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Abstract: Corruption remains an active and significant problem in many countries, whereas anti-corruption strategies do not present the required efficiency. The issue of corruption has encouraged an increased development of recent studies. As contemporary literature cannot fully grasp the abstract complexity of conceptual corruption, the current challenge of dealing with the explanatory problem of corruption continues. This thesis adds to existing literature with insights on a possible solution to this explanatory problem by providing a new theoretical approach to study corruption within a relational context. Influenced by an intensive literature review, the approach of Actor Network State Theory observes this phenomenon within a norm network of corruption in which successful  collaboration between actors results in corruptive behavior. While data to analyze the new explanatory model is not available, a combination of snowball sampling and survey analysis offer an alternative data collection method conform to the Dutch case. The thesis ends with a discussion aimed at future research to bring the approach of Actor Network State Theory into practice and to examine its potential to unravel the explanatory problem of corruption. 
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1 An introduction to the debate

1.1 A statement to the importance of the subject of corruption
If, as is natural, you focus on the corruption and on those threatened institutions that are trying to prevent change - even though they don't really know what they're trying to prevent - then you can get pessimistic. 
~ Paul Hawken
Transparency International (TI) defines corruption as ‘the abuse of entrusted power for private gain’. Although such a corruption definition is quite recognizable to a broad public, it also raises a lot of questions because the concepts used include ambiguities. For example: ‘What does TI mean by entrusted power?’ Which consequences does the vague nature of  theof the corruption definition of TI have to the results the organization present on their website as truthful?
The academic focus on corruption has not yet found decisive explanations of corruption, nor has been able to provide adequate solutions to the problem. If you are not part of the solution, you will remain part of the problem. Thus, in this thesis I will take my intellectual responsibility and contribute towards a change.
It’s no secret that corruption continues to be an important difficulty towards society’s common interest. Public funds are misused and occupied for the personal enrichment of greedy individuals. The political infrastructure and its institutions do not function as intended. According to the Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI) from TI, the Netherlands establish the eight place (the ranking includes 174 countries in total) with 83 points, in comparison to first place Denmark with 92 points. While corruption is thus not expected in the Netherlands, as one of the high-scoring countries, corruption scandals still occur. On October 15th 2014 (ANP) four high status bureaucrats were suspended from the Ministry of Defense, because of bribe-related suspicions concerning the acquisition of operational vehicles with public funds.
Such behavior creates distrust among civilians, but also within the political and legalistic system. Corruptive behavior influences the decision-making process and results of public policy. Anti-corruption policies, designed to tackle these negative influences of corruption, do not provide the desired outcomes. Corruption obstructs and limits the possibilities to change and develop such anti-corruption policies. According to corruption scholars (Batory, 2012, p. 69-70; Khan, 2002, p. 3-4; Sampford et al., 2006, p. 1-7) anti-corruption policies and coherent institutions are not dealing with the entire conceptual complexity of the explanatory corruption problem.  

1.2 Current challenges in corruption studies
Corruption is a relatively new research topic and it is a very complex phenomenon which is difficult to measure. Measurements by corruption datasets are often no more than ‘perceptions’ of corruption, like for example the measurements used by TI. TI uses the perceptions of country analysts, business people or the general public to form the basis of their corruption indices. In this thesis I will argue that the mere use of perceptions as a measurement leads to an incoherent variation in corruption measurement outcomes, and thus creating possibilities of not really measuring what one wants to explain. Such measurements imperil the validity and reliability of the eventual results. Another problem concerning the results’ validity and reliability is caused by the available corruption databases, which are frequently financially supported by large companies with certain private interests. The interests of, for example, multi-nationals inflict the research’s autonomy and would lead to ‘biased’ data results (Knack & Azfar, 2003, p. 2; Sampford et al., 2006, p. 86-87). To tackle these problems, I will provide an alternative theoretical framework to observe and measure corruption. However, will the current constraints offered by corruption data present problems to empirically test this new model? This question will be answered elaborately later in this thesis.
There are other current challenges in corruption studies which already demonstrate limitations to scholars in solving the explanatory problem of corruption, such as the following: a) corruption research focuses mainly on the policy-making aspect, without having any apparent theoretical model which explains the causal mechanism of corruption; b) corruption research focuses mainly on the policy-making aspect, which divers from achieving theoretical progress; c) there is no ontological or methodological consensus within contemporary corruption research; d) academic studies consider corruption from a singular scientific approach, which stands in the way of considering the problem of corruption as a whole (interdisciplinary); and e) scholars overly refer to casestudies, which does not increase the (conceptual) generalization of corruption. I call this ‘the explanatory problem of corruption’. What is needed to create progress to the corruption literature is a more generic, interdisciplinary theoretical perspective on how to explain corruption. This would solve the absence of a theoretical explanatory model from an interdisciplinary perspective and create explicit theoretical progress towards a generalized conceptualization of corruption. This thesis intends to contribute to this ‘explanatory problem of corruption’. 




1.3 Research question
The foremost aim of this masterthesis is to present the current explanatory corruption literature and provide the literature with a solution to the explanatory problem of corruption. I consider this to be an important goal because I want to focus on contributing to the theoretical shortage in literature on the explanatory problem of corruption. Prior to focusing research on anti-corruption policy, studies need to figure out the first step: understanding the abstract problem of corruption in its many conceptual faces. The current challenges to corruption literature have restricted scholars so far in providing adequate explanations to corruption. 
As the corruption literature does not provide clear answers to how the problem of corruption comes about in our society, the central research question I aim to answer in this thesis is: 
‘How can the explanatory problem with current corruption research be resolved?’
1.4 Outline thesis
The vague nature of corruption definitions needs to be improved. This masterthesis will begin with an extensive review of the literature, focusing on the phenomenon and definition of corruption (chapter 2). This will help to understand the many conceptual faces of corruption. After presenting the definitional choice of this thesis, I will carry on with the theoretical framework (chapter 3). This section includes the most important content in answering the research question, through the introduction of the Actor Network State Theory (hereafter: ANST); the hypotheses; and associated explanatory corruption mechanisms. The methodological choices made considering the analysis are discussed after (chapter 4). In addition, the question: ‘Will the current constraints offered by corruption data present problems to empirically test this new model?’ will reoccur here to the center of the analysis. The answer to this question will be discussed in a problem-analysis of the available data on corruption. This will be complemented by a comprehensive model which presents a prospective analysis using ANST on the case of the Netherlands (Appendix A). This model will include a social perspective on data aggregation via survey analysis. The final chapter will critically discuss which aspects of the ANST approach potentially provide an answer to the research question and, thus, provide an innovative contribution to current corruption literature (chapter 5). 







2 Literature review

2.1 Introduction
This chapter will extensively discuss the most relevant corruption literature to this thesis, in particular research on the phenomenon and definition of corruption. I will begin by giving a critical review of studies about corruption. Here, I will first introduce, in paragraph 2.2., the conceptual point of view I will further carry on along the lines of this thesis. My definitional decision intends to improve on contemporary corruption literature, which  iswhich is full of overlapping conceptualizations which lacks focus. It combines definitions with two opposite perspectives. Section 2.3 of this chapter will explain the blurred distinction between bureaucratic and political corruption, the actor groups I will discuss in this thesis, and the overall complexity of corruption. After this, in 2.4., I will discuss why it is important to relate the state to the phenomenon of corruption. This will establish a starting point towards the theoretical framework that will be presented in chapter 3. 
2.2 What is corruption?
To give an answer to the question: ‘What is corruption?’ is very difficult. Corruption is a very complex and difficult concept to understand (see 1.1). The definitional problems which are rooted within the general conceptualization of corruption contain an interesting paradox. This paradox relates to the so called ‘meaningless’ aspect of this concept (Lancaster & Montinola, 1997, p. 188). With meaningless, I refer to the fact that the concept of corruption does not positively refer to other variables. Corruption itself is a deviation of some ideal state or natural condition. Corruption always depends on a standard, for example the standard: ‘the main aim of the bureaucratic apparatus is to benefit the common interest’. Corruption is that which creates variation of that standard, for example if a bureaucrat would use its position for personal interests. The problem here,here is that literature presents different interpretations of this ideal state or natural condition. For instance, some scholars believe that the ideal state (meaning no corruption) can only be achieved in a democratic state (Ibid., p. 188). 
A first example which displays the deviating nature of different interpretations of corruption definitions, is the classical definition of Colin Nye (Nye, 1967, p. 417): ‘corruption is behavior which deviates from the formal duties of a public role because of private- regarding  (personal,  close  family,  private  clique)  pecuniary  or  status  gains;  or violates rules against the exercise of certain types of private-regarding influence’ (Amundsen, 1999, p. 2). Here, corruption deviates from the ideal formal duties of a public role. Another example which shows this deviating nature is the definition of Mushtaq Khan (Khan, 1996, p. 12)., which defines corruption as ‘behavior that deviates from the formal rules of conduct governing the actions of someone in a position of public authority because of private-regarding motives such as wealth, power, or status’ (Ibid., p. 2). Now, corruption is depicted as the deviated behavior to formal rules of conduct. As a result, explaining corruption as deviating behavior always implies the presence of an ideal or an ideal state. This ideal assumes certain virtues, as trust in the performance of duty, the common commitment to perform this duty, and the assurance that most of the time this duty will be performed (Brooks, 1909, p. 9). Paradoxically, the ‘bad’ behavior of corruption cannot occur in a society without ‘good’ ideals and virtues. Perhaps one could even add that corruption cannot occur in a society without ‘bad’ ideals and virtues. 
One of the most common terms under which corruption has been defined, as recognizable in the TI definition, is: ‘the use of public office for private gains’ (Bardhan, 2005, p. 341). Corruption is depicted as deviation from using public office for public gains. The working definition of the World Bank, for example, is ‘the abuse of public power for private benefit’ (Amundsen, 1999, p. 2). The definition of the World Bank is dominated by the economic perspective on corruption, which emphasize the role of incentives and organizations (Bardhan, 2005, p. 341). 
I find that the World Bank’s definitional use of the term ‘abuse’ has a negative tendency and would prefer a less normative concept. That is why I prefer the use of ‘use’ instead. It solves the problem because the term of use does not refer to a negative purpose, but just the employment for a purpose in general. Considering the term of ‘public power’ or ‘public office’, I prefer the first. The main difference is that public office only refers to people which (chosen or elected) work for a government body. By including the term ‘power’, public power signifies the ability to influence or control the behavior of people. Public power thus not only refers to the public position or occupation, but specifically implies the possibilities which are created by a public position. Considering the use of ‘private gain’ or ‘private benefit’ I prefer the term private gain. This term includes a broader angle, because it is less economical influenced than the World Bank’s term private benefit. 
A more sociological definition includes an essential emphasis on the social nature of the community, like social norms and moral values. Deflem (1995, p. 243) defines corruption in terms of Jürgen Habermas’ theory of communicative action as: ‘a colonization of social relations in which two or more actors undertake an exchange relation by way of a successful transfer of the steering media of money or power’. This sociological type of corruption focuses on social relations which deviate from the social norms and moral values of the community by using social welfare benefits for money or power, instead the advantage of society. The sociological view believes this deviating behavior creates the moral decay of social norms and moral values, which subsequently increases conditions to poverty, disease and exploitation. The problem of corruption is a systematic problem with cultural, social and structural roots (Ibid., p. 343; Uys, 2011, p.5, 7, 20). 
One main problem I have with the sociological definition is its focus on social welfare benefits. This leads to assuming that corruption is a stronger problem for people which are in need of social welfare, thus the working class. Once again, I prefer a broader angle. I believe that corruption should be considered unprejudiced, and corruption should be conceptualized as a problem that can regard all. A main advantage of the sociological definition is its interest in social relations. In contrast with the working definition of the World Bank, the sociological definition specifies that corruption implies an exchange relation between two or more actors. This interest in social relations demonstrates that corruption is not an individual act, but always a social act. 
Fraud is an example of corruption as a social act. An citizen with social benefits could commit fraud by not registering new circumstances concerning its personal life, like working more hours or moving in with someone else. New circumstances could result in citizens having no claim to any social benefits any more. Thus if a citizen does not register such changes, it is committing fraud. This is a social act, because the citizen is using public power for private gain in an exchange relation between the citizen and state, more specifically the bureaucratic power which abide the social welfare benefits. The exchange relation could even indirectly concern other citizens, which pay taxes to contribute public power but now are cheated by the selfish act of a fellow citizen. 
It is impossible to develop a single and uncontested definition of corruption that can be generalized and is applicable within all contexts (Heywood, 2002). This means that you can only define corruption if you clarify why you choose a particular definition. Mentioned above are the foremost reasons why I made certain definitional choices. That is why in this masterthesis I propose the following working definition: ‘corruption is the use of public power for private gain in an exchange relation between two or more actors.’ I observe corruption as deviating behavior against the norm that public power should be used for public gain. Every behavior that thus deviates from the norm is considered to be corruptive behavior. 
2.3 Different types of corruption
Corruption knows different definitions, but one salient similarity in literature is that it differentiates between two general kinds of corruption, namely a) bureaucratic corruption; and b) political corruption (Bardhan, 2005, p. 341). The most fundamental parts that help understanding the concept of corruption can be understood by differentiating bureaucratic and political corruption from each other and looking at both concepts. According to Bardhan (2005) political corruption is the result of corruptive behavior by the ruling politicians and political leaders, and bureaucratic corruption is the result of corruptive behavior by the bureaucratic power. 
The working definition ‘corruption is the use of public power for private gain in an exchange relation between two or more actors’ includes a notion of corruptive behavior which incorporates both bureaucratic corruption and political corruption, but can also take into account the diversity between both conceptualizations. Corruption has a direct relationship with both bureaucratic and political actors, but the activities of these two actors that lead to corruptive behavior have diverse natures. Bureaucratic actors also can have different incentives to act corruptively than political actors have. These different incentives have to be taken into account.  
The two views[footnoteRef:2]  of bureaucratic and political corruption are one of the most researched distinctions in corruption literature (Amundsen, 1999, p. 3; Bardhan, 2005, p. 341). Scholars having knowledge on the corruption literature will have no trouble identifying the two different views from each other. ‘First-time-readers’ will have difficulties identifying if literature focuses on bureaucratic or political corruption, or perhaps both. The fuzzy language used within corruption literature creates difficulties. But do we need to distinguish the two or integrate them into one corruption definition? I will first elaborate the difficulties which result from the vague distinction made between bureaucratic and political corruption in literature and subsequently present the position I take on this matter in this thesis. [2:  	Corruption is classified in many other categories. For example cost-reducing (to the briber) versus benefit enhancing; briber-initiated versus bribee-initiated; centralized or decentralized; predictable or arbitrary; involving cash payments or not; and many more (Tanzi, 1998, p. 565).] 

Literature often vaguely differentiates between bureaucratic and political corruption. Bardhan (2005, p. 341) claims that this distinction between bureaucratic and political corruption is not always useful or valid in certain contexts. He points out that some states do not have a strict distinction between state and politics. It depends on the separation of politics from the public administration. In most political systems, this separation is not clear. This makes it difficult to distinctively observe bureaucratic and political corruption apart from each other, as they sometimes intertwine (Amundsen, 1999, p. 3; Bardhan, 2005, p. 341). 
For example, in some communist countries (like Vietnam) or one-party authoritarian regimes there are no successful dividing boundaries between the ruling party and the state. But also in democratic countries this separation is sometimes blurred. When top bureaucrats are political chosen, corruption could develop into a hierarchically organized structure. By this, both bureaucratic corruption and political corruption become intertwined (Bardhan, 2005, p. 341). 
For this reason, I will distinguish bureaucratic and political corruption from each other, but still integrate them as both necessary concepts within the theoretical framework of chapter 3. It is necessary to understand the differences between political and bureaucratic corruption. The use of no more than a vague distinction between political and bureaucratic corruption makes it hard to observe what kind of corruption is being observed. Eventually, it will make it more difficult to determine how to tackle the observed corruption. So this distinction remains important, especially in analytical, theoretical and eventual practical (anti-corruption) terms (Amundsen, 1999, p. 3). Consider a country that, for the most part, has tackled bureaucratic corruption. However it could be the case that political corruption is still reasonably significant (Bardhan, 2005, p. 342). It is possible that a more general anti-corruption policy could only control bureaucratic corruption. Perhaps an anti-corruption policy that has a special focus towards political corruption would be able to also tackle the remaining political corruption. So by looking at the important parts of corruption (bureaucratic and political corruption) I will try to understand the whole of corruption. 
Besides emphasizing the importance of the relationship between bureaucratic and political actors to corruption, corruption also has a relationship to two other actor groups. These two actors groups are citizens and heads of state. The activities of these two actor groups are important to be taken into account, because they have diverse (power) positions within the exchange relations of corruption. Considering the working definition: ‘corruption is the use of public power for private gain in an exchange relation between two or more actors’, all four actor groups need to be considered to observe the possible exchange relations that lead to corruptive behavior.  
2.3.1 Bureaucratic corruption
Palmier’s (1985) hypothesis on the development of bureaucratic corruption by civil servants, has left an important mark on the bureaucratic corruption literature. He theorizes on the chance for bureaucratic corruption to develop. According to Palmier, there are three aspects that create such opportunities within the functioning of civil servants, namely a) opportunities; b) salary; c) policing (Quah, 1999, p. 486). The opportunities for bureaucratic corruption depend on the participation of civil servants in the administrative system or the control of crucial service a civil servant has. A satisfying salary can discourage deviant behavior.  Policing means the chance for the deviant behavior to get detected of punished. All three aspects can be placed on a spectrum with two extremes. At one extreme a particular civil servant could receive few opportunities (similar to businesses with a hierarchic or flat organizational structure[footnoteRef:3]), a good salary, and an effective policing. This would decrease the chance for bureaucratic corruption to develop. The other extreme contains a particular civil servant which receives many opportunities (similar to businesses with a vertical or tall organizational structure),,, a poor salary, and weak policing (Palmier, 1985, p. 271-272; Quah, 1999, p. 486).  [3:  	Blau (1968) reported that tall organizations tend to have more explicit promotion regulations emphasizing merit rather than seniority.] 

The distinctive aspect that distinguishes the concept of bureaucratic corruption[footnoteRef:4] (from for example political corruption) is its focus on the systematic factors that drive civil servants to act corruptively. A more commonly definition of this type of corruption is ‘ the deviant behavior on the part of civil servants for the attainment of some socially and/ or legally prohibited favors’ (Quah, 1982, p. 153). The central actors are the civil servants. Bureaucratic corruption gives civil servants the possibility to increase their compensation (like salary) to surpass the regulated, legal policy on this compensation. The personal gain of a civil servant does not have to be monetary, but can also be a very personal benefit (like helping a family member to achieve a desirable bureaucratic position)(Mbaku, 1996).  [4:  	Bureaucratic corruption has to be set apart from bureaucratic inefficiency. The last concentrates on the success or failure of the given economic goals of bureaucracy. However, corruption includes an influence beyond the legal realm, which manipulates the policy formulation or implementation. Although, both bureaucratic inefficiency and corruption can be observed within the same context, it remains important to distinguish them as two fundamental different phenomena (Leff, 1964, p. 8).] 

The understanding of bureaucratic corruption was shaped by ideas of the 18th century. Corruption is a phenomenon that includes the divergence from some established standard. At the end of the 18th century, the creation of bureaucracy took place, and with that the possibility of bureaucratic corruption. Previous social society provided fewer possibilities for bureaucratic corruption, because there was almost no bureaucratic apparatus upholding bureaucratic ideals or virtues to be divergent of. Before the creation of bureaucracy corruptive behavior would rather be considered lawful and legitimate. No norm, no corruption. Inspired by the ideas of the French Revolution, former society was transformed by the rise of the concept of public duty (Caiden & Caiden, 1977, p. 304).
Public duty is a common set of standards to help bureaucratic actors to make consistent and ethical decisions. It gives bureaucrats guidance to identify and understand their responsibilities about expected standards of behavior. It gives citizens the opportunity to understand, observe and compare the behavior they should expect from bureaucrats. With the concept of public duty the bureaucratic ideals and virtues took form. The norm of public duty made it possible for the divergent behavior of bureaucratic corruption to become explicit (Caiden & Caiden, 1977, p. 304). 
The thinnest conceptualization of bureaucratic corruption which followed the norm of public duty focuses on lawlessness. Lawlessness means that the focus lies on illegal activities. The thin ‘legalistic’ definition measures bureaucratic corruption by looking at bureaucratic actors which have broken the law, by for example counting the bureaucrats which have been convicted for some corruption related crime. These crimes include, for example, bribery and fraud. A lot of researchers make use of this ‘legalistic’ definition. In an exchange relation between a bureaucrat and a citizen, the bureaucrat could accept a bribe from a certain citizen. In the process of service delivery, like needing certain paper work, this citizen could have the intention to accelerate this process by bribing the bureaucrat (Redlawsk & McCann, 2005, p. 263). 
With the creation of the virtue of public duty, the public office became a public trust. Civil servants became servants of the community. This also meant a clear separation between the personal lives of civil servants and the behavior expected during work hours. These expectations were then enforced by regulations (Caiden & Caiden, 1977, p. 305). Caiden (1971, p. 85) developed a theoretical framework of the behavior that is expected from civil servants. At the time, this behavior was expected to have a positive effect on corruption. The seven bullet points are a representation of the ideals and virtues of that time and represent the ‘public duty’ perspective of bureaucratic corruption They are an example of a more thick approach of bureaucratic corruption (Uys, 2011, p. 7-8).The framework of Caiden includes the following expectations: 
a) Together the civil servants form a machine for the realization of the general will. They represent a public trust which has to be used in the general interest, and not for  thefor the advantage of a particular interest. 
b) Civil servants are providers of the public service, and not the other way around. 
c) Civil servants should embody all public virtues, which includes they are required to be punctilious, neutral, prudent, genuine, just, and dependable. 
d) Civil servants need to comply with their superiors. Their personal interests are secondary, unless they have thorough reasons. If so, they need to leave there position as civil servant so the public realm remains without opposition. 
e) The functioning of civil servants needs to be in line with (cost)efficiency. 
f) A civil servant needs to be appointed on the basis of its personal values, and not on class based privileges. 
g) The law has uniform consequences to both civil servants as  otheras other people (Caiden, 1971, p. 85). 
This framework of expectations towards the behavior of bureaucrats offers both an ideal, and the expected norms (by society). This framework displays the advantage to theorize corruption from a norm-based perspective. The incorporation of a norm stresses the relational aspect of corruption. Corruptive behavior is the deviated behavior to the expected norm (Aina, 1982, p. 71). In this thesis the norm is ‘public power should be used for public gain’. Corruptive behavior by bureaucrats is, more specifically, the deviant behavior against the expected ideal characteristics that are related to their public duty. The working definition defines corruption as: ‘the use of public power for private gain in an exchange relation between two or more actors’. Therefore, this means that two or more corrupt bureaucrats collaborate to use the public power for their private gain. 
2.3.2 Political corruption
The most important reason to see political corruption as a distinct conceptualization of corruption, are the systematic factors that drive individual politicians to act corruptively. This type of corruption is commonly defined as ‘the illegal misuse of governmental office for personal gain’ (Chang, 2005, p. 716). A more specified  definition is: ‘political corruption is understood as conduct which subverts the declared purposes, principles and policies of (actors within) political bodies in exchange for personal, private or particularistic advantage’ (Williams, 2000, p. 12). Politicians or actors within political bodies are the central actors that play a role within the mechanism of political corruption (Chang, 2005, p. 716). Here, I separate the heads of state from the actor group of politicians. Although heads of state have a very similar position to politicians, they have an explicit power position which needs to be observed separate within the exchange relations of corruption. In paragraph 2.3.3 I will explain this more. 
The mechanism of political corruption exists of an exchange relationship which involves the ‘politician’ and a ‘donor’, for example a citizen. In addition to this relationship there is a medium of exchange, like a ‘favor’ or a ‘payment’ (Atkinson & Mancuso, 1985, p. 465). A citizen which owns a large company could provide a politician funds for its election campaign. In return, if (re)elected, the politician would need to subsidize this citizen’s company by favoring it. Such political favoritism is often considered illegal behavior, because it leads to unfair competition. This is an exchange of an exchange relation between two actors by which the politician uses public power for private gain.   
Like the thinnest definition of bureaucratic corruption, the thin ‘legalistic’ definition measures political corruption by looking at political actors which have broken the law. Also similar to the bureaucratic definition of corruption, this ‘legalistic’ definition is the legacy of 18th century liberalism. It was used by the American politician James Madison for the defense of the U.S. Constitution in the Federalist Papers. According to Madison and other liberalists, corruption could be defined as government officials acting beyond the formal privileges that are part of their public office (Redlawsk & McCann, 2005, p. 264). However, such a confined conception of political corruption does not include the whole of it. The most important problem is that this thin definition only focuses on a limited range of activities (Uys, 2011 p. 7-8). Behavior that is technically legal can therefore still go against certain common values and norms, such as  (as (Redlawsk & McCann, 2005, p. 264). The advantage of the thin definition is the instrumental and rationalistic language benefit (Uys, 2011 p. 7-8). 
A thick description of corruption conceptualizes political corruption as everything that is conceived as corruption by citizens and public officials. The framework of expectations of Caiden (Caiden, 1971, p. 85) already showed a particular example concerning bureaucratic corruption, by demonstrating public expectations. Here, this norm created by society’s expectations conceptualized bureaucratic corruption as deviating behavior from this norm.  It is very interesting that the thick definition, towards both political as bureaucratic corruption, is so open and receiving to the public opinion. The perceptions of society therefore have a great influence on the end-result of such a thick definition (Philp, 1997, p. 441). The thick approach declines a universal, standard definition (such as the legalistic, thin definition)(Atkinson & Mancuso, 1985, p. 464). 
A first advantage of a thick definition of corruption is that it includes a wider range and larger variety of activities to be corrupt (Uys, 2011, p. 7-8). I argue that a thick definition of corruption does better justice to observing corruption as deviating behavior against the norm: public power should be used for public gain.  .The thin definition confines deviant behavior (the use of public power for private gain) only to illegal behavior, but this does not match the reality of society. In this thesis I will therefore discuss a thicker description, representing the subjective perspective of political corruption in a better way.
However, also the thick approach has some problems. The first problem is how to decide on weighing different public opinions.  If public opinion can have such important consequences on the definition of political corruption, how should we weight these different public opinions? Public opinion is rarely homogeneous, because different social groups have different views and demands. Even beyond the differences inside national borders, there are also political differences which include different established norms and values concerning political corruption. The second problem relates to the first problem. If you decide that a definition can depend of public opinions you are not considering the real behavior. Public opinion on what political corruption is, is not equal to what political corruption is (Philp, 1997, p. 441). Before, I mentioned a framework of possible expectations of bureaucrats. In the 18th century, Edmund Burke defined a list including standards of political excellence. The list includes the qualities necessary for the individual to be suited for political leadership, like: 
a) To be taught to respect one ’sone’s self.
b) To understand the public opinion.
c) To stand upon such elevated ground as to be enabled to take a large view of the wide-spread and infinitely diversified combinations of men and affairs in a large society.
d) To have leisure to read.
e) To reflect.
f) To converse.
g) To be taught to despise danger in the pursuit of honor and duty.
h) To be led to a guarded and regulated conduct, from a sense that you are considered as an instructor of your fellow-citizens in their highest concerns, and that you act as a reconciler between God and man. 
i) To be employed as an administrator of law and justice, and to be thereby amongst the first benefactors to mankind.
This framework mentioned some, perhaps old-fashioned, characteristics Burke hoped expected to see in the political actors of his time. Burke was especially eager on the quality of prudence. These nine virtues are designed for a democratic state and merely applicable to the thin ‘legalistic’ definition. But corruption can easily take place beyond the legal scope, thus creating a democratic but corruptive state. Also, non-democratic states are not automatically corruptive states. This brings the discussion to the relation of state and corruption which I will now address in section 2.4. 

