there is more corruption locally than in other places they have lived
(23.9% vs. 10.9% for some college and 8.1% for college graduates) Older voters are generally
less likely to be negative towards either the local or federal government, while the youngest
voters are especially more likely than all other age groups to see a need for corrupt meansin
government to reach important goals (34.2% vs. 17.8% to 22.4% for other age groups) as are
those with lower incomes (who are probably often the same voters).

Finally, Table 4 shows the 2002 results for questions about corporations. Here there are
some strong partisan differences, as might be expected, with Republicans |less negative about

corporations than either Democrats or independents. And, not surprisingly, Republicans are
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much more likely to trust corporations (37.0% trust them more) than are Democrats (7.9%) and
independents (15.8%.) On the flip side, Democrats and independents are much more trusting of
unions (46.6% and 46.7%) than are Republicans (7.8%). Oddly, given typical Republican anti-
government rhetoric, more Republicans trust government (55.2%) than either of the other two,
while for Democrats about the same share chooses government (45.5%) as unions while
independents give unions the edge, 46.7% to 37.5%. Again women are less positive about
corporations as they are with government. On the other hand, the age and education differences
are mixed here, though younger voters are nore likely to trust unions compared to corporations,
while for the oldest group government is by far the most trusted of the three. Finally, lower
income voters are less positive about corporations, just as they were about government.
[Insert Table 4 about here]

If nothing else, Table 4 clearly demonstrates that it is important to take the demographic
and political differences of the two samples into account when trying to determine what changed,
if anything, between the two elections. The remaining analyses in this paper all control for these

differences.

Changes in Attitudes between 2000 and 2002

One interesting place to start isto look at the exit poll question giving voters the
opportunity to check whichone “candidate quality” matters most. In both years alist of nine
options was provided, including one about trusting the candidate. A quick examination shows
that across the full sample, 14.3% of those who chose an option marked “trust”. Given nine
options, this is not much more than the 11.1% that would be expected by chance. The difference

between 2000 (15.1%) and 2002 (13.0%) is not statistically significant, and trends in the wrong
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direction if trust, per se, mattered more in 2002 than in 2000. So while many things happened in
the political environment between the two years, nothing appears to have made trusting the
candidate more important over that time.**

However, even without a change in the salience of candidate trust it is certainly possible
that attitudes towards corruption and government changed over this period. Table 5 reports
significant results from a multivariate model simultaneously examining changes in attitudes
towards both of the corruption indices, lawbreaking and favoritism. The model includes main
effects for the various socioeconomic and political characteristics of the samples (partisanship,
ideology, gender, income, age, race, education) and the year (coded 1 for 2002), aswell asan
interaction term between each characteristic and the year, to examine changes within particular
groups over time. The model also controls for efficacy, measured as aresponse to a question
about whether government cares about “people like me” and for trust in Washington, DC.*

While there are a number of main effects, the analysis here is focused onthe changes
over time.”®* Making sense of the results of this analysis (and ones to come) may be a bit tricky

so while the parameter estimates for the full model are presented in Table 5, graphical analyses

1t isworth noti ng that there are strong partisan differences here. Democrats show no significant change over the
two elections (9.6% in 2000, 11.6% in 2002) while Republicans were substantially more likely to choose “trust”
during the presidential election (24.5% vs. 13.6% in 2002) no doubt in response to a major Bush campaign theme
$X21:6.977, p<.01.).

Itis, of course, possiblethat efficacy and trust have changed over time. OL S regression analyses pooling the 2000
and 2002 data with efficacy or trust as the dependent variable and the various individual differences as controls
show no significant difference from 2000 to 2002 and no interaction effects between the year and individual
differences. Given this, use of the efficacy and trust measures as controls in the remaining analyses will be asamain
effect only. Efficacy isjus the opposite, showing no effects on lawbreaking, but significant effects on favoritism; as
respondents become more efficacious, they become less condemning of favoritism.

13 While the individual demographic correlates of lawbreaking and favoritism are certainly interesting, they are not
the focus of this paper and are not addressed here. Some highlights are worth pointing out, however. Women are
substantially more likely to condemn favoritism. No differences are seen in these data for partisanship, but liberals
are less condemning of lawbreaking than either mo derates or conservatives— though there is no significant
difference for favoritism. In general there is a monotonic increase in condemnation of both illegal activities and
favoritism by age, with the youngest cohort less likely to condemn either type of activity than their elders. Finally,
those voters who have never attended college are less condemning of illegality than college graduates. More detailed
analysis of the socioeconomic bases of corruption attitudes in the 2000 election is available in Redlawsk and
McCann, 2002.
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of the significant effects are shown in Figures 1 and 2. Turning first to the lawbreaking index,
three groups show significant changes from 2000 to 2002. Liberals appear to become more
accepting of illegal actions compared to both conservatives and moderates, as do non-whites
compared to whites. Respondents with some college education become more condemning of
these activities, compared to college graduates. Figure 1 clarifies these results. Controlling for all
other factors, and assuming the mean values for efficacy (3.43) and trust (2.07), al ideological
groups show some decline in how harshly they rate illegal activities, though liberals clearly
become more accepting than any other group. Turning to race, there is virtualy no change in
how whites view lawbreaking, but nonwhites are substantially lesslikely to condemn such
activities in 2002 compared to 2000. And, again for education, al groups show some decline, but
both college graduates and those with no college at all become much more accepting, while those
with some college but no degree change very little. It is worth pointing out, however, that
respondents in general still remaining quite convinced that these activities are very corrupt, since
the means remain about 4.0 on a 1-5 scale.

There are also few differences among groyps over time on the favoritism index. Again
there seems to be somewhat of an overall decrease in how corrupt voters see these activities,
though the coefficient on the year does not reach statistical significance. Only two groups of
voters show any significant change. As Figure 2 reflects, both Democrats and Independents were
less condemning in 2002 than in 2000, while Republicans remained in virtually the same place.
On the other hand, older voters rated favoritism as substantially more corrupt in 2002, while
other age groups rated these activities as less corrupt.

