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Abstract

The goal of this paper is to find out if education has an effect on the approval of corruption by using the European Social Survey. The results show that a higher level of education has a statistically significant effect on the acceptability of corruption. Individuals who have a higher level of education will think corruption is worse than individuals with a lower level of education. The results do not show whether a higher level of education increases or decreases the quantity of corruption. A higher level of income increases the amount of favours and bribes an individual offers to  public officials. 















1 Introduction
In the Netherlands the government budget for education in 2016 is 34 billion euros. The government only spends more on social security , the labour market and on healthcare. The costs of education are almost 13 percent of the total (budgeted) costs of the Dutch government (Rijksoverheid, 2015).
There are many reasons for the government to justify spending such an amount of money on education. Higher educated citizens in general earn more and less of them are unemployed. In a developed country like the Netherlands most jobs also require some level of education, because as a developed country the economy does not focus extensively on physical labour. Besides the mentioned reasons many other advantages of a higher educated population can be thought about.
For this thesis I want to research if a country (The Netherlands) with a higher educated population approves less of corruption. I assume that if people approve less of corruption it will decrease. If better education thus lead to less corruption, this might be a positive effect that one might not immediately connect with education and could give even more justification to spending such a great amount of money on education. Corruption decreases economic growth and development and corrupt officials should therefore be punished by the electorate. Corruption can be defined as public officials using their power for personal gain by doing illegal acts. (Jain, 2001).
The paper Education, Corruption, and the distribution of income by Eicher, Garcia-Penalosa and Van Ypersele already looked at the effect of education on corruption on a theoretical level. They state that an increase in education leads to an increase in political participation. An increase in political participation from the electorate makes It more likely that they detect corrupt behaviour from public officials and that they will punish them for it. 
The authors also mention that countries with high corruption levels are more likely to have a low education level, because corruption lowers disposable income and lowers the amount of funds that can be invested on education. In their conclusion the authors state that asking whether good education causes low corruption or vice versa cannot be answered with their model. 
But overall an increase in education funding will lead to lower corruption. The effect is bigger if there is low inequality in a country (Eicher, García-Penelosa, & Van Ypersele, 2009). 
There is more work where a connection between education and corruption is discussed. In the paper Political Knowledge, Political Engagement and Civic Education the author states that better civic education increases the political knowledge. Better political knowledge  has an effect on the approval of democratic principles and also increases political participation (Galston, 2001) . The book Citizen Competence  and Democratic Institutions comes to a similar conclusion. More competent citizens lead to better democratic institutions and thus less corruption. A higher level of education is one of the factors that influences higher competence (Elkin & Soltan, 1999).
The book In Search of Prosperity: Analytic Narratives on Economic Growth also implies that better education decreases corruption. After gaining independence Botswana spend heavily on education. Botswana’s education level soon exceeded the average level of Africa and in 2009 Botswana was Africa’s least corrupt country and has one of the highest per capita incomes of that continent (Rodrik, 2003).
In the paper Education, Complaints and Accountability the authors state that governments are better in highly educated countries. One of the reasons the authors give is that higher educated citizens are more likely to complain about unjust behaviour from public officials and that this keeps the officials on their toes (Botero, Ponce, & Shleifer, 2013). The authors used survey data to get their results, which is also how I will get my results for this thesis. The paper Are there civic returns to education? presents evidence that there is a large statistically significant effect of an increase in educational attainment on voter participation. Another result is that an increase in schooling increases  the civic knowledge as measured by often one reads a newspaper (Dee, 2004).
Finally there is the paper Does education improve citizenship? Evidence from the United States and the United Kingdom. The goal of this paper was to investigate causal links between education and political participation. The authors use data from the United States and the United Kingdom. For the United States they find a clear connection between extra education and voting (Milligan, Moretti, & Oreopoulos, 2004). 
What all these papers and books have in common is that they show that that a higher level of education leads to better citizenship and thus lower corruption. I am interested to find out if I can find such an effect in the Netherlands. My primary goal is to find out if education has an effect on the acceptability of corruption. I will also test if education has an effect on the quantity of corruption. 
This thesis will have the following structure. The first section is the introduction. The second section will cover the dataset and the variables. Section 3 is the methodology and the fourth section contains the results. Section 5 is the conclusion. 