2.3.3 Important actors in exchange relations
As mentioned before in paragraph 2.3, I will observe the possible exchange relations between four actor groups which lead to direct effects on corruption. Obviously, as shown in paragraph 2.3.1 and 2.3.2 bureaucrats and politicians are important actor groups to consider. Literature predominantly discusses the direct effect on corruption displayed by these two actor groups. Because literature focuses especially on bureaucrats and politicians, I consider these to be central actors within this thesis. The corruptive behavior of politicians results to political corruption, as the corruptive behavior of bureaucrats results into bureaucratic corruption. I question the decision of current literature to consider corruption as either political or bureaucratic corruption, or a combination of those two concepts. Therefore, Icannot assume that these are the only actors important there are more important actors which need to be included within the study of exchange relations of corruption. I will include two other actor groups which need to be taken into account, because of their specific distinct positions within the exchange relations of corruption. Citizens and heads of state are also considered to have an effect on corruption. 

I consider the inclusion of heads of state as a distinct actor group to be relevant to this thesis. I cannot categorize these particular actors in the same category as politicians, because heads of state hold an exceptional position within the exchange relations of corruption. Heads of state have an explicit example setting role. If heads of state will show unrepresentative behavior, this will also negatively affect the behavior of politicians and bureaucrats (Tanzi, 1998, p. 576). 
Another differentiating aspect to the actor group of politicians, is that heads of state can have a significant control on the state’s fundamental decision-making (Tanzi & Davoodi, 1997, p. 4). Heads of state should be included as a separate actor group because of the difference between a presidential system and a parliamentary system. The most important difference between both systems is the amount of decision-making power. The more decision-making power a head of state has, the more opportunities to use the system to its own advantage and act corruptively to achieve personal interests. Such decision-making power is not comparable to that of ‘common’ politicians.  
Citizens are also a distinct actor group, because they have a different position with the exchange relations of corruption. Although citizens are not discussed as central actors within exchange relations of corruption, it cannot be denied that citizens sometimes play a role within these relations. Modern citizens are influenced by a lot of information, like (social) media; internet; education; and politics. Information is increasingly available from other resources than politics, this developmentwhich leads to a power shift in contemporary states. Politicians and bureaucrats have a decreased direct influence on the behavior of citizens. For example, politicians depend on the willingness of citizens to re-elect them. If citizens have more and diverse opportunities to inform themselves, citizens can use this information to control if politicians fulfill their promises. Negative expectations of citizens on the reliability of politicians will influence the willingness to re-elect politicians. It creates more and more incentives for politicians to cooperate in an exchange relationship with citizen(s) to act corruptively. By that they, for example, can increase the chance of getting re-elected (Fackler & Lin, 1995, p. 978-979). This shows the importance of including citizens as an actor group in relation to corruption. 
2.4 The state and corruption
Whether the focus is on bureaucratic or political corruption, research seems to have consensus on one specific aspect of corruption: its relation to public office or power [footnoteRef:5]. Public office and public power are part of the state and society. That is why there is a strong argument to assume that corruption is related to state and society. This relationship between state/society and corruption exists of individuals misusing public power for their own private benefit. Such individuals include civil servants, functionaries, bureaucrats, politicians, and other authoritative representatives (for state and government) which distribute rights over (the scarcity of) public resources (Amundsen, 1999, p. 2).  [5:  	As earlier mentioned in the definition of of Colin Nye: ‘corruption is behavior which deviates from the formal duties of a public role because of private- regarding  (personal,  close  family,  private  clique)  pecuniary  or  status  gains;  or violates rules against the exercise of certain types of private-regarding influence’ (Amundsen, 1999, p. 2). ) and the definition of Mushtaq Khan, which defines corruption as ‘behavior that deviates from the formal rules of conduct governing the actions of someone in a position of public authority because of private-regarding motives such as wealth, power, or status’ (Ibid., p. 2).] 

Public power is the responsibility of the state. It is also a means to an end, namely to benefit the general needs of society. An example by which public power is misused by an individual for private benefits it the following: the corrupt individual receives money (or another type of reward) and in return for this bribe[footnoteRef:6] the corrupt individual provides a certain public service. Prior to any corruptive acts, this public service would be free of charge or would be more costly than the concerned bribe (Ibid., p. 2). This emphasizes the society element, the public office or power, which is misused. It also relates to the connection between corruption and state (and thus also society).  [6:  	Corruption not always includes an act of bribery. Some other forms are also possible, like some mafia-methods by which mafia members blackmail or extort individuals to deliver certain things to them (Amundsen, 1999, p. 3).  ] 


Almost all definitions of corruption incorporate this state-society related aspect. Examples are: ‘…formal duties of a public role…’ or ‘…a position of public authority…’ (Amundsen, 1999, p. 2-3). An important finding is that such a state-society concept of corruption consists of a constant dependence to the government (state)[footnoteRef:7]. A perfect, successful state has full sovereign power and is devoted to the common good (Brooks, 2005, p. 1160). Unfortunately, there are also deviant actors who do not want to serve the common good within the state which can result in corruptive behavior. The presence of corruption means that theThe state ‘fails’ to execute its responsibility to serve society in a beneficial manner, as suchbecause the state is in fact a ‘failed’ state. Failed states are states which have weak public institutions and lack the essential power to control society through checks and balances (Obuah, 2010, p. 38). [7:  	But corruption cannot exclusively be entitled to this state-society relationship. Corruption can also be located outside of this relation, for example within private businesses, NGO’s or between people in managing daily life. These examples do not need any involvement of the state. In other words, this discussion could also be explained in the context of the separation between the public and private spheres. Most definitions of corruption assume the involvement of an public structure. Nevertheless, this is not consistent with reality. Corruption is also evident within private spheres (Keita, 2011, p. 6).] 

In this thesis I have not placed any focus on the possible feedback effect of corruption. This thesis focuses on measuring corruption from a bottom-up approach, meaning it wants to consider first the corruptive behavior by individual actor to make any generalized conclusions about the effect of corruption on a state-level. Such conclusions could make it possible to observe corruption on a state-level, by taking into account the specific context of countries (including variables like democracy versus dictatorship or developed versus underdeveloped countries). Subsequently, it would be possible to analyze whether the level of corruption on a state-level also influences the corruptive behavior by individuals. 
  The next section will further clarify the ‘failed’ state.



2.5 Conclusion
It’s especially complicated to explain what corruption is, because the phenomenon of corruption is very complex and difficult to understand. In this masterthesis I will observe corruption as deviating behavior against the norm: ‘public power should be used for public gain.’ The aspect of public power relates the concept of corruption to the ‘failure’ of the state to benefit society. ItFurthermore, this thesis combines aspects of the economic and sociological definitions, and stresses the relational aspect of corruption by adding an exchange relationship between two or more actors. This leads to the following working definition: ‘corruption is the use of public power for private gain in an exchange relation between two or more actors.’ 

To understand the concept of corruption it helps to differentiate bureaucratic and political corruption. Corruption has a direct relationship with both bureaucratic and political actors, but those two actors have different incentives to act corruptively. Literature often vaguely makes a distinction between bureaucratic and political corruption, for example by using the concept of corruption but inherently meaning bureaucratic corruption. The difference between the two is that political corruption is the result of corruptive behavior by the ruling politicians and political leaders, and bureaucratic corruption is the result of corruptive behavior by the bureaucratic power. 
In this thesis I will differentiate bureaucratic and political corruption from each other, but still integrate them as both necessary concepts within the theoretical framework of chapter 3 by considering bureaucrats and politicians to be the central actors within the exchange relations of corruption. I will also include the actor groups of citizens and heads of state. These actor groups need to be taken into account as separate actor groups, because next to bureaucrats and politicians, they have profound differentiating positions within the exchange relations of corruption. 
As the chosen working definition introduces a new dimension to corruption by including the relational aspect of relations between actors, the conceptualization of corruption that is used in this thesis is broader than the conventionally notions of bureaucratic and political corruption. While a narrow definition may exclude too much, this broad conceptualization perhaps will pose certain implications to the measurability and feasibility that are within range of this study. 
Whether bureaucratic or political corruption, research seems to agree on a relation between corruption and public office or power. Corruption is related to state by the use of public power . Corruption, consisting of a state-society element, could be considered as ‘the failure’ of a state, because it ‘fails’ to serve society. A state has the responsibility and public power to benefit society by allocating public goods. But also states can ‘fail’ to execute this responsibility, when they have weak public institutions and lack the essential power to control society. Society does not only consist of  actors which aim to serve the common good. In de upcoming chapters I will link the concepts of bureaucratic and political corruption to a more relational notion of corruption by intensively discussingexpanding on the ‘exchange relation’ aspect of the working definition. I will present corruption within the framework of Actor Network State Theory, including the hypotheses which consider and models of four different actor groups: bureaucrats; politicians; citizens; and heads of state. 
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3.1 Introduction
This chapter will introduce the theoretical framework, with according hypotheses and models, to present an alternative approach to the study of the concept of corruption. The aim of this thesis is to contribute to the corruption literature by providing a solution to the explanatory problem of corruption. In this chapter I will start by explaining Actor Network State Theory (ANST)(Passoth & Rowland, 2010) in section 3.2.  I will first clarify the reasons for which I argue that the perspective of Actor Network State Theory has to be consideredoffers as a potential new format to the corruption literature. Paragraph 3.2.1. explains the theoretical elements of Network Theory which made it possible for ANST to take shape within this thesis. The remaining of section 3.2 will elaborate on the exchange (power) relations between actors within the norm network. Section 3.3 will focus on the four actor groups that have a direct effect on corruption. These actor groups include the bureaucrats and politicians (the central actor groups), and citizens and heads of state. 
After introducing the four actor groups in section 2.3.3, I will present the, in total, forty-fourthirty-six sets  hypothesesof hypotheses in Sectionsection 3.3., which will are discuss ed in relation to every specificboth the different attributes that have an effect on the behavior of the different actor groups and how the potential success of an exchange relationship of corruption between different actors can influence the outcome of corruption. Together the actor groups and the effects mentioned within the hypotheses connect withintranspire within anthe overall corruption norm network that is described byfollows from the perspective of Actor Network State Theory. This model illustrates the relationships between the actor groups and the variables of the hypotheses. More importantly, it shows an explanation of corruption with an alternative, network-focused perspective on the concept of corruption. In chapter 4, I will continue with the methodology by which ANST can be put into practice. In the analysis (chapter 4), I will show an example of how to use the perspective of Actor Network State Theory in practice.
3.2 A new corruption format?
There are several reasons why I argue to research corruption from an ANST perspective. As mentioned before in chapter 1 and 2, current corruption literature is very messy, unstructured and inconsistent. This makes corruption is a very difficult and dynamic concept to understand. Scholarly work lacks a more coherent theoretical framework (Cuadrado, 2005, p. 3). As mentioned in chapter 2, this complexity is greatly shown when discussing the definition of corruption. It is not just questionable which terminology to use when trying to develop a definition of corruption, but these choices also have tremendous consequences for the results that follow, which are then used in anti-corruption policies (Ibid., p. 3). To tackle the definitional problems, discussed in chapter 2, I combined aspects of the economic and sociological definitions, and stressed the relational aspect of corruption by adding the aspect of anan exchange relationship between two or more actors. This brings me to the following working definition: ‘corruption is the use of public power for private gain in an exchange relation between two or more actors.’
As discussed earlier, corruption research focused the last couple decades mostly on understanding corruption in the context of creating successful and efficient anti-corruption policies (Sequeira, 2012, p. 1). I oppose such motivations. Aiming at influencing anti-corruption policies distracts from the aim to create real progress of understanding the explanatory problem of corruption. The important step of defining corruption in the theoretical research process is performed poorly, for example by vaguely defining the difference between bureaucratic and political corruption. The definitional debate continues to discover  adiscover a general and valid definition. Perhaps it will be a never-ending quest to find a general definition of corruption. However, research still needs to advance and develop the definition of corruption, before it directs it attention towards anti-corruption policies  (policies (Lambsdorff, 1999, p. 2). I stress this definitional step in the corruption research. 
I propose to follow the sensible expressions of Arvind Jain (2001, p. 104): ‘Everyone that writes about (corruption) first tries to define it’. This has to be the point of departure in trying to correctly analyze the corruption mechanism, without already focusing on second steps or even eventual practical (policy) outcomes of this research. I believe that only by completely focusing on creating a fitting theoretical approach to develop a solid basis for the corruption literature, the further development of corruption research can continue in a more progressive, structured and inclusive matter. 
That is why I have chosen to use the perspective of ANST, which is a n entirely new approach regarding corruption research. It sheds a different light on the matter in a dynamic fashion and tries to explicitly break away from the current messy and disagreement of the corruption mechanism. The perspective of ANST provides, what I find to be, three important advantages. 
One of the first advantages which ANST offers corruption research, is that it gives a systematic framework with a fluid structure. It does not apply structure, because it does not observe the world as a structured thing. The world is made up of norm networks. Norm networks come and go and are continuously subordinate to change. The only way ANST creates structure is by giving a systematic, theoretical understanding of how to consider the mechanism of corruption. But this structure is fluid, by which I refer to a world consisting of ever changing norm network systems. For example, by considering corruption as a continuation of exchange relation among two or more actors. This fluid structure creates lots of room for new progress to corruption research. 
Another advantageous aspect is the meta modeling approach ANST provides corruption research. ANST uses different interdisciplinary approaches, by which it combines different types of ontologies. The meta modeling approach is very suitable for the definition of conceptual models. The approach of meta modeling combines different theoretical and ontological relationships of (elements of) models into a syntax by which the new model can directly implement those different (elements of) models. Two opportunities are created: a) the integration of different (elements) of model on the new level of the meta model; and b) creating a hybrid model of integration and referencing. The integrative aspect of meta modeling combines and re-uses the most useful features of structures to create maximum utilization and a more coherent model in trying to explain the specific research problem at hand (Fill & Burzynski, 2009). I consider this to be an advantage, because I do not value a specific ontology. I prefer the meta modeling approach, because as a researcher, the approach has to fit the research problem.  Not the other way around. This is especially proficient when observing the diverse interests of the four actor groups. These interests have various theoretical explanations, but still can be examined combined by using ANST. 
A third advantage of ANST is its structure of simplicity. Because I use a new model technique of broad applicability, for example the possibility to consider an infinite amount of possible exchange relations, it is important to confine the details. As such I restricted this thesis to use four actor groups. Simplicity is what is strived for. Here, I want to use ANST to create the simplest possible theoretical structure to explain the corruption mechanism. A simpler model is easier to modify and manipulate in future follow-up research. After this assessment of corruption has been made we could possibly increase the complexity to improve the model’s performance (Mulligan & Wainwright, 2004, p. 16). ANST considers the variability of actors on the smaller-scale of norm network relationship, but also relates to countries on the larger scale. The complexity of the smaller actor scale can also be regarded as simplicity at the larger scale (Ibid., p. 98). 
To sum it up, the three distinctive aspects of ANST that provide with an improving alternative to corruption literature are its fluid structure, meta modeling approach and structure of simplicity. A new way of researching the corruption mechanism is needed to solve the explanatory problem of corruption. The focus needs to be on creating a theoretical framework which incorporates and emphasizes a concept of corruption which has the possibilities to pierce through its complexity. The search to such a theoretical framework could be the search for the Holy Grail. The perspective of ANST could provide with a reality-check and the necessary scientific process. The two mainhree aspects of ANST create the possibility to a) differentiate bureaucratic and political corruption from each other, but still integrate them as both necessary concepts within the theoretical framework; b) emphasize the relation to the (‘failed’) state; and bc) stressing the relational aspect of corruption (exchange relations), by including four actor groups. 





3.2.1. Network Theory
To understand ANST we first have to look closer at network theory. Network theory is the study of how the social structure of relationships around individuals; groups; or organizations affects beliefs or behavior[footnoteRef:8]. The idea of social networks took shape in 1954 by John Barnes. In 1986, Everett Rogers defined these networks as consisting of ‘interconnected individuals who are linked by patterned communication flows’. Following Rogers, the exchange relations between individuals are created by the sharing of information in the interpersonal communication structure, in other words: the network.  [8:  	Key publications on network theory are contributed by: Mouge, P. & Contractor, N. (2003); Berkowitz, S.D. (1988); Knoke, D. & Kublinski, J.H. (1982); Dijk, J.A.G.M. van (2001a)(2001b)(2003): Rogers, E.M. & Kincaid, D.L. (1981); Barnes, J. (1954); and Rogers, E. M. (1986). ] 

Network theory is the first step in making it possible to focus on ‘the exchange relation’ aspects of the working definition of corruption in this thesis. It already has proven to be significant to corruption literature by examining two important questions: a) why social networks are important for corrupt behavior? and b) how institutions and monitoring agencies can influence the decisions of the agents involved in corrupt activities (Terán, 2010, p. 10). Terán (2010) found that the social network creates possibilities between actors to share enough information to know if they will cooperate or not in an exchange relation of corruption. If a social network exists of (information) gaps, the flow of information among the actors is not guaranteed and the possibility for successful exchange relations of corruption will be significantly lower. Monitoring agencies are important, especially in a complementary position with existing institutions, to provide checks and balances in society. Téran (2010) argues that there is little research done on combining social structure criteria and strategic framework to model corruptive behavior. The combination of the two, however, should make it easier to approach corruption.   
Next to the four actor groups I already introduced, the network theory literature also observes public institutions as a separate actor group (Emirbayer & Goodwin, 1994; Hall & Taylor, 1996; Patterson, 2011; Shih et al., 2012). Because including public institutions to this research on corruption would lead to a lot of confusion and include a whole new ‘human versus non-human actors’ discussion to this thesis, I have decided to prefer the clarity and comprehensibility and solely focus on the human aspect of actor groups. 
Unlike this human versus non-human discussion, there is an important aspect I do like to emphasize. Namely that network theory takes an elaborate look at the relations within the state. These relationships that take place within the state are all possible within the context of different networks. Corruption occurs when actors have the power to create deviant behavior or act deviant in relation to some kind of established norm. This means that actors will have the power to use public power for private gain. The framework of network theory makes it possible to consider the power relations between actors that are involved in corruption and thus the exchange relations that make it possible for actors to use public power for private gain. 
According to network theory, corruption should not be regarded as the express will of a well-defined agent, but has to be regarded as power which operates through social structures. Such social structures are represented within the exchange relations, of two or more actors. By this, at least two actors that want to use public power for private gain use the network power to cooperate in an exchange relation of corruption. It would even be possible for some actors with a lot of network power, to use this power over another actor’s power. The actor with strong network power could persuade the actors with a weaker power position to change its position and will to maintain the established norm, meaning to use public power for public gain (Grewal, 2008, p. 8-9) 
More specifically, the actor that has a strong capability to use network power uses this power in an exchange relation with at least one actor which has, in comparison, a weak capability to use network power and so the will to use public power for public gain is overruled. For example, a citizen has an expired passport. It takes one month to obtain a new passport. This citizen normally always abides by the rules but now is in need of a new passport quickly. His aged aunt is very ill and will probably pass away soon. Because he knows a bureaucrat which makes deals to get a new passport in less than two weeks and he really wants to see his aunt one last time, he will probably be induced to make the deal with the bureaucrat. The citizen thus did not have the capability to use network power, so needed the strong capability of the bureaucrat to solve the problem of the long waiting time for a new passport. 
3.2.2. Network Power Relations
A group of people are part of a network because they are defined and interconnected by a particular norm. In this thesis the norm is ‘public power should be used for public gain’. This standard is a norm or practice that makes it possible for the network members to access and contact each other. This norm or practice also makes it possible to cooperate, for example an exchange relation between two or more actors. Important is that this standard is shared among the network’s members to such an extent that these members can realize forms of reciprocity, trades, or joint efforts. Without the interconnecting standard you only observe a group of isolated individuals (Grewal, 2008, p. 21). Accordingly, the established norm to not use public power for private gain creates the network of people which I would like to consider in the context of research on corruption. 
The ideal of a perfect world would be that everyone within this interconnecting network shares the norm to not use public power for private gain. Unfortunately, we do not live in such a world. The differences in network power between different actors within the network make it also possible for an actor in an exchange relation to persuade people to ‘switch’ to another attitude towards the norm and influence their behavior. In the case of corruption I will illustrate such changes within the exchange relation by considering two standards, standard A and standard B. Standard A involves the norm: ‘public power should be used for public gain’.  Standard B involves the norm: ‘public power should be used for private gain’. Standard B is the representation of deviant behavior to Standard A. These standards have the same difficulty and complexity of their activities. Both standards are connected to Norm network A and Norm network B, from which Norm network A is the central network. This means that the initial situation represents the ideal, perfect world by which all actors exist within Norm network A.
The actors of Norm network A always have the ability to access and act in exchange relations with the actors of Norm network B. Doing so will mean that an actor of Norm network A (temporarily) conforms to Standard B, instead of Standard A. Actors of Norm network A will switch to Norm network B if they observe a gain to access the other norm network, by using public power for private gain. This involves incentives that differ per actor (Grewal, 2008, p. 28). The incentive to switch to Norm network B relates to the convenience of a certain mean to attain a particular goal. The actor will prefer Standard B if it is an easier facilitator to enter an exchange relation to attain its goal. This reasoning is divided into intrinsic and extrinsic reasons (Grewal, 2008, p. 32).
Intrinsic reasons mean that either Standard A or Standard B is preferred because of its inherent properties. For example, Standard B could function better, facilitate easier, have richer forms of social interaction and/or allow an actor to (more) easily gain access another person. An example of Standard B could contain a political leader which prefers to act corruptively, because it could make it easier to maintain its seat in parliament. The desired goal could be easier enabled. Extrinsic reasons  meanreasons mean that either Standard A or Standard B is preferred because of the size of the norm network it unites. In contrast to Norm network A, Norm network B could have a greater number of potential partners for cooperation. This would be more probable in a country with a high degree of corruptive problems. Inhabitants of such a country are more inclined to tolerate and act corruptively because of pressures by their environment (Grewal, 2008, p. 32-33). 
Norm network theory embraces a scientific relationalist ontology which rejects actor-centric or traditional structuralist ontologies. Relationists are strongly dedicated to theoretical frameworks which abstract from substantial contexts. This type of ontology focuses on transactions, relations, networks and other abstract conceptions in other to explain causal relations and positions (Jackson & Nexon, 2013, p. 544-555). I focus on exchange relations. These exchange relationships are observed by looking at the intensity of relations, rather than the quality of relations (Bueger & Bethke, 2014, p. 39). In section 3.3 I will further discuss the four actor groups that cooperate in exchange relations with each other within the norm network of corruption. ANST provides the theoretical framework that structures the exchange relations among those actors and gives it context and understanding. 

