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South Korea in Perspective
1) Comparison with OECD Countries: Corruption and Government Responsibility

Figures S1-S2 illustrate the public perception of corruption and the role of government among
the South Korean public in comparison to other OECD countries featured in the World Values
Survey Wave 7 (Haerpfer et al., 2022). The public perceptions of the relative responsibility of
the government compared to self and the prevalence of corruption among South Koreans tend
towards the average among OECD countries. This implies that among these OECD countries,
South Korea is a typical case, not an outlier, in terms of how the public assesses the
government’s role and corruption.

Figure S1
Public perception of the responsibility of government versus individual
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Note: Q108 of the World Values Survey: “Now I'd like you to tell me your views on various issues.
How would you place your views on this scale? 1 means you agree completely with the statement
[The government should take more responsibility to ensure that everyone is provided for]; 10 means
you agree completely with the statement [People should take more responsibility to provide for
themselves]; and if your views fall somewhere in between, you can choose any number in between.”
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Figure S2
Public perception of the prevalence of corruption
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Note: Q112 of the World Values Survey: “Now I'd like you to tell me your views on corruption —
when people pay a bribe, give a gift or do a favor to other people in order to get the things they need
done or the services they need. How would you place your views on corruption in [your country] on
a 10-point scale where “1”” means “there is no corruption in [my country]” and “10” means “there is
abundant corruption in [my country].” If your views are somewhat mixed, choose the appropriate
number in between.”

2) Personal-level Corruption Experiences

Table S1 shows that corruption at the personal level is very rare among South Koreans. More
than nine out of ten South Koreans were never involved in each type of personal-level
corruption. According to Figure S3, more than 75% of South Koreans have never experienced
any personal-level corruption in their lifetime. These results imply corruption is likely to be
conceived as elite-level phenomena among South Koreans, different from some other countries,
such as Brazil or India, where personal-level corruption is more rampant (Pande, 2007).

Table S1
Proportion of having personal-level corruption experiences
Types of personal bribery % (No)
I was personally asked for bribes by police. 94.4
I was personally asked for bribes by government officer (bureaucrat). 93.8
| was asked for bribes at work. 92.6
I was asked for bribes at school. 88.1
I was asked for bribes at hospital. 98.0

Note. Percent of “No” responses to the question “Have you ever experienced the following in your
life?” (Yes/No).

Figure S3
Distribution of the number of personal-level corruption experiences
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Prior Research on Corruption: Corruption Type and Political Outcome

Table S2
Summary of selected existing research on corruption
Authors Corruption Type Outcome
Agerberg (2020) Bribery and Embezzlement Candidate preference
Alexander et al. (2020) General Vote intention
Anduiza et al. (2013) Nepotism Perceived severity
Ares & Hernandez (2017) Embezzlement Trust in politicians
Boas et al. (2019) Embezzlement Vote choice
Burhan et al. (2020) Nepotism Perception of fairness
Charron & Bagenholm (2016) General Vote choice
Chong et al. (2015) Embezzlement Voter turnout
Dahlberg & Solevid (2016) General Voter turnout
Ecker et al. (2016) General Vote intention
Fernandez-Vazquez (2016) Bribery Incumbent vote share
Ferraz & Finan (2011) Embezzlement Embezzlement
Gupta et al. (2002) General Gini coefficient
Incerti (2020) General Vote intention
Klasnja (2017) General Support for incumbents
Klasnja & Tucker (2013) Bribery Vote intention
Klasnja et al. (2021) Bribery Candidate preference
Peters & Welch (1980) General Reelection
Tavits (2008) General Subjective well-being
Tay et al. (2014) General Subjective well-being
Weitz-Shapiro & Winters (2017) Bribery Vote intention
Winters & Weitz-Shapiro (2013) Bribery Vote intention
Wu & Zhu (2016) Bribery Happiness
You & Khagram (2005) General Corruption perception

Note. “General” refers either to public perceptions around “corruption” or observational data that
conflates many different types of corruption scandals.

Analysis of Open-ended Responses of Personal Concerns
1) Methods

Participants were asked to describe their personal concerns in three topic areas: education,
employment and retirement/ageing. Most respondents provided open-ended responses, although
some included responses that indicate no concern. Our procedure for analyzing the open-ended
responses included the following. First, we translated a sample of 455 responses to English
because, NVivo, a software for qualitative text analysis, cannot analyze Korean characters
effectively. Second, to identify the key themes, we read through all responses twice to note
potential key themes and used NVivo to generate word clouds for each categories. We then
hand-coded the responses using the themes identified.



When compiling examples, we examined the full sample but excluded responses that were blank
or indicative of no concerns.! The rate of blank and no concern responses is included in the main
text for each category. To analyze the rate of respondents that did not report any concerns, we
returned to the full sample and filtered the responses in excel to include the responses that
indicate no concerns or were blank. The average length of all responses, including blank
responses and no concern responses, was 20.3 Korean characters. Retirement had the highest
average response length (21.1 characters), followed by employment (21.0 characters), and
education (18.63 characters).

2) Word Clouds of Frequent Words

The following word clouds, generated using NVivo, show the words that were frequently
mentioned in the open-ended descriptions of personal concerns on education, employment, and
retirement respectively.

Figure S4
Word clouds of frequent words in open-ended responses about personal concerns by topic
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3) Examples of Open-Ended Responses by Themes

Tables S2-S4 show examples of open-ended responses for various themes identified for each
area of concern. To create the list of open-ended responses that represent each theme, we initially
used a random number generator to pull responses from the entire list (included both translated
and non-translated responses) of respondent’s unique IDs (n=1,186). These randomly chosen
original responses were translated into English and included in these tables. In order to include a
variety of substantive responses, we also manually read the original open-ended responses to
supplement the list with additional responses that best characterized the variety of concerns for
that category.

! Responses that were treated as blank or “no concern” include either blank responses or a range of variations of the
following: «@10182,” «Qlg,” s 2 &1 S,” “QICH (None); «1 &t glg,” «E &3] QIC}” “&5| @13 (Not especially);
“HAEAHZZL Yg, < AZAHE 7t GUCh <2 A8 Ael= Y A8 A 27t E=2 QUL <AL A4F0| Lk (1 have no
worries), etc.