In summary, despite the apparent increase in how corrupt voters viewed lawbreaking

seen on Table 3, after controlling for the sample differences voters are slightly more accepting of
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these activities, if anything. The changes seem to be limited to a few groups, however. The
various events that occurred during the two years had either little effect, or cross-cutting effects,
on this measure. Some specific groups do show change, but not in any fashion that indicates
clear direction, and in fact, the results are counter to what would be expected if voters became
more wary of politicians as aresult of the corruption scandals. The same is mostly true of
favoritism though there is some evidence that there is an overall increase in tolerance for these
activities. While Republicans and older respondents are relatively more condemning of
favoritism in 2002, the overall means otherwise do show some declines. Votersin 2002 may
have beenmore tolerant overall of “politics as usua” as captured in the kinds of activities that
make up the favoritism measure. This may well reflect the predominance of security and
terrorism concerns as election 2002 arrived which could have resulted in a generaly more
positive view of what politicians do (that is not clearly illegal) than otherwise might have been
the case without September 11.

[Insert Table 5 and Figures 1 and 2 about here]

In addition to the eight question battery on corruption, voters had the opportunity to
respond directly to questions about the prevalence of corruption in government with two
questions aimed at tapping how they felt government was run. One asked “how many people
running the government do you think are crooked” while the other asked how often corrupt
means are needed in government to “achieve important goals.” These two measures are
reasonably correlated (r=.246, p<.001) while tapping different aspects of how government is
viewed. A government corruption index was created averaging the two measures, scaled so that a
high value on the index indicates a strong belief that government is corrupt. As with the

lawbreaking and favoritism indices, a model controlling for socioeconomic, partisan, and
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ideological differences was built to estimate the effects of time on thisindex. The model is
shown in Table 6, while Figure 3 displays graphically the significant differences between groups.

As with the previous analysis, little overall change is seen over the two years. However,
once again several groups show significant change, after controlling for efficacy and trust in
Washington. In particular, Republicans and Democrats both become relatively less likely to
believe government is run by crooks and requires corrupt means, than independents, who while
at roughly the same place with partisans in 2000, are the group more likely to believe
government is corrupt in 2002. On the other hand, age differences which appear in 2000, when
younger voters were substantially higher on the scale than others, disappear in 2002, as younger
voters become less convinced that government is crooked, while other age groups show little
change. The other change is among the least educated voters, those who have not attended
college. This group was well above other education levelsin its belief that government was
corrupt in 2000, but by 2002 those with no college look no different than those who attended or
graduated from college.

As with attitudes towards illegal activities and favoritism, beliefs about how corrupt
government is appear to have moderated a bit between 2000 and 2002. The changes here are
quite clear for several groups — ratings on this scale are lower if they have changed at al. In
particular, though, ideology and partisanship show some interesting patterns. Ideologues (liberals
and conservatives) show a greater increase in tolerance (shown by a decline on the scale) for
lawbreaking than do moderates, while partisans (Republican and Democrat) show a greater
decline in their assessment of how corrupt government is in 2002 than do Independents, who
show relatively little change.

[Insert Table 6 and Figure 3 about Here]
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The overall picture seems to be that the corruption scandals played little role in the
evolution of voter attitudes towards corruption and government between 2000 and 2002. Had the
scandals redlly influenced voters, it is likely that attitudes towards corruption would have

become more severe, not generally less, as appears to be the case for this group of voters.

Attitudestowar ds Government and Cor porate Corruption in 2002

Unfortunately no questions about corporate corruption were asked on the 2000 exit poll
so there is no opportunity to examine change over time. However, it may be useful to directly
compare attitudes towards government with those towards corporations in 2002. There are two
opportunities to do this in these data. First, a corporate corruption index, analogous to the
government corruption index above can be constructed using two questions about the number of
crooks running corporations and the need to use corrupt means to obtain important ends in
corporations. These measures are fairly highly correlated (r=.457, p<.001) but each brings a
different perspective on the question. The corporate corruption index is highly correlated with
the government corruption index for 2002, (r=.538, p<.001) indicating that voters who see
crooksin one place are relatively likely to see crooks in the other. Y et, having said this, there
may well be differences in who views which entity as corrupt. In order to make a direct
comparison between government and corporations, a multivariate GLM model was constructed
with the two indices as the dependent variables, and the various socioeconomic and political
factors as predictors. The results are presented in Table 7.

Asit turns ou there are some interesting differences in attitudes towards government and
corporations. Demacrats, as would be expected, are more positive towards government than they

are towards corporations, while conservatives (controlling for party ID of course) are much more
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positive towards corporations (both represented by negative coefficients, since the dependent
variables are coded so that a high score indicates belief that crooks run government.) Neither of
these results is particularly surprising. Turning to socioeconomic traits, it is clear that women, in
general, are more likely than men to believe that crooks run both corporations and government .
On the other hand, those without any college education are no more likely to see government as
corrupt, but they are significantly more likely to view corporations as corrupt. The same effect is
seen with age, as younger voters (18-29) are much more negative about corporations but no more
so about government than other age groups. On the other hand, voters over 65 are substantially
less likely to see corruption in corporations than other age groups.

[Insert Table 7 about Here]

Clearly, despite the high correlation between the two, beliefs in the number of crooks and
need to use corrupt means in government are not the same as beliefs about the same things in
corporations. Different groups of voters hold different attitudes towards the two. In order to
examine the effects of these beliefs and of attitudes towards corruption on trust in government
and corporations, voters participating in the 2002 exit poll were given the chance to choose
which of three entities — government, corporations, or unions — they most trusted. Only one of
the three could be chosen, forcing adecision It seems likely that in addition to the
socioeconomic and political factors that have been used in previous analyses, attitudes towards
governmental and corporate corruption, along with attitudes toward corrupt activities
(lawbreaking and favoritism) should predict which of these three voters trust most. It seems
fairly certain that those who see a great deal of corruption in government would be unlikely to

pick it as the most trusted, while those who see corruptionin corporations would be less likely to
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trust them. Likewise, attitudes towards the corrupt activities, since they mostly reference political
officials, may predict the likelihood of trusting government over the others.