3.2.3. The Toolbox of Actor -Network State Theory
The four types of actors will show the different exchange relations that are possible among those actor groups within the norm network of corruption. These actors, their diverse roles and incentives within the network of corruption are the pieces which solve the puzzle of corruption. In order to complete the puzzle of corruption I will have to explicitly link the roles of the four types of actors to the norm networks. For this reason I will now continue by intensively explain the Aactor N-network Sstate Ttheory. ANST will function as an alternative model to explain the mechanism of corruption by conceptualizing 'modern states to be the outcome of actually performed assemblages of all those practices of building it, protecting it, governing it and theorizing about it (Passoth & Rowland, 2010, p. 832)'. 
I’ve already discussed network theory, the network power relations and the importance of the state-society relationship to corruption. But how exactly do the four actor groups interact by cooperating in exchange relations within these norm networks? ANST makes it possible to observe the roles of actors within the mechanism of corruption by prioritizing relations over categories. Therefore, the point of departure for the perspective of ANST is the so called anti-categorical imperative. This imperative eliminates all efforts to explain the behavior of human actors or social processes on the only basis of categorical attributes of actors (either individual or collective). Explanations of social behavior, as corruptive behavior, needs to be done on the basis of the involvement of actors in structured social relations, like the exchange relations among actors (Emirbayer & Goodwin, 1994, p. 1414). 
This means that conclusions which describe the behavior of people are never exclusive or thorough when based on attributes like class membership; political party affiliation; age; gender; social status; religious beliefs; ethnicity; sexual orientation; and so on (Emirbayer & Goodwin, 1994, p. 1414-1415). This does not mean that attributes do not matter at all. These conclusions are only complete if also build on the accounts of patterns of relations (Ibid., 1415). Distinctions between such attributes are not taken for granted or seen as foundational. Distinctions between attributes (for example the distinction between actors with high social status or actors with low social status) are seen as distinctions which are relational effects of actor-networks and the aim is to investigate how the norm network works and/or came to exist (Bueger & Bethke, 2014, p. 36). The hypotheses that will be introduced later do render such attributes and give context and understanding to the different positions of the four actor groups. 
Secondly, the perspective of ANST introduces the society as a heterogeneous network. Society includes citizens, but these citizens all have different lives and different interests. They are not homogeneous,  but, but are heterogeneous individuals. But society includes more than just citizens. Family; the organization; computing systems; the economy; technologies; science; and all the rest which exist in social life are not necessarily social products which together also shape and form society (Law, 1992, p. 381-183). Also these examples of social institutions within society are not homogeneous, but heterogeneous. 
The norm network organizes society as such, by observing it as a network consisting of homogeneous individuals and institutions. Norm network theory observes social life as consisting of patterned (organized) norm networks, consisting of these individuals and institutions. In this thesis I observe society as a norm network, and thus consider society as an organized principle. To consider each individual in itself is not an organized approach and makes it difficult to observe the whole of individuals without losing focus. The norm network thus makes it easier to simultaneously take into account the uniqueness of what society it about (individuals), but at the same time consider society in an organized fashion. This also facilitates a link to the relation between corruption and the state, because society plays an important role within the state  (state (da Silva Rosa & Teixerira Carneiro, 2012, p. 2). 
 The third anden most important imperative of ANST focuses on relationality. When talking of the world as existing of norm networks, the world is made of (exchange) relations; connections; and associations. Central are the actors; materials; knowledge; power; and concepts which are the effects of these relations. Phenomena obtain their meaning and form through (exchange) relations (Bueger & Bethke, 2014, p. 39). A textbook by itself is not the complete understanding of a textbook. Instead, a textbook depends on a writer; a reader; a school; and so on, to extend its understanding in such norm networks (Ibid., p. 38). In relation to corruption, a bribe gets its meaning and form by an actor which performs the bribe, an actor which receives the bribe and the specific incentives of both persons to participate in the exchange relation. 
To observe the aspect of relationality we must consider the ‘translation’ of relations. Translation implies the process that binds actors together and makes them equivalent. It means the relation between two components. If the translation is successful, an exchange relation within the norm network could be established. Translation is also about linking and changing, because actors are not automatically bound in interests. Actors have different interests which need to be translated into compromises. When the translation is successful, actors find themselves preferring the same standard and participating within the same norm network (Bueger & Bethke, 2014, p. 39). 
The translation process also provides actors with roles and thus creates order. When actors play their role within a norm network, the identities of actors change. Let again refer to the example of Norm network A and Norm network B. Standard A involved the norm: ‘public power should be used for public gain’. Standard B involves the norm: ‘public power should be used for private gain’. Standard B is the representation of deviant behavior to Standard A. When an actor originally preferred Standard A has a certain incentive to prefer Standard B, the role this actor plays within the norm network changes. The actor obtains a new identity (for instance: from a ‘good’ to a ‘bad’ servant to society) (Bueger & Bethke, 2014, p. 39-40). 
The process of translation proceeds as an ongoing struggle in which actors participate, resist, and counter-strategies (like anti-corruption policies) and compromises are made. Especially in the complex case of corruption this could possible lead to unstable collaborations and less orderly norm network exchange relationships (Bueger & Bethke, 2014, p. 40). 
Relating these three components of ANST to the state means that the state is regarded as a complex norm network, developed through practices and processes. The state is not a constant object, but an ongoing relational result of practices and processes. These practices and processes of the state are iteratively increased and protected, for example by anti-corruption policies, while at the same time other practices and processes within the state exert their network power in separating the sovereign power of the state, for example bureaucrats or politicians which use their public power for private gain (Passoth & Rowland, 2010, p. 828). ANST argues that the state should not be observed as aan evident; given; powerful; constant; and fixed research unit. The state does not produce distinct public institutions, but these are the result of particular processes; discursive and/or non-discursive practices; and network power (exchange) relations (Ibid., p. 824-825). 
3.2.4. Networks and nodes
An introduction to the concept of nodes provides the understanding of ANST with visual terms. Norm networks do not consist of dimensions, spheres or surfaces. Norm networks exist of nodes, which have as many dimensions as they incorporate connections (Latour, 1996, p. 371). The node in the norm network represents the exchange relation between two or more actors. Nodes make it possible to reengineer a norm network shaped world. A norm network shaped world is distinguished as having a ‘fibrous, thread-like, wiry, stringy, ropy, capillary character that is never captured by the notions of levels, layers, territories, spheres, categories, structure, systems (Latour, 1996, p. 371)’. 
Nodes do not look at concentrations, purity and unity, to observe the strength of relations. Instead nodes explain the success of relations by considering diffusion, heterogeneity and the interwoven character of weak ties. This means that all ties of whatever strength,strength are interwoven with weaker ties. These weaker ties always portray a threat to the (potential) exchange relationships (Latour, 1996, p. 371). 
Norm networks are dynamic units. The norm network of corruption consists of four different actors which have several, diverse relations among each other. For example, Actor A1 and Actor A2 both prefer to deviate from the norm ‘public power should be used for public gain’, they both exist within Norm network B. If they need each other to achieve personal goals, they will cooperate and share an exchange relationship within the norm network of corruption. This relationship exists of two direct relationships, meaning two nodes. The first node being the direct relationship from Actor A1 to Actor A2 and the second being the direct relationship the other way around. 
A simple illustration including three actors is shown in Figure 1.  In this visual example you can observe three actors which together share three relationships. Each exchange relationship includes two nodes, which means that the three actors share six nodes in total. The example of figure 1 shows an exchange relationship consisting of three actors, Actor A1; Actor A2; and Actor A3, which together use public power for private gain. 
Figure 1: A simplified illustration of nodes
Actor A1					Actor A2

			Actor A3
Figure 2 shows a bit more complex illustration of nodes . nodes. Here, you can observe four actors which all exist in the norm network of corruption. Actors A1; A2; and A3 still share their three relationships among each other. Actor A2 and Actor A3 also share relationships with Actor A5. Actor A5 also shares a relationship with Actor A4. This means that all four actors share six relationships in total. Each relationship still includes two direct relationshiprelationships, meaning two nodes, thus Figure 2 shows twelve nodes in total. The example of figure 2 shows that there are a lot of possible exchange relations. These exchange relations are not clear-cut. In this example, Actor A3 is participating in two exchange relations. The first exchange relation is with Actor A1 and Actor A2 and the second is with Actor A2 and Actor A5. 
Figure 2: A more complex illustration of nodes
Actor A1					Actor A2

			Actor A3

Actor A4					Actor A5
Furthermore, the understanding of norm networks; relationships and nodes becomes important when considering the structure of hypotheses. The hypotheses, divided among the four types of actors, are categorized in a comparable way as shown in Figure 3. The first level divides the hypotheses in different groups, according to the four types of actors. This means there are four possible actor groups. The hypotheses represent the specific factors that influence an actor group to prefer either Norm A or Norm B. For example ‘Actors: Group 1’ could represent the actor group ‘Bureaucrats’ and ‘Actors: Group 2’ could represent ‘Politicians’. The individual actors within the corruption network, as shown in Figure 3 as Actor A; B; C; and D are all part of a specific actor group. For example, Actor A is part of Actor Group 1 because the individual is a bureaucratic actor and thus part of the group: Bureaucrats. 
Figure 3: A simplified illustration of the dynamics between actors and hypotheses
Actors: Group 1	Actors: Group 2


H1		H2		H3


Actor A	Actor B		Actor C		Actor D
The arrows connecting the actor groups to H1; H2; and H3 represent the hypotheses that are located to an actor group. These specify the factors for this specific type of actor. As shown in Figure 3, different actor groups can be related to the same hypotheses. For example hypothesis 1 (H1) is located as an explanatory hypothesis in both Group 1 and Group 2. The arrows that connect the hypotheses to the actors (A; B; C; and D) represent the different individual actors which exist within the norm network of corruption. These actors all are potential exchange relation partners of each other. 
For example: hypothesis 1 (H1) relates to Actor A and Actor B. This means that Actor A and Actor B have an exchange relationship. In this example, hypothesis 1 exists of two direct relationships, thus two nodes. However, Group 1 also incorporates hypothesis 2 (H2). Hypothesis 2 relates to Actor A and Actor C. This means that Actor A and Actor C also have ana relationship within the norm network. As shown in Figure 3, Actor B is connected by hypothesis 1 (H1) and hypothesis 3 (H3). Hypothesis 3 is also connected to Actor Group 2. Although Actor B and the actor type of Group 2 are perhaps not the same, this only represents the possible exchange relationships of corruption between different types of actors within the network. It is important to mention that this does not mean that actor B is part of Actor Group 2. 
In total, the illustration of Group 1 consists of four direct relationships, meaning four nodes. Actor B does not have a direct exchange relationship to Actor C, but actors A; B; and D all cooperate in different exchange relations. Actor B and Actor C are indirectly related to one another, because they are still potential partners to cooperate in an exchange relation of corruption. As mentioned before, this could be considered as a weak tie. The weak tie tells us that the exchange relation has potential, but is not aan existing relationship. A visual representation of the relationship between these three actoractors of Group 1 is shown is Figure 4. 
Figure 4: The relationship between the three related actors of ‘Actors: Group 1’
Actor A			Actor B
				Actor C
These visual illustrations will make it easier to understand the dynamics of the four actor types and the hypotheses that will be introduced in paragraph 3.3. The logic and theoretical framework of ANST needs to be kept in mind to consider the four actor groups as relational, within the norm network of corruption. 
3.3. Actors andThe ‘relational’ hypotheses
In this section of the theoretical chapter I will introduce the specific hypotheses. The hypotheses represent the complexity and diversity of the corruption mechanism, by considering the most important theoretical factors that are discussed in corruption literature. These factors consist of important aspects and attributes which heretofore correspond to the different parts of the corruption puzzle. As mentioned before, the literature discusses a lot of factors to explain the problem of corruption, but the research remains results stillto consistsconsist of loose ends. and do not explain corruption as defined in this thesis. That is why I frame the hypotheses and their related factors within the framework of ANST. 
To explain the political phenomena of corruption we have to consider the causal explanations and incorporate the contextual differences, which hypotheses will help to represent. These hypotheses will complete contribute to the task of presenting ANST as a new theoretical model and approach to researchstudy corruption (Lancaster & Montinola, 1997, p. 186-187). 
The three paragraphs in this chapter will divide the hypotheses into three categories: socio-economic; political; and cultural. These three categories create an understandable overview and make it possible to connect more than one actor group to a hypothesis, without having to repeat each certain hypotheseis per actor group. 
In total I will discuss forty-fourthirty-six sets of hypotheses, namely the education hypothesis; the income hypothesis; the inflation hypothesis; the market competition hypothesis; the colonial heritage hypothesis; the decentralization hypothesis; the entry barriers  hypothesis; the number of political parties hypothesis; the openness to trade hypothesis; the party lists hypothesis; the political freedom hypothesis; the presidential system hypothesis; the quality of the judicial system hypothesis; the charisma hypothesis; the homo- versus heterogeneous society hypothesis; the religion hypothesis; and the women’s participation hypothesis. Per category the hypotheseis will be discussed in alphabetical order. 
Each of the three paragraphs will discusses a specific set of hypotheses and factors. Adding Within each hypothesisvery paragraph I will first explain itsthe theoretical mechanism y behind the hypotheses and howas discussed by existing literature and how these theoretical explanations subsequently work within the norm network of corruption according to the approach of ANST. As a result of framing the hypotheses within the norm network, these hypotheses establish the shape of ‘relational’ hypotheses. These hypotheses are relational because ANST makes it possible to observe the roles of actors within the mechanism of corruption by prioritizing relations over categories. This means that different attributes that have an effect on the behavior of different actor groups are included within the hypotheses, but the outcome of corruption is explained by considering the potential success of an exchange relation of corruption within the norm network of corruption. 
As the working definition focuses on ‘the use of public power for private gain in an exchange relation between two or more actors’, the potential of a successful exchange relation has to be made measureable using the hypotheses. An exchange relation of corruption is considered successful after the translation of relations, which is accomplished when actors with different interests reach a compromise. This compromise represents the decision of both actors that they prefer to deviate from the norm: ‘public power should be used for public gain’. The deviant choice to collaborate in an exchange relation of corruption defines and interconnects the actors to become part of the norm network of corruption. 
Moreover, the hypotheses have to measure the additional value of the relational aspect that is presented to current corruption literature by the ANST approach. Therefore, every theoretical mechanism consists of a null-hypothesis which states that the effect of corruption is explained by the behavior of an actor, which is influenced by specific attributes (like the level of education). Alongside the null-hypotheses is the alternate hypothesis which states that the effect of corruption is explained by the exchange relationship between actors, of which the success is dependent of the specific attributes that influence the incentives of actors to participate and reach a consensus of interests. A successful exchange relationship of corruption between two or more actors means that all participating actors obverse the benefits of the relationship to surpass the disadvantages that result from deviating against the norm. In addition, the attributes that have an effect on the behavior of the different actor groups are important to determine the incentives that differ per actor to decide whether the benefits of the exchange relation surpass the possible disadvantages. 
 focuses on these particular dimensions. As the relational aspect of the working definition of ANST is framed within the hypotheses, it remains to explain how exactly the notion of corruption is framed within the hypotheses. The working definition shows that different actor groups can be related to the same hypothesis. However, the central actors are the bureaucrats and the politicians. These two actors have a direct effect on the level of corruption, because their corruptive behavior results in bureaucratic and political corruption. These two definitions of corruption thus shape the foundations to the notion of corruption as framed within the hypotheses. Each alternate hypothesis involves an explanation of either bureaucratic or political corruption or a combination of both. 
As explained in paragraph 2.3.3, citizens and heads of state are also considered to play a role by influencing the effect on corruption. Bureaucrats or politicians are increasingly in need of collaboration with the modern citizen in an exchange relation of corruption to successfully realize their goals. Citizens also provide an important control-mechanism which can decrease the effect of corruption. Also heads of state make use of a distinctive power position within the exchange relations of corruption to realize their goals, which gives them a greater amount of decision-making power. Therefore they need to be distinguished from ‘common’ politicians. 
All four actors thus play a role within the network of corruption, but the assumed capability to use network power (power of influence) on corruption is different. Every exchange relation needs at least one actor that is either a politician or a bureaucrat to have an effect on corruption, because the behavior of these two actors result in either political of bureaucratic corruption. These central actors have the strongest capability to use the network power (also explained in section 3.2.1). Citizens and heads of state are important in their influence on corruption, because in certain contexts they are needed to reach the translation of relations, and thus a successful exchange relation of corruption. In all, the hypotheses contribute to provide an answer to the research question: ‘How can the explanatory problem with current corruption research be resolved?’ by helping to determine if the approach of ANST provides an alternative framework to the explanatory problem of corruption. 
Next, I will discuss how I will proceed with this theoretical dimension as a hypothesis and its relation with the working definition of corruption. Discussing each hypothesis, I will focus on the influence of the specific factor on the exchange relations. Here, the four actors groups will be discussed. As mentioned before and as a logical result of the working definition: ‘corruption is the use of public power for private gain in a exchange relation between two or more actors’, different actor groups can be related to the same hypotheses.
3.3.1 The socio-economic dimension
In this section, I discuss the literature which concerns the most important economic and sociological factors that are used to explain the problem of corruption. This category focuses on a person’s economic and social position in relation to others by considering, for example, income; education; and occupation. 
The Education Hypothesis
Education is commonly discussed in corruption literature as aan explanatory factor. Ali and Isse (2003) have focused on an explanation for bureaucratic corruption and found a correlation between corruption and education. They believe that bureaucratic corruption can grow if a state’s bureaucracy is not restrained. Bureaucracy needs to be controlled for corruption to be contained. This assumes the fact that the political system is seen as legitimate, because otherwise social pressures against acts of corruption are of less of concern to citizens. Ali and Isse discover a negative, significant effect of education on corruption. A higher level of education ensures a sense of nationalism and a sense of pride and civic duty amongst citizens. Also, a higher level of education makes sure that citizens have a public awareness of the rights they have concerning bureaucrats. Citizens with a low level of education are often not aware that they are free to use the services of the bureaucrats. Bureaucrats are often highly educated individuals. 
For example in certain developing countries, these high educated bureaucrats have to deal with low educated citizens. These low educated citizens observe government as something puzzling and maybe even dangerous. In the communication with a civil servant, the low educated citizen is normally not seeking for information on a service he/she has the right to use. However, this low educated citizen will treat the civil servant as a powerful person which he/she has to follow. Their main conclusion is that a low level of education guarantees lack of knowledge and unawareness amongst civilians. The higher the level of education, the lower the level of corruption will be. The high education levels make civilians able to inform themselves on their rights and can thus control the bureaucratic powers. 
Rauch and Evans (1999) confirm this relationship between the bureaucratic power and the level of education within a state. According to them, a higher level of education has a positive influence on the bureaucratic performance. This is because education affects bureaucratic performance, when allowing citizens to better monitor the bureaucracy in a state. Education, represented by schooling, is believed by scholars to increase the ability of society to control the behavior of government and to judge government’s performance. Also, education plays an important role in educating society which can then function as an external control on corruption within the administration. But what is exactly the mechanism that creates this control on corruption?
In this thesis I observe education as a part of human capital. Human capital exists of changes in skills and capabilities of individuals. These changes make it possible for the individual to act in different ways. Human capital is more specifically observed by measuring the education of parents. This measurement gives information about the cognitive environment for a child, which creates better educational opportunities. Human capital, produced in schools, creates a lot of benefits for the individual who has invested time and resources in building up his human capital. These benefits can be, for example, a high paid job; a higher or more enjoyable status at work; or maybe even the satisfaction to have a greater notion of its surrounding world (Coleman, 1988, p. 100; 109; 116). 
In short, a higher level of education will create better opportunities to control and monitor corruptive behavior. Considering the literature on the correlation between education and corruption, I notice that the most important actor groups in this exchange relation are the bureaucrats and the citizens. Although literature has a primary focus on the influence of the level of education of citizens on corruption, especially bureaucratic corruption, I query that citizens are the only important actor group affected by the level of education. Bureaucratic actors could also be affected by the level of education, as they will control each other within the bureaucratic apparatus. Thus, when bureaucratic actors want to use public power for private gain, citizens and fellow bureaucrats with higher educational levels can control this abuse of public power. This ensures that the use of public power for private gain is decreased and by that levels of bureaucratic corruption will be lower. This leads to the following hypothesis:
H1-0: If citizens are higher educated, the behavior of bureaucrats is positively influenced, and the level of bureaucratic corruption will be lower. 
H1-A: If citizens are higher educated their capacity to control bureaucratic actors is higher, which makes it more difficult for bureaucrats to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relation of corruption with one or more actors, thus the level of bureaucratic corruption is lower. 
H2-0: If bureaucrats are higher educated, the behavior of bureaucrats is positively influenced, and the level of bureaucratic corruption will be lower.
H2-A: If bureaucrats are higher educated their capacity to control fellow bureaucratic actors is higher, which makes it more difficult for bureaucrats to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relation of corruption with one or more actors, thus the level of bureaucratic corruption is lower. 

H1: If citizens are higher educated, the behavior of bureaucrats is positively influenced, and the level of corruption will be lower.  
H2: If bureaucrats are higher educated, the behavior of bureaucrats is positively influenced, and the level of corruption will be lower.  
The Income Hypothesis
Next to education, income is also regularly discussed in corruption literature as aan explanatory factor of corruption. Researchers observe that citizen’s concerns and feelings about their living conditions are encouraged by higher incomes. A person first needs to take care of its own skin and blood, before it is possible to look beyond their own survival. Another aspect of citizens’ concerns with an aggregated income is the expectation of a so called ‘trickle down effect’. Citizens will hope that if overall society has a high level of income, some of this wealth will increase their own private income (Damania et al., 2008, p. 14).
Also, a high level of income will create more openness to trade and increased competition. This is also stimulated because of modern globalization. Citizens are also the people who own companies. This entrepreneurial class will profit from higher incomes. A higher income means more customers to buy stuff. These profits have the potential to lead to investments to create more aggregated income. Again, public support is needed. This public support is dependent of the citizen’s trust in the financial system. This trust is comparable with the idea on price stability I will discuss later considering the explanatory factor of inflation (Damania et al., 2004, p. 371; Damania et al., 2008, p. 14).

But how does literature mentions the relation between the level of income and how this influences the level of corruption? The relation between the two is made, because corruption could be considered to be a second best choice to increase one’s living standards. Still, the first best choice is to have a reasonable high income. So if income rises, the demand to corruptive behavior will fall. Another aspect of the relationship between income and corruption,corruption is that an increase in corruption will make it easier for citizens to create the resources to monitor bureaucrats and politicians and avert corruption (Damania et al., 2004; Damania et al., 2010; Persson et al., 2003). 