2 Data
European Social Survey
To find out if education has an effect on corruption I will use the European Social Survey (ESS). The European Social Survey has been held bi-annual since 2001 (and published in 2002).The founders of the ESS describe it as an academically driven cross-national survey to measure the attitudes, beliefs and behaviour patterns of diverse populations in more than thirty nations. Some of the main aims of the ESS are to chart stability and change in social structure, to achieve higher standards in cross-national research in social sciences and to introduce strong indicators of national progress based  on the perception and judgments of citizens from the participating countries (European Social Survey, 2002).  The amount of countries that participate has increased over the years. The Netherlands has participated since  the first survey. I will use the dataset from the second ESS in 2004. The reason I use the second survey and not a more recent one is because one of the most important questions from the survey for my research can only be found in the survey from 2004. The aforementioned important question is the one I use to measure corruption, and states: A public official asking for a favour or a bribe in return for a service, how wrong? 
The ESS contains many questions and most of them are irrelevant for answering the research question.  The questions that I will use as variables in my regressions all have some connection with education and corruption. The version of the ESS2004 that I use only includes the Dutch respondents, so the results will only say something about the Netherlands. They are not applicable to the other countries where the survey was held.
Variables
As I mentioned  before the question used to measure corruption is: A public  official asking for a favour or a bribe in return for a service, how wrong? The respondent answered  this question with: Not wrong at all, A bit wrong, Wrong or Seriously wrong. The respondents also had the option to refuse to answer or stating they could not answer the question, but those answers do not have any value for answering the research question. As a variable the question has a scale from 1 to 4, where 1 is Not wrong at all and 4 is Seriously wrong. A  value of 2 means A bit wrong and a value of 3 Wrong. The higher  the value, the more corruption is condemned. With this question I make the assumption that people’s approval or disapproval of corruption influences their possible corrupt behaviour. This means that people who think corruption is seriously wrong  will do less corrupt acts and condemn corrupt behaviour more than people who think that corruption is not wrong at all. This question will be used as the dependent variable in the regression. 
With Pie Chart 1 the distribution for the question mentioned above can be seen. A majority of the respondents (75,03%) think that a public official asking for a bribe or favour is very wrong. The percentage of respondents who think it is wrong is 22,62, a bit wrong 1,26 and not wrong at all 1,07.  This means that 2,23% of the respondents do not see corruption as something that is wrong.

To measure the education level I will use a question from the survey where the respondents were asked what their highest level of education is. The possible answers for this question where different for participants from different countries, so for the Netherlands it is based on the Dutch education system (VMBO, HAVO, VWO, MBO, HBO, WO etc.). This variable has a scale from 1 to 13 (the value 14 is given to Other, but no respondent has given that answer, so it has no value for this research) with 1 meaning that the respondent has not finished primary school and a value of 13 means the respondent has had a Ph.D. education.

Pie Chart 2 shows the distribution of education levels of the respondents. There are no real irregularities to see in this chart. No education level seems to be overrepresented, whereas with other studies there might be overrepresentation of college students due to the nature of the survey or experiment. 

Besides the variable to measure the level of education, other variables are added to the regression. Without these variables the effect of the level of education on the approval of corruption might get over-or-understated due to omitted variable bias. The age of the respondents is the first of these variables. It is reasonable to assume that the age of the respondent has at least some effect on education, because higher levels of education require more years of schooling (Torgler & Valev, 2006). I will also add the household level of income to my regressions. I would have preferred a variable that stated the individual level of income from a respondent, but that is not included in the ESS. 

The placement on the left-right scale is a variable I will also include in my regressions. In the survey the participants were asked where they would place themselves on an ideological scale. The first value of the scale is zero, which stands for Left. The participants identifies himself as pure leftwing if his answer  is zero. An example of a far-left party in the Netherlands is the SP (Socialistic Party). If the respondent answer with ten he identifies as far-right. Dutch examples for far-right are the SGP (a very conservative Christian party) or the PVV (Geert Wilders’ Freedom Party). 
In an earlier paper I wrote with Yme Brantjes we found that the placement on the left-right scale indeed has a small effect on the acceptability of corruption using the same dataset as the one I use for this article (Brantjes & Sanderse, 2016). A study set in China has also shown that there is a positive correlation between being left-wing and the perception of corruption (Smyth & Qian, 2009).