Table 8 presents the results of a multinomial logistic regression analysis with
“corporations’ as the reference group. The analysis predicts the likelihood of choosing either
government or unions as the most trusted, compared to choosing corporations. As expected, a
number of socioeconomic and political variables predict differential preferences. Republicans are
substantially less likely thanindependents or democrats to choose unions as the most trusted and
somewhat less likely to choose government. Liberals, on the other hand are much more likely to
choose unions, compared to moderates, but ideology has no effect on choosing government as
the most trusted. Those with no college tend to trust unions over the other two, while older voters
are far more likely to trust government than other age cohorts. As would be expected, a high
sense of efficacy or trust in Washington leads to choosing government as the most trusted
compared to either corporations or unions.

But the real story of interest isin the measures of attitudes towards corruption. Neither
the lawbreaking nor favoritism index predicts any differential preference. It may be simply that
because the references in the questions comprising the index are focused on specific actions,
rather than more general references to government or corporations, that expecting to find any
effects on atrust preference is wrong. On the other hand, the government and corporate
corruption indices, which combine beliefs about the number of crooks and the need for corrupt
means in government or corporations, are significant predictors in the model. It appears that
generalized beliefs about these entities, rather than about specific actions taken by citizens and
politicians, lead to trust in the institutions. A belief that government is particularly corrupt

significantly lowers the probability that government will be chosen as the most trusted, while
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having no effect onchoosing unions. But a belief that corporations are especially corrupt leads to
asignificantly higher likelihood that either government or unions will be seen as most trusted.
These latter two are then differentiated by the government index; those believing both
government and corporations are corrupt are more likely to choose unions as the most trusted of
the three.
[Insert Table 8 about here]

The overall story of Table 8 indicates that for trust in institutions it is the general beliefs
about the institutions that count, not attitudes towards how corrupt certain activities are or are
not. Essentially, beliefs about how government and corporations work trandlate directly into

beliefs about how trustworthy they are.

Palitical Consequences of Voter Attitudes

Finally, it is worth considering whether the attitudes towards corruption trandate in any
way into the vote choice itsdlf. It is certainly possible that given that al respondents are voters,
corruption attitudes have little to do with the vote choice, assuming there are no obvious scandals
involving corruption and candidates actually on the ballot. After al, perhaps those for whom
corruption really matters are not even voting, and thus not captured in these exit polls. Previous
work, however, provides reason to believe that corruption attitudes do influence the vote with the
Redlawsk and McCann (2002) finding that voters more condemning of favoritism were more
likely to cast athird party vote, at least in the 2000 presidential election. In 2002, though, there
was no presidential election; in lowathe US Senate race between incumbent Democrat Tom
Harkin and Republican Greg Ganske was at the top of the ticket. A multinomial logistic

regression model can attempt to differentiate between the probability of a vote for one of these
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major party candidates or a vote for the Green party alternative.™ Such amodd is reported in
Table 9 withavote for the Republican candidate as the reference category.

The analysis finds no significant effects for beliefs about corruption in either government
or corporations, though the coefficients for a third party vote indicate some tendency for those
believing these entities are corrupt vote third party. The only statistically significant effect is
found in the lawbreaking index and third party voting. In areversal of Redlawsk and McCann
(2002) the favoritism index has no ability to differentiate between candidates, but the
lawbreaking index has very strong positive effects. Voters who feel more strongly that the
activities in this index are in fact corrupt are much more likely to vote third party. It is not at all
clear why the findings in this study should reverse the 2000 findings, though that study included
awide range of cities and a muchlarger number of third party votes. Perhaps thisis ssmply
idiosyncratic of the lowa City area, or perhaps it is related to the Senate race which pitted an
incumbent against a challenger, versus a presidentia race with no actual incumbent. In any case
there are no data here to tease out this difference. But even s, it is clear that attitudes towards
corrupt activities have potential to affect the vote choice.

To make ahit clearer the effects of these attitudes towards lawbreaking, the probabilities
of athird party vote were calculated at each of its levels, keeping all other predictors at their
means or reference categories (see Figure 4.) Voters at the lowest (most tolerant of lawbreaking)
level of the scale (1) are less than 1% likely to vote third party, while those in the middle (3) are
just about 2% likely, while those at the most condemning end of the scale (5) have more than a
12% chance of voting third party, substantially greater than the share that actually cast athird

party vote (6.1%.)

4 Given the rel atively small number of third party votersin this race (6.1%, or 34 voters cast third party votes) the
following analysisis tentative at best. Still the results should be suggestive.
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[Insert Table 9 and Figure 4 about here]

Discussion

Exit polls are not useful for studying the general population, of course, but they do
provide an understanding of how voters feel at about the time they cast their vote. Thus, for
anyone interested in how political attitudes affect the only political activity in which most
citizens engage, exit polls can be quite useful, as long as their limitations are understood. And, of
course, an exit poll in only one community, as presented here, does not allow any strong
conclusionto be drawn about voters elsewhere. Even so, the findingsin these exit polls,
providing as they do the opportunity to examine change over time on an important issue of the
day, are both useful and suggestive.

First, even though corporate corruption was al over the front pages in the days before the
terrorist attacks of 2001 and even somewhat afterwards, by the time the 2002 elections rolled
around, there was little evidence that voters became any more concerned about corruption in
government. If anything, there is some evidence that attitudes towards corrupt activities actually
became dightly less negative, as voters appeared to moderate their views on how corrupt
government really is. This moderation may have come about because much of the talk about
corruption was muted by election 2002, replaced by talk about security, patriotism, and the role
of government in protecting American citizens.

Second, there are differences in beliefs about how corrupt corporations and government
actually are. When asked about the need to use corrupt means and about how many working in
government and corporations are corrupt, voters of different political and socioeconomic groups

had different responses. Democrats like government more, as would be expected, while women
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in general were less trusting of both institutions. And while age has no effect on beliefs about
governmental corruption, age and education were both significant predictors of belief that
corporations are corrupt, with young people and those without college degrees were more likely
to see corruption in corporations, while elderly voters were less. These differences make clear
that not all voters see corruption the same way, nor do they respond to the information
environment in the same ways. Meanwhile the beliefs in the levels of corporate or governmental
corruption have direct effects on whether these institutions are trusted.