Table S3

Open-ended responses by themes: Education

Theme ID Korean (original) English (translated)
Education 55 HEoD|= AlDSH| HMASEZ Heavy costs of private education and expensive
costs and tuition
competition
138 Atus H3teb XHA 2f Tt YA|0f Worried about the increasing need for private
CHet AN education and my children’s college admissions
224 ORO|7} GIO{M HEAHE| 7t el = Because | don't have children, | don't have
9= HO|L}, siXf o] S K| &l AFENL} much to worry about at the moment, but I'm
CHSHYUA| 22 2X|7F S50 = worried whether the current kindergarten crisis
NEX=PABFse] and college admission problems would continue
in the future.
388 HXIY HEto=Z Qe ms= 1 A= 1 am worried about kids who are disadvantaged
OfO| &1t Rl &tEto 2 A| O}0|E due to the lack of kindergarten. As a working
L7{ofst=0| X ot mother who must send my children to daycare, |
DI7+o{210|Fl0| {5 X0 Z{F 0| am most worried about the lack of kindergarten
JbE 2L} and private daycare.
616 {7 Z™AO|1 AmKO| MSICE,  Itis too competitive and there is too much
20 ?Fo 10| EQ siCt private education. We need to focus more on
public education.
953 AtEHusSEHEZ stz 262 I am worried about my children’s education and
AH which universities they would attend
1079 uw=H[&= RO E1 00| It costs a lot of money for my children’s
SESI-2f T MS=0| Chst education, and my kids are struggling with
Eo77|=d ™ ElEn.. A™HO| learning, yet it’s getting even more difficult to
OfCh get into college, so I am worried a lot.
Additional 382 Mo 2 FPA™EGE SE | want to choose a major that suits my aptitude
. MEHSEZ|E Hf2FX| 2 Z83}7| 'l&  and ensures me a job, but it is hard to reconcile
educational needs
the two
397 SISt Als|MEte Hoj2 It is very concerning and unrealistic that | need
F A ZEE CHA| SjOFsH= AAO| to additionally study for job seeking, separate
OtEFZt 1 H| B A A 0| Ct from school education and building career.
908 S HSI= A|CHO| SE=| A CHYSE I worry if | need to get additional education to
F7tnS g 2Hotof SHX| 227 8l=  keep up with the rapidly changing environments
%y
909 CHHR TlshE 2l ofF 5t=X 0 I am concerned whether | should consider
st gl studying for a graduate degree
970 XASZHA Fols2= I am concerned about getting more licenses and
IoesnQlct my English ability
998 WSS E=F O a2, @H4 1 wishto get more education, but | regret that |
=X 28jf of2l&L|CH cannot due to personal circumstances
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There are not many things to learn for lifelong
education around me and they cost a lot of
money.

Economic inequalities are resulting in unequal
opportunities in educational benefits. | am
worried if | can properly educate my future
child without discrimination.

Lack of education programs and the low quality
of those programs in the regions outside Seoul

Table S4

Open-ended responses by themes: Employment

Theme ID

Korean (original)

English (translated)

Threat of 599
unemployment

T &3 M °'*H0F 3PEE1I 25

2At2| 7t B0l Rl=HolTt.
otef X2 Crlf= HE oA E|AfSHE

CHAl A2 E T AS XL
20 UESH BE+ ASKI7L

A3 YLICt

I need to get a job, but there are not many jobs
these days. | am worried whether I’d be able to
get a new job after quitting my current job and
whether I’d be able to have satisfactory income.

637 BHCEZ QAo MF Y Getting a new job after career interruption
933  ZAXN|7F OHEO0LA EIEHIA Whether my company would fire me or impose
S OCHSEAHLE O Hh 20|29 & any disadvantages due to the bad economy
Unstable 108 A 2ol n8E0H A= 2 {LA=E  Anxiety about stable employment because I'm a
employment for contract worker. Also worried about job seeking
at-will limited- after getting married.
term employees
368 FEe At2l= HE =0 7HL, There are fewer and fewer regular/permanent
AxEoZ 2|1 == A2 0 jobs, I’ve been at a position that continuously
QIC}7} MARloz HA |=HA rotated being a contract worker, so it’s
S0 Eipz| ol 9. A Q|2 & extremely rare to get a regular position these
{2k st Aloj & days. Also there _is_so much_ cc_)rruption about
A|QFEI0| 2= 2| ofl A BIO{LE7| 7} employment, so it Is very dlffI_CU|j[ to be released
X OF B|=Cho1 AfZFSH from the fate of being an at-will limited term
S2 eSOt d2retLch A7
0{A4 0 = A| ZAFTF 20}0f X]O|C} employee. Moreover, as a female worker, | am
;; =41 m'_oJ_spIi o ; bound by childbirth and childcare, so it is
E‘E—Vf e Rk n e beyond my dream to find time for self-
HZSLIC development.
Decreasing 648 =& s=H0f H[sH =2 0| X 7HX| I am worried about how long | will be able to
retirement age, AXSIH E0{ 24 A=K7}t have consistent income throughout the rest of
Mid-age job HF™o|ct my life.
seeking
888 RF 2E|AIZ|7FEELX|HAM A Anxiety about the possibility that | might need

DA BFOF R HECHE =2t

resign my current job because the retirement
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age is decreasing these days. Worried whether |
could get a new job after the resignation. | had

my child late, so | am worried if | could have a
stable job until my child becomes an adult.

I worry that my company would force me to
resign (voluntary resignation)

I am concerned whether I’ll be able to have a
job even after 60 and continue to live an
economically stable life.

Table S5

Open-ended responses by themes: Retirement

Theme ID Korean (original) English (translated)
Lack of retirement 81 Hr+=%2 50{7t= HA0|. . 2E[=0 Given the increasing average life
funds & Increasing HCH2 2t X X| %2 S XZ0| 1010|C}  expectancy... [ am worried about the
life expectancy retirement funds that aren’t completely
ready for the years after my retirement.
138 2E[0| & = D3l T2 Qlot Making plans for my old age after
HZ EXH S retirement, health concerns due to aging,
etc.
911 R2E = =Tiz FF 5SS AKX %S0 I am worried about experiencing the
X shortage of retirement funds after my
retirement
1247 XNE Z#™0|ZI S|t EnUo| I'm worried about myself too, but my
HAHESIA| L AN L|CH. 2 2E= parents are more worried.. Their
CHle =0 20oHES =0| QI0{A HAFO| retirement is coming soon, but they
oro AlL|C}. haven’t accumulated much money, so
they are very worried.
Insufficient 384 &7t HE=1 ICUAFO oEHM= Cost of living is too high and it wouldn’t
national pension AHZHO| QOFE| K| QELY.... be feasible to afford living expenses only
ZoxtAl Zo2 a7t £ 7| Q8| Lo by relying on the national pension. To be
SE|SO| I&S AFANE ShA O} a good child and good parent, I can’t even
imagine my life after retirement.
508 =g nZd FAHet=s St Anxiety that the national pension system
JCHKR| 7 M E| K| Qb= st JLnt2 A will be depleted and the status of living
QEL 27 HA HO XL HEAKE that isn’t getting better. | am getting even
oI5} g[H&l‘ ol HIEtZIO 2 M A O more worried in my old age due to the
HopsliX|= & A|7|0|C} sense of r_elativ_e depriv_ation c_oming from
the steep inflation and increasing gap
between the rich and the poor.
1205 2E 7 oot d&xZ0| o, A lot of living expenses are required after
20l 20| 0| SIEHAIS F=7|0= retirement, but in reality the national
OFEEAX| = 25 AN, pension system is not satisfactory enough