The effect of income is important in both developing and young, as in developed and established, democracies. In all cases, bureaucratic and political actors will use their network power at the cost of citizens (Persson et al., 2003, p. 958-959). The presence of corruption creates a situation which ensures corruption to maintain itself or even spread further into the societal system. Central are the transition costs that, for example, go hand in hand with the investments of entrepreneurial citizens. In a successful, democratic state there will be low transition costs for citizens which would like to invest into an increase of the aggregated income. WithinIn a  ‘failed’ (either democratic or non-democratic) states, the transition costs can be unpredictable and inconsistent (Damania et al., 2008, p. 15). 

Corruption literature discusses that bureaucratic and political actors will use their network power to interfere in such transactions. They can charge an extra transaction fee, which will only benefit their own position. It could also lead to higher distrust by entrepreneurial citizens, by which investments into an increase of the aggregated income will rather be avoided. Perhaps such citizens do not want to position themselves in the potential of corruptive behavior. Another scenario could be that entrepreneurial citizens will in fact use their profits to cooperate with corruptive bureaucrats and/or politicians to create benefits for both parties. In this case, aggregated income will not increase at all (Damania et al., 2008, p. 15).

A more specific type of income,income is public sector wages. Literature describes three main arguments suggestion this link between higher public sector wages and lower levels of corruption. The first reason focuses on the fact that the higher the relative wages are in the public sector, the more a bureaucrat could possible lose if he or she acted corruptively. So the fear of getting caught and, as a result, expelled from the bureaucratic apparatus is very important... The second reason relates to the idea that lower public wages attracts incompetent or even corrupt candidates. This will result in an ineffective and non-transparent corrupt bureaucratic apparatus. The third reason is about comparisons between public and private jobs. If bureaucrats are getting lower public wages than comparable other jobs, the moral costs of acting corruptively are decreased (Abbink, 2000, p. 1).
Scholars thus observe that high public sector wages should reduce bureaucratic actors to act corruptively, and thus lower the level of corruption (Tanzi, 1998; Van Rijckeghem & Weber, 2001). This means that (relatively) inadequate public wages will more likely stimulate bureaucrats to find it less blameworthy to accept bribes. Bureaucrats who would receive more adequate public wages will more likely not accept such bribery (Abbink, 2000, p. 1). 
Thus, the level of income affects the level of corruption, because people will want to increase and/or complement their living standards if they feel they don’t receive enough wages. Considering the literature on the correlation between income and corruption, I notice that the most important actor groups in this exchange relation are citizens; bureaucrats; and politicians. Although literature has a primary focus on the influence of the level of (public) income of citizens and bureaucrats on corruption, I question that these are the only important actors affected by the level of income. 

When bureaucrats or politicians want to use public power for private gain, citizens with higher income levels will have more means to monitor the behavior of bureaucrats and politicians. They would also be less inclined to participate in an exchange relation, because they would have less concern about their living standard. This ensures that the use of public power for private gain is decreased and by that levels of corruption will be lower. Also, when bureaucrats or politicians want to use public power for private gain, bureaucrats and politicians with lower income levels will be easier motivated to participate in an exchange relation. These actors do not believe they receive adequate wages. This will increase the use of public power for private gain and the levels of both bureaucratic and political corruption will be higher. This leads to the following hypotheses: 

H3-0: If citizens have higher income levels, the behavior of bureaucrats is positively influenced, and the level of bureaucratic corruption will be lower. 

H3-A: If citizens have higher income levels their capacity to control bureaucratic actors is higher, which makes it more difficult for bureaucrats to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relation of corruption with one or more actors, thus the level of bureaucratic corruption is lower. 

H4-0: If citizens have higher income levels, the behavior of politicians is positively influenced, and the level of political corruption will be lower.  


H4-A: If citizens have higher income levels their capacity to control political actors is higher, which makes it more difficult for politicians to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relation of corruption with one or more actors, thus the level of political corruption is lower. 

H5-0: If bureaucrats have higher income levels, the behavior of bureaucrats is positively influenced, and the level of bureaucratic corruption will be lower.  

H5-A: If bureaucrats have higher income levels the possible disadvantages of deviant behavior will surpass the benefits, which makes it less likely for bureaucrats to use their network power to reach a successful exchange relation of corruption with one or more actors, thus the level of bureaucratic corruption is lower. 

H6-0: If politicians have higher income levels, the behavior of politicians is positively influenced, and the level of political corruption will be lower.  

H6-A: If politicians have higher income levels the possible disadvantages of deviant behavior will surpass the benefits, which makes it less likely for politicians to use their network power to reach a successful exchange relation of corruption with one or more actors, thus the level of political corruption is lower.


H3: If citizens have higher income levels, the behavior of bureaucrats is positively influenced, and the level of corruption will be lower.  
H4: If citizens have higher income levels, the behavior of politicians is positively influenced, and the level of corruption will be lower.  
H5: If bureaucrats have lower income levels, the behavior of bureaucrats is negatively influenced, and the level of corruption will be higher.  
H6: If politicians have lower income levels, the behavior of politicians is negatively influenced, and the level of corruption will be higher.  
The Inflation Hypothesis
Information is always considered as an important factor in corruption literature, considering the choices citizens have to make. But if citizens lack in their information of price comparisons, it becomes more costly for them to control the behavior of politicians and bureaucrats. This is especially the case considering the economic reports (Braun & Di Tella, 2004, p. 77). Thus scholars stress that when there is a high variability of inflation it becomes much more difficult for the ‘common citizen’ to audit officials (Ibid., p. 77-78). 
If inflation is high and varies a lot over time, bureaucrats and politicians can inflate prices of public goods. Citizens pay for these public goods. But it is not sure if bureaucrats and politicians take advantage of their positions and these specific inflation conditions. That is why high and variable inflation leads to uncertainty about the public costs and spending. This uncertainty leads to high investments of citizens to control the behavior of the bureaucrats and politicians (Braun & Di Tella, 2004, p. 79). Next to this uncertainty and high monitoring costs of citizens, corruption could also have a negative impact of growth and investment. This means that corruption remains or even grows gradually, because of indirectly corruption stimulates more cost of inflation (Braun & Di Tella, 2004, p. 80). 

Price stability should be highly valued within the public sector. Citizens who have to deal with high and variable inflation, for example shown by economic policies that fail, live in economic chaos. Economic chaos will decrease the ‘public morale’, meaning the confidence and respect citizens have for bureaucrats and politicians (Paldam, 2002, p. 222, 238). 

Inflation is also part of state’s economic system. Countries with similar cultures often also have similar economic systems. These comparable countries could negatively interact and share in the effect of each other’s inflation (Paldam, 2002, p. 238). Inflation has a reasonable quick effect on the level of corruption. Literature predicts that inflation could have strong, but less stable effect, on corruption within four to ten years (Ibid., p. 222, 238). 
In short, the level of inflation influences the level of bureaucratic and political corruption by creating uncertainties and high monitoring costs for citizens to control corruptive behavior by bureaucrats and politicians. Considering the literature on the correlation between inflation and corruption, I notice that the most important actor groups in this exchange relation are citizens; bureaucrats; and politicians. High variability of inflation will make it more difficult for citizens to monitor and control the use of public power for private gain by bureaucrats and politicians. This ensures that the use of public power for private gain is increased and by that levels of bureaucratic and political corruption will be higher. This leads to the following hypotheses:
H7-0: If the variability of inflation is low, the behavior of bureaucrats is positively influenced, and the level of bureaucratic corruption will be lower.  

H7-A: If citizens have to deal with a low variability of inflation their capacity to control bureaucratic actors is higher, which makes it more difficult for bureaucrats to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relation of corruption with one or more actors, thus the level of bureaucratic corruption is lower. 

H8-0: If the variability of inflation is low, the behavior of politicians is positively influenced, and the level of political corruption will be lower.  
H8-A: If citizens have to deal with a low variability of inflation their capacity to control political actors is higher, which makes it more difficult for politicians to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relation of corruption with one or more actors, thus the level of political corruption is lower. 


H7: If the variability of inflation is low, the behavior of bureaucrats is positively influenced, and the level of corruption will be lower.  
H8: If the variability of inflation is low, the behavior of politicians is positively influenced, and the level of corruption will be lower.  
The Market Competition Hypothesis
Especially discussed within the economist’s approach of corruption literature is the relationship between market competition and corruption. These economists argue that the more competition, the less corruption. The most simplified perspective, here, is that bribes are harder to uphold where perfect competition exists. So when, for example, a bureaucrat has the possibility to distribute a scare good, the presence of competing bureaucratic officials to reapply in case of being asked a bribe will lower the incentives for the bureaucrat to act corruptively. Less market competition will mean that businesses will receive higher rents. But this also means that bureaucrats have a high control rate over those businesses, through for example inspectors or other supervisory bodies. This leads to bureaucrats being extra motivated to act corruptively, like ask for bribes (Ades & Di Tella, 1999, p. 982). 
In short, a higher level of market competition will affect the level of bureaucratic corruption by creating less opportunitiesless opportunity for bureaucratic actors to control businesses for private gain and more competing bureaucrats which provide the alternative to obtain public goods without paying bribes. Considering the literature on the correlation between market competition and corruption, I notice that the most important actor group in this exchange relation is the bureaucratic actor. Less market competition will create more incentives for bureaucrats to use public power for private gain. This could result to several possible exchange relations between bureaucrats and politicians and/or citizens and/or heads of state. However, literature only places a primary focus on the role of the bureaucrat within such exchange relations. Literature does not place any emphasis on the role of other specific actor groups in the possible exchange relations. Independent of the exchange relations exists between the bureaucrat and politicians and/or citizens and/or heads of state, the bureaucrat will behave the same by using public power for private gain if market competition is too low. This will results inthat the use of public power for private gain is increased and that levels of corruption will be higher. This leads to the following hypothesis:
H9-0: If market competition is high, the behavior of bureaucrats is positively influenced, and the level of bureaucratic corruption will be lower.  
H9-A: If bureaucrats have to deal with a high level of market competition the possible disadvantages of deviant behavior will surpass the benefits, which makes it less likely for bureaucrats to use their network power to reach a successful exchange relation of corruption with citizens, thus the level of bureaucratic corruption is lower.



H9: If market competition is high, the behavior of bureaucrats is positively influenced, and the level of corruption will be lower.  
3.3.2 The political dimension
In this section, I discuss the literature which concerns the most political factors that are used to explain the problem of corruption. This category focuses on political institutions, which form ‘the rules of the game’ in society and are humanly devised constraints to shape human interaction. Such political institutions reduce uncertainty by creating a stable structure for human interaction. They also create a framework of conditions by which transactions and cooperation between individuals can be more easily facilitated (de Vaal & Ebben, 2011, p. 110-111). 
The Colonial Heritage Hypothesis
Literature discusses the role of colonial heritage as having a relationship with the legal culture that is adopted by a state. This legal culture, as discussed earlier concerning the quality of the judicial system, has an influence on a state’s openness to corruptive behavior by political and bureaucratic actors. Certain colonies or mandates can have a common judicial system. But this is not always the case. For example the former British colonies, Jordan; Egypt; Iraq; Kuwait; Malta; and Mauritius do not all have the same law system. Nevertheless, there are also certain states which have never been British Colonies, but have common judicial systems. Like (parts of) Thailand; Western Samoa; Liberia; and Namibia (Treisman, 2000, p. 403). 
Without disregarding that countries with or without a colonial heritage differ in adopting common judicial systems, the assumption is that colonial past has a significant effect on the level of corruption. The colonial legacy includes public institutions and customs of  theof the rule of law and control, but also a particular character of society, meaning citizens. This means that the colonial heritage influences politicians, bureaucrats, and citizens to have an increased feeling of responsibility towards the rule of law and controlling deviant behavior. This legacy is left behind by the imposing masters that ruled in the colonial period (Gurgur and Shah, 2005, p. 18).
More specifically I follow the ideas of Treisman (2000), which argues that former British colonies (or the UK) show lower levels of corruption. Namely, because the British heritage has left behind a specific ‘judicial culture’. This culture of law influences the organization and enforcement of the judicial system. These conclusions were made on observations in both older and recent (African and Asian) British colonies and mandates (Treisman, 2000, p. 439-440; Serra, 2006, p. 247).
Considering the literature on the correlation between colonial heritage and corruption, I notice that the most important actor groups in this exchange relation are citizens, bureaucrats and politicians. In countries with British heritage, the citizens; bureaucrats and politicians will less likely participate in exchange relations to use public power for private gain. This ensures that the use of public power for private gain is decreased and by that levels of bureaucratic and political corruption will be lower. This leads to the following hypothesis:
H10-0: If countries have a British heritage, the behavior of citizens is positively influenced, and the level of bureaucratic and political corruption will be lower.  
H10-A: If citizens are influenced by a British heritage their capacity to control bureaucratic and political actors is higher, which makes it more difficult for bureaucrats and politicians to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relation of corruption with one or more actors, thus the level of bureaucratic and political corruption is lower.
H11-0: If countries have a British heritage, the behavior of bureaucrats is positively influenced, and the level of bureaucratic corruption will be lower.  
H11-A: If bureaucrats are influenced by a British heritage they will have a stronger preference to abide by the norm; which makes it less likely for bureaucrats to use their network power to reach a successful exchange relation of corruption with one or more actors, thus the level of bureaucratic corruption is lower.
H11: If countries have a British heritage, the behavior of bureaucrats is positively influenced, and the level of corruption will be lower.  
H12-0: If countries have a British heritage, the behavior of politicians is positively influenced, and the level of political corruption will be lower.  
H12-A: If politicians are influenced by a British heritage they will have a stronger preference to abide by the norm; which makes it less likely for politicians to use their network power to reach a successful exchange relation of corruption with one or more actors, thus the level of political corruption is lower.

The Decentralization Hypothesis
The factor of decentralization is discussed in literature as an important institutionalized factor which concerns the public spending as an influence on the level of corruption. An example of such public spending is that central government could direct the total of government expenditures. An example of decentralized public spending would be that the total government expenditures are divided among sub-national spending (Abed & Gupta, 2002).
Scholars believe that decentralized public spending can affect the level of corruption. A higher amount of sub-national spending, in relation to the total government expenditure directed from central government, correlates with a lower level of corruption. In other words, decentralization has a negative effect on corruption. The idea relates to the accountability of bureaucratic actors. AAn institutional structure which exists of a higher degree of decentralization will create more responsibility for bureaucrats (Fisman & Gatti, 2002, p. 328). 
Bureaucratic actors will have more specific duties, which are directed to a more visible audience. In contrast to all state’s inhabitants, they will work with certain budgetary funds aimed at their own environment, neighbors, friend and family. This creates ana setting by which bureaucrats will be stimulated to at accordingly and honorary. Bureaucratic actors will feel responsible for ‘their own people’. If public institutions are mainly directed by central government, the administrative power in control of the total of government expenditures can eventually develop a corruptive culture. Such centralized managing would then lack the necessary scrutiny and control mechanisms, which would be present in a more decentralized system. 
While the government institution remains the central actor in this relationship, citizens can potentially also play their part. If public institutions are more decentralized, the gap between local inhabitants and the performance of bureaucratic actors is made smaller. Local inhabitants have the opportunity to regulate the performance of the bureaucratic actors by making observational comparisons. For example if a southern villager hears from its northern family how regulations are performed in the northern regions. This makes it possible for the southern villager to question and investigate the situation in the southern regions (Dincer et al., 2010, p. 270). 
Therefore decentralization improved the transparency of the institutional performance, because the locality decreases the monitoring and informational problems. The accountability mechanism are stronger is decentralized systems and this reduces the level of corruption (Lederman et al., 2005, p. 5). Considering the literature on the correlation between decentralization and corruption, I notice that the most important actor groups in this exchange relation are the citizens, bureaucrats and politicians. When bureaucratic and political actors want to use public power for private gain, citizens have more opportunities to control the possible abuse of public power by of bureaucrats and politicians in a decentralized system. This ensures that the use of public power for private gain is decreased and by that levels of bureaucratic and political corruption will be lower. Although literature has a primary focus on role of bureaucratic and political actors, I argue that citizens are also an important actor group affected by the level of decentralization. Citizens could also be affected by decentralization, because decentralized institutions make it more difficult to control the behavior of citizens. The incentives for citizens to take advantage of this situation, and act corruptively, are increased. This leads to the following hypotheses:
H13-0: If decentralization is high, the behavior of bureaucrats is positively influenced, and the level of bureaucratic corruption will be lower.  
H13-A: If citizens have to deal with a high level of decentralization their capacity to control bureaucratic actors is higher, which makes is more difficult for bureaucrats to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relation of corruption with one or more actors, thus the level of bureaucratic corruption is lower. 
H14-0: If decentralization is high, the behavior of politicians is positively influenced, and the level of political corruption will be lower.  
H14-A: If citizens have to deal with a high level of decentralization their capacity to control political actors is higher, which makes is more difficult for politicians to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relation of corruption with one or more actors, thus the level of political corruption is lower.
H15-0: If decentralization is high, the behavior of citizens is positively influenced, and the level of bureaucratic and political corruption will be lower.  
H15-A: If citizens have to deal with a high level of decentralization the possible disadvantages of deviant behavior will surpass the benefits, which makes it more difficult for bureaucrats and politicians to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relation of corruption with citizens, thus the level of bureaucratic and political corruption is lower. 




The Entry Barriers Hypothesis
Literature also discusses the importance of entry barriers as a factor to explain corruption. Scholars focus on the fact that entry barriers concern the procedures that are officially required for new businesses, owned by citizens, to attain the obligatory permits. These procedures consist of, first of all, the obligatory permits and licenses, and second of all, carrying out the required inscriptions, certifications, and notifications to facilitate the company’s establishment. These procedures are very time-consuming for small businesses. Bureaucratic personnel can take advantage of the difficult position of small businesses entrepreneurs. Bureaucrats can for example bribe such entrepreneurs to decrease the time needed to cross this so called entry barrier. Such bribery should also be interesting for these small entrepreneurs (Klapper et al., 2006, p. 601). 
These small businesses will especially be concerned with uncertainties and will thus tend to conform to such pressures posed by the bureaucracy and the bureaucratic procedures. They would want to reduce as much variability as possible to remain competitive entrepreneurs. Engaging in corruptive behavior will be an attempt to enlarge predictability. Such uncertainties concern for example a business’ resource commitment, investment risk or degree of control (Uhlenbruck et al., 2006, p. 405; Rodriguez et al., 2005, p. 384). 
As perhaps noticeable, the factor of entry barriers has some overlap with the factor of openness to trade, but still is considered as significantly different in corruption literature. While openness to trade focuses on competition, entry barriers focuses on the tricky position of small entrepreneurs. Scholars believe that a higher extent of entry barriers faced by new businesses leads to a higher level of corruption. Considering the literature on the correlation between entry barriers and corruption, I notice that the most important actor groups in this exchange relation are the bureaucrats and the citizens. When bureaucratic actors want to use public power for private gain, citizens which live in countries with less entry barriers will be less affected by this abuse of public power. Also, small business owners which have to deal with less bureaucratic procedures,procedures will have less incentives to engage in corruptive exchange relations. This ensures that the use of public power for private gain is decreased and by that levels of bureaucratic corruption will be lower. This leads to the following hypotheses:
H16-0: If countries have less entry barriers, the behavior of bureaucrats is positively influenced, and the level of bureaucratic corruption will be lower.  
H16-A: If citizens have to deal with less entry barriers their capacity to control bureaucratic actors is higher, which makes is more difficult for bureaucrats to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relation of corruption with citizens, thus the level of bureaucratic corruption is lower.

H17-0: If countries have less entry barriers, the behavior of citizens is positively influenced, and the level of bureaucratic corruption will be lower.  
H17-A: If citizens have to deal with less entry barriers the possible disadvantages of deviant behavior will surpass the benefits, which makes it more difficult for bureaucrats to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relation of corruption with citizens, thus the level of bureaucratic corruption is lower. 



The Number of Political Parties Hypothesis
Corruption literature discusses that whether a system is presidential or parliamentary, federal or unitary, the number of political parties is assumed to matter considering the effect it has on the level of corruption within a country (Chang & Golden, 2007, p. 116-117). Again, the argument has to do with transparency and the possibilities for the people to monitor the behavior of politicians and bureaucrats (Ibid., p. 133). 
The assumption is that in systems which exists of multiple parties to form the proportional representation, an increase in the number of parties, also means an increase in the corruptive behavior by politicians and bureaucrats. Namely, because a higher number of parties signifies a more difficult position for citizens to monitor and control the accountability of the political and bureaucratic actors (Chang & Golden, 2007, p. 133). 

One might even believe that because of more parties meaning more candidates, corruption would be discouraged because of the monitoring by a large number of competitors. These competitors have the opportunities to denounce each other behavior. However, Chang and Golden concluded otherwise after researching these specific effects. Although these candidates are potentially revealing themselves to the prospective risk of getting caught by their competitors from other parties, this prospective does not deter political or bureaucratic actors of acting corruptively (Chang & Golden, 2007, p. 133-134). 

Another aspect also ensures that it becomes less attractive for co-partisans to consider each other behavior, namely the individual funding. Candidates of a party often must raise their own funds to participate in the race against contestants from the equivalent party. It is thus far more attracting to use these funds for their electoral campaign against other parties, then against their party peers. Candidates will prefer to build a necessary personal reputation, before considering the personal reputation of another co-partisan (Chang & Golden, 2007, p. 125-126).  
Considering the literature on the correlation between the number of political parties and corruption, I notice that the most important actor groups in this exchange relation are citizens; bureaucrats; and politicians. A higher number of political parties will make it more difficult for citizens to monitor and control to use of public power for private gain by bureaucrats and politicians. This ensures that the use of public power for private gain is increased and by that levels of bureaucratic and political corruption will be higher. This leads to the following hypotheses:
H18-0: If the number of political parties is low, the behavior of bureaucrats is positively influenced, and the level of bureaucratic corruption will be lower.  
H18-A: If citizens have to deal with a lower number of political parties their capacity to control bureaucratic actors is higher, which makes is more difficult for bureaucrats to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relation of corruption with one or more actors, thus the level of bureaucratic corruption is lower.
H19-0: If the number of political parties is low, the behavior of politicians is positively influenced, and the level of political  corruption will be lower.  
H19-A: If citizens have to deal with a lower number of political parties their capacity to control political actors is higher, which makes is more difficult for politicians to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relation of corruption with one or more actors, thus the level of political corruption is lower.


The Openness to Trade Hypothesis
Corruption literature frequently discusses the relation between thea countries openness to trade (measured in the share of import in GDP) of countries and the effect this possible has on the level corruption in a state. Scholars agree that the presence of lower tariff or non-tariff import restrictions, for example the necessary licenses to import, create opportunities for bureaucratic actors to bribe. Literature also stresses the importance of the location of states in regard to the large exporting nations. An isolated position also means less openness to trade (Fisman & Gatti, 2002; Fréchette, 2006; Herzfeld & Weiss; Tanzi & Davoodi, 1997; Treisman, 2000).
This is all related to the possibilities of competition that are created from a state’s position. If the political and bureaucratic actors in a state have to deal with a small amount of competition, they will be more likely to act corruptively. Less competition from outside the state, meaning low openness to trade, has significant consequences on the level of corruption. It means that politicians and bureaucrats can charge more money from the businesses (owned by citizens), because they have more control over the national situation (Ades & Di Tella, 1999, p. 991). 
Some states are further located from large exporting states than other states. States which are located far away from these exporting states will have less competition from outside the state. Domestic business is excluded and somewhat disqualified from foreign competition. This distance can be created by both natural (mountains) or policy induced barriers to trade (the European Union) (Ades & Di Tella, 1999, p. 992). Such a low degree of competition and almost complete absence of any economic openness, eventually leads to intolerable thresholds (Bonaglia et al., 2001, p. 16).  In such far located states the economy is dominated by a small group of businesses, which can be easily controlled by politicians and bureaucrats. Such a sheltered economic context makes it difficult to avert political and bureaucratic actors from corruptive behavior (Ades & Di Tella, 1999, p. 992).
Thus scholars conclude that a higher import share leads to less corruption by creating less opportunitiesless opportunity for bureaucratic and politicians to control local businesses for private gain. High import share implies more openness to trade and decreases the opportunities for bureaucrats and politicians to act corruptively (Fisman & Gatti, 2002; Fréchette, 2006; Herzfeld & Weiss; Tanzi & Davoodi, 1997; Treisman, 2000). Considering the literature on the correlation between openness to trade and corruption, I notice that the most important actor groups in this exchange relation are the citizens; bureaucrats; and politicians. When bureaucrats or politicians want to use public power for private gain, Citizens (especially business owners) of countries with higher openness to trade will not have to deal with a small group of dominating businesses. Bureaucrats and politicians will have less opportunitiesless opportunity to take advantage of the competitive position of these citizens. As a resultsAs a result, bureaucrats and politicians  havepoliticians have less opportunitiesless opportunity to use public power for private gain and citizens will be less affected by their corruptive behavior. A higher level of openness to trade ensures that the use of public power for private gain is decreased and by that levels of bureaucratic and political corruption will be lower. 
Although literature has a primary focus on the influence of openness to trade on the behavior of bureaucrats and politicians, I query that these are the only important actor groups affected by the level of openness to trade. The behavior of citizens could also be affected by a low level of openness to trade. If a business owner has to deal with an economy that is dominated by a small group of businesses, a business owner can be tempted to cooperate in an exchange relation of corruption to become part of the small group of dominating businesses. This leads to the following hypotheses:
H20-0: If a country’s ies openness to trade is high, the behavior of bureaucrats is positively influenced, and the level of bureaucratic corruption will be lower.  
H20-A: If citizens have to deal with a high level of openness to trade their capacity to control bureaucratic actors is higher, which makes it more difficult for bureaucrats to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relationship of corruption with citizens, thus the level of bureaucratic corruption is lower. 
H21-0: If a country’s ies openness to trade is high, the behavior of politicians is positively influenced, and the level of political corruption will be lower.  
H21-A: If citizens have to deal with a high level of openness to trade their capacity to control political actors is higher, which makes it more difficult for politicians to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relationship of corruption with citizens, thus the level of political corruption is lower. 