Third, as Redlawsk and McCann (2002) show in the 2000 presidential election across six
cities of varying sizes and cultures, attitudes towards corrupt activities have potentia to influence
the vote choice. While these attitudes do not differentiate between Republican and Democratic
votes, they do influence the likelihood of athird party vote. Third party voters are likely
disillusioned with the political system asit is; one wellspring of that disillusionment may be a
sense that government is corrupt and a tendency to condemn the kinds of activities they believe
politicians routinely engage in. To be fair, the findings in the US Senate election in lowa City in
2002 are somewhat different from those found across six cities in the presidential election of
2000. Where in 2002 it was attitudes towards illegal activities that predicted greater third party
voting, in 2000 it was voters who condemned favoritism who were more likely to vote third
party. Except to suggest that there is something idiosyncratic about either lowa City (reasonably
likely) or that Senate el ections with an incumbent tap different considerations than do “open
seat” presidential elections (also likely) there is no clear explanation for this difference. Even so,
this study, limited as it isto votersin only one small geographic area, provides some sense of
both the nature of attitudes towards corruption and beliefs about government and corporations,

and how both may influence politics more generally.
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Tablel
Exit Poll Vote Compared to Actual Vote

Reported Vote Actual Vote Variance
2000
President
Bush (R) 31.0 31.9 -0.9
Gore (D) 59.1 59.2 -0.1
Nader (G) 9.6 7.4 2.2
2002
Governor
Gross (R) 32.9 32.8 -0.1
Vilsack (D) 61.0 60.1 -0.9
Others 6.1 7.1 1.0
US Senate
Ganske (R) 329 321 -0.8
Harkin (D) 63.2 62.7 -05
Others 3.9 52 1.3
Congress
Leach (R) 529 49.3 -3.6
Thomas (D) 44.9 49.3 4.4
Others 2.2 14 0.8

Actual votes are from the Johnson County, I1A Auditor’s Office, http://mwww.jcauditor.com. Only
votes cast on election day itsalf are included; absentee votes are removed since absentees could
not have been interviewed on election day. Totas include only the vote in lowa City and
Coralville and do not include the rest of Johnson County.
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Table?2

Marginalsfor Corruption Questions

2000

2002

2000

2002

More Corruption
Locally

% Yes

12.2

10.0

In Government.....

Corrupt Means
AreRequired
% Usually

32.2

24.7

More Corruption
in Fed Govt

% Yes

459

48.0

Number of
Crooks

% Quiteafew
49.8

42.6

M ost Corrupt L evel
Local State National

120 72 808

80 89 831

In Corporations....

Corrupt Means
AreRequired
% Usually

n/a

39.8

Trust Govt Public Officials
In Washington Don't Care
% Only Sometimes % Agree
50.2 40.4
484 39.0
Number of Which do you
Crooks Trust More

% Quitea Few
n/a

52.5

Govt Corp Unions
na nla nla

464 179 357

Table entries are percentages of those answering the question as indicated.
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Would it be corrupt if:

Thefollowing Itemsload on a*“ Law Breaking” Factor

Someone on the government payroll did no
work for the pay?

A police officer accepted money not to write
atraffic ticket on a speeding driver?

A citizen claimed government benefits to which he or she
was not entitled?

A government official gave a contract to acampaign
contributor without considering other contractors?

Thefollowing itemsload on a * Favoritism’” Factor

An dected official with many wealthy backers supported
tax cut that largely benefited the rich?

Voters supported a candidate for office in return for a
Promise to fix potholes on their street?

An officia recommended an out-of -work friend for a
government job?

Thefollowing item does not load cleanly on either factor

An elected officia raised campaign funds while inside his
or her government office?

Table3

8-1tem Corruption Battery

2000 Pall 2002 Pall Difference
Mean % Extremely Mean % Extremely (t-test)
(sd) Corrupt (sd) Corrupt
4.29 4.38 t=2.623, p<.01
(.70) (.62)

4.39 59.8 440  60.7 t=.210, n.s.
(.89) (.90)

4.33 59.5 448  65.1 t=2.965, p<.01
(.95) (.84

4.29 53.1 438 56.1 t=2.115, p<.05
(0.88) (:81)

4.12 49.8 426 528 t=2.328, p<.05
(1.06) (9D

3.00 2.88 t=-2.291, p<.05
(1.04) (1.00)

3.66 38.1 357 358 t=-1.412, n.s.
(1.35) (1.39)

2.69 14.3 257 14.2 t=1.285, n.s.
(1.39) (1.38)

2.66 115 245 7.8 t=-2.839, p<.01
(1.27) (1.20)

351 24.0 344 235 t=-.932, n.s.
(1.16) (1.20)

Note: Factor loadings were derived via principal component analysis, with VARIMAX rotation. All items scored on afive-point scale (1 = “not at all corrupt,”
= “extremely corrupt™). The two factors explain 53.4% (2000) and 52.9% (2002) of the variance; a third factor would have an eigenvalue well below 1.0.