NFESEZ QUS| L KA 7} LY OFSH=

to support the need. | am also worried
about the tax that my children should pay
due to the aging society

Costof 382 <SE| = Mzhd|of CHat 2™ aF &340 Anxiety about the cost of living after
health care [} 2 A=td| 91 o| 2 H| X| &= Z7t0f 2 retirement and the burden of increasing
=R =l} living and medical expenses due to aging
1085 &olut HiRXte|l A= E™ Lo|7} For myself and my spouse, I'm worried

S WA LK | = AZEX 9 H=20 about the health that is getting worse as

CEE LEMEO| MY HEN, LS we get older and the stability of our life

O|E X2 EHSO| 7FE A™ 7 2|0|H, and health care costs after retirement. For

Houo| AQ O X|OjLt ZHEA our parents, I’'m most concerned aboqt

XS 02 0Olst QY ~a2 O|ZH|Qt hﬁalth _ca;]re_costsdand he;lth care services

ZHH SR 7} 7hR A o] =iC) that might incur due to dementia or
surgery due to sudden illness.

Uncertainties 1258 1&¢Qt AtAIEE 7|RHAM T FH|7} While raising my kids, I haven’t been
about the life 0|3t ALEJO|CY, O} & & 2 Lto|X| gt &2 able to prepare for my retirement.
after retirement S E|E C}7I9tM 0|S 0| A=l H)2 Although I'm still in my youth,

MZSEX| ZHC} retirement is coming up soon, so |
haven’t been able to think about my plan
after then.

1319 =T FH|0f CHHM FHEZ O{E A I worry how I should concretely plan for

ZEABHOFE R, AL SHA
LEEX A JAS K| DT

my life after retirement, and how | could
live a long, healthy life.

Experimental Design
1) Effects of Inequality Cue on Government Blame

We originally designed this study to be a 3 by 2 experimental design: the area of corruption (3
topics: college admission, preferential hiring, elderly care) and the explicitness of inequality (2
variations: explicit, implicit), in addition to control condition. We expected that framing
corruption as a driver of inequality between elites and the public would increase government
blame. When elite corruption highlighted its consequences of taking opportunities away from
ordinary people, we considered this corruption case as having an explicit inequality cue. We
manipulated this dimension of our experiment by either explicitly mentioning or not mentioning
the consequence of corruption scandals. In the experimental design, participants were randomly
assigned to either the explicit condition where the text included a sentence “In consequence,
many applicants who met admission criteria were rejected” or the implicit condition where the
text did not include this sentence.



Table S6

Content of experimental stimuli: Area of corruption and explicit inequality cue

Inequality cue

Topic

Implicit

Explicit

College Admission

In October 2017, 10 congressmen were
implicated in a corruption scandal. It
was revealed that, by using government
power, they intervened in the admission
process of universities. It was found
that children of politicians and high
government officials were admitted to
prestigious universities without going
through the appropriate process.

In October 2017, 10 congressmen were
implicated in a corruption scandal. It
was revealed that, by using government
power, they intervened in the admission
process of universities. It was found
that children of politicians and high
government officials were admitted to
prestigious universities without going
through the appropriate process. In
consequence, many applicants who
met admission criteria were rejected.

Preferential Hiring

In October 2017, 10 congressmen were
implicated in a corruption scandal. It
was revealed that, by using government
power, they intervened in the
employment process of companies. It
was found that children of politicians
and high government officials were
employed at large companies without
going through the appropriate process.

In October 2017, 10 congressmen were
implicated in a corruption scandal. It
was revealed that, by using government
power, they intervened in the
employment process of companies. It
was found that children of politicians
and high government officials were
employed at large companies without
going through the appropriate process.
In consequence, many applicants who
met admission criteria were rejected.

Elderly Care

In October 2017, 10 congressmen were
implicated in a corruption scandal. It
was revealed that, by using government
power, they intervened in the selection
process for beneficiaries of a new
national elderly care center. It was
found that elderly parents of politicians
and high government officials were
admitted to the institute without going
through the appropriate process.

In October 2017, 10 congressmen were
implicated in a corruption scandal. It
was revealed that, by using government
power, they intervened in the selection
process for beneficiaries of a new
national elderly care center. It was
found that elderly parents of politicians
and high government officials were
admitted to the institute without going
through the appropriate process. In
consequence, many applicants who
met admission criteria were rejected.

Note. None of the text was bolded in the actual study.

We expected that an explicit mention of inequality due to elite corruption would trigger greater
blame on the government, compared to when such consequence was implicit. However, the
extents to which explicit and implicit inequality increases government blame were not
statistically different in all areas of corruption as shown in Table S7 and Figure S5. Thus, we
decided to collapse the implicit and explicit conditions, and focused on the treatment effects by
corruption topics in the main text of the paper.
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Table S7
Average government-self blame by experimental conditions: By topic and inequality cue
Inequality Cue - . Difference
Topic Implicit Explicit (t-statistic)
College admission 0.65 0.64 -0.41,p=.68
Preferential hiring 0.61 0.64 147, p=.14
Elderly care 0.66 0.62 -1.65,p=.10

Note: Government-Self Blame refers to the degree of blaming the government or oneself as the cause
of personal concerns (composite score of blame on education, employment, and retirement), ranging
from 1 (greater government-blame) to O (greater self-blame).