I will also add religion to my regressions. The respondents were asked if they were part of a religion. A study by Sommer, Bloom and Arikan concluded that religion has a statistically significant effect on the level of corruption (Sommer, Bloom, & Arikan, 2012). I assume it then must also have an effect on the perception of corruption. The options for the participants were: Roman Catholic, Protestant, Eastern Orthodox, other Christian domination, Jewish, Islamic, Eastern religions and other non-Christian religions. I created dummy variables for each religion to see for each religion if it has an (statistically significant) effect on the perception of corruption. Perhaps these results are interesting for further research.

The final independent variable that I will add is Randstad. The Randstad is a large part of the Netherlands containing  most of the big cities of the country and is perceived as the most developed and rich part of the Netherlands[footnoteRef:1] (Van Es, 2014). Because there is a higher level of income the level of education might be higher in the Randstad.  [1:  The ESS divided the Netherlands into several regions. The following regions are the ones I clustered into the Randstad variable: Utrecht, Alkmaar en omgeving, IJmond, agglomeratie Haarlem, Zaanstreek, Groot-Amsterdam, Het Gooi en Vechtstreek, agglomeratie Leiden en Bollenstreek, Agglomeratie`s-Gravenhage, Delft en Westland,  Oost-Zuid-Holland, Groot-Rijnmond and Zuidoost-Zuid-Holland.] 


I will also use another dependent variable to find out what the effect of education is on corruption. The question asked to the respondents was: Did you offer a favour or a bribe to a public official, how often in the last 5 years. I use this variable to see if the highest level of education has an effect on the quantity of corruption.
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Pie Chart 1
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Pie Chart 2
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3 Methodology
I will use OLS (Ordinary Least Squares) regression models to find out if the highest level of education has an effect on the acceptability of corruption. I will also try to find out if the highest level of education has an effect on the quantity of corrupt acts. The first four tables have the dependent variable that measures the acceptability of corruption. If the coefficient of a variable has a positive sign it means that it increases the disapproval of corruption. A variable with a coefficient with a negative sign  has the opposite effect.
Table 1 only includes the variables for the highest level of education, the placement on the left-right scale, the age of the respondent and the household’s total income. These variables are in all of the tables. With Table 2 I add dummy variables for the various religions and a dummy variable for living in the Randstad. I do not add the dummy variable for other non-Christian religions to avoid perfect multicollinearity. Table 3 does not have the dummy variables, but has squared variables for the age of the respondent and the highest level of education, because these variables might not have a linear relationship with the dependent variable. If a squared variables is statistically significant this might be the case. Table 4 has the squared variables and the dummy variables. 
The final four tables have the dependent variables that measures the quantity of corruption. Table 5 has the same independent variables as Table 1, Table 6 has the same as Table 2, etc. Here a positive sign for the coefficient of a variable means that it increases  the quantity of corrupt acts done by an individual. A negative coefficient means it decreases the quantity.
Each of the variables has a p-value. The p-value of each variable can be found at the far right of the table. The p-values are used to declare statistical significance. If a p-value <0,001 (α = 1%) the concerning variable has a strong statistically significant effect on the dependent variable. A  variable with a p-value of <0,05 (α = 5%) or <0,10 (α = 10%) is still statistically significant, but especially with a p-value <0,10 the results are less strong and credible than with a p-value <0,001. A variable with a p-value >0,10 has no statistical significance and its effect on the dependent variable is not credible (Moore, McCabe, Alwan, Craig, & Duckworth, 2011). 