29



Table4
Socioeconomic and Political Differencesin Attitudestowards Corruption

2000 and 2002 Pooled Education
Partisanship Gender No Some College| Age Income >$50K
Rep. Dem. Ind. | Mde Femde| College College Grad <30 304 4564 >64 | Yes No
Law-Bresking 432 434 431 430 4.36 419 4.15 443 4.03 445 458 471 447 422
(67) (66) (.68) (67) (.67) (84 (74  (.58) (72)  (.58) (52 (41 (7 (7D
Favoritism 277 302 298 276 312 3.16 295 292 289 293 302 325 291 298
11) (979 (99 | 102 (9 | (1o6) (.98 (104 (.95) (105 (1.08) (1.07) | (1L.02 (102
More Local 126% 101% 121% | 11.6% 11.2% | 178% 154% 8.7% 154% 89% 94% 5.6% 7.9% 13.6%
Corruption (% Y es)
More Corruption in 291% 39.2% 3170 | 42.9% 50.8% | 66.3% 49.7% 43.4% 50.3% 421% 47.6% 47.8% | 43.1% 49.4%
Fed. Govt. (% Yes)
Govt Needs Corrupt | 23.9% 29.0% 334% | 26.8% 31.0% | 39.6% 355% 24.6% 384% 23.7% 21.3% 24.6% | 22.1% 34.3%
Means (% Usually)
# of Crooksin 43.0% 44.7% 52.9% | 42.1% 51.2% | 53.3% 50.8% 44.0% 54.9% 43.2% 40.1% 37.5% | 41.4% 50.7%
Govt (% quite afew)
Only asked in 2002:
Corps Need Corrupt | 32.9% 40.8% 44.4% | 38.8% 41.3% | 326% 522% 36.1% 531% 345% 352% 23.7% | 33.9% 45.6%
Means (% Usudly)
# of Crooksin Corps | 37.1% 57.9% 59.3% | 45.1% 59.7% | 56.5% 58.8% 49.5% 64.9% 49.4% 44.9% 43.6% | 47.3% 57.6%
(% quite a few)
Trust Government | 55.2% 455% 37.5% | 47.3% 44.6% | 52.3% 43.6% 46.9% 440% 448% 45.7% 714% | 52.0% 41.1%
More: Corporations | 37.0% 7.9% 158% | 223% 134% | 114% 16.8% 19.1% 126% 17.8% 239% 14.3% | 21.0% 15.0%
Unions 7.8% 46.6% 46.7% ' 304% 42.0% ! 36.4% 39.6% 34.0% 434% 374% 304% 14.3% ! 27.0% 43.9%
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Table5
Changesin Attitudes towards Types of Corruption, 2000-2002

L awbreaking Favoritism
Year (1=2002) -.330 (.206) -.496 (.334)
Year X
Partisanship
Democrat 128 (.084) .050 (.136)
Republican 042 (.108) 326 (.175)
|deology
Liberal -.209***  (.081) 076 (.132)
Conservative -.096 (.109) -179 (.177)
Socioeconomic Traits
Femde 014 (.069) -.145 (.111)
Income > $50K 054 (.074) .080 (.120)
Non-White -.383** (.188) -.210 (.304)
Education
No College -.079 (.136) -.202 (.221)
Some College A71%*  (.081) 017 (.132)
Age
18-29 -.060 (.094) 052 (.153)
30-44 036 (.091) 047 (.147)
65 and Over 018 (.168) 569** (.270)
Partisanship
Democrat 074 (.065) -.009 (.106)
Republican -.065 (.082) 084 (.133)
Ideology
Liberal -.163***  (.063) .056 (.102)
Conservative 079 (.082) =177 (.134)
Socioeconomic Traits
Femde .067 (.052) 262%**  (.084)
Income > $50K 125+* (.056) 004 (.091)
Non-White -.333** (.162) 071 (.263)
Education
No College -.282**  (.101) .053 (.163)
Some College 017 (.064) .059 (.104)
Age
18-29 =478 **  (.071) -.165 (.114)
30-44 -.081 (.065) -071 (.106)
65 and Over .194* (.112) A10%* (.182)
Sense of Efficacy 012 (.009) -.052%**  (.015)
Trust in Washington -.057%**  (.016) -.039 (.026)
Constant 4.444%**  (\175) 3.363**  (.284)
Adjusted r* 160 .056

*p<.l **p<.05 ***p<.01

Parameters are estimated by multivariate General Linear Modeling with both Lawbreaking and Favoritism as dependent
variables, standard errorsin parentheses. n=1373. Reference category for Party is Independent, for Ideology is Moderate, for
Education is College Graduate, for Ageis 45-64 Y ears Old.
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Table6
Changein Beliefsabout Corruption in Gover nment 2000-2002

Y ear (1=2002) 349 (.370)
Year x
Partisanship
Democrat -.246* (.153)
Republican -.248 (.200)
|deology
Liberal -.125 (.148)
Conservdive -.247 (.199)
Socioeconomic Traits
Femde .006 (.125)
Income > $50K -.109 (.135)
Non-White 101 (.335)
Education
No College -.409* (.248)
Some College -.024 (.148)
Age
18-29 Years Old -.396** (.172)
30-44 YearsOld -.233 (.165)
65 and Over -.196 (.304)
Partisanship
Democrat -.205* (.119)
Republican -.084 (.150)
Ideology
Liberal -.042 (.114)
Conservative -.107 (.150)
Socioeconomic Traits
Femde 284%** (.095)
Income > $50K -.145 (.102)
Non-White 138 (.287)
Education
No College 063 (.184)
Some College .001 (.127)
Age
18-29 Years Old 170 (.129)
30-44 YearsOld -.038 (.119)
65 and Over -.244 (.205)
Sense of Efficacy - 173** (.017)
Trust in Washington - 172%x* (.030)
Constant 4.118*** (.311)

Adjusted r* .177

*p<.d **p<.05 ***p<.01

Parameters are estimated by General Linear Modeling, standard errorsin parentheses. Dependent variable is Government
Corruption Index, calculated as the mean of responses to the “Number of Crooks in Government” and “In Government
Corrupt Means are Needed” questions, a high value indicates belief that government isrelatively corrupt. n= 1382. Reference
category for Party is Independent, for Ideology is Moderate, for Education is College Graduate, for Age is 45-64 Years Old.
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Table7
Beliefsabout Corruption in Government and Cor por ations, 2002

Gover nment Corporations
Partisanship
Democrat -.196* (.120) -.041 (.136)
Republican -.064 (.152) -.033 (.174)
|deology
Liberal -.053 (.115) 181 (.132)
Conservative -.112 (:152) -.281* (:173)
Socioeconomic Traits
Femae .286***  (.095) 258**  (.109)
Income > $50K -.139 (.103) -.063 (.117)
Non-White 131 (.289) 197 (-330)
Education
No College .058 (.186) .038 (.212)
Some College -.003 (.118) 231* (.135)
Age
18-29 Years Old 170 (.130) A31%** (,1148)
30-44 Years Old -.037 (.120) .067 (:137)
65 and Over -.239 (.207) -.382* (.236)
Sense of Efficacy -.192***  (.026) -.163***  (.029)
Trust in Washington -.186*** (.046) -.136***  (.052)
Constant 3.983***  (.171) 3.045%**  (.227)
Adjusted r* 173 149