H22-0: If a country’sies openness to trade is high, the behavior of citizens is positively influenced, and the level of bureaucratic and political corruption will be lower.  
H22-A: If citizens have to deal with a high level of openness to trade the possible disadvantages of deviant behavior will surpass the benefits, which makes it more difficult for bureaucrats and politicians to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relation of corruption with citizens, thus the level of bureaucratic and political corruption is lower. 

The Party Lists Hypothesis
Corruption literature gives a lot of attention on the correlation between party lists and its influence on the level of corruption. Scholars discuss that party lists produces an extra opportunity for corruption, namely because they create a greater distance between citizens and the electoral system.  Party lists make it more difficult for citizens to individually monitor and control the political actors concerned. This deteriorates the accountability of the electoral system and generates individual incentives for corruptive behavior. Central is the ‘free-rider’ problem, because of the indirect representation chain. Citizens bring out their ballots to parties, and these parties ourare run by politicians (Persson et al., 2003, p. 959). 

An important assumption here is that politicians will be concerned about their careers. This means that if citizens can choose individual candidates, instead of voting on a party from a party list, it creates a direct link to the politician. This individual politician values its individual performance and especially its reappointment. Individual politicians will have strong reasons to perform well. This performance normally includes using their power for the common good and not abusing it corruptively (Persson et al., 2003, p. 961).  

However, politicians that are chosen by a party list system do not have such strong reasons to perform. This relates to the just mentioned free-rider problem. In a party list system, parties get a number of seats depending on the votes that are collected by the entire list. Votes are not directed to individual candidates. Also, if the party lists within a system are closed, citizens cannot choose any candidate in particular. This leads to individual politicians which re-election chance is dependent to his or her rank of the party list. Thus also not relating to his or her individual performance. Party leaders often have the possibility to combine the ranks of the list. This means that the list ranking does not reflect criteria regarding certain capabilities important for the benefits of citizens or the effort a politician shows in office. Rather, such rankings reflect criteria that show a politician’s party loyalty and the effort in shows within the party. Incentives to perform well for the benefit of the party become stronger, and the incentives to perform well in favor of the citizens become weaker (Perssons et al., 2003, p. 961-962). 
Thus following the career-concern of politicians, a system which includes a larger share of representatives that are elected by an individual ballot, rather than by a party list method, we should expect less corruption (Perssons et al., 2003, p. 963). Eventually, the best system to constrain corruption includes a) none representatives elected via party lists, and exists of b) only large districts. However, in reality, such system do not exists in the world (Kunicova & Rose-Ackerman, 2005, p. 598). Still, the argument remains that we should stop selecting politicians by the use of party lists.
Considering the literature on the correlation between party lists and corruption, I notice that the most important actor groups in this exchange relation are the citizens and politicians. When political actors want to use public power for private gain, a party lists system makes it more difficult for citizens to monitor and control the abuse of public power by politicians. This ensures that the use of public power for private gain is increased and by that levels of political corruption will be higher. Although literature has a primary focus on role of political actors, I argue that citizens are also an important actor group affected by the party lists system. Next to the controlling role of citizens, citizens could also have incentives to take advantage of the party lists system. As a result, the level of political corruption will increase. This leads to the following hypotheses:
H23-0: If elections in ana country consist of party lists, the behavior of politicians is negatively influenced, and the level of political corruption will be higher.  
H23-A: If citizens have to deal with a party lists election system their capacity to control political actors is lower, which makes it easier for politicians to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relationship of corruption with one or more actors, thus the level of political corruption is higher. 

H24-0: If elections in ana country consist of party lists, the behavior of citizens is negatively influenced, and the level of political corruption will be higher.  
H24-A; If citizens have to deal with a party lists election system the possible benefits of deviant behavior will surpass the disadvantages, which makes it easier for bureaucrats and politicians to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relation of corruption with citizens, thus the level of political corruption is higher. 



The Political Freedom Hypothesis
Another factor that is intensively discussed in corruption literature is political freedom. Political freedom relates to the relationship of institutional accountability and transparency. Political freedom can include several aspects, like civil liberty; political rights; democracy; and/or the length of the democratic regime. A more specific example is the freedom of press and expression. The assumption is that more political freedom correlates with a lower level of corruption (Lederman et al., 2005, p. 5; Herzfeld & Weiss, 2003, p. 628). Freedom of press makes it possible to make the performance of government public. Thus diminishing the informational gap between government and citizens, and consequently making it easier for government to improve (Ibid., p. 5).
Freedom of press is considered to be an instrument used by civil society to create public weight which decreases corrupt behavior by political and bureaucratic actors (Themudo, 2013, p. 65). Press freedom represents the independence of state. Greater independence gives citizens, nonprofit actors or journalists the opportunity to express specific opinions. These opinions are expressed without control by the state. Press freedom creates the ability for citizens to publicly share their interest to government officials and makes it possible for journalists to report on public matters. Without restraints, individuals or groups can unite themselves and participate in protests; practice a belief; and express personal opinions (Ibid., p. 67).
In the case of press freedom and corruption, freedom of press creates opportunities to impact corruption using public pressures. Individuals and press (also considered to be citizens) have the possibilities to produce a broad and varied platform by which they can spread an anti-corruption campaign. Without an efficient freedom of press such individuals and journalists lack the monitoring and mobilizing public support to stand against corruption. An incompetent press freedom would mean that the groups which contribute to corruptive acts easily are disregarded and there is not enough public pressure to strengthen the struggle against these corruptive groups (Themudo, 2013, p. 69). 
The role of freedom of press also has ana relationship with the quality of the judicial system. In particular in a state where both a high degree of press freedom and an efficient judicial system are present. This combination makes it possible to not only detect corruption, but also punish it through legislation (Kalenborn & Lessmann, 2013, p. 859). For example, in a state with a very inefficient judicial system a corrupt, political leader has not much to fear. If press publicly announce a corruption scandal against such a corrupt political leader it would be easy to bribe a legislator or judge, and eventually avoid prosecution and remain in its position within government. 
Considering the literature on the correlation between political freedom and corruption, I notice that the most important actor groups in this exchange relation are citizens and politicians. When politicians want to use public power for private gain, a high level of political freedom creates more possibilities for citizens to monitor and control the abuse of public power by politicians. For example, because media will inform the citizens on possible corruption scandals. This ensures that the use of public power for private gain is decreased and by that levels of political corruption will be lower. This leads to the following hypotheses:
H25-0: If the level of political freedom is high, the behavior of citizens and politicians is positively influenced, and the level of political corruption will be lower.  
H25-A: If citizens 
H26: If the level of political freedom is high, the behavior of politicians is positively influenced, and the level of corruption will be lower.  have a high level of political freedom the capacity to control political actors is higher, which makes it more difficult for politicians to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relationship of corruption with one or more actors, thus the level of political corruption is lower.
The Presidential System Hypothesis
Another important explanatory factor mentioned in corruption literature is the presence of a presidential system. Scholars believe that presidentialism creates a system by which power is distributed within the governing body and the power of party leaders and empowering members of parliament which do not have any particular responsibilities (backbenchers). The political system of presidentialism is more fragmented in comparison to a parliamentary system. Decision-making is separated and controlled by a broad group of semi-independent actors (Gerring & Thacker, 2004, p. 313).
Advocates of the decentralized power dispersion created by the presidential system argue that this system is more open and transparent, because of the numerous actors involved in the policy process. This type of separation of power produces an information-rich environment consisting of competition among several information resources. Such competition should bring about better information. In other words they argue that more persons which engage in political competition, the more likely that one of those participants will make information public and thus tightens the gap between citizens and representatives (Gerring & Thacker, 2004, p. 316). 
However, the assumed openness by the advocates of a presidential system is not guaranteed. Furthermore, it does not guarantee that corruptive behavior by presidents will be prohibited or penalized. Presidents are often provided with certain civil service protection. Also, the presence of more information on corruptive behavior by political leaders is not enough. If information costs are too high, the information will have no real effect on decreasing the level of corruption. Competitive information, which could include opposing charges against political leaders, even can increase the information costs. Namely, because public actors need to verify the information. This can take a lot of time and effort. As a result, the responsibility of presidents becomes difficult to assess and their leadership is automatically shield and censured from certain blame of corruption scandals. Another consequence of the openness of the presidential system is that the public nature of the decision-making process could result to bad policy. Presidents will prefer of making statements that follows the line of important public actors (like media watchdogs). This will decrease the effort of really developing good public policy and eventually can lead to a higher level of corruption (Gerring & Thacker, 2004, p. 317). 
Next to the problems related to the openness of the presidential system, it also has difficulties dealing with collective action problems. Because the presidential system will divide the power among various actors, it encourages actors to maximize their individual wellbeing, instead of the creating policy which benefits the national interest. Collective action problems reduce the provision of a public good, which is both non-rival and non-excludable. It would be logical to provide the state with policy to tackle such collective action problems,  because, because this would be in the best interest of all. However, in the presidential system presidents will have more incentive to choose policies which benefit them individually or a preferred district of state (Gerring & Thacker, 2004, p. 322). 
Accordingly, I assume that the presence of a presidential system will increase the level of bureaucratic and political corruption (Kunicova & Rose-Ackerman, 2005, p. 575; Chang & Golden, 2004). The president can more easily use the opportunities of the presidential system to its own advantage. In comparison to the parliamentary system, the power of the president is undivided. Redirecting this centralized power for personal beneficial reasons is less complicated that when power is fragmentized among a government which exists of different ministers. Although the legislature can monitor the president, he or she has the advantage of the fixed office term. They can only pressure  thepressure the president with accusations of corruptive behavior. In a parliamentary system it is less difficult to impeach a prime-minister, because of the vote of no confidence as ana monitoring instrument. The restrictive power parliament has over its cabinet in a parliamentary system is not comparable to the far less restrictive power that legislatures have over their president (Ibid., p. 586-587). 
Considering the literature on the correlation between party lists and corruption, I notice that the most important actor groups in this exchange relation are the heads of state, politicians and bureaucratic actors. When heads of state want to use public power for private gain, a presidential system increases the possibilities heads of state have to abuse public power. This ensures that the use of public power for private gain is increased and by that levels of corruption will be higher. Literature gives a primary focus to the heads of state. However, literatureIt also emphasizes the important exemplary  roleexemplary role of heads of state, by which the corruptive behavior of heads of state also affects the behavior or politicians and bureaucrats. . I argue that it is also important to consider the influence of the presidential system on the corruptive behavior of bureaucrats and politicians. This leads to the following hypothesis:
H26-07: If an country has a presidential system, the behavior of heads of state is negatively influenced, and the level of bureaucratic and political corruption will be higher.  
H26-A: A presidential head of state has a higher capacity to abuse public power, which makes it more likely for bureaucrats and politicians to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relationship of corruption with a head of state, thus the level of bureaucratic and political corruption is higher. 
H28: If an country has a presidential system, the behavior of bureaucrats is negatively influenced, and the level of corruption will be higher.  
H29: If an country has a presidential system, the behavior of politicians is negatively influenced, and the level of corruption will be higher.
The Quality of the Judicial System Hypothesis
According to scholars, reform of the judicial system is a slow process (Damania et al., 2004, p. 364). Improving the efficiency takes a lot of investment in infrastructure and also time to implement the desirable changes (Ibid., p. 368). For this reason an inefficient judicial system will be a strong constrained in the ability of government to enforce compliance for its chosen policy, for example policy to inhibit corruptive behavior by politicians or bureaucratic actors (Ibid., p. 364). A high inefficiency of the judicial system means a lower level of the rule of law. A higher level of inefficiency of the judicial systems results in a higher level of corruption (Ibid., p. 365). 
Literature also mentions that the inefficiency of the judicial system needs to be considered in its relation to an increased political instability. Political instability is often considered as an index, consisting of the frequency of revolutions, coups, and political assassinations as indicators (Leite & Weidmann, 1999). The political instability of a system does not have a direct effect on the level of corruption. However, it affects corruption indirectly via the level of efficiency of the judicial system (Damania et al., 2004, p. 365). A context of political instability creates an unwillingnessunwillingness among government officials to change policies regarding the enforcement of the judicial infrastructure. Namely, because political instability also means that the chance to lose their official position increases. The institution of government will then exist of officials which care less about the future welfare consequences of potential policies, and care more about their own current careers. Thus, policies remain uncertain. Because such uncertainties, and an inefficient judicial structure,  cannot, cannot be obstructed by formal policies which do not have real policy effect, the corruptive behavior by politicians and bureaucrats increases (Ibid., p. 372). 
In short, the relationship here represents situations by which weak institutional structures are more pervasive for corruptive behavior by bureaucrats and politicians because of the unstable political environment. A dysfunctional government public institution has a strong effect on corruption, because of an increased reduction to invest and innovate. Government officials become negligent (North, 1990; Shleifer & Vishny, 1993). In return, the corruptive behavior creates a sort of feedback loop which strengthens the non-compliance with (future) regulations and makes it even more difficult to eliminate corruption (Damania et al., 2004, p. 383). 
In short, the quality of the judicial system influences the level of corruption because the inefficient institutions are not political stable enough to control the behavior of bureaucrats and politicians. Considering the literature on the correlation between the quality of the judicial system and corruption, I notice that the most important actor groups in this exchange relation are bureaucrats and politicians. When bureaucratic and political actors want to use public power for private gain, a strong judicial system with functional public institutions creates a politicaln environment which controls the abuse of public power by bureaucrats and politicians. This ensures that the use of public power for private gain is decreased and by that levels of bureaucratic and political corruption will be lower. Although literature has a primary focus on role of bureaucratic and political actors, I argue that citizens are also an important actor group affected by the quality of the judicial system. Citizens could also be affected, because weak judicial institutions make it more difficult to control the behavior of citizens. The incentives for citizens to take advantage of this situation, and act corruptively, are increased. This leads to the following hypotheses:
H27-030: If the quality of the judicial system is high, the behavior of bureaucrats and politicianss is positively influenced, and the level of bureaucratic and political corruption will be lower.  
H27-A: If politicians have to deal with a strong judicial system the possible disadvantages of deviant behavior will surpass the  benefits, which makes it more difficult for bureaucrats and politicians to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relationship of corruption with one or more actors, thus the level of bureaucratic and political corruption is lower. 
H31: If the quality of the judicial system is high, the behavior of politicians is positively influenced, and the level of corruption will be lower.  
H28-032: If the quality of the judicial system is high, the behavior of citizens is positively influenced, and the level of bureaucratic and political corruption will be lower.   
H28-A: If politicians have to deal with a strong judicial system their capacity to control citizens is higher, which makes it more difficult for bureaucrats and politicians to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relationship of corruption with citizens, thus the level of bureaucratic and political corruption is lower.

3.3.3. The cultural dimension
In this section, I discuss the literature which concerns the most important cultural factors that are used to explain the problem of corruption. This category focuses on culture, which encompasses the set of beliefs; moral values; traditions; and language. Cultural factors are, for example, religious celebrations; customs; and acceptable gender roles and occupations. 
Although informal factors are also closely related to culture, both categories need to be considered separate. Culture is a relatively fixed characteristic of a group or nation, and affects their beliefs and preferences. Informal institutional factors are not fixed. Although slowly and highly persistent, informal factors will change with economic conditions and distribution of power. 
The Charisma Hypothesis
Literature broadly discusses that charismatic political leaders create an increased amount of identification, trust and automatic obedience with their citizens. On the one hand, citizens will be less inclined to control and monitor the political leader. On the other hand, heads of state will have more opportunities to act corruptively. This will lead to a higher level of corruption. Thus the power of charisma by an authoritarian figure will engender citizens towards corruptive behavior. Citizens will easier accept the corruptive environment they live in, as a necessity to serve the common interest (Ashforth & Anand, 2003, p. 7). 
The charisma of an individual tells us something about a person’s qualities, not something about its missions. For that reason the focus on personality will masquerade the leader’s focus on a mission  associatedmission associated by corrupt ends (Ashforth & Anand, 2003, p. 7). Charisma of political leaders, like heads of state, creates a sense of legitimacy. This means that the effect of charisma on the level of corruption can be present itself in inefficient as in efficient states. In efficient states, the charismatic leaders can maintain a stable corruptive climate by continuously receiving legitimacy by citizens (Amundsen, 1999, p. 21). 
Considering the literature on the correlation between charisma and corruption, I notice that the most important actor groups in this exchange relation are citizens and heads of state. A charismatic leader will receive legitimacy of citizens, while at the same time use public power for private gain. This ensures that the use of public power for private gain is increased and by that levels of political corruption will be higher. Although literature has a primary focus on the influence of the charismatic head of state on the level of corruption, I query that politicians are also an important actor group affected by charismatic leadership. I believe that other, charismatic, politicians will have more opportunities to act corruptively in comparison to less charismatic politicians. Also here, citizens will be less inclined to control and monitor the behavior of these politicians and will rather focus their energy on the behavior of less charismatic politicians. This leads to the following hypotheses:
H29-033: If heads of state are charismatic, heads of state will receive more legitimacy from citizens, and the level of political corruption will be higher.  
H29-A: If citizens have to deal with a charismatic head of state their capacity to control the head of state is lower, which makes it easier for politicians to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relationship of corruption with the head of state, thus the level of political corruption is higher. 
H30-04: If politicians are charismatic, politicians will receive more legitimacy from citizens, and the level of political corruption will be higher.  
H30-A; If citizens have to deal with charismatic politicians their capacity to control political actors is lower, which makes it easier for politicians to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relationship of corruption with the one or more actors, thus the level of political corruption is higher.
The Homo- versus Heterogeneous Society Hypothesis
One of the important cultural factors discussed in corruption literature as an explanation for corruption is the difference between homo- and heterogeneous societies. Scholars argue that highly fragmentized, heterogeneous communities are likely to be more corrupt than homogeneous societies. This is argued because societies torn by ethnic fragmentized divisions leadsdivisions lead to bureaucrats who allocate resources towards beneficiaries of their own ethnicity. To again relate this to small business entrepreneurs,  such bureaucrats which are part of a specificone ethnic group will make procedures easier to entrepreneurs of their own ethnic group or which promote this ethnic group. Such favoritism leads to corruptive behavior (Glaeser & Saks, 2006, p. 1056; Mauro, 1995, p. 693). Research shows that the heterogenic preferences across ethnic groups could be linked to the amount and type of public  goodpublic good the city supplies. The results show that shares of spending on productive public goods are inversely related to the city’s ethnic fragmentation, and thus, the heterogeneity of society (Cerqueti et al., 2009, p. 1). 
The bureaucrats who are part of one ethnic group will provide cheap information on traitors of their ethical group. They can also implement internal sanctions against those traitors. For example, those who betray their specific ethical group have to pay extra for public goods. This mechanism of enforcement also helps to build up strong corruptive relationships (Treisman, 2000, p. 406). 
Considering the literature on the correlation between homo- versus heterogeneous society and corruption, I notice that the most important actor groups in this exchange relation are citizens and bureaucratic actors. In countries with high levels of heterogeneous communities, bureaucrats and citizens will more likely participate in exchange relations to use public power for private gain. This ensures that the use of public power for private gain is increased and by that levels of of bureaucratic corruption will be higher. This leads to the following hypotheses:
H31-05: If countries have low levels of heterogeneous groups, the behavior of citizens is positively influenced, and the level of bureaucratic corruption will be lower.  
H31-A: If citizens have to deal with a low level of heterogeneous groups they will prefer to abide the norm, which makes it less likely for bureaucrats to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relationship of corruption with citizens, thus the level of bureaucratic corruption is lower. 
H32-06: If countries have low levels of heterogeneous groups, the behavior of bureaucrats is positively influenced, and the level of bureaucratic corruption will be lower.  
H32-A: If bureaucrats have to deal with a low level of heterogeneous groups they will prefer to abide the norm, which makes it less likely for bureaucrats to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relationship of corruption with citizens, thus the level of bureaucratic corruption is lower.
The Religion Hypothesis
According to the literature, the assumption that religion is an explanatory factor for corruption exists of two claims. The initial claim is that religion is a key determinant of culture. The second claim argues that corruption has a (strong) cultural aspect. Thus following both claims, scholars assume that religion is a determinant of corruption (Paldam, 2001, p. 383). Religions differ in favoring certain moral values above others. Particularly, the puritan strands of Protestantism find the moral value of thrift; hard work; and investment very important. They condemn behavior involving such values as idleness and consumption. The Protestant approach is considered  toconsidered to benefit investment and growth (Paldam, 2001, p. 390). In comparison to other religious stands, the Protestant tradition is more successful in ensuring that people observe corruption to have higher costs than it benefits (Bonaglia et al., 2001, p. 14). 
With regard to other religious traditions, the Protestant tradition is more egalitarian or individualistic. Religions as Catholicism; Eastern Orthodoxy; or the Islam are more hierarchical (Treisman, 2000, p. 403). Also, Protestantism has a history of situations by which it arises as oppositional and rebellious sects. These historical attitudes include the opposition against state-sponsored religion and a monitoring role for church to denounce the abuses by state officials. Other religious stands, as for example Islam, have strong entangled arrangements between church and state hierarchies. For a religion as Islam, a comparable monitoring role for church will be unimaginable (Ibid., p. 403). 
Considering the literature on the correlation between religion and corruption, I notice that no specific actor group is emphasized by literature considering the possible exchange relations. Religion affectReligion affects the citizens; bureaucrats;  politicians; politicians; and also specifically the heads of state of a country in similar ways. These actors will less likely participate in exchange relations to use public power for private gain if they have a Protestant tradition. This results that the use of public power for private gain is decreased and that levels of bureaucratic and political corruption will be lower. This leads to the following hypotheses:
H33-07: If citizens actors have an Protestant tradition, the behavior of citizens actors is positively influenced, and the level of bureaucratic and political corruption will be lower.  
H33-A: If actors have a Protestant tradition their capacity to control other actors and stronger preference to abide the norm will make it more difficult for bureaucrats and politicians to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relationship of corruption with one or more actors, thus the level of bureaucratic and political corruption is lower. 
H38: If bureaucrats have an Protestant tradition, the behavior of bureaucrats is positively influenced, and the level of corruption will be lower.  
H39: If politicians have an Protestant tradition, the behavior of politicians is positively influenced, and the level of corruption will be lower.  
H40: If heads of state have an Protestant tradition, the behavior of heads of state is positively influenced, and the level of corruption will be lower.  
The Women’s Participation Hypothesis
Women’s participation is intensively discussed in corruption literature as an explanatory factor for corruption. Scholars believe that the more women that are involved in the public arena, the better. A higher share of women in the bureaucratic apparatus, parliament and government will reduce the level of corruption (Dollar et al., 2001). These ideas result from gender theory. Scholars argue that  malethat male and female mind-sets towards corruption differ. Women will act more honestly; be more public-spirited; take stronger stances on ethical behavior; behave more generously when faced with economic decisions; and will be more risk averse in comparison to men (Eagly and Crowley, 1986; Eckel and Grossman, 1998; Glover et al., 1997; Goertzel, 1983; Ones and Viswesvaran, 1998; Reiss and Mitra, 1998). Because of such essential differences in traits, for example, women politicians are less individually oriented or more likely to vote based on ethical beliefs (Watson & Moreland, 2014, p. 395).  
As the gender of women differs from men, women will be less easily pursued to accept bribery than men. In particular, more women in parliament will have more positive influence of the passage of laws that are designed to prevent bribery or place the topic of corruption on the public agenda, like encouraging the media or other instruments of civil society, to tackle the problem of corruption. These efforts will also influence bureaucracy (Swamy et al., 2001, p. 39). 
Considering the literature on the correlation between women’s participation and corruption, I notice that the most important actor group in this exchange relation is the political actor. High levels of women participation leads to less politicians that will use public power for private gain. Literature does not place any emphasis on the role of other specific actor groups in the possible exchange relations. , but it focuses primarily on influence of female politicians on the level of corruption. I question that women’s participation could also have an important effect on corruption when we consider bureaucrats and ; citizens; and heads of state. If scholars believe that differences in traits could have such an impact on corruption, by should we exclusively focus on the politicians? HThus, high rates of women participation will result in an decreased use of public power for private gain and that levels of bureaucratic and political corruption will be lower. This leads to the following hypotheses:
H34-041: If women’s participation is high, the behavior of politicians is positively influenced, and the level of political corruption will be lower.
H34-A: If politicians consist of a high amount of women their capacity to control bureaucrats and fellow politicians is higher, which makes it more difficult for bureaucrats and politicians to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relationship of corruption with one or more actors, thus the level of bureaucratic and political corruption is lower. 
H35-042: If women’s participation is high, the behavior of bureaucrats is positively influenced, and the level of bureaucratic corruption will be lower.
H35-A: If bureaucrats consist of a high amount of women their capacity to control fellow bureaucrats and politicians is higher, which makes it more difficult for bureaucrats and politicians to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relationship of corruption with one or more actors, thus the level of bureaucratic and political corruption is lower. 