4 Results	
Table 1 shows the results of the first regression. The highest level of education has a positive and statistically significant effect (α = 1%). An increase in the level of education of the respondent leads to a more disapproving view towards corruption. A higher level of education increases the possibility a respondent finds corruption seriously wrong. The age of the respondent also has a positive and statistically significant effect (α = 5%) on the dependent variable. This means an older person will condemn corruption more than a younger person. The placement on the left-right scale also has a positive effect, but with a p-value of 0,205 it is not statistically significant. In the Data section I mentioned that in a previous paper I found that the placement on the left-right scale has a significant effect on the perception of corruption. But in that previous paper data from all participating countries of the ESS2004 was used, here we just look at the Netherlands. This could mean the placement on the left-right scale does not have such an impact on the perception of corruption in the Netherlands as it has in some the other participating countries. If it was significant it would mean people who identify as right-wing disapprove of corruption more than people who identify as left-wing. 
The household’s total net income also has a small positive effect, but like the placement on the left-right scale it is not statistically significant (p-value = 0,781). Otherwise a higher level of income would mean a higher disapproval of corruption.
Table 2 shows the results of the second regression. The highest level of education still has a positive and statistically significant effect (α = 1%). The age of the respondent still has a positive effect, but the p-value has increased to 0,119 and the effect is therefore no longer statistically significant. Both the placement on the left-right scale and the household’s total net income still have a positive effect, but again both variables are not statistically significant. 
The different religions I have added to the regression show some interesting results. Only the variables that have a negative effect are statistically significant. People who identify as Eastern Orthodox (α = 10%), Islamic (α = 5%)  or practice other Christian denominations (α = 5%)  are more approving of corruption. Living in the Randstad has a small negative effect, but it is not statistically significant (p-value = 0,514). 












	Table 1 Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	3,423
	,076
	
	45,199
	,000

	
	Highest level of education, Netherlands
	,024
	,005
	,139
	4,987
	,000

	
	Age of respondent, calculated
	,002
	,001
	,059
	2,231
	,026

	
	Placement on left right scale
	,009
	,007
	,032
	1,268
	,205

	
	Household's total net income, all sources
	,002
	,007
	,008
	,279
	,781

	a. Dependent Variable: Public official asking favour/bribe in return for service, how wrong




	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	9,132
	4
	2,283
	7,864
	,000b

	
	Residual
	451,442
	1555
	,290
	
	

	
	Total
	460,574
	1559
	
	
	




	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,141a
	,020
	,017
	,539

	

















	Table 2 Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	3,464
	,077
	
	45,045
	,000

	
	Highest level of education, Netherlands
	,023
	,005
	,136
	4,838
	,000

	
	Age of respondent, calculated
	,001
	,001
	,042
	1,559
	,119

	
	Placement on left right scale
	,007
	,007
	,026
	,994
	,321

	
	Household's total net income, all sources
	,001
	,007
	,006
	,213
	,831

	
	RomanCatholic
	,045
	,036
	,035
	1,267
	,205

	
	Protestant
	,034
	,039
	,024
	,862
	,389

	
	EasternOrthodox
	-,674
	,381
	-,044
	-1,771
	,077

	
	OtherChristianDenomination
	-,182
	,080
	-,058
	-2,287
	,022

	
	Jewish
	,149
	,541
	,007
	,275
	,783

	
	Islamic
	-,245
	,123
	-,051
	-2,001
	,046

	
	EasternReligions
	,239
	,220
	,027
	1,086
	,278

	
	Randstad
	-,019
	,028
	-,017
	-,652
	,514

	a. Dependent Variable: Public official asking favour/bribe in return for service, how wrong




	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	14,216
	12
	1,185
	4,106
	,000b

	
	Residual
	446,358
	1547
	,289
	
	

	
	Total
	460,574
	1559
	
	
	




	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,176a
	,031
	,023
	,537

	





Table 3 shows the third regression. The highest level of education and the age of the respondent are still statistically significant (α = 5% for both). Compared to Table 1 both coefficients have increased. Age2  is statistically significant (α = 5%) , but the coefficient is extremely small(-0, 00009184). It does have a negative coefficient, whereas the unsquared variable has a positive effect. Education2 is not statistically significant (p-value = 0,133). Like with the age of the respondent, the coefficient of the squared variable of education is negative. 
The placement on  the left-right scale and the household’s total net income are not statistically significant. The inclusion of the squared variables has made the coefficient of income negative and very small and has increased the p-value to 0,999.
Table 4 shows the fourth regression. Like in Table 3 the highest level of education and the age of the respondent are statistically significant variables (α = 5% for both). Age2 is again statistically significant (α = 10%), but the p-value has increased compared to the regression from Table 3. Education2 is still not statistically significant (p-value = 0.209). The coefficient for the household’s total income is (rounded to) 0 in this regression, but still has a very high p-value of 0,977 and is therefore far removed from any statistical significance.
Like in Table 2 only the religions with a negative coefficient are statistically significant. The only interesting difference is that Islamic is now only significant with an α of 10% instead of 5%. Randstad still has a negative effect, but is not statistically significant (p-value = 0,683).