*p<.l **p<.05 ***p<.01

Table entries are estimated by multivariate General Linear Modeling with both Government Corruption and Corporate
Corruption indices as dependent variables. n=586. High value on dependent variables indicates belief that government or
corporations are corrupt. Reference category for Party is Independent, for Ideology is Moderate, for Education is College
Graduate, for Ageis45-64 Years Old.
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Table8
Trust in Government and Unions, Relative to Cor por ations, 2002

Government Unions
Law Breaking -.029 (.278) -.044 (-301)
Favoritism -.062 (.153) 105 (.176)
Government Corruption -.428***  (.145) -.081 (.160)
Corporate Corruption S578***  (1133) B578***  (.147)
Partisanship
Democrat 551 (.408) 338 (.413)
Republican -.679* (.389) -2.104***  (.501)
|deology
Liberal 223 (.441) 1.263***  (.440)
Conservative -.327 (.363) -.577 (.495)
Socioeconomic Traits
Femae 170 (.293) 436 (.325)
Income > $50K .083 (.313) -.535 (.344)
Non-White -.329 (.802) -1.453 (.944)
Education
No College .693 (.611) 1.364**  (.671)
Some College 101 (.357) 273 (.397)
Age
18-29 .656 (.429) 582 (.464)
30-44 591* (.343) 796**  (.391)
65 and Over 1.272* (.692) -.791 (.863)
Sense of Efficacy 274%** (.080) .060 (.087)
Trust in Washington 386***  (.140) -.155 (.158)
Constant -1.595 (1.608) -2.740 (1.787)
Nagelkerke Pseudo r? 501
-2LL 798.369
Model X?36 309.130, p<.001

*p<.l **p<.05 ***p<.01

Table entries are multinomial logistic regression coefficients, standard errorsin parentheses. n=539. Reference category for
dependent variable is“ Corporations.” Reference category for Party is Independent, for Ideology is Moderate, for Education is
College Graduate, for Age is 45-64 Years Old.



Table9
Attitudes towards Government and Cor porate Corruption
and the Vote for US Senate 2002

Democr at Third Party
Law Breaking 147 (.304) .956* (.515)
Favoritism .268 (.179) -.137 (.308)
Government Corruption .040 (.156) 274 (.268)
Corporate Corruption -.028 (.137) 125 (.266)
Partisanship
Democrat 2.956*** (.522) -.654 (.940)
Republican -2.381***  (.396) -3.058*** (1.182)
|deology
Libera 2.298***  (.589) 3.435%**  (,787)
Conservative -1.844***  (.456) -.402 (.970)
Socioeconomic Traits
Femde -.154 (.332) -.962* (.593)
Income > $50K .018 (.354) 229 (.619)
Education
College Degree 144 (.373) 131 (.657)
Age
18-29 1.176*** (.460) 1.628**  (.792)
30-44 -.351 (.416) 224 (.762)
Sense of Efficacy .088 (.093) -.301* (.185)
Trust in Washington 221 (.164) -.153 (.333)
Constant -1.875 (1.608) -6.789** (2.915)
Nagelkerke Pseudo r? 764
-2LL 379.276
Model X?30 542.813, p<.001

*p<.dl **p<.05 ***p<.01

Table entries are multinomial logistic regression coefficients, standard errorsin parentheses. n=576. Reference Category for
Dependent variable is avote for the Republican candidate. Reference category for Party is Independent, for Ideology is
Moderate, for Education isNot College Graduate, for Age isover 45 Years Old.
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Figure2
Significant Changesin Attitudes towards Favoritism
2000 — 2002
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Govt Corruption

Figure3
Changein Beliefs about Corruption in Government
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Figure4
Predicted Probabilitiesof a Third Party Vote in the 2002 | owa Senate Race
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Appendix A
Characteristics of Exit Poll Respondents by Election

Demographic Characteristics of respondents Income
Completed  Refused Female Non-White Hispanic _Married _Homeowner > $50,000
2000 927 725 53.1% 5.8% 1.0% 35.8% 47.9% 35.7%
2002 671 978 50.1 29 19 47.5 59.0 45.8
U.S 2000 Census 51.0 10.6 35.2 459 35.1
Republican Democrat Liberal Conservative
2000 239 45.1 419 17.8
2002 274 45.5 36.4 20.5
Official 2002 20.6 37.0
Registration

Census figures from www.census.gov for the relevant geographical area. Non-white include Asian and Africant American. Homeowner data from census
isthe share of housing units that are owner-occupied. Hispanic data from the exit poll cannot be compared to census data due to substantially different
methods of determining Hispanic group membership. Voter registration for Johnson County, |A comes from the Johnson County Auditor web site,
http://www .jcauditor.com.
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Appendix B: 2000 Questionnaire:

Please check off the box next to your answer. Your survey is confidential.

EXlt POI I Conducted by the University of lowa

If none of the responses fit, just leave the question blank.

Which presidential candidate did
you vote for?

g 31.0% Bush
g 59.1% Gore
g 9.6% Nader
g 0.3% Buchanan

When did you decide who to vote
for?
45.6% Knew all along
10.6% Before Convention
8.6% Convention time
15.1% Debatestime
20.1% Last Two Weeks

What isthe one best use for the
budget surplus?

g 17.8% Tax Cuts

g 24.7% National debt

g 16.0% Social Security

g 37.6% Education Spending

Which one candidate quality
matters most to you?

19.8% Stands up for what he
believes

11.1% Cares about people like

12.8% Hasright experience

9.8% Most liberal

3.1% True conservative

13.4% Strong leadership Qual.

0.9% Canwin

15.1% Trust him more

11.5% Fair and just

Do you care who winsthe

presidential election?
g 90.6% Care aGreat Dedl
g 94% Don't care very much

D 0000

D00 00000 O

Did you vote for the new jail?
g 30.1% Yes
g 69.9% No

(lowa City Only) Did you vote for
the Library Expansion Bond?

g 72.9% Yes

g 27.1% No

(lowa City Only) What was the one
thing that most influenced your
library vote?