Figure S5
Effects of explicit inequality cue on government-self blame by topic
College Admission Preferential Hiring Elderly Care
0.70+ 0.70 0.704
% 0.65 0.65+ 0.65 4
@
+ 0.60 060 060
E
g
Goss 055 0554
0.50- 0.501 0504
Control Colllege Col\'ege Control Preferential Preferential Corlnro\ Eldlerly Eldérly
Admission Entrance Hiring Hiring Care Care
Implicit Explicit Implicit Explicit Implicit Explicit

Note: Mean and 95% confidence interval of government-self blame by experimental conditions.
Government-Self Blame refers to the degree of blaming the government or oneself as the cause of
personal concerns, ranging from 1 (greater government-blame) to 0 (greater self-blame).

We propose two conjectures about the reasons behind this null finding. First, the treatment we
devised to manipulate the explicitness of unequal opportunities might have been too weak. We
simply inserted a sentence that says “As a consequence, many applicants to [college admissions /
corporate employment / elderly care benefits] who met criteria were rejected,” which could have
been too weak as an intervention to explicitly highlight the potential personal consequences.
Another possibility is that people who were not given this extra sentence (the implicit condition)
might have still inferred inequality caused by nepotism, thus ultimately having similar reactions
with people assigned to the explicit condition.
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2) Distribution of Demographics across Experimental Conditions

Table S8
Distribution of demographics by experimental conditions (%)
Experimental Conditions

Education  Education Employment Employment Retirement Retirement Total

Baseline \olicit  + Explicit  + Implicit  + Explicit  + Implicit  + Explicit (%)

Age

20-29 26 27 21 18 22 26 18 23

30-39 20 24 22 25 26 21 25 23

40-49 27 26 28 28 21 26 33 27

50-59 27 23 28 29 31 27 25 27
Gender

Female 52 48 45 51 50 48 44 48

Male 48 52 55 49 50 52 56 52
Education

No college 22 22 21 22 19 23 21 21

College 78 78 79 78 81 77 79 79
Ideology

Conservative 22 19 25 18 24 23 20 22

Moderate 35 37 30 39 34 41 34 36

Liberal 43 43 45 43 42 36 46 42
Partisan Identity

Incumbent 49 55 55 46 43 51 48 49

Opposition 27 21 24 28 32 23 27 26

Independent 24 24 21 25 26 26 25 24
N 170 166 166 168 172 176 167 1,185

Note: For Partisan Identity, 5 responses that chose “other” when asked to choose a party that
respondents support were excluded because their open-ended responses were not-well defined (e.g., a
party that no longer exists, vague (e.g., conservative party), or no response).

Table S9
Distribution of partisan identity and ideology by strength (%)
Partisan ldentity Weak (%) Strong (%) N
Incumbent Partisans
Democratic Party of Korea 32 68 585 (49.6%0)
Opposition Partisans (combined) 38 62 305 (25.8%0)
Liberty Korea Party 34 66 113
Justice Party 37 63 123
Bareun Party 46 54 65
Party for Democracy and Peace 50 50 4

Independent 290 (24.6%)
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Ideology Slightly (%) Moderately (%)  Very (%)
Liberal 65 30 5 505 (42.6%)
Conservative 72 23 5 256 (21.6%)
Moderate 424 (35.8%)
Total 1,185

Note: Using the two-step questions on partisan identity, the respondents who indicated “yes” to the
first question “Is there a political party that you usually think of yourself as a supporter of the party?”
were identified as strong partisans to the party that they chose in the subsequent question. The
respondents who indicated “No” or “Don’t know” to the first question but chose “yes” to the next
question “Even so, is there a party that you support relatively more than other parties?”” were
identified as weak partisans to the party they chose in the following question. Consistent with Table
S8, for partisan identity, 5 responses that chose “other” when asked to choose a party that
respondents support were excluded because their open-ended responses were not-well defined.

3) Recruitment Process

To collect a sample that is diverse in terms of gender, age, and region, the survey firm,
Macromill Embrain, used the quota sampling on the basis of population distributions in South
Korea as shown in Table S10. The survey firm used their prescreening data on gender, age, and
region in the recruitment. While this quota table is designed for 1,029 respondents, in the process
of actual recruitment, the survey firm recruited a few additional respondents, resulting in the
final sample of 1,185 respondents. The cost of recruitment was 2,700 Korean won (approx. $2.48
USD as of November 21, 2018) per respondent.

Table S10
Sampling quota for region, gender, and age
. Age
Region Gender Total
20~29 30~39 40~49 50~59
Male 24 26 26 25
Seoul Female 24 26 27 26 204
Male 8 8 9 9
Busan Female 7 7 9 10 67
Male 6 5 7 7
Daegu Female 5 5 7 7 49
Male 7 7 8 8
Incheon Female 6 7 8 8 59
. Male 4 3 4 4
Gwangju Female 3 3 4 4 29
. Male 4 4 4 4
Daejeon Female 3 3 4 4 30
Male 3 3 3 4
Ulsan Female 2 3 3 3 24
. Male 30 33 38 35
Gyeonggi-do Female 27 31 37 34 265
Male 3 3 4 5
Gangwon-do Female 3 3 4 4 29
Male 4 4 4 5
Chungcheongbuk-do Female 3 3 4 4 31
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Male

Chungcheongnam-do Female j 2 g g 39
Jeollabuk-do ale ; ] : : 34
Jeollanam-do F';Ana:;ele g g Z g 34

Gyeongsangbuk-do th/lnigele 2 g é g 49
Gyeongsangnam-do Flt\e/lna:gie g 3 190 190 66
Jej-do omate 1 s : , v
Sejong Male 1 1 1 1 8
Female 1 1 1 1
Tou fmgle 105 18 am 1m0

Note: This quota table served as the survey firm’s target, which slightly diverged from the actual
distribution in the sample in Table S8.

4) Manipulation Check

At the end of the survey, the following question was asked to assess how well the key differences
across experimental conditions were perceived by the respondents: “Which of the following was
mentioned in the news story that you read in this survey?”

e Corporate employment (1)

e College admission (2)

e Beneficiaries for elderly care (3)

e None of the above (4)

Only the respondents who were assigned to one of the treatment conditions, thus had seen a
corruption scandal story, were given this manipulation check question. Following Hauser,
Ellsworth, & Gonzalez (2018)’s recommendation, we placed this question at the very end of the
survey in order to prevent any unintended influence of this question on outcomes. We did not
drop respondents who failed the manipulation check because excluding respondents who failed
the manipulation check can result in biased results as suggested by Aronow et al. (2019).