The first four tables show that a higher level of education decreases the acceptability of corruption. The age of the respondent has the same effect. The placement on the left-right scale, most of the religions and the Randstad variable are not statistically significant. The squared variable for education is not statistically significant, but the squared variable for age is. The age of the respondent might have a nonlinear effect on the dependent variable due to the significance of its squared variable.




















	Table 3 Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	3,119
	,135
	
	23,046
	,000

	
	Highest level of education, Netherlands
	,058
	,024
	,338
	2,423
	,016

	
	Age of respondent, calculated
	,012
	,005
	,357
	2,519
	,012

	
	Placement on left right scale
	,010
	,007
	,037
	1,427
	,154

	
	Household's total net income, all sources
	-1,161E-005
	,007
	,000
	-,002
	,999

	
	AgeSquared
	-9,184E-005
	,000
	-,296
	-2,062
	,039

	
	EducationSquared
	-,003
	,002
	-,206
	-1,503
	,133

	a. Dependent Variable: Public official asking favour/bribe in return for service, how wrong





	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	11,253
	6
	1,875
	6,482
	,000b

	
	Residual
	449,322
	1553
	,289
	
	

	
	Total
	460,574
	1559
	
	
	




	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,156a
	,024
	,021
	,538










	

Table 4 Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	3,194
	,138
	
	23,146
	,000

	
	Highest level of education, Netherlands
	,052
	,024
	,303
	2,155
	,031

	
	Age of respondent, calculated
	,010
	,005
	,311
	2,181
	,029

	
	Placement on left right scale
	,008
	,007
	,030
	1,136
	,256

	
	Household's total net income, all sources
	,000
	,007
	-,001
	-,029
	,977

	
	AgeSquared
	-8,278E-005
	,000
	-,267
	-1,848
	,065

	
	EducationSquared
	-,002
	,002
	-,174
	-1,258
	,209

	
	RomanCatholic
	,041
	,036
	,031
	1,142
	,254

	
	Protestant
	,034
	,039
	,024
	,877
	,381

	
	EasternOrthodox
	-,694
	,380
	-,046
	-1,826
	,068

	
	OtherChristianDenomination
	-,173
	,080
	-,055
	-2,172
	,030

	
	Jewish
	,192
	,541
	,009
	,355
	,723

	
	Islamic
	-,227
	,123
	-,047
	-1,847
	,065

	
	EasternReligions
	,237
	,220
	,027
	1,076
	,282

	
	Randstad
	-,012
	,029
	-,010
	-,408
	,683

	a. Dependent Variable: Public official asking favour/bribe in return for service, how wrong




	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	15,818
	14
	1,130
	3,925
	,000b

	
	Residual
	444,756
	1545
	,288
	
	

	
	Total
	460,574
	1559
	
	
	




	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,185a
	,034
	,026
	,537

	



Table 5 shows the fifth regression. The highest level of education has a small positive effect on the dependent variable, but it is not statistically significant (p-value = 0,523). If it was statistically significant it would mean that a person with a higher level of education than another person would offer more bribes to public officials. Just the fact that the coefficient for the highest level of education has a positive sign is interesting, because a higher level of education does make a person condemn corruption more. The coefficient of the age of the respondent is (rounded to) 0 and is also not statistically significant (p-value = 0,261). The placement on the left-right scale has a positive effect and is statistically significant (α = 5%). So a person will offer more bribes to public officials, the more he or she moves to the right on the political spectrum. Like the highest level of education this is ‘contradictory’ to the earlier results where a move to the right made a person more disapproving of corruption. But it should be noted that the placement on the left-right scale was not a statistically significant variable in the earlier regressions and the highest level of education is not significant in this model. The household’s total net income undergoes the same change as the placement on the left-right scale. In this regression it is statistically significant (α = 10%) and has a positive coefficient. People will offer more bribes to officials if their income increases. 

Table 6 shows the sixth regression. Compared to Table 5 the highest level of education and the age of the respondent have not notably changed. The placement on the left-right scale is now statistically significant with an α of 1%. The household’s total income is still statistically significant (α = 10%).
All of the added religions have a negative sign, which means they decrease the bribes offered to public officials. But only Protestant is statistically significant(α = 5%). Randstad also has a small negative effect, but like all previous regressions is not statistically significant (p-value = 0,747).