H43: If women’s participation is high, the behavior of citizens is positively influenced, and the level of corruption will be lower.
H36-044: If women’s participation is high, the behavior of heads of state is positively influenced, and the level of bureaucratic and political corruption will be lower.
H36-A: A female head of state will prefer the abide the norm, which makes it more difficult for bureaucrats and politicians to use their network power and reach a successful exchange relationship of corruption with one or more actors, thus the level of bureaucratic and political corruption is lower. 
3.4 Conclusion
Let me return to the research question: ‘How can the explanatory problem with current corruption research be resolved?’. I believe that applying the framework of ANST to conceptualize and analyze the explanatory problem of corruption will help resolve provide an alternative model to the explanatory problems that current corruption literature deals with, as mentioned in the earlier chapters. Important to this new understanding of corruption is the emphasis on the relational aspect of exchange relations between different types of actors, by which successful cooperation between actors leads to corruptive behavior.  This successful cooperation between actors is the result of the ‘translation’ of the relation by which the actors find a compromise between their interests, prefer to deviate from the norm: ‘public power should be used for public gain’, and subsequently participate within the norm network of corruption. 
As successful exchange relations of corruption can consist of diverse collaborations between different actors, with incentives that differ per actor. I differentiate between citizens; bureaucrats; politicians; and heads of state. The actor group of the citizens, discusses in total twelve important factors that play a role to determine if citizens would cooperate in exchange relations of corruption. These factors are: colonial heritage; decentralization; education; entry barriers; homo- versus heterogeneous society; income; openness to trade; party lists; political freedom; the quality of the judicial system; religion; and women’s participation. Only seven of these factors are intensively discussed in corruption literature. The factors not directly included by scholars are: decentralization; openness to trade; party lists; the quality of the judicial system; and women’s participation. I find it significant to include the five remaining factors to the analysis, because these factors show potential meaning as explanatory factors to the problem of corruption. 
Next, the actor group of bureaucrats includes in total fourteen factors that have a role in defining if bureaucrats will cooperate in exchange relations of corruption. These factors are: colonial heritage; decentralization; education; entry barriers; homo- versus heterogeneous society; income; inflation; market competition; the number of political parties; openness to trade; presidential system; the quality of the judicial system; religion; and women’s participation. Eleven of the fourteen factors are discussed in the literature. The factors not directly included by scholars are: education; presidential system; and women’s participation. Again, it could show significant to include these three remaining factors to the analysis, because these factors have prospective meaning as explanatory factors to the problem of corruption.
The third actor group of the politicians includes in total thirteen factors that have a role in defining the cooperative potential in exchange relations of corruption. These factors are: charisma; colonial heritage; decentralization; entry barriers; income; inflation; the number of political parties; openness to trade; party lists; political freedom; presidential system; the quality of the judicial system; religion; and women’s participation. Ten of the thirteen factors are discussed in the corruption literature. The factor not directly argued as explanatory factors in literature are: charisma; income; and presidential system. I will include these factors to the analysis for the same reasoning as mentioned for the citizens and bureaucrats. 
The last actor group of the heads of state includes in total four factors that depend cooperation by heads of state to exchange relations of corruption. These factors are: charisma; presidential system; religion; and women’s participation. One of these factors is not directly discussed in literature as an explanatory factor, namely women’s participation. For the same reasoning as the other actor groups, I will include women’s participation as a factor to the analysis because I believe it could provide explanatory meaning to the problem of corruption.
Prominent to the forty-four hypotheses is that two actor groups receive a primary focus. According the overall corruption literature, the bureaucrats and politicians have a dominating power within the exchange relations. As mentioned before in chapter two, corruption literature has a tendency to only define corruption as either bureaucratic and/or political corruption. This definitional choice can result to idea that bureaucrats and politicians have a dominating power within the exchange relations of corruption. Prominent to the thirty-six sets of hypotheses is that bureaucrats and politicians also receive a primary focus as their behavior results in bureaucratic and political corruption. These two conceptualizations of corruption are differentiated from each other since they result from the behavior from different actors, but are still integrated within the conceptual foundation of the working definition of corruption. 
A comparison between the hypotheses features some striking results. First of all, a total of ten hypotheses consider the effect on both bureaucratic as political corruption, compared to four hypotheses considering the specific effect on bureaucratic corruption and three considering the specific effect on political corruption. Another salient result of the hypotheses is the difference between some more vaguely described exchange relationships of corruption, and some more specifically described relationships. By vaguely I mean that the exchange relation merely describes to be between one mentioned actor group and ‘one or more actors’. In total, sixty-four percent of the hypotheses include a ‘vague’ description of the exchange relationship. The most general exchange relationship is described in H33-A, which does not include any actor group in specific. In contrast, a more specifically exchange relationship of corruption is for example described in H32-A. This alternate hypothesis explicitly concerns the exchange relationship between bureaucrats and citizens. In total, thirty-six percent of the hypotheses include a ‘specific’ description of the exchange relationship. 
Also mentionable is the fact that sixty-four percent of the hypotheses focus on the influence that the behavior of citizens has on the potential success of exchange relations of corruption, Mainly this behavior considers the capacity of citizens to control bureaucratic and/or political corruption, namely seventy-eight percept of all such hypotheses. There are fewer hypotheses which describe the capacity to control other actors by bureaucrats, politicians, or heads of state. Also, only twenty-two percept of hypotheses which focus on the influence that the behavior of citizens has on the potential success of exchange relations of corruption describes a more direct, ‘participating’ role, by which citizens will more or less choose to act corruptively within exchange relations of corruption. For example H24-A describes a condition by which, from a cost-benefit perspective, citizens will more likely act corruptively. This results in an increased opportunity for bureaucrats and politicians to successfully reach an exchange relationship of corruption with citizens. 
The actor group of heads of state only has a marginal presence within the hypotheses, as only the presidential system hypothesis; the religion hypothesis; and the women’s participation hypothesis explains something about the role heads of state have within exchange relations of corruption. A last remark is to consider the theoretical mechanisms of hypotheses which influence different actor groups in the same way, meaning by the same attribute. This occurs in nine cases, namely the education hypothesis; the inflation hypothesis; the decentralization hypothesis (H13-A and H14-A); the number of political parties hypothesis; the openness to trade hypothesis (H20-A and H21-A); the charisma hypothesis; the homo- versus heterogeneous society hypothesis; the religion hypothesis; and the women’s participation hypothesis. All mentioned observations give rise to a critical evaluation of the proposed additional value of the ANST approach to current corruption literature. In the conclusion (chapter 5) I will augment on these observations with an extensive reflection considering the ambitions of ANST. 











Also noticeable is that citizens are perhaps underestimated as important actors in the exchange relations. In the upcoming analysis I will attend to these particular questions and observations. 
4 Methodology

4.1. Introduction
The purpose of this thesis is to present the new theoretical approach of ANST as an alternative method to research the explanatory problem of corruption. In particular, I want to add to this theoretical explanation by introducing a possible use of the ANST approach in the analysis. Thus, the foremost aim of the analysis is to illustrate this approach. One prominent side-note is that the analysis is intended to make use of data which, especially, elaborates on the different actor groups that are in cooperated in the theory. However, this data is (not yet) available. 
The obtainable data used in current corruption literature is measured on the level of countries. The result is that the available corruption data is not applicable to the ANST approach. It is of interest to keep in mind that the theory presented in this thesis advices future research to a) provide with corruption data which distinguishes different actor groups; and b) continues by analyzing in depth the exchange relations of specific actor groups. To provide future research with a measurement system that can gather the required data to apply a data-analysis of ANST as mentioned in a), this thesis will continue by focusing on explaining why this alternative method is not compatible with available data; describing the current constraints opposed by the available data; and constructing an alternative method to measuring, conform to the Dutch case. 
4.2. A step in a new direction
This is where the question: ‘Will the current constraints offered by corruption data present problems to empirically test this new model?’ reoccurs to the center of the analysis. As the purpose of this thesis is to present the new theoretical approach of ANST to corruption research, a possible continuation would be ana data-analysis by which this theoretical model could be tested. An explanation ‘why not’ first of all begins with the existence of two broad types of reasoning on theory within research: inductive (the ‘bottom-up’ approach) versus deductive (the ‘top-down’ approach). In short, the deductive reasoning is about theory or confirmation of hypotheses by starting with a theory about the issue of interest, defining hypotheses in order to test the theory, observe reality and confirm or falsify the original theory based of the results of the observations. and tThe inductive reasoning is about development and generating (new) theory on account of empirical observations, by starting the process with observation of an issue of interest, possibly finding patterns and regularities that produce tentative hypotheses, which possibly become generalized to general conclusions or theory. 
. This thesis tends to be  basedbe based on an inductive deductive reasoning, focusing on the precise defining and refinement of the concept of corruption by studying a variety of hypotheses abstracted from current corruption literature. If the hypotheses are confirmed within analysis, the ‘rules’ provided by the ANST approach can be logically followed and conclusions reached are considered consistent with reality. This will add to current views within corruption literature by improving on invalid conclusions that are made. As a result of framing the hypotheses within the ANST approach the abstract  and so abstracting the phenomenon of corruption is by considereding by the open-ended research question: ‘How can the explanatory problem with current corruption research be resolved?’. In contrast to indeductive research, no known theories or patterns need to be testedthe theoretical approach of ANST and its enclosed hypotheses are not a result of findings from specific empirical observations. A prominent result of the deductive reasoning is that, within this process, the researcher will only consider to analyze data and make observations, after the consideration of theory and hypotheses. 

Another important factor which explains why I will not continue with a data-analysis considers the important role of the research paradigm of this thesis followed from the intensive literature review (chapter 2). Here lie the foundations of the ‘naming and framing’ of the explanatory problem of corruption. The thorough study of the literature helped with framing the problem; supporting this problem; synthesizing the knowledge base; and creating the need for this thesis’ study. The main problem identified within the literature is that it vaguely differentiates between bureaucratic and political corruption. 
The intervention of this thesis finds itself within the first step of research: the conceptual and theoretical frameworks. Both have the purpose of understanding the reasons for studying corruption; the assumptions made; the conceptual grounds for this thesis’ approach; the scholars in dialogue with; and with who and what I agree or disagree. Without the constructing and describing of a suitable conceptual and theoretical framework, studies lack appropriate direction; a basis to follow a productive review of literature; and more importantly, interpreting and explaining the findings which result from investigation. The vague difference between bureaucratic and political corruption within current literature is most likely a result of not having a lot of focus on providing the complexity of corruption with sufficient conceptual and theoretical frameworks. However, literature shows a tension of scholars to focus more on the practicality of their research, which, however, cannot explain the complete complexity of the explanatory problem of corruption. 

The combination of deinductive e, theory-generating, reasoning and the important role of adjusting the conceptual framework to a more exhaustive model of the explanatory problem of corruption hashave lead to the following working definition: ‘corruption is the use of public power for private gain in an exchange relation between two or more actors.’ This working definition is the result of a conceptual framework, meaning the synthesis of concepts and perspectives drawn from several sources. As materialized from the intensive interest in the conceptual problem within the literature as a highly valuable springboard for theory development, discussion of the available data on corruption has only been shortly discussed within the introduction. Although, this already mentioned the problems following ‘perception’-based data and ‘biased’ data, I have not yet expatiated on the availability of data to the conceptual and theoretical framework of this thesis. 
As the conceptual framework makes us able to notice and identify possible conceptual and explanatory problems, the researcher should not forget to be responsible for what ‘is not noticed’. In this thesis, this considerscerns an observation outside the conceptual and theoretical frameworks, namely the available data which is needed to test the hypotheses of ANST. The reality is very straightforward when considering the datasets on corruption: they are all measured on a state-level. This presents the leading constraint offered by corruption data to empirically test the new ANST approach. In the next paragraph I will discuss that conceptual and theoretical framework serve new spectacles to see the world, but at the same time, place boundaries on the empirical horizon of this thesis. 

4.3. The current constraints of state-level data
The ANST approach does not believe that society consists of actors which all aim to serve the common good, and for that reason moves in on the specific four actors within states which are involved in corruption exchange relations that result in the use of public power for private gain. By this, the ANST approach is the result of a striking problem in corruption literature, as discussed in the previous paragraph. As I have focused on the construction of a new conceptual and theoretical framework to the explanatory problem of corruption, I was not able to forecast possible constraint that would follow considering the data.
The regarded datasets[footnoteRef:9] all demonstrate one prominent analogy, namely the cross-sectional data measurements are on a state-level. This analogy within corruption data provides the imperative problem by which the data are not applicable to a data-analysis of the ANST approach. ANST cannot be tested by a comparative analysis which looks at the explanatory factors of corruption between countries. To explain this we need to once again move in on the working definition of this thesis: ‘corruption is the use of public power for private gain in an exchange relation between two or more actors.’ First of all, the prominent new understandings of corruption provided by ANST is its emphasis on exchange relations between different types of (individual) actors, by which successful cooperation between actors leads to corruptive behavior. However, states do not act corruptively, people do. The hypotheses (chapter 3) and explanatory factors of corruption that follow the model also illustrate this by focusing on aan individual level, not on a state-level. Nevertheless, the corruption datasets do not differentiate between (individual) actors. Another significant aspect that follows the working definition is its emphasis on the exchange relations between these (individual) actors, meaning their social networks. The social interactions that demonstratethat are a result of the ‘relational’ aspect added by the exchange relations between actors cannot be analyzed using state-level data.  [9:  	Some examples are: Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI) from TI; Global Corruption Barometer from TI; Quality of Government Datasets (including Basic, Standard, Expert Survey, and EU Regional Data); Database of Political Institutions (DPI); European Values Study (EVS); and World Values Study (WVS). ] 

To illustrate the antinomy between these two aspects of the ANST approach and the corruption data I refer to the income hypothesis (paragraph 3.3.1.)  as an example: Following the overall discussion in corruption literature, scholars argue that higher incomes lead to lower level of corruption because people will have more means to control and monitor bureaucrats and politicians and will be more satisfied with their living standards. In general, this has been analyzed by using income (commonly GDP) data measured on a state-level. Following the ANST approach, corruption is a exchangean exchange relations consisting of two or more actors. This means that the behavior of individual actors is more important than formerly assumed by the literature. Also, corruption (either bureaucratic or political corruption or a combination of both) can only be the result of social interaction between (at least) two actors by , which the influence of a higher level of income is not as ‘straight-forward’ as formerly assumed by the literature. As the current corruption datasets are the result of such assumptions of previous corruption literature, it is not inconceivable that corruption datasets cannot yet facilitate an analysis to test the new framework of the ANST approach. 
When continuing in this thesis with an analysis merely on a state-level, this would have strong negative effects on the external validity of the research. External validity is about the generalizing value of the research and also considers the more specific population validity, which considers the representativeness of the sample of a population. A main threat to this type of validity would be stating that this study’s result would be applicable to the majority of countries, whereas the sample of population should not exist of countries in the first place. The ANST approach looks at the social interaction between individual among actors, thus an analysis focusing on countries is not representative and the results of such a study cannot be generalized to other countries. It is important to emphasize that the absence of certain data, does not mean that there isn’t a conceptual problem. But as Galileo Galilei once said: ‘Measure what is measurable, and make measurable what is not so’. As the ANST approach cannot be made measurable by current corruption data, I will now pass on with presenting a model by which this new model can be made measurable. 

4.4. An alternative method to measuring: the relational approach
I will now enter the discussion on how to construct a method that can measure the ANST approach by, first, moving on to the conditions that are applicable to this model. In contrast to the single state-level of current corruption literature, the ANST approach demonstrates three hierarchical data levels: a) the state-level; b) the individual level; and c) the social network (shown in figure 5). The individual level is classified into the four actor groups that are discussed in paragraph 2.3.3. These activities of these groups of actors are important to take into account, because they have diverse (power) positions within the exchange relations of corruption. 
When organizing the three levels in a hierarchical order, the state-level (a) functions as an ‘umbrella’ by organizing the population on the highest level. Following the working definition of corruption, this deviant behavior , corruption relates to the misuse of public power and, moreover, is considered as ‘the failure’ of a state because state ‘fails’ to serve (benefit) society. The stateIt lacks the essential power to control this misuse of public power and ‘fails’ to serve (benefit) society.society. As mentioned before, states do not act corruptively, people do. To understand what goes on within society one should therefore consider the individuals within society (a) and, even more important, how they interact socially (c). Accordingly, the state can be divided into social networks, and these social networks exist of individuals. Within these individuals the ANST approach identifies four important actor groups. Thus a first requirement of an alternative approach which can measure ANST as a model to the explanatory problem of corruption is the acknowledgment that beyond the level of the state, the individual level has to be included. Secondly, the level of the social network functions as aan organizing principle to identify the network ties between individuals which, if successful, can lead to exchange relations of corruption. These requirements challenge the current state-level paradigm by moving away towards a relational approach to solve the explanatory problem of corruption. 
Figure 5: The three levels of analysis of the ANST approach
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As these two required change the perspective of current corruption literature, they also represent the identified issues and opportunities for collecting new corruption data. This brings us to the following important question: ‘How should an alternative approach be constructed to gather the appropriate data measurements which make it able to analyze the ANST approach? To answer this question, Appendix A presents ana methodological data collection model which showcases the potential to provide data to the case of the Netherlands, and consequently provides the possibility of analyzing the relational approach of ANST. Appendix D will present an overview of operationalizations consisting the concepts central to the hypotheses of ANST which are presented in section 3.3. Next to the operationalizations, the abstracted categories presented in the survey questions of Appendix C and the (new) categories which will possibly emerge from the coding procedure will aid with the analysis of the collected data. As the operationalizations are part of an iterative coding procedure within the process of data analysis, they remain open for discussion. 


4.5. Conclusion
This chapter elaborates on the methodology that is needed to analyze the ANST approach in practice. As the desired data to perform an analysis is not yet available, it is important accentuate that this thesis aims to illustrate the scientific value that is presented by the ANST approach. As the ANST approach provides an alternative conceptual and theoretical framework for the explanatory problem of corruption it wants to provide an answer to the research question: ‘How can the explanatory problem with current corruption research be resolved?’ As the data is on a state-level, it is not applicable to test the ANST approach in practice. The method of data collection, presented in Appendix A, presents a way to gather new data from a relational approach by elaborating on the who’, ‘where’, ‘when’, and ‘how’ of the Dutch case study. As the population in this case isn ‘hidden’ the method of snowball sampling is explained as a suitable approach to select a sample of respondents. 
Case study survey research does not involve any experimental manipulation of conditions and therefore cannot be used to directly explain cause and effect or to determine causal relationships with a specific degree of certainty. It is aimed to explore a variety of relationships and it is able to explore dyadic (exchange) relationships. By conducting in-depth interviews the researcher can explore which hypotheses of the ANST approach are supported by the new data and how these hypotheses are supported by independent sources (the research team) within the new data. Not all hypotheses are applicable to the Dutch case, for example the colonial heritage hypotheses. With the exception of the openness to trade hypotheses, all remaining hypotheses of ANST are used to construct the interview plan (Appendix C), as the new data could perhaps show new (conflicting) insights. It is important to emphasize once more that the validity of the data that is collected is dependent on the honesty and willingness of respondents to participate. 
After analyzing the new data and answering the research question it is essential for the researcher and its staff to take the following questions into account: ‘Which possible biases or limitations are presented by the new data? Are there other possible explanations which are not covered by the hypotheses or the new data? How convinced are they of the conclusion they present? The researcher and its staff should carefully document the conclusions they make before publishing them. This is important because conclusions are not always in line with the findings that are used in the process of triangulation. For instance, as the new data could conflict with the theoretical arguments of the hypotheses.  

