Table S11
Responses to manipulation check by experimental conditions
Treatment Conditions

College admission  Preferential hiring Elderly care Total
corruption corruption corruption
College admission 59.9 2.9 4.1 22.0
Corporate employment 31.0 86.8 17.2 45.0
Beneficiaries for elderly care 0.9 2.1 72.3 25.4
None of the above 8.1 8.2 6.4 7.6
N 332 340 343 1,015

Note: Entries are the percentage of each response per experimental condition.
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As shown in Table S11, responses across different conditions indicate that the key experimental
manipulation—the area of corruption scandal—in this study was effective. In all treatment
conditions, a majority of responses were consistent with the intention of the study design. In the
condition with college admissions corruption, 59.9% of the respondents said they were given a
story about college admissions. In the condition where respondents were given a preferential
hiring corruption story, 86.8% of respondents recalled that they were given a story about
corporate employment. Among respondents assigned to the condition with an elderly care
corruption story, 72.3% recalled that they were given a story about beneficiaries for elderly care.

Main Findings in Tabular Form

1) Corruption Scandal Effects on Overall Blame

Table S12
Corruption scandal effects on blame: All respondents and by degree of anxiety
Government-Self Blame

All Respondents More Worried Less Worried

College admission 0.041** 0.066*** 0.008
(0.018) (0.022) (0.028)

Preferential Hiring 0.023 0.057** -0.007
(0.018) (0.024) (0.027)

Elderly care 0.032* 0.043* 0.020
(0.018) (0.024) (0.027)

Constant 0.607*** 0.625*** 0.582***
(0.015) (0.019) (0.023)
N 1,185 658 527

Note: Entries are the ordinary least squares (OLS) regression coefficients with robust standard errors
in parentheses. College admission = 1 if college admission corruption, 0 otherwise; Preferential
Hiring = 1 if Preferential hiring corruption =, 0 otherwise; Elderly care = 1 if elderly care corruption
=, 0 otherwise. Government-Self Blame refers to the degree of blaming the government or oneself as
the cause of personal concerns, ranging from 1 (greater government-blame) to 0 (greater self-blame).
*p < .1; *xxp <.05; #*xxp < .01.

2) Corruption Scandal Effects on Topic-specific Blame

As shown in Table S13, compared to the baseline, blame for the government specifically
for education concerns (first column) increased upon learning about college admission
corruption (0.08, p <.01) or elderly care corruption (0.05, p < .05). Interestingly, a corruption
scandal on elderly care prompted people to attribute greater blame to the government on
education concerns, implying a potential link between elderly care corruption and blame for
education. This finding demonstrates that corruption scandals on certain topics can spill over to
blame for other topics as well. Blame for retirement and employment concerns (second and third
columns), in contrast, were minimally affected by corruption treatments. College admission
corruption had a marginally significant effect on employment-specific blame (0.03, p = .11),
again indicating a potential spillover effect of corruption on blame across topics. These results
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suggest the treatment effects among all respondents in Table S13 are largely driven by blame for
education concerns.

Table S13
Corruption scandal effects on topic-specific blame: All respondents
Education Blame Employment Blame Retirement Blame
College admission 0.08**= 0.03f 0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Preferential hiring 0.03 0.03 0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Elderly care 0.05** 0.03 0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Constant 0.60*** 0.60*** 0.63***
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
N 1,185 1,185 1,185

Note: Entries are the ordinary least squares (OLS) regression coefficients with robust standard errors
in parentheses. [Education / Employment / Retirement] Blame refers to the degree to which
individuals blame the government as the cause of personal concerns on [education / employment /
retirement], where higher value indicates blaming the government more and lower value indicates
blaming oneself more (coded to range from 0 to 1). xp <.1; *xp < .05; **xp < .01. 'p =.109.

Table S14
Corruption scandal effects on topic-specific blame: By degree of anxiety (subgroup analysis)
Education Blame Employment Blame Retirement Blame
More Less More Less More Less
worried worried worried worried worried worried
College admission ~ 0.12*** 0.02 0.06** 0.002 0.02 0.01
(0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Preferential hiring  0.08*** -0.02 0.07** -0.02 0.02 0.01
(0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Elderly care  0.09*** 0.001 0.05* 0.01 -0.01 0.05
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Constant  0.60*** 0.59*** 0.60*** 0.59*** 0.67*** 0.57***
(0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03)
N 658 527 658 527 658 527

Note: Entries are the ordinary least squares (OLS) regression coefficients with robust standard errors
in parentheses. [Education / Employment / Retirement] Blame refers to the degree to which
individuals blame the government as the cause of personal concerns on [education / employment /
retirement], where higher value indicates blaming the government more and lower value indicates
blaming oneself more (coded to range from 0 to 1). *p <.1; **p < .05; ***p < .01.

3) Corruption Scandal Effects: Interaction Analysis

In Table S15, we use interaction terms to test the difference in average treatment effects
(ATE) between more worried and less worried individuals. For example, the ATE of College
Admission treatment among more worried individuals (Anxiety =1 in Table S15) is calculated as
the coefficient [Admission] + [Admission x Anxiety], and ATE of College Admission treatment
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among less worried individuals (Anxiety = 0 in Table S15) is calculated as the coefficient
[Admission]. Thus, the interaction term [Admission x Anxiety] captures the difference in the
ATE of college admission treatment between more and less worried individuals. The same
interpretation applies to the Hiring and Elderly Care treatments.

Table S15
Corruption scandal effects on overall and topic-specific blame: By degree of anxiety (interaction

analysis)

Overall Education Employment Retirement
Blame Blame Blame Blame
Admission 0.01 0.02 0.002 0.005
(0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03)
Hiring -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 0.01
(0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03)
Elderly 0.02 0.001 0.01 0.05
(0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03)
Anxiety 0.04 0.01 0.02 0.10***
(0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03)
Admission x Anxiety 0.06 0.10** 0.06 0.02
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Hiring x Anxiety 0.06* 0.10** 0.09** 0.002
(0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04)
Elderly x Anxiety 0.02 0.09** 0.04 -0.06
(0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04)
Constant 0.58*** 0.59*** 0.59*** 0.57***
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
N 1,185 1,185 1,185 1,185

Note: Entries are the ordinary least squares (OLS) regression coefficients with robust standard errors
in parentheses. Government-Self Blame refers to the degree of blaming the government or oneself as
the cause of personal concerns, ranging from O (greater self-blame) to 1 (greater government-blame).
Admission = 1 if college admission corruption, 0 otherwise; Hiring = 1 if preferential hiring
corruption, 0 otherwise; Elderly = 1 if elderly care corruption, 0 otherwise. Anxiety = 1 if more
worried about personal grievances on education, employment, and retirement, O if less worried. *p
<.1; #xp <.05; ***p <.01.