J10.9% Cost

08.0% Downtown location

g0.8% Design of building

g16.7% Priority of project
30.0% Library excellence
11.4% Space needs

(lowa City Only) Did you voteto
remove 1% Ave, Extension from
the city budget?

053.2% Yes

046.8% No

Which candidates for County
Supervisor did you vote for?
(Check up to three)

(38.6% Pat Harney

g43.5% Terrance Neuzil

(38.8% Carol Thompson

g12.5% Dick Brown
17.8% Myron Smalley

9.4% Tim Borchardt

What isthe most important
problem the lowa City/Coralville
area needs to address?

4.0% Crime

18.8% Education

6.7% Economy/Jobs

3.1% Racia and Ethnic

Tension

20% Welfare

23.9% Growth and Sprawl

9.6% Air and Water Quality

10.1% High Taxes

2.2% Corruption

8.7% Traffic

7.7% Housing

Isthere more corruption locally
than in other placesyou've lived?

q 12.2% Yes

g 79.1% No

g 8.7% Only lived here

00000000 O0O000.0
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If alocal elected official werefound
buying votes, would he or she
would be removed from office?

g 68.5% Very likely

g 26.0% Somewhat likely

g 55% Not likely

If you needed a permit and an
official demanded a $50 bribe
would you

g 6.1% Pay the$50

g 93.9% Protest to supervisor

Doesit seem that thereisalot more
corruption in the federal
government than there was 20
years ago?

gq 459% Yes

g 54.1% No

Which level of government seems
most corrupt?

g 12.0% Loca
q 7.2% State
g 80.8% National

Who would be morelikely to favor
someone like themsalvesin
hiring?

g 35.6% Men

q 12.7% Women

g 51.6% Equally Likely

Who would be more likely to vote
for someone like themselves?

g 28.0% White/Anglo

g 16.9% African-American

g 2.4% Hispanic/Latino/Chican

g 52.7% Equally Likely

Would public funding of
Congressional campaigns reduce
the power of well-funded
lobbyists?

g 67.7% Yes, Reduce

g 32.3% No

In politics, taking car e of your
friends means hurting everybody
else

q 24.4% Usualy



g 75.6% Sometimes

How corrupt would it beif: Not At Somewhat Extremely
All Corrupt Corrupt
Corrupt
a police officer accepted money not to write atraffic
ticket on a speeding driver? q 14% g 40 q 130 g 221 g 595
acitizen claimed government benefitsto which he or
shewas not entitled? q 0.8% q 27 q 151 q 283 g 531
a gover nment official gave a contract to a campaign .
contributor without considering other contractors? ~ 9 25% q58 q 174 q 246 q 498
an elected official raised campaign funds whileinside
hisor her gover nment office? q 64% q 128 q 87 q 82 q 240
someone on the gover nment payroll did no work for
the pay? q 1.2% q 38 q 100 g 252 g 59.8
an official recommended an out-of-work friend for a
government job? q 22.2% q 273 q 240 q 149 q 115
voter s supported a candidate for officein return for a .
promiseto fix potholes on their street? q 268% g 224 g 210 q 155 q 143
an elected official with many wealthy backers .
supported atax cut that largely benefited therich? 9 104% g 105 q 186 q 224 q 381
In government, corrupt means How much of thetime do you Race:
are needed to achieve think you can trust the g 3.9% AfricanrAmerican
important goals government in Washington to g 94.2% White
q 32.2% Usually do what isright 2 q 19% AsianAmerican
q 67.8% Rarely g 2.4% Just about aways A
0 i ge
In dealing with local g 47.40A> Most of thetime q 46.0% 18-29
gover nment, citizens should q 50.2% iny some of the 29.50 30-44
time q 970 IU"
g 68.9% Go by therules q 20.7% 45-64
g 31.1% Rely on trusted Do you usually think of your self q 38% 65+
people as: '
. o 45.1% Democrat Education:
Which one of thefollowing is 9 ;
most important toyou?g q 31.0% Independent q 0.8% NoHigh School
q 7.3% Friendship G 239 Republicen g 6.1% a:plhogzool Graduate
g 24.0% Family security Do you consider your self: 34 5% So?ne College
q 35.2% Honesty q 41.9% Liberal 36.10/ College Grad
g 33.6% Do unto othersas g 40.4% Moderate q So.L% College Lraduate
' ' g 22.5% Postgraduate Degree

you would have
them do unto you

How many of the people running

the government do you think
are crooked?

g 49.8% Quite afew

g 45.0% Not very many

g 51% Hardly any

Public officialsdon't care much
what people like me think

g 40.4% Agree

g 59.6% Disagree

g 17.8% Conservative

Sex:
g 53.1% Femde
g 46.9% Mae

Check all the responses which
describe you:

g 47.9% Own home

g 35.8% Married

g 1.2% Hispanic/Latino/
Chicano

g 35.7% Family Income Over
$50,000
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Appendix B: 2002 Questionnaire Exit Poll (2002) Conducted by the University of lowa

Please check the box next to your answer. Your survey answers are completely confidential.
If no answer fits, please | eave that question blank.

Please tell uswho you voted for:

For the US Senate?
32.1% Greg Ganske (R)
62.7% Tom Harkin (D)
4.5% Tim Harthan (G)
0.6% Richard Moore (L)

For the US House?
49.3% Jm Leach (R)
49.3% Julie Thomas (D)
1.4% KevinLitten (L)

For Governor?

32.8% Doug Gross (R)
60.1% Tom Vilsack (D)
5.7% Jay Robinson (G)
14% Clyde Cleveland (L)

Which one quality in a political
candidate matters most to you?
(Check only ONE)

25.9% Standsup for higher beliefs

12.8% Cares about people like me

6.9% Hastheright experience

14.8% Mogt libera

6.2% True conservative

9.4% Strong leadership qualities

0.3% Canwin

13.3% Trust hinvher more

10.3% Fair and just

Which oneor two issues matter ed
most in your vote for Governor?
(Check ONE or TWO)

42.9% lowa' sBudget/Economy

15.4% Environmental Concerns

4.8% Farming Issues

23.0% Character of the Candidates

30.2% Vision for the Future

49.7% Education |ssues

2.6% Security and Safety

13.9% Abortion

14.6% Health Care/Prescription Drug

3.0% Gun Control

What made the biggest differencein
how you voted in the U.S. House
election? (Check only ONE)

34.2% Nationd Issues

17.8% Stateand Local Issues

22.8% Political Party

20.6% Character/Experience

4.6% Other

Should groupsother than the cand-
idates campaigns be allowed to
spend money to support or
oppose candidatesin elections?