5. Conclusion
This thesis was set out to explore ‘the explanatory problem of corruption’ and has identified a new approach to analyze the complexity of corruption. The study has sought to create progress to the general literature on this subject by providing a new theoretical  andtheoretical and perspective on how to explain corruption. As a generalized conceptualization of corruption is absence within the literature, current corruption scholars have not yet succeeded to provide an explanatory model. Therefore, this thesis aimedis aimed at answering the research question: ‘How can the explanatory problem with current corruption research be resolved?’ and so providing a constructive input to corruption literature. 
The theoretical approach of Actor Network State Theory (ANST) suggests an alternative explanatory model of corruption by considering corruption as a relational phenomenon. Within the working definition: ‘corruption is the use of public power for private gain in an exchange relation between two or more actors’ a new understanding of corruption is presented by emphasizing that social interaction between individual actors is a significant part of explaining corruption. The main ambition of the ANST approach is to create the possibility to a) differentiate bureaucratic and political corruption from each other, but still integrate them as both necessary concepts within the theoretical framework; and b) stressing the relational aspect of corruption (exchange relations), by including four actor groups. It is important to remember that, while the objective is to construct a well-grounded theoretical basis, a researcher should avoid overly favoring its own study and remaining open-minded enough to critically evaluate the research results, like the hypotheses.
The majority of hypotheses focus on a combined effect of bureaucratic and political corruption, but some theoretical mechanisms also specifically consider one of the two. This could confirm the first ambition of ANST, which argues that it remains important to differentiate and integrate the conceptualizations of bureaucratic and political corruption. While current corruption literature tends to vaguely define the concept of corruption or only define corruption as either bureaucratic or political corruption, anti-corruption policies that are established on these conceptual choices are not always able to tackle the entire problem of corruption. Sometimes they approach solely one of those concepts, which make these policies practically inefficient. For example, the party lists hypothesis; the political freedom hypothesis; and the charisma hypothesis focus particularly on the outcome of political corruption. When scholars would analyze corruption by considering the theoretical mechanisms that focus on a combination of bureaucratic and political corruption, the results would show an incomplete measurement of corruption since they overlooked three theoretical mechanisms that need to be added to observe all effects on the outcome of political corruption. 
Unfortunately, the hypotheses show some inconsistency when it comes to the determination of the actor groups within an exchange relationship of corruption. A majority of hypotheses (sixty-four percent) are not able to describe, at least, two actor groups. This gap of information is due to a lack of knowledge that can be derived from current corruption literature. Most of the time, literature only observes how a specific attribute (like income) affects the behavior of an actor and consequently the level of corruption. Occasionally, literature reports on how the behavior of one actor can influence another actor. In this thesis, this last mentioned information is interpreted as a determining factor on the possible success of a ‘translation’ of relations. Likewise, it is translated into the hypotheses that explicitly describe (at least) two actor groups. However, this shortcoming of the majority of hypotheses could imply a contradiction with the emphasized relational aspect of the hypotheses of ANST. 
While a majority of hypotheses are assumed to have the potential of resulting in a successful exchange relationship of corruption, they can only describe this relationship is a general (vague) manner. It becomes questionable if this relational assumption is therefore correct. Although, perhaps an explanation to this shortcoming from another perspective is that the absent information in current literature confirms the need for observations to obtain more specific information. For example, the religious hypothesis does not explicitly differentiate between actors. Does this mean that the relational aspect does not provide addition value, and the alternate hypothesis can be dismissed? Or can intensive observations of the intensity of relationships and diverse power distributions among actors provide information that possibly confirms that the Protestant tradition results in different success rates of the translation of relations when different actor groups are involved within exchange relations of corruption? 
The hypotheses also show an important control and monitoring role that is presented by the actor group of citizens. The assumption can be made that this actor group is considerable less capable to use its network power to initiate exchange relations of corruption. To some extend this confirms earlier ideas mentioned about the ‘modern’ citizen, which becomes increasingly important to bureaucrats and politicians as citizens are more and more informed and enlightened. As only some hypotheses discuss exchange relations of corruption by which the bureaucrats and/or politicians direct their network power to reach a successful relationship of corruption with citizens this leads to the assumption that citizens have a marginal influence on the success of exchange relationships of corruption and are perhaps merely ‘pawns’ within the ‘corruption game’ that is ruled by bureaucrats and politicians. This brings us to the understanding that citizens, in contrast to their formerly assumed role within exchange relations, are less important in their influence on corruption. The ‘need’ of collaborating with citizens in certain context for bureaucrats and politicians to reach the translation of relations is in all probability of minor interest. The overall involvement of heads of state to the other actor groups also seems to be marginal to some extent. Here, it is less clear how to interpret how this effect the assumption that heads of state have a prominent, distinct role within corruption as they possess an increased amount of network power. 
So how important it is really to differentiate among the four actor groups? Perhaps it is sufficient to only include bureaucrats and politicians as two different actor groups. But as the majority of hypotheses show that the same attribute can have a different effect on the different actor groups, this perhaps establishes the need to evaluate if corruption needs to be observed within a relational context as presented by the ANST approach. The main argument is that incentives to act corruptively differ between a variety of people, represented by the actor groups, and the model of ANST provides the alternative to observes how these different incentives are united within the translation of relations by considering the potential success of exchange relationships of corruption. Still it remains questionable if research on the explanatory problem of corruption should prioritize the relational aspect of corruption, over the explanatory focus on attributes of actors. 
The consideration of these concerns show some critical insights on the ambition of the ANST approach. The first part of the ambition can be confirmed, as the hypotheses determine the importance to differentiate, but still integrate the conceptualizations of bureaucratic and political corruption within a foundational conceptualization of corruption. However, the second part of the ambition does not provide enough compelling value to confirm that the relational aspect is required to provide an alternative model to the explanatory problem of corruption. ANST prioritizes social relations over categorical attributes of actors by including the anti-categorical imperative, however the hypotheses are not conclusive or decisive on the foundational distinction between patterns of exchange relations of corruption. Also, it remains unclear if corruption research should observe society as a heterogeneous network and thus differentiate among the four actor groups. Is the proclaimed uniqueness of four actor groups really a significant distinctive argument to include citizens and heads of state, next to the central actors of bureaucrats and politicians? Still, the hypotheses do not disqualify the relationality of ANST, represented by the ‘translation’ of relations. Closer examination is required to observe this added relational aspect by testing data and make conclusion based on reality. 
As corruption literature already discusses the present constraints of corruption datasets I was somewhat prepared for possible methodological complications. Still, the theoretical approach of ANST has offered a new perspective on the conceptual and theoretical framework of corruption based on deductive reasoning, which made it unable to fully work up for the possible analytical problems  I would bump into within the methodological process. As a direct consequence of available data on merely a state-level, this thesis encountered a number of limitations which prevented testing the model in practice. One could wonder if it would have been a better choice to test the hypotheses on a state-level. State-level data does provide the ability to differentiate, but still integrate the conceptualizations of bureaucratic and political corruption. However, even if the hypotheses would exclusively focus on testing the possible success of exchange relationships of corruption between bureaucratic and political actors, state-level data would not provide the level of analysis needed to observe the relationship between individual actors. State-level data can show what specific categorical attributes influence the specific behavior of bureaucrats and politicians to behave corruptively, but it cannot move in to the their diverse incentives and network power and how these influence the possibility of two or more actors to reach a translation of relations. This assumption is not yet either confirmed or dismissed. 
As an alternative this thesis provides presents a relational method of data collection to the Dutch case by using snowball sampling (Appendix A), including a letter of introduction (Appendix B); the interview plan (Appendix C); and a list of operationalizations of the variables that are included within the hypotheses of ANST (Appendix D). One important possible constraint within this method of data collection is the focus on a ‘hidden’ population, as the deviant behavior of corruption is a ‘hidden’ activity. As they importance of the honesty of respondents is already emphasized, the testability of the hypotheses could still be at risk. It is not foreseeable if people really will admit that they have participated in exchange relations of corruption. This is also the main reason that most of corruption data is based on the perceptions of corruption and corruption remains such a complex research issue. Considering the method of snowball sampling, I can therefore only once again emphasize the importance of skilled interviewers. Unfortunately is will be a task for future researcher to collection new, relational, data on corruption and to present how the ANST approach can provide an explanatory model to the problem of corruption. As a result, the research question: ‘How can the explanatory problem with current corruption research be resolved?’ cannot really be answered as the theoretical approach of ANST provides an amount of issues of which some remain questionable and need to be further explored in further research. 
In spite of what it often concluded from current corruption analyses on a state-level, in practice, they have only offered partial solutions to the problem of corruption. The anti-corruption policies are only able to tackle either bureaucratic or political corruption and are repeatedly not efficient. Research thus shows to be neither comprehensive nor sustainable in the long-term. The study of corruption needs to remain an important focal point within research as it has significant implications on contemporary society. While the ANST approach aims to provide corruption literature with new, relational insights on the explanatory problem of corruption, social research on relational behavior have already proven to be convincing in research on other issues of deviant behavior. For example, similar arguments are made by Clifton D. Bryant in his book ‘Deviant behavior: Readings in the sociology of norm violation’ (1990).  Perhaps this last argument could provide future research a last boost to further explore the possible addition value of the ANST approach to corruption literature as this is not completely provided within the range of this thesis. As the scale of the corruption debate is extensive and multifaceted, even at the conceptual level, it is advisable to follow a new path within the corruption research. A first step could be taken by further evaluating the potential explanatory value provided the approach of ANST. 
Therefore, inside a norm network of corruption, successful cooperation within exchange relations results in corruptive behavior. The individual actors can be organized into four important actor groups within the norm network of corruption. As a result of a extensive literature review the predominantly discussed, and therefore, central actors are bureaucrats and politicians. However, citizens and heads of state are also considered to have an effect on corruption by their distinct (power) positions within the exchange relations of corruption. 
As the theoretical approach of ANST has offered a new perspective on the conceptual and theoretical framework of corruption it was not prepared for the possible analytical problems it would bump into within the methodology. As a direct consequence of available data on merely a state-level, this thesis encountered a number of limitations which prevented testing the model in practice. As an alternative this thesis provides presents a relational method of data collection to the Dutch case by using snowball sampling (Appendix A), including a letter of introduction (Appendix B); the interview plan (Appendix C); and a summary list of the hypotheses to provide interviewers with some background information to codify the new data. 
Unfortunately is will be a task for future researcher to collection new, relational, data on corruption and to present how the ANST approach can provide an explanatory model to the problem of corruption. As a result, the research question: ‘How can the explanatory problem with current corruption research be resolved?’ is partly answered as the theoretical approach of ANST only provides an alternative, explanatory model in theory. With anticipation, the added value to corruption literature will demonstrate itself in prospective research. As the scale of the corruption debate is extensive and multifaceted, even at the conceptual level, it is advisable to follow a new path within the corruption research. A first step could be taken by applying the approach of ANST. 
In spite of what it often concluded from corruption analyses on a state-level, in practice, they have only offered some solution to the problem of corruption. The anti-corruption policies are only able to tackle either bureaucratic or political corruption and are repeatedly not efficient. Research thus shows to be neither comprehensive nor sustainable in the long-term. The study of corruption needs to remain an important focal point within research as it has significant implications on contemporary society. 
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1. Designing a measurement system
The next step will be defining the parameters needed for the measurement system, conform to the Dutch case. A case study is defined as the study of a social phenomenon in one, or a few, manifestations in its natural environment, during a certain period. Within the case of the Netherlands the social phenomenon is corruption, defined as ‘the use of public power for private gain in an exchange relation between two or more actors’. A researcher starts out with a broad research question on the ongoing social process. In this thesis the aim is to answer the following research question: ‘How can the explanatory problem with current corruption research be resolved?’ The case study will not give a complete answer to the research question, but the results will show indications and allow further elaboration on the subject of corruption. Also, common to case study research is the use of several sources of data. The Dutch case study that will be discussed will have the main aim to provide a case study research design which is useful for testing whether the theoretical model of the ANST approach actually works in the real world. 
The study of the Dutch case will avoid the use of pre-fixed procedures of data collection and analysis, and will accordingly have a strong focus on the gathering of new data. The thesis’ research question defines the ‘what’ of the case study. To gather the new data I have to continue by elaborating on the ‘who’, ‘where’, ‘when’, and ‘how’ of the Dutch case study. Corruption is defined as an exchange relation between two or more actors. This important definitional choice has some fundamental consequences to the design of the measurement system. The more familiar, static conceptions of data gathering methods focus on the attributes of the units of analysis, and do not allow for the dynamics of network relations. As the specific design for the Dutch case has to facilitate the analysis of social interactions, I will construct a relational approach that inherently focuses on embedding actors within the set of their interactions by focusing on relations of the units of analysis, not attributes. For example, one observation might be of the tie between ‘citizen x’ and ‘bureaucrat x’, and another of the tie between ‘bureaucrat x’ and ‘politician x’. Bureaucrat x is involved in two observations. Accordingly, this will lead to the understanding of the distribution of power between the different actor groups and the effective influence of social action resulting to successful exchange relations of corruption. 
1.1  Population and scope
Let’s begin by discussing the ‘who’ and ‘where’ questions, in relation to the population of interest from which the observations will be conducted. A priori, the entire Dutch population represents the social network in which the exchange relations of corruption take place. The presented measurement system will show that the observations will not include the entirety of the Dutch population, but consist of a confined amount of observations which are the result of the difficulty to access the hidden population. A population is ‘hidden’ when no sampling frame exists and public acknowledgement of membership in the population is potentially threatening, like drug users or commercial sex workers. The use of standard probability sampling methods will lead to low response rates and responses that lack openness (Heckathorn, 1997). Corruption is a hidden activity, which makes it difficult to identify and contact the members of the target population (Faugier and Sargeant, 1997). However, a sample frame is necessary to create boundaries which are needed. An analysis of the social network of corruption on a state-level would not be feasible, and is likely to contain so much information that it would in fact be uninformative. 
To resolve the problem of the hidden population it is required to use a more sophisticated, non-probability (non-random) sampling frame. Non-probability methods observe samples where it is not possible to say that all members of the relevant population had a known probability of being selected at the outset, as is the case in the design of the Dutch case (Jávor & Jancsics, 2013). 
The non-probabilistic technique of snowball sampling (also called chain-referral or link-tracing) is appropriated to solve the problem of the hidden population as it aids to access ‘the vulnerable’ or ‘the deviant’ which need some degree of trust to initiate contact. It has the ability of uncovering aspects of social behavior, by assuming that observed individuals are associated with one another through links that can be exploited to locate other respondents based on existing ones (Katz, 2006). In contrast to traditional ‘descending’ strategies, the ascending methodology of snowball sampling can be used to work upwards and locate those who are required to fill the knowledge gaps on a variety of social contexts. It represents an alternative strategy for attaining more comprehensive data on a particular question (Atkinson & Flint, 2001). 
Snowball sampling can simple be defineds as a technique for finding research subjects. This link-tracing methodology applies a process where, in a kind of ‘chain letter’ style, one subject gives the researcher the name of another subject, who in turn provides the name of a third subject, and so on, thus providing the researcher with an ever-expanding set of potential subjects. The procedure can be repeated for a given number of iterations, also known as wages or stages, or till the desired amount of respondents are sampled (Illenberger & Flötteröd, 2011). 
The initial set of respondents, also called seeds, form the initial nodes (discussed in paragraph 3.2.4.). These respondents are assembled by taking into account the distribution of power between the four actor groups. As mentioned in paragraph 2.3.3., together with bureaucrats and politicians as the central actors, citizens and heads of state are also considered to have an effect on corruption. In comparison to the other actor groups, citizens are assumed to have a relative weaker power position within the norm network of corruption. Bureaucrats, politicians, and heads of state have a stronger position within exchange relations of corruption, because of an assumed higher probability of having ties with (more) people that also have stronger power positions. The weaker power position of citizens increases the chance to isolate them from the sample, and create a so called ‘elite network’ (Hanneman & Riddle, 2005). By initializing the snowball sampling with citizens as a starting point, the aim is to create a balanced inclusion of all four actor groups. Also, snowball sampling facilitates a possible attempt to find out more about the relative power distribution by asking respondents who held power during certain exchange relations of corruption. This establishes insights on the ‘real’ elites within the norm network of corruption (Atkinson & Flint, 2001). 
As guided by the structures of the network approach, reality should primarily be conceived and investigated by observing the properties of relations between and within units, instead of the properties of these units themselves. Accordingly, theThe primary focus is not on understanding the set of research subjects that will be assembled using snowball sampling (the units), yet the scope of the measurement system will be on the exchange relationships between those research subjects. The units of analysis within this relational approach are social units. This means that the observations of individual behavior are not independent. As shown earlier in the example of citizen x; bureaucrat x; and politician x, bureaucrat x is involved in two observations. 
This example illustrates that the relational approach considers observations to be dependent from each other. As observations focus on relations among actors, actors cannot be observed independently from each other. Therefore to observe the exchange relationship between citizen x and bureaucrat x citizen x cannot be observed on its own, but bureaucrat x also has to be observed. Another attribute of the social unit is that the level of analysis allows for groups of units of any size. As corruption is defined as an exchange relation between two or more actors, the level of analysis is on a micro level, more specifically, on a dyadic level. The social units of analysis are primarily dyadic relations. A dyad consists of two individual that share a tie. The previous example shows two dyads, that is dyad 1 consisting of citizen x and bureaucrat x, and dyad 2 consisting of bureaucrat x and politician x. 
To research the dyadic relations between actors the measurement system will concentrate on the structure of the relationship of two actors by looking at the intensity (strength) of their ties. To determine the intensity of a dyad relationship, and to explore the possibility of a successful exchange relation of corruption, three aspects will be examined: a) the frequency; b) the duration; and c) the stability over time. To support the establishment of insights on the relative power distribution, the personal costs of the actors to carry out obligations that involve corruptive behavior will also be examined (Granovetter, 1983; Marsden & Campbell, 1984; Krackhardt, 1992; Tichy & Tushman, 1979). 



1.2 Duration
Logically, the ‘when’ of the data collection within the Dutch case is difficult to discuss when this thesis only theoretically proposes a possible measurement system, and does not continue with collecting data in practice. Following the relational approach and the potential of snowball sampling can, however, shine some light on the general expected duration of a future application. A first prospective which influences this duration reflects on the requirement of collecting data in the field. Taken into account this type of data collection will involve a substantial amount of time. Moreover, the ANST approach aims at providing an in-depth explanation of the complex explanatory problem of corruption. To provide an in-depth explanation, it is also recommended that more time in spent in conducting the study. The length of time to collect the data can have two viewpoints: a) the span of time (how long? 2 weeks; 1 month; 6 months; and so on); b) the degree of contact (the number of contact hours that are devoted to a unit by the researcher). Both conceptions of time are important to take into account. A long span time (a) will enable the research to focus on broad and overall patterns, while long contact hours (b) will enable the research to become aware of micro patterns or details within the observed environment. The measurement system should address the issue of both time, in terms of span and degree of contact and justify the proposed time. 
Unraveling the specific link-tracing process of snowball sampling will help justifying a future prescribed duration of the data collection. First of all, because the process continues until no new actors are identified, or until the researcher decides to stop (likely because of time and resources). In addition, the complexity of interview questions also influences the potential duration of the process. As mentioned before, the issue of corruption deals with a ‘hidden’ population. Therefore it is essential to establish the trust of the respondents. Building trust can often involve a slow process, especially because consequences for respondents of taking part become clearer as the study develops. From both an ethical as a practical point of view, the set of respondents need to be continuously reassured that the interviewer providesof the protection of the information they provide. To gainhow such a guarantee of confidentiality takes time. The initial seeds could be helpful in assisting the researcher by achieving the necessary confidence or time of further respondents. Snowball sampling thus has the potential to produce in-depth results on subjects that are very sensitive, but researchers should anticipate contacts over a longer time-span to matter and create higher quality empirical data (Berg, 1988; Faugier and Sergeant, 1997).



2. Applying the measurement system to the Dutch case
The next question isThe application of the measurement system to the Dutch case will involve an in-depth study that tries to expose the hidden population that is engaged in the ‘hidden’ exchange relations of corruption. But ‘how’ to extract the new data that will enable an analysis of the ANST approach to the Dutch case? The non-probability technique of snowball sampling will be used because it allows: a) to determine the ‘hidden’ population; b) to increase the number of participants in process; and c) to build on the resources of existing networks. It can be applied in two survey contexts, namely the context that involves surveying members of a population which are difficult to identify; and the context that involves observing dyadic (exchange) relations among population members. Both are applicable within the range of this research.
The technique of snowball sampling can be applied by using survey research. Survey research deals with intangible variables that are not directly observable but have to be inferred from indirect measured, therefore well-suited for research on the hidden activity of corruption. Accordingly, the main aim of case study survey research is to identify the characteristics of the population by asking a number of questions to individuals in that population that are somehow related to corruption. To design a tool to study the level of corruption within dyadic exchange relations requires expertise and knowledge of corruption indicators that can be gathered by survey research. This expertise and knowledge of corruption indicators are derived from the literature review and the hypotheses of the ANST approach. By doing so the survey enables the researcher to describe trends in the population; to explore a variety of (exchange) relations; and to test the explanatory value of the hypotheses. 
It is important to triangulate your data collection methods, to provide data from multiple perspectives and help decrease the effects that the limitations of one particular method (like snowball sampling) could have on the data and conclusions. Especially the research of complex questions as that of corruption requires the ability to use multiple inputs that can give a wider range of insights into the underlying issues. The first method of data collection is provided by the literature review. The literature review prevents the researcher from conduction research that already exists; provides a foundation of understanding corruption; and helps asking the right questions in the survey. Theoretical triangulation is also provided by using multiple hypotheses from different perspectives, in combination with the observations which will result from the survey research, which increases the number of alternative explanations for corruption. It aids the researcher to identify sharper ways of studying and explaining the findings that result from surveying (Hales, 2010). A last type of triangulation that needs to be applied is investigator triangulation, which will be explained when discussing how to construct the set of respondents in 3.2. 


2.1 Constructing the set of respondents
The relationship between snowball sampling and survey research is established when emphasizing the informal structure that the in-depth interview (also known as semi-structured survey) will be conducted. They complement each other because both are appropriate to issues that are controversial and sensitive and therefore require a high quality interaction between the respondent and the interviewer. The interviewer should gain trust and sympathy of the respondent. To improve the efficiency of the selection process the requirements of selecting the initial seeds need to show a great variety in terms of factors which can impact the development of social relationships within the population. These factors include basic demographic characteristics, like race; religion; and age. As mentioned before, the selection process should begin by focusing on citizens to avoid an ‘elite’ set of respondents. Most social relationships are also based on proximity, like subjects that live within the same street. For that reason initial seeds should be gathered from diverse geographical areas within the Dutch population. The Netherlands exists of twelve provinces. The selection process should therefore at least begin with one seed from every province. 
After taking this into account concerning the initial seeds, there are also some steps that need to be articulated into the selection process to minimize the risk of violating the respondent’s privacy. The selection process is sometimes labeled as ‘cold calling’ because the interview questions are about sensitive topics that potentially put the respondent in an embarrassing context. Also, the respondent will be asked to reveal information about a third party without the approval of this party. Because consent is a process, and not just represented by a form, it is recommended to the researcher to ask the initial seeds to pass along flyers, emails, and/or information sheets etc. that includes the contact information of the researcher to create more discretion and build some trust. This information also reduces the chance that potential respondents are misinformed on the study and its purposes when being approached by already participating respondents. It is significant that the researcher delicately asks respondents if they would pass some information about the study they just completed to other potential respondents. If the potential respondents are interested in participating, they should be aware that they are no restraints to contact the researcher. When asking the initial respondents to pass on information on the study, this information has to carefully instruct potential respondent which are interested to contact the researcher directly. 


2.2 Conducting the surveys
To carry out the semi-structured surveys the researcher requires the following resources: staff; telephones; and recording materials (like notebooks and audiotapes). The staff should at least consist of a number of twelve people that help organize. Investigator triangulation refers to the use of the staff in the field to gather and interpret data. The main aim is to reduce bias by checking on selective perception; clarifying blind sports in the interpretive analysis; and therefore to understand various ways of observing the data. It is not aimed at creating consensus. The best approach is to include staff members which are skilled at different methodologies to ensure a broader and potentially more balanced perspective on the study. When multiple staff members also independently verify data it also increases the value of these observations. It is important that the researcher plays a key role in instructing the staff to carry out their observations independently and so guarantying the objectivity of the results. Staff should be divided among the twelve provinces to decrease possible conflicts that could arise when members of staff do not agree with known observations of their co-workers. 
It is recommended to let the surveying take place in the private home of the respondent. Because the respondent will be in a natural and accessible setting he or she probably will be more at ease and, as a result, more open and prepared to answer the in-depth survey questions. The interview will vary between one and a half and two hours and will be recorded on tape or video. Semi-structured interview are flexible by nature and therefore need a thorough preparation. The open-ended questions define the topics, but also offer the chance for both the interviewer as the respondent to have more detailed discussions of some topics. To prepare the interviews the researcher should define an interview plan and all interviewers should study this plan. More information on the interview plan can be found in Appendix C. This interview plan forms the framework including the depth and extent of topics that will be discussed; what questions have to be asked; how to phrase the questions; and the sequence of the questions. To maintain consistency throughout the interviews, all interviewers have to systematically interact with each respondent. . 
The interview plan is preceded by the literature review and the hypotheses from the ANST approach. As the literature discusses a lot of different explanatory factors to explain corruption, the ANST approach has included the main arguments within the hypotheses. Both the literature review and the hypotheses allow the interviewer to develop a keen understanding of corruption and help to develop relevant and meaningful semi-structured topics and open-ended questions. It is important to train the interviewer to follow relevant topics that may stray from the interview guide, but still provide the opportunity to identify new ways of seeing and understanding the topic at hand.
It is advisable that the interviewer first conducts a number of practice interviews with other interviewers to become more familiar with interrogating the topics, and to receive feedback on the communication skills. It is important that the interviewer does not ask questions which push the respondent towards a certain answer. For example: ‘Don’t you agree that it is unacceptable when a bureaucrat accepts money to speed up an application process?’ Any personal opinions should be avoided. Also, the interviewer should at least have the following skills: listening closely; avoid repeating questions; and asking clear-cut questions in a sensitive manner. Listening closely does include picking up non-verbal cues within the body language of the respondent. Also, it is important to correctly respond to silences. These give the respondent the chance and time to reflect on a question and perhaps provide additional information. 
When contacting the respondent the interview goals have to be explained and the date and location of the interview can again be confirmed. In advance, a letter of introduction has to be send to the participating respondent, including an enclosure which describes the goal of the study and a clear explanation of corruption following the working definition of corruption of the thesis. An example letter of introduction can be found in Appendix B. The respondent should be informed that, in their interest, these recordings will be preserved for a maximum of half a year later. The interviewer should only record brief notes during the interview. The interviewer can decide to end the interview if they interviewer feels that the questions are all intensively discussed and cannot receive any new information. Also if the respondent looks tired and shows increasingly less interest. When ending, the interviewer has to summarize the key information provided by the respondent. This gives the respondent a last opportunity to expand or clarify specific information. Of course, the interviewer has to thank the respondent for their time and again provide their contact details. Directly following the interview, the interviewer has to elaborate upon the notes. The information should be analyzed at the end of each interview day by the team for the sake of investigator triangulation. 