4) Corruption Effects by Ideology and Partisanship

Table S16
Corruption scandal effects on government-self blame: By ideology and partisanship

Government-Self Blame

Liberals Conservatives Incur_nbent Opp0_3|t|on
Partisans Partisans
College admission 0.043* 0.008 0.049** 0.041
(0.026) (0.038) (0.025) (0.031)
Preferential hiring 0.014 0.012 0.034 -0.008

(0.027) (0.038) (0.026) (0.032)
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Elderly care 0.048* 0.002 0.042 0.013
(0.026) (0.039) (0.025) (0.031)
Constant 0.605%** 0.642%** 0.601*** 0.639%**
(0.022) (0.031) (0.021) (0.024)
N 505 256 585 305

Note: Entries are the ordinary least squares (OLS) regression coefficients with robust standard errors
in parentheses. College admission = 1 if college admission corruption =, 0 otherwise; Preferential
hiring = 1 if Preferential hiring corruption, 0 otherwise; Elderly care = 1 if elderly care corruption, 0
otherwise. Government-Self Blame refers to the degree of blaming the government or oneself as the
cause of personal concerns, ranging from 1 (government-blame) to 0 (self-blame). Incumbent
Partisans refer to partisans who identify with Democratic Party of Korea (DPK). Opposition
Partisans refer to partisans who identify parties other than DPK. *p < .1; **p < .05; **xp < .0L.

Table S17
Corruption scandal effects on government-self blame among moderates, pure independents, and
partisans of major opposition party

Government-Self Blame

Major Opposition

Moderates (Ideology) (Pure) Independents Partisans
College admission 0.06* 0.03 0.02
(0.03) (0.04) (0.05)
Preferential hiring 0.04 0.04 -0.09
(0.03) (0.04) (0.05)
Elderly care 0.03 0.04 -0.06
(0.03) (0.04) (0.05)

Constant 0.59*** 0.58*** 0.68***
(0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
N 424 290 113

Note: Entries are the ordinary least squares (OLS) regression coefficients with robust standard errors
in parentheses. College admission = 1 if college admission corruption =, 0 otherwise; Preferential
hiring = 1 if Preferential hiring corruption, 0 otherwise; Elderly care = 1 if elderly care corruption, 0
otherwise. Government-Self Blame refers to the degree of blaming the government or oneself as the
cause of personal concerns, ranging from 1 (government-blame) to 0 (self-blame). Major Opposition
Partisans refer to partisans who identify with the major opposition party, Liberal Korea Party (LKP).
*p < .1; xxp <.05; #*xxp < .01.

Additional Analyses
1) Alternative Median Split of the Degree of Anxiety
To analyze how anxiety moderate the effects of corruption scandals, we used the median split

approach (lacobucci et al., 2015). The median level of anxiety about personal concerns was the
0.6667, indicated as the vertical line shown in Figure S6, which included 170 respondents.
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Figure S6

The distribution of anxiety (horizontal axis, ranging from 0 to 1) and the median level of anxiety
(vertical line)

Percent
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Degree of Anxiety about Personal Concerns

There are two choices to create binary groups on the basis of this median: include individuals
with the median level of anxiety in either higher-anxiety group or lower-anxiety group. When we
take the first approach, there are 658 more worried and 527 less worried individuals. With the
second approach, there are 488 more worried and 697 less worried individuals. In the main text
of the paper, we present the results based on the first approach, because 1) the number of
respondents is relatively more even across the two groups, and 2) the median is closer to the
higher end of the anxiety scale, so the substantive meaning of median level anxiety is relatively
higher anxiety.

To confirm that our substantive findings are robust to the alternative way of median-split
categorization, we present the results based on the second approach in Table S18. The statistical
significance and direction of treatment effects, and substantive findings stay the same,
reinforcing the robustness of our findings on how anxiety moderate the effects of corruption
scandals on blame attribution.

Table S18

Treatment effects of corruption scandal stories on government-self blame by anxiety levels
(Alternative median split)

Government-Self Blame

More worried Less worried
College admission 0.08*** 0.02
(0.03) (0.02)
Preferential hiring 0.08*** -0.003
(0.03) (0.02)
Elderly care 0.05* 0.02
(0.03) (0.02)
Constant 0.62*** 0.60***
(0.02) (0.02)
N 488 697

Note: Entries are the ordinary least squares (OLS) regression coefficients with robust standard errors
in parentheses. xp <.1; *xp < .05; ***p < .01.
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Figure S7
Corruption scandal effects on government-self blame by anxiety levels (Alternative median split)

0.751

[=] o o
@ o ~
o o o

Government-Self Blame

o
W
a3

Corrmol Col\lege PrefeFem\aI Eldler\y
Entrance Hiring Care

Less Worried More Worried

Note: Mean and 95% confidence interval of government-self blame attribution by experimental
conditions.

2) Analysis of Treatment Effects with Demographic Controls

As shown in Table S19, the direction and statistical significance of corruption scandal effects
remained the same with the main results, even after controlling for gender, age, education, and
income.

Table S19
Corruption scandal effects on blame attribution with demographic controls
Government-Self Blame

All Respondents More Worried Less Worried
College admission 0.05** 0.07*** 0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.03)
Preferential hiring 0.03 0.06** -0.005
(0.02) (0.02) (0.03)
Elderly care 0.04** 0.04* 0.02
(0.02) (0.02) (0.03)
Female 0.02* 0.01 0.02
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02)
Age -0.002*** -0.001 -0.003***
(0.0005) (0.0007) (0.001)
College 0.02 0.01 0.03*
(0.01) (0.02) (0.001)
Income -0.002 -0.0005 0.001
(0.002) (0.003) (0.003)
Constant 0.69*** 0.65*** 0.67***
(0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
N 1,147 631 516

Note: Entries are the ordinary least squares (OLS) regression coefficients with robust standard errors
in parentheses. College admission = 1 if college admission corruption, 0 otherwise; Preferential
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hiring = 1 if Preferential hiring corruption =, 0 otherwise; Elderly care = 1 if elderly care corruption
=, 0 otherwise. Government-Self Blame refers to the degree of blaming the government or oneself as
the cause of personal concerns, ranging from 1 (greater government-blame) to 0 (greater self-blame).
Female = 1 if female, O if male; Age indicates the respondent’s age (range from 20 to 59); College =
1 if college graduates, O if no college degree. Income indicates monthly income on an 11-point scale
(1 = monthly income < 1,000,000 won (approx. $1k) ~ 11 = monthly income > 10,000,000 won
(approx. $10k); *p < .1; **p < .05; ***p < .01.