34.9% Yes

51.4% No

13.7% Don't Know

Thisyear, which candidate for US
House seemed to have the most
money spent by outsidegroups to
assist in winning the election:

34.6% Jm Leach (R)

44.6% Jie Thomas (D)

20.8% Neither

What isthe single most important
problem our local area needsto

solve? (Check only ONE)
19% Crime
23.6% Education
27.9% Economy/Jobs
1.1% Racid and Ethnic Tension
6.1% Paking
11.1% Growth and Sprawl
49%  Air and Water Quality
11.1% High Taxes
1.7%  Corruption
1.7%  Traffic
3.1% Housng
5.8% Hedth Care Availahbility

The School Board plans a $38.7
million referendum in February
to build new schools and renovate
exigting ones. If thisreferendum
wer e held today how would you
vote?

66.1% For the Bond Issue

10.4% Against the Bond Issue

20.6% Don’'t Know

2.9%  Probably would not vote

Some people are talking about
combining lowa City and Johnson
County into a single metropolitan
gover nment. Would you support
such City/County consolidation?

15.6% Yes, Definitely

23.2% Yes, Maybe

31.3% Not Sure

11.3% No, Maybe

18.6% No, Definitely
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Should accessto |owa City and/or
Coralvillebarsberestricted to only
those 21 and over?

62.0% Yes

33.1% No

48%  Not Sure

Isthere more corruption locally
than in other placesyou've lived?

10.0% Yes

80.7% No

9.2%  Only lived here

If alocal elected official were found
buying votes, would he or she be
removed from office?

65.2% Vey likey

25.8% Somewhat likely

9.0% Not likey

If you needed a permit and an
official demanded a $50 bribe
would you:

51% Pay the $50

94.9% Protest to supervisor

Doesit seem that thereisalot more
corruption in the federal govern-

ment than 20 years ago?
48.0% Yes

52.0% No

Which level of government seems
most corrupt?

8.0% Loca
8.9% State
83.1% Nationd

Would public funding of Congress-
ional campaigns reduce the power
of well-funded lobbyists?

66.0% Yes, Reduce

34.0% No

In politics, taking care of friends
means hurting everybody else.

27.2% Usudly

72.8% Sometimes

In dealing with local gover nment,
citizensshould:

69.5% Go by therules

30.5% Rely on trusted people



: . Not At All Somewhat Extremely
How corrupt would it be if: Corrupt Corrupt Corrupt

a police officer accepted money not to write atraffic 0 . . . .
ticket on a speeding driver? 1.6% 09% 101% 221%  65.2%

acitizen claimed government benefitsto which he or 0.3% 25%  10.6% 304%  56.2%
shewas not entitled?

agovernment official gave a contract to a campaign 0.8% 4.0%  168% 256%  52.7%
contributor without considering other contractors?

an elected official raised campaign fundswhileinsidehis g gos 15.9%  26.4% 27.3%  23.6%
or her government office?

someone on the government payroll did nowork for the 1 304 3.8% 9.1%  248%  61.0%
pay?

an official recommended an out-of-work friend for a 24.9%  294%  26.7%  11.4% 7.6%
government job?

voter ssupported a candidate for officein return for a 283%  26.0% 185%  13.1%  14.2%
promiseto fix potholeson their street?

an elected official with many wealthy backerssupported 12206  11.3%  195%  21.1%  35.9%
atax cut that largely benefited therich?

In gover nment, corrupt means
are needed to achieve
important goals

24.7% Usudly

75.3% Rady

How many of the people running
the gover nment do you think
are crooked?

42.6% Quite afew

47.8% Not very many

9.5% Hardly any

In corporations, corrupt means
are needed to achieve
important goals

39.8% Usudly

60.2% Rady

How many of the people running
corporations do you think are
crooked?

52.5% Quite afew

41.1% Not very many

6.4% Hardly any

How much of thetime can you
trust thegovernment in
Washington to do what is
right?

3.2% Just about always

48.4% Mogt of the time

48.4% Only some of thetime

Which ONE do you trust more?
46.4% Government

17.9% Corporations

35.7% Unions

Public officialsdon't care much
what people like me think

39.0% Agree

61.0% Disagree

How good ajaob is President
Bushis doing on the economy?
13.8% Excellent

21.6% Good

25.6% Far

39.0% Poor

How good a job is President
Bushdoing on foreign affairs?

19.7% Excellent

19.3% Good

21.7% Far

39.3% Poor

Do you believe Americais
heading in theright direction
or off on thewrong track?

42.9% Heading in the Right

Direction
57.1% Off on Wrong Track

Which concernsyou more: That
you or someone you car e about
will become a terrorist attack
victimor that you or someone
you care about will lose ajob?

10.6% Terrorigt Attack Victim

56.7% LoseJob

32.7% Both Equally Concerning

Do you consider your self
36.5% Liberal

42.9% Moderate

20.5% Conservative
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Do you usually think of your self

as

455% Democrat

22.9% Independent

27.4% Republican

4.2%  Other Party
(Green/Libertarian)

Pleaseindicate your sex:
50.1% Femde 49.9% Mde

Check all the following responses
which accurately describe you:

(You may check more than one)
59.0% Own my home

47.5% Currently Married

23.6% Currently a College
Student

45.8% Family Income >$50,000

Do you consider yoursdlf to be:
1.9% Hispanic/Latino/Chicano

What isyour race?

1.4% AfricanrAmerican
97.1% White/Caucasian
1.4% AsiarAmerican

What isyour age?
31.6% 18-29
29.6% 30-44
32.2% 4564
6.6% 65+

Your highest level of education?
1.4% No High School Diploma
6.0% High School Graduate
26.3% Some College

32.8% College Graduate

33.4% Postgraduate Degree
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