2.3 Analyzing the data
The interview plan needs to be constructed with the data analysis in mind. The general steps of the analysis of the interview data consists of four steps. The first is the transcribing of the interview, which means transcribing all significant information of the recorded data from the audio or text format. Subsequently, all transcribed interview should be read through to get a general sense of the overall meaning of the data. This in-depth approach to the data presents the foundations for the identification of relevant codes and themes. The third step includes generating codes and themes. Coding means the process of organizing the information into segments of text before bringing any meaning to the information. These segments of information need to be labeled on different levels of abstraction, namely sub-codes; codes; and themes. For example, within the theme ‘socio-economic’ one of the codes is income, which includes satisfaction as one of the sub-codes. It is recommended that every member of staff independently codes all transcribed interviews, followed by a group discussion to validate the accuracy of the results. 
The literature review and hypotheses of ANST are helpful as they address a larger theoretical perspective in the analysis. A helpful overview including the theoretical arguments of the hypotheses can be found in Appendix D. Appendix D shows an overview of possible operationalizations that can be used to measure the concepts, representing the theoretical meaning of the hypotheses of ANST, which are included within the survey questions.. The operationalizations will possibly make it easier for the researcher and its staff to move away from the abstract level to the empirical level. By using this knowledge tThe coding procedure should makecan use these operationalizations,of the predefined categories (represented within the interview plan of Appendix C) and the (new) emerged categories. This leads to an iterative and non-linear process of coding. These levels of abstraction are all framed within the context of providing information to answer the research question of this thesis: ‘How can the explanatory problem with current corruption research be resolved’ The themes are the categories at the highest level of abstraction. These are deduced from the three categories which organize the hypotheses: the socio-economic dimension; the political dimension; and the cultural dimension. The intermediate level of abstraction shows the codes that represent the theoretical hypotheses of the ANST approach. The sub-codes are at the lowest level and become known during the process of data analysis. 
A third theme needs to be added, from a social approach, to focus on the tie strength. Here, the interviewer will specifically focus on the corruptive behavior that the respondent has possibly witnessed or participated in. The analysis of the intensity (strength) of the ties within a dyadic exchange relationship will be identified by examining the following aspects of a tie within the interview plan: a) the frequency; b) the duration; and c) the stability over time. Also included will be a focus on the relative power distribution between the different actor groups. 
After completing the first three steps of structuring and presenting the new data, the researcher has to construct a list of all dyadic exchange relations that are observed within the Dutch case. The researcher interprets the meanings of the new coded data to identify the main ideas expressed for each topic and determine possible exchange relations of corruption and the potential of an exchange relation to result in corruptive behavior. It is important that an interpretation of the data will take into account the culture; history; and experiences known in the Netherlands. It is not required to follow the four steps strictly. In practice, there will be a significant amount of iteration throughout the analytical process. 















Appendix B – Letter of introduction
Dear (Mr./Ms. ‘LAST NAME’),

Thank you for your interest in ‘the Corruption Network’ study. I am writing to ask whether you would be willing to pass along the enclosed information to friend and/or family members who may also be interested in learning about this research study. You are under no obligation to share this information and whether or not you share this information will not affect your relationship with either myself or my staff. 

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely, 

(Signature and name)

Include enclosure(s): description of research goals; explanation of corruption; recruitment materials, like brochure; flyers; consent form; etc. 















Appendix C – The interview plan

Example introduction of interviewer
 (
Hello, my name is _____________, and I will carry out this interview.
The ‘Corruption Network’ study is part of research at the __________ and financed by _______. 
I am conducting this survey among citizens; bureaucrats; politicians; and heads of state in order to understand the behavior that results in corruption.
I would like to assure you that we are only interested in your experience regarding the issue on corruption from a scientific perspective and your answers will be confidential.
)





* Questions which expect a higher probability to present possible information on personal experiences of exchange relations of corruption. Continue to explore the questions of Section VI and V by discussing the specific personal experiences of corruptive behavior. 

Section I: Demographics
· Sex: Male or Female
· Age group: 18-30/31-45/46-60/61-75/76-90
· What is the highest completed educational level that you have attained? 
· No formal education
· Primary school
· Secondary school
· University/College
Section II: The socio-economic dimension
	Main questions
	Additional questions

	
· How do you observe the Dutch government?


	
· Do you trust the Dutch government to favor your interests? If the answer is no, please explain why.
· Do you feel free to use all public services? 
· What influence do you think civil servants have within the distribution of public goods? 
· Have you ever encountered problems to use a public service? *

	
· How satisfied aredo you experience with your living conditions?
	
· Which financial circumstances are of an important influence on your current living conditions? Is your (public) wage an important part of that?
· How would you compare your income to overall society or to that of people you know? 
· How do you generally think about the financial system of the Netherlands?
· Have you ever considered to improve your living conditions? *

	
· How do you experience the inflation changes in  the last couple of years?

	
· How would you describe the inflation changes of the last couple of years?
· How do you inform yourself on the accuracy of prices?
· How do these changes influence your position? 
· Do you trust information presented on price comparisons? To what extent?
Citizens:
· Did you ever experience that you had to pay too much for public goods? *
All others:
· Did you ever experience that someone had to pay too much for public goods? *

	
· How do you observe the current market competition within your area?

	
· To what extent do you think that businesses are controlled by administrative rules, like inspections? 








Section II: The political dimension
	Main questions
	Additional questions

	
· How do you look at the Dutch judicial system?

	
· What is your personal experience with the Dutch judicial system? Can you give an example? 
· Do you believe that the Netherlands has a strong law abiding culture? 
· Do you believe that citizens/bureaucrats/politicians/heads of state act differently when it comes to abiding the law?*
· To what extent do you observe any problems within the Dutch judicial system? *

	
· How transparent do you think the national spending of government is?

	
· To what extent are you able to evaluate the behavior of local government? Why?
· Do you trust local politicians? Why? 
· Do you think that public spending is sometimes misused? By who? *

	
· Have would you describe the market position of new businesses in the Netherlands?

	
· Do you think that new businesses have to deal with a lot of procedures? 
· Do you believe that small businesses entrepreneurs encounter problems to remain competitive? *

	
· How do you feel about the amount of political parties that exist within the Netherlands?

	
· To what extent are you able to inform yourself of the behavior of politicians and bureaucrats?
· Can you describe how you feel about your current ability to inform yourself of the behavior of politicians and bureaucrats? 
· To what extent do you trust politicians and bureaucrats? Can you give an example? *

	
· Which motivations do you think politicians have to run for election?

	
· If you take part in an election, do you rather vote on a party or on a specific politician within a party? 
· What is more important to you: the ideas of a party or the ideas of a politician? 
· How do you observe the performance of politicians after the elections? 
All, except citizens: 
· To what extent does an election influence concerns about your career? 
· How have you dealt with concerns about your career? *

	
· How do you evaluate the freedom of the press in the Netherlands?

	
· Do you believe that the freedom of the press enables you to share your interest with the government? 
· To what extent do you believe that the press can detect corruptive behavior? 
· In which cases do you think that the press cannot restrain corruptive behavior? *

	
· What do you think of the Dutch prime-minister?

	
· To what extent do you trust the prime-minister to carry out its responsibilities?
· How powerful would you describe the prime-minister?
· How would you describe the political leadership?
· How do you observe the relationship between the prime-minister and its ministers? 
Bureaucrats and politicians:
· To what extent can you scrutinize the behavior or the prime-minister? *
Head of state:
· To what extend are you able to use the opportunities of your position to your own advantage? *
· To what extent do you have to account for your responsibilities to someone else?


	
· How would you observe the ability of government to implement policy changes? 

	
· Are you aware of government anti-corruption measures?
· To what extent do you think current anti-corruption policies are effective? *
· How great do you estimate the chance for new anti-corruption policies to become implemented? 








Section III: The cultural dimension
	Main questions
	Additional questions

	
· To what extent do you value a charismatic leader?

	
· How would you describe your ability to control the behavior of political leaders?
· To what extent do you observe the prime-minister as a charismatic leader?
· Are there any other politicians that you find charismatic? 
· Does the charisma of a politician influence your trust in the person as a leader?
· Would you be inclined to incorrectly privilege a political leader if he or she is charismatic? * 

	
· To what extent do you observe favoritism between the diverse ethnic communities in the Netherlands?

	
· Do you think that bureaucrats will prefer to distribute public goods to their own ethnic community?
· To what extent do you prefer to benefit a member of your personal ethnic community? *

	
· How would you observe the influence of religion on the behavior of people to do the right thing? 

	
· Do you have more trust in religious people? 
· How would you compare a Protestant person to a non-religious person?
· To what extent do you prefer to benefit a member of a specific religion? *

	
· How would you observe the participation of women in the public arena?

	
· In what way could men and women differ in their ethical beliefs?
· If you think of corruptive behavior, would you connect such behavior to a specific sex? 
· Would sex influence your choice of collaborating in corruptive behavior? *



 (
Why?
When?
Can you expand a little on this?
Can you tell me anything else?
Can you give me some examples?
In what way?
Can you give an example?
)Clarifying questions












Section IV: The intensity of the relationship
	Main questions
	Additional questions

	
More specifically, what about your personal experiences with corruption?**

**if respondent provides information that concerns a witnessed case of corruption, continue with question section A; if respondent provides information on its own participation in corruptive behavior, continue with question section B. 
	
· Do you have a family member which works for government or national parliament? 
· Did one of those family members ever inform you about corruption?
· Did you observe any deviant behavior in your area in the past 12 months?
· To what extent are you exposed to certain temptations that would result in deviant behavior?
· Do you ever notice that a public servant that operates in the area makes use of public practices that most likely deviate from their own official codes of conduct?
· In your dealings with the public sector, how important are personal contacts to get things done?
· To what extent have you declined transparency of your actions in the past 12 months and in what way?
· Have you paid or accepted a bribe in the past 12 months?
· Have you been asked or asked to do a favor in relation to a relative or official in the past 12 months?
· Have you used your personal connections to get preferential treatment in the past 12 months?
· Have you ever reacted against corruption by raising the issue at a higher political level?

	

· Have you ever witnessed corruptive behavior?

	

· Did your knowledge of the relationship was the result of seeing or hearing of the relationship?
· How would you describe the relationship? 
· Do you know how the persons are associated with one another? 
· How would you describe the intensity of the relationship between these persons?
· Do you know how long the relationship continued?
· Do you know if there were any breaks during the relationship?
· How would you describe the degree of reliability between the persons?

	
· Did you ever take part in any corruptive behavior?

	
· What was your reason to act corruptively?
· How did the mutual understanding take form?
· How much did you see or spoke the other person?
· How long continued the period of contact? 
· How would you describe the relationship? 
· Where there any breaks of contact during the relationship? How many?
· Could he or she depend on you when you needed a favor?
· Could you depend on him or her when you needed a favor?





Section V: The power distribution among the actor groups
	Main questions
	Additional questions

	
· How would you describe the personal effort that was needed to successful collaborate within the relationship? 

	
· How would you describe your personal costs, compared to the personal benefits that where gained from the relationship?
· Which of you introduced the idea?
· To what extent was there a possibility to leave the relationship?
· To what extent was the other person able to leave the relationship?
· Did you had any alternatives to this relationship?
· Did the other person had any alternatives to this relationship?
· Did you report the corruptive behavior?
















Appendix D: Summary list of hypotheses

The socio-economic dimension
Education is represented by schooling. It is believed that a higher level of education increases the ability of society to control the behavior and performance of government and control the functioning of the administration. 
Income affects the behavior of certain individuals when they feel they don’t receive enough wages. This will result in the desire to increase and/or complement their living standards. 
Inflation is any increase in prices induced by monetary factors and can have a high or low variability over time. A high variability of inflations results to citizens with a lack of information of price comparisons, which makes it costly for them to control the behavior of politicians and bureaucrats. 
Market competition which is low results to bureaucrats having a high control rate over businesses. 
3.3.1.1.   The political dimension
Colonial heritage can influence the ‘judicial culture’ of a country. Especially in de case of former British colonies (or the UK), this culture of law has proven to have a positive influence on the organization and enforcement of the judicial system. 
Decentralization will improve the transparency of the institutional performance. As the gap between citizens and bureaucrats is made smaller, the monitoring costs are lower. This accountability mechanism also increases the loyalty and accountability of bureaucrats. 
Entry barriers create uncertainties for small business entrepreneurs. As a result, small businesses will more easily conform to corruptive behavior by bureaucrats to remain a competitive and to decrease such uncertainties. 
The number of political parties influences the ability of citizens to monitor and control the accountability of political and bureaucratic actors. A higher number of parties decrease the controlling capability. 
Openness to trade is low when there is less competition from outside the state, which results to a higher control rate of politicians and bureaucrats over the businesses within the national borders. 
Party lists influence the behavior of politicians by creating a free-rider problem in which politicians will have the incentive to perform well in the benefit of the party and their career and thus the incentives to perform well in favor of the citizens becomes weaker. Also, citizens will more easily take advantage of such career-concerned politicians to create advantages for themselves (for example if they are (small) business entrepreneurs). 

Political freedom is for a large amount made possible by freedom of press, which makes it possible to control the performance of government and make this performance public. Freedom of press represents the independence of the state and reduces the informational gap between government and citizens, and thus creating the opportunities to affect corruption by using public pressures. 
The presidential system creates a context of almost undivided power (in contrast to the parliamentary system) by which the president can easily use the opportunities of the presidential system to its own advantage. In a presidential system, with far less restrictive powers comparable to the parliamentary system, the legislature can monitor the president, but only pressure the president with accusations of corruption. 

The quality of the judicial system influences the ability of government to enforce compliance to chosen policies, like anti-corruption policies. An inefficient judicial system will be a strong constrained to this ability of government. Also, indirectly related, increased political instability will result to a more inefficient judicial system by creating a context in which politicians will rather be career-focused instead of focused on potential change of policies to change the judicial infrastructure. 
3.3.1.2.  The cultural dimension
Charisma influences the ability of citizens to control and monitoring the political leaders. If political leaders are charismatic, citizens are drawn to its personality. This creates a sense of legitimacy which obscures from potential corruptive behavior by the political leader. 
Homo- versus heterogeneous society is an important cultural factor because of the belief that highly, fragmentized, heterogeneous communities leads to people favoring their own ethnicity and even implement internal sanctions against ‘traitors’ of the same ethnic group. 
Religion is a key determinant of culture, by which some religions favor certain moral values above other. In comparison to other religious strands, the Protestant strands are believed to have a particular opposed position on corruption by preferring the costs of monitoring corruption than considering its benefits. 

Women’s participation will result in a positive influence on anti-corruption policies and less corruptive behavior, for the reason that female mind-sets towards corruption differ from that of men. 
Appendix D – Operationalizations of the variables 

The hypotheses formulate the potential exchange relationship of corruption between one or more actors. They are a reflection of the extensive literature review, but also try to improve upon preexisting corruption research by adding the relational aspect. The hypotheses include of independent variables, the attributes that influence the behavior of particular actors, and aim to explain the explanatory problem of corruption which represents the dependent variable.. The interview plan of Appendix C containts a series of questions that are needed to evaluate the explanatory problem of corruption. Because the open nature of the questions will make it more difficult to process the responses and may invoke some irrelevant answers. This list of operationalizations can aid to process these responses. 
I – Dependent variable
Corruption is the considered as ‘the use of public power for private gain in an exchange relation between two or more actors.’ When the dyadic exchange relationship of corruption reaches a consensus of interests between the participating actors, the actors deviate against the norm: ‘public power should be used for public gain.’ In contrast of looking at the quality of relations, the exchange relations of corruption will be observed by looking at the intensity of relations. The intensity of relations can be measured by looking at the strength of the tie between actors. To determine this strength, and therefore the possible success of an exchange relationship of corruption, three aspects need to be measured: a) the frequency; the duration; and c) the stability over time. As actors can have diverse incentives to participate within an relationship the possibility to reach an successful exchange relationship of corruption is also influenced by the relative power distribution between actors. Actors with more network power will have less personal costs to participate within the relationship. 
Both the intensity of the exchange relationship and the relative power distribution between different actors are measured by using a series of questions to evaluate how these aspects are involved when witnessing or participating in corruption. The  more frequently; the longer the duration; and the more stable of time the relationship, the stronger the strength of the relationship and the more likely the success of an exchange relationship of corruption. Also, the greater the gap between network power of actors in the exchange relationship, the more likely is the success of an exchange relationship of corruption. 




II – Independent variables
The socio-economic dimension
Education is represented by schooling. It is believed that a higher level of education increases the ability of society to control the behavior and performance of government and control the functioning of the administration. Education can be measured as the highest completed educational level of female and male (25+) respondents. Respondent from age 25+ are considered comparable to measure the education of parents and by that the cognitive environment of a child. 
Income affects the behavior of certain individuals when they feel they don’t receive enough wages. This will result in the desire to increase and/or complement their living standards. Measuring feelings can be subjective, but can still provide a personal evaluation of an individual’s income and social conditions. The satisfaction with their income can be measured by letting the respondent compare their wages with some standard, like the income group of their economy and the incomes of others. The World Bank currently divides economies into four income groupings: low; lower-middle; upper-middle; and high, based on GNI per capita (in U.S. dollars, converted from local currency using the Atlas method). 
Inflation is any increase in prices induced by monetary factors and can have a high or low variability over time. A high variability of inflations results to citizens with a lack of information on price comparisons, which makes it costly for them to control the behavior of politicians and bureaucrats. It is important to measure how respondents are informed on the changes in inflation. By comparing the answers to an actual index of average consumer prices, the researcher and its staff can interpret the average (lack of) information on price comparison of the respondent. 
Market competition which is low results to bureaucrats having a high control rate over businesses. This can be measured by a) identifying how intense respondents experience the burdens considering the market competition within their area; and b) identifying circumstances by which businesses are controlled by market-unfriendly policies administrated by bureaucratic actors. If respondents experience a lot of burdens as a result of businesses which are controlled by market-unfriendly policies of the bureaucratic administration, it can be assumed that bureaucrats have a high control rate over businesses. 




The political dimension
Colonial heritage can influence the ‘judicial culture’ of a country and, therefore, the chance of its citizens to abide regulations and norms. Especially in de case of former British colonies (or the UK), this culture of law has proven to have a positive influence on the organization and enforcement of the judicial system. Colonial heritage of a country, for example, can be measured by using a tenfold classification[footnoteRef:10] of the former colonial ruler of a country. If countries have a past including numerous colonial powers, the last colonial ruler which ruled for 10 years or longer has to be taken into account. Furthermore, the respondent should be asked how they exactly experience the influence of the judicial system to identify if respondents within former British colonies shows striking trust and confidence within their judicial  system. If respondent within former British colonies, in comparison to respondents within non-former British colonies, have more trust that the capacity of the judicial system can influence the behavior of people, the diverse judicial culture of former British colonies can be assumed.  [10:  	The categories included are the following: (0) Never colonized by a Western overseas colonial power; (1) Dutch; (2) Spanish; (3) Italian; (4) US; (5) British; (6) French; (7) Portuguese; (8) Belgian; (9) British-French
(10) Australian.] 

Decentralization will improve the transparency of the institutional performance. As the gap between citizens and bureaucrats is made smaller, the monitoring costs are lower. This accountability mechanism also increases the loyalty and accountability of bureaucrats. The level of decentralization can be measured by considering how transparent the respondent observe the national spending of government is. If respondents believe that they are able to evaluate the national spending of government the level of decentralization is assumed to be higher. 
Entry barriers create uncertainties for small business entrepreneurs. As a result, small businesses will more easily conform to corruptive behavior by bureaucrats to remain a competitive and to decrease such uncertainties. The level of entry barriers can be measured by considering how respondents observe the market position of new businesses. If respondents believe that new businesses have to deal with a lot of procedures with create more risks for these businesses to become successful, the level of entry barriers is assumed higher. 
The number of political parties influences the ability of citizens to monitor and control the accountability of political and bureaucratic actors. A higher number of parties decreases the controlling capability. The number of political parties can be measured by considering how respondents observe their ability to inform themselves on the behavior of politicians and bureaucrats and how this is related to a larger amount of political parties. If respondents have to deal with a large amount of political parties and feel they are not really able to inform themselves on the behavior of politicians and bureaucrats, the number of political parties is assumed to influence the control and monitoring ability of respondents. 
Party lists influence the behavior of politicians by creating a free-rider problem in which politicians will have the incentive to perform well in the benefit of the party and their career and thus the incentives to perform well in favor of the citizens becomes weaker. Also, citizens will more easily take advantage of such career-concerned politicians to create advantages for themselves (for example if they are (small) business entrepreneurs). This can be measured by considering how respondents observe the (changed) motivations of politicians during election time and asking about their own voting behavior. If respondents, within a country that has party-lists elections, observe stronger parties than politicians and also rather vote on the performance and ideas of a party, it can be assumed that the influence on the behavior of politicians within party-lists system divers from the influence by other election systems. 
Political freedom is for a large amount made possible by freedom of press, which makes it possible to control the performance of government and make this performance public. Freedom of press represents the independence of the state and reduces the informational gap between government and citizens, and thus creating the opportunities to affect corruption by using public pressures. This can be measured by considering how respondents observe the ability of press to control and monitor corruptive behavior. If respondents do not believe that the press has a strong capacity to control and monitor corruptive behavior, the political freedom is considered low. 
The presidential system creates a context of almost undivided power (in contrast to the parliamentary system) by which the president can easily use the opportunities of the presidential system to its own advantage. In a presidential system, with far less restrictive powers comparable to the parliamentary system, the legislature can monitor the president, but only pressure the president with accusations of corruption. This could be measured by considering how respondents observe the behavior of the head of state, by specifically focusing on its abilities to use power and the abilities other actors have to control this power. In case of a presidential head of state, the abilities to use power and ability of other actors to control that power should be considered higher than in de case of a prime-minister as head of state.  
The quality of the judicial system influences the ability of government to enforce compliance to chosen policies, like anti-corruption policies. An inefficient judicial system will be a strong constrained to this ability of government. Also, indirectly related, increased political instability will result to a more inefficient judicial system by creating a context in which politicians will rather be career-focused instead of focused on potential change of policies to change the judicial infrastructure. The quality of the judicial system can be measured by considering how respondents observe the ability of their government to implement policy changes. If they are positive and believe that anti-corruption policies are effective, the quality of the judicial system is high. If they are negative and believe that anti-corruption policies are not very effective, the quality of the judicial system is considered poorly. 

The cultural dimension
Charisma influence the ability of citizens to control and monitoring the political leaders. If political leaders are charismatic, citizens are drawn to its personality. This creates a sense of legitimacy which obscures from potential corruptive behavior by the political leader. Charisma could be measured out by considering how respondent believe they are able to control the behavior or political leaders and how they value the charismatic character of a political leader. A respondent which shows concerns about its ability to control the behavior of political leaders and does not value the charismatic character, but still describes the political leader (like the prime-minister) to be charismatic contradicts the idea that charisma influences the ability of citizens to control and monitor political leaders.  
Homo- versus heterogeneous society  is an important cultural factor because of the belief that highly, fragmentized, heterogeneous communities leads to people favoring their own ethnicity and even implement internal sanctions against ‘traitors’ of the same ethnic group. The factor of homo- versus heterogeneous society could be measured by considering how respondents observe the relationship between ethnicity and favoritism. The definition of ethnicity used should involve a combination of racial, religious, and linguistic characteristics. If respondents believe that ethnic groups have a tendency to favor people of the same ethnicity above people of other ethnicities, the level of fragmentation is considered to influence favoritism within society. 
Religion is a key determinant of culture, by which some religions favor certain moral values above other. In comparison to other religious strands, the Protestant strands are believed to have a particular opposed position on corruption by preferring the costs of monitoring corruption than considering its benefits. Religion could be measured by considering how respondents observe the relationship between religion and deviant behavior. If respondents believe that, specifically, the Protestant religion has a positive influence on the behavior of people, the Protestant religion is considered to differently influence the behavior of people in contrast to other religious beliefs or/and philosophies of life.  
Women’s participation will result in a positive influence on anti-corruption policies and less corruptive behavior, for the reason that female mind-sets towards corruption differ from that of men. The participation of women can be measured by a) considering how participants observe the participation of women in the public arena; and b) how they experience the relationship between gender and corruption. If respondents consider the participation of women within the public arena to be high and experience that the female gender has less tendency to act corruptively, the diverse gender roles are considered to matter within the public arena.