In Table S20, we additionally confirmed that the degree of anxiety about personal concerns was
not strongly correlated with any of the political predispositions or demographic variables.
Overall, these correlations were relatively weak (< .20), suggesting anxiety and other variables
were distinguishable constructs (discriminant validity is indicated by weaker coefficients (e.g.,
<.20), Anastasi & Urbina, 1997). This result indicates that the degree of anxiety was not simply
a variable that replicates variations in other demographic or political characteristics, rendering
more confidence in the unique role of anxiety in this study.

Table S20
Correlations among anxiety, political predispositions, and demographic variables
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 Anxiety 1
2 ldeology -.05 1
3 Incumbent Partisan -.02 30*** 1
4 Female .01 -.01 .07 1
5 Age —15*** -.05 —17*** .00
6 College -.02 .01 .02 —.07** 07** 1
7 Income —.18*** —.07** -.07* .03 .03 4xx* 1

Note: Entries are bivariate correlations among anxiety, political predispositions, and demographic
variables. Anxiety indicates the degree of worry about personal grievances on on education,
employment, and retirement, coded to range from 0 to 1. Ideology indicates conservative-liberal
ideology (1=very conservative ~ 7=very liberal); Incumbent Partisan = 1 if incumbent partisan, O if
partisans who support non-incumbent parties; Female = 1 if female, 0 if male; Age indicates the
respondent’s age (range from 20 to 59); College = 1 if college graduates, O if no college degree; .
Income indicates monthly income on an 11-point scale (1 = monthly income < 1,000,000 won
(approx. $1k) ~ 11 = monthly income > 10,000,000 won (approx. $10k); *p < .1; **p < .05; *xxp
<.01.

3) Exploring Moderating Roles of Demographic Variables

We additionally explored whether demographic variables (gender, age, education,
education, and income) may moderate the magnitude of treatment effects in Table S21. In
Models 1 and 2, we interact each corruption treatment—“Admission” (college admission),
“Hiring” (preferential hiring), “Elderly” (Elderly care)—with binary indicators of gender
(“Female”) and education (“College”). In Models 3 and 4, we interact each corruption
treatment—“Admission” (college admission), “Hiring” (preferential hiring), “Elderly” (Elderly
care)—median-split indicators for age and income.

We found little evidence that the effects of corruption story treatments were moderated
by age, education, or income. Consistent with prior findings that females tend to be more
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punitive to corruption (Alexander et al., 2020), female respondents blamed the government to a
greater extent than male respondents upon learning about corruption on college admission, but
such moderating relationship was not found for corruption on preferential hiring or elderly care.

Table S21
Corruption scandal effects on blame attribution: By demographic traits
Government-Self Blame

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
(gender) (age) (education) (income)
Admission 0.01 0.04** Admission 0.05 0.05*
(0.03) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03)
Hiring -0.01 0.03 Hiring 0.05 0.02
(0.03) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03)
Elderly 0.01 0.03 Elderly 0.07* 0.02
(0.03) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03)
Female -0.03 College 0.04
(0.03) (0.03)
Admission x 0.07** Admission X -0.01
Female (0.04) College (0.04)
Hiring X 0.06 Hiring x -0.04
Female (0.04) College (0.04)
Elderly x 0.05 Elderly x -0.04
Female (0.04) College (0.04)
Age_cat -0.04 Income_cat -0.01
(0.03) (0.04)
Admission x -0.01 Admission x -0.01
Age_cat (0.04) Income_cat (0.04)
Hiring x -0.01 Hiring x 0.01
Age_cat (0.04) Income_cat (0.04)
Elderly x 0.01 Elderly x 0.02
Age_cat (0.04) Income_cat (0.04)
Constant 0.62*** 0.63*** Constant 0.58*** 0.61***
(0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
N 1,185 1,185 N 1,185 1,147

Note: Entries are the ordinary least squares (OLS) regression coefficients with robust standard errors
in parentheses. Admission = 1 if college admission corruption, 0 otherwise; Hiring = 1 if preferential
hiring corruption =, 0 otherwise; Elderly = 1 if elderly care corruption =, 0 otherwise. Government-
Self Blame refers to the degree of blaming the government or oneself as the cause of personal
concerns, ranging from 1 (greater government-blame) to O (greater self-blame). Female = 1 if female,
0 if male; Age_cat = 1 if median age or older (41-59), 0 if younger than median age (20-40); College
= 1if college graduates, O if no college degree; Income_cat = 1 if monthly income is equal to or
greater than median income (4,000,000 won, approx. $4k), 0 if monthly income is less than median
income. *p <.1; *xp < .05; *x*xp < .01



Survey Questionnaire

1) English (Translated)

1. Pre-treatment Questions

[Age] When is your birth year?

[Gender] What is your gender?
e Male (1)
o Female (2)

[Region] In which province do you currently reside?
e Seoul (1)

Busan (2)

Daegu (3)

Incheon (4)

Gwangju (5)

Daejun (6)

Ulsan (7)

Gyeonggi-do (8)

Gangwon-do (9)

Chunchungbuk-do (10)

Chungchungnam-do (11)

Jeonlabuk-do (12)

Jeonlanam-do (13)

Gyeongsangbuk-do (14)

Gyeongsannam-do (15)

Jeju-do (16)

Sejong (17)

[Spouse] What is your marital status?
e Never married (1)

e Married (Have a spouse) (2)
e Divorced (3)

o Widowed (4)

e Separated (5)

e Other (6)

[Children] Do you have a child (children)?
e Yes [Number of children: | (1)
e No (2

[Parent] When is the birth year of your parent and are your parent alive?

Alive (1)
1. Father Birth year Dead (2)
Other (Describe:

) (3)

Alive (1)
2. Mother Birth year Dead (2)
Other (Describe:

) (3)

22
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[Partisan Identity] PID1 Is there a political party that you usually think of yourself as a supporter of
the party?

e Yes (1)

e No (2)

e Don't know (3)

PID2 [display if PID1 == 1] If so, which party do you support?
o Democratic Party of Korea (1)

Liberty Korea Party (2)

Justice Party (3)

Bareun Party (4)

Party for Democracy and Peace (5)

Other (6)

PID3 [display if PID1 == 2 or 3] Even so, is there a party that you support relatively more than other
parties?

e Yes (1)

e No (2

PID4 [display if PID3 == 1] If so, which party do you support relatively more than other parties?
e Democratic Party of Korea (1)

Liberty Korea Party (2)

Justice Party (3)

Bareun Party (4)

Party for Democracy and Peace (5)

Other (6)

[Ideology] People usually distinguish liberalism and conservatism. Where would you place yourself
on this scale?
e Very conservative (1)
Conservative (2)
Slightly Conservative (3)
Middle (4)
Slightly Liberal (5)
Liberal (6)
Very liberal (7)

[Anxiety] Here is a list of problems that many people these days experience in their personal lives.
Among [employment, education, retirement], what is the concern that you have about yourself or
your family members? For each topic, how much are you worried about yourself and your family
members?

Very A little Not at all
Extremely . Moderately . )
Employment . worried ; worried worried
worried (1) 2 worried (3) (4) (5)

Yourself (1)
Your spouse (2)
Your children (3)
Your parents (4)
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. Extremely Ve(y Moderately A “t.tle Not at all
Education ; worried : worried worried
worried (1) 2 worried (3) 4) 5)
Yourself (1)
Your spouse (2)
Your children (3)
Your parents (4)
Very A little Not at all
Retirement/Aging ng::zn(;e(% wo(rr;ed VMvg:jr?égtg))/ wo(rr;ed wo(rr;ed
2 4 5
Yourself (1)
Your spouse (2)
Your children (3)
Your parents (4)

3 &, 3 &,

* Display “your spouse,” “your children,” “your parent” items if the respondent indicated earlier in the
survey that they have each member in their family.

[Open-ended Employment Concerns]. Regarding Employment, please elaborate on the worries
you have about yourself or your family member.

* Skip if ‘not at all’ to all four categories on employment

[Open-ended Employment Concerns]. Regarding Education, please elaborate on the worries
you have about yourself or your family member.

* Skip if ‘not at all’ to all four categories on education

[Open-ended Retirement Concerns]. Regarding Retirement/Aging, please elaborate on the
worries you have about yourself or your family member.

* Skip if ‘not at all’ to all four categories on retirement

2. Experimental Treatment

[Instruction]

The following story is about one of the topics that have been in the news recently. Before moving
on to the next questions, please take a moment to read the story. We will ask you some questions
about your thoughts about what was discussed in the story.

Note: Subjects were randomly assigned to one of the 7 conditions.
1. Control group

[No vignette is provided]

2. College admission, Implicit inequality cue

In October 2017, 10 congressmen were implicated in a corruption scandal. It was revealed that, by
using government power, they intervened in the admission process of universities. It was found that
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children of politicians and high government officials were admitted to prestigious universities without
going through the appropriate process.

3. College admission, Explicit inequality cue

In October 2017, 10 congressmen were implicated in a corruption scandal. It was revealed that, by
using government power, they intervened in the admission process of universities. It was found that
children of politicians and high government officials were admitted to prestigious universities without
going through the appropriate process. In consequence, many applicants who met admission criteria

were rejected.

4. Preferential hiring, Implicit inequality cue

In October 2017, 10 congressmen were implicated in a corruption scandal. It was revealed that, by
using government power, they intervened in the employment process of companies. It was found
that children of politicians and high government officials were employed at large companies without
going through the appropriate process.

5. Preferential hiring, Explicit inequality cue

In October 2017, 10 congressmen were implicated in a corruption scandal. It was revealed that, by
using government power, they intervened in the employment process of companies. It was found
that children of politicians and high government officials were employed at large companies without
going through the appropriate process. In consequence, many applicants who met admission criteria

were rejected.

6. Elderly care, Implicit inequality cue

In October 2017, 10 congressmen were implicated in a corruption scandal. It was revealed that, by
using government power, they intervened in the selection process for beneficiaries of a new national
elderly care center. It was found that elderly parents of politicians and high government officials were
admitted to the elderly care institute without going through the appropriate process.

7. Elderly care, Explicit inequality cue

In October 2017, 10 congressmen were implicated in a corruption scandal. It was revealed that, by
using government power, they intervened in the selection process for beneficiaries of a new national
elderly care center. It was found that elderly parents of politicians and high government officials were
admitted to the elderly care institute without going through the appropriate process. In consequence,
many applicants who met admission criteria were rejected.

3. Post-treatment Question

[Government-Self Blame for Personal Concerns] To what extent do you think either the
government or yourself is responsible as the cause of your recent concerns about yourself or your
family members?

In the answer choices, “government” broadly refers to politicians, central and local governments,
government’s relationship with Cheobol system, and government’s management of economy.
“Myself” broadly refers to your educational background, your family’s financial condition, the degree
of your ambition and effort, and your personal choices.
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Government Government Equall I myself am I myself am

is completely | is somewhat res qonsi)tl)le somewhat completely

responsible responsible p[s] responsible responsible
[1] [2] [4] [5]

Employment (1)

Education (2)

Retirement/Aging (3)

4. End of the survey

[Income] Could you you give us an estimate of your family’s monthly income? This figure should
include salaries, wages, pensions, dividends, interest and all other income for every member of your

family living in your house.

e Less than 1,000,000 won [1]
1,000,000 ~ 1,990,000 won [2]
2,000,000 ~ 2,990,000 won [3]
3,000,000 ~ 3,990,000 won [4]
4,000,000 ~ 4,990,000 won [5]
5,000,000 ~ 5,990,000 won [6]
6,000,000 ~ 6,990,000 won [7]
7,000,000 ~ 7,990,000 won [8]
8,000,000 ~ 8,990,000 won [9]
9,000,000 ~ 9,990,000 won [10]
Greater than 10,000,000 won [11]
Don’t know [11]

[Education] What is the highest level of education you have completed?
e No education (1)

Graduated elementary school (2)

Graduate middle school (3)

Graduated high school (4)

Bachelor's degree in college (2-year or 4-year college) (5)

Graduate degree (Master’s or Doctoral) (6)

Other, please explain: (7)

[Personal Corruption Experience] Here is a list of items some people experience. In your life,

have you personally experienced any of these?

Yes (1)

No (2)

A police officer asked you, personally, to pay a bribe

A public official asked you, personally, to pay a bribe

You, personally, were asked to pay a bribe at work

You, personally, were asked to pay a bribe in the school system

You, personally, were asked to pay a bribe at a hospital or a doctor’s office

[Display if condition != 1] [Manipulation Check] Which of the following was mentioned in the news

story that you read in this survey?
e Corporate employment (1)
o College admission (2)
e Beneficiaries for elderly care (3)
¢ None of the above (4)
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