	Table 5 Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	,953
	,017
	
	57,685
	,000

	
	Highest level of education, Netherlands
	,001
	,001
	,018
	,639
	,523

	
	Age of respondent, calculated
	,000
	,000
	,030
	1,124
	,261

	
	Placement on left right scale
	,004
	,002
	,064
	2,515
	,012

	
	Household's total net income, all sources
	,003
	,002
	,052
	1,930
	,054

	a. Dependent Variable: Offered favour/bribe to public official for service, last 5 years




	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	,196
	4
	,049
	3,521
	,007b

	
	Residual
	21,712
	1559
	,014
	
	

	
	Total
	21,908
	1563
	
	
	




	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,095a
	,009
	,006
	,118

	













	Table 6 Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	,952
	,017
	
	56,390
	,000

	
	Highest level of education, Netherlands
	,001
	,001
	,019
	,660
	,510

	
	Age of respondent, calculated
	,000
	,000
	,045
	1,625
	,104

	
	Placement on left right scale
	,005
	,002
	,078
	2,978
	,003

	
	Household's total net income, all sources
	,003
	,002
	,050
	1,823
	,068

	
	RomanCatholic
	-,011
	,008
	-,038
	-1,383
	,167

	
	Protestant
	-,019
	,009
	-,061
	-2,224
	,026

	
	EasternOrthodox
	-,007
	,084
	-,002
	-,088
	,930

	
	OtherChristianDenomination
	-,015
	,018
	-,022
	-,847
	,397

	
	Jewish
	-,043
	,119
	-,009
	-,362
	,718

	
	Islamic
	-,001
	,026
	-,001
	-,046
	,963

	
	EasternReligions
	-,013
	,048
	-,007
	-,262
	,794

	
	OtherNonChristianReligions
	-,004
	,053
	-,002
	-,081
	,936

	
	Randstad
	-,002
	,006
	-,008
	-,323
	,747

	a. Dependent Variable: Offered favour/bribe to public official for service, last 5 years



	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	,277
	13
	,021
	1,529
	,100b

	
	Residual
	21,630
	1550
	,014
	
	

	
	Total
	21,908
	1563
	
	
	




	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,113a
	,013
	,004
	,118

	





Table 7 shows the seventh regression. The only statically significant variables in this regression are the placement on the left right scale and the household’s total net income (α = 5% for both). They both still have a positive coefficient. The highest level of education now has a coefficient of 0,00009811 and a p-value of 0,985. The age of the respondent now has a negative effect (-0,001), but is not statistically significant (p-value = 0,569). Both the Age2 and Education2 variables have very small positive effects and are not statistically significant.

Table 8 shows the eighth and final regression. Both Age2 and Education2 are not statistically significant. The p-value of the unsquared age variable does rise from 0,104 to 0,603 implying it might have a nonlinear effect on the dependent variable. The coefficient has also become negative. There are no other notable changes compared to Table 6.

The final four tables show that the highest level of education increases the amount of bribes and favours an individual offers to public officials, but in none of the tables is the variable statistically significant. But it is remarkable that the effect is the opposite compared to the previous tables, even though the effect cannot be seen as ‘real’ because of the insignificance of the variable. The most interesting differences compared to the first four tables are the fact that the variables for income and the placement on the left-right scale are statistically significant. Both have a positive effect on the dependent variable. Individuals with a higher level of income will offer more bribes to public officials than people with less income. This is not extremely unsurprising, because to me it seems logical that people with more money (and power) have more need for favours of public officials and they have more money to bribe them with. Individuals who identify as right-wing are also more likely to offer a bribe to a public official compared to an individual who identifies al left-wing. Perhaps right-wing individuals also earn more on average and the two variables are correlated.









	Table 7 Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	,972
	,030
	
	32,779
	,000

	
	Highest level of education, Netherlands
	9,811E-005
	,005
	,003
	,019
	,985

	
	Age of respondent, calculated
	-,001
	,001
	-,081
	-,569
	,569

	
	Placement on left right scale
	,004
	,002
	,062
	2,402
	,016

	
	Household's total net income, all sources
	,003
	,002
	,055
	2,017
	,044

	
	AgeSquared
	7,648E-006
	,000
	,113
	,782
	,434

	
	EducationSquared
	4,908E-005
	,000
	,017
	,126
	,900

	a. Dependent Variable: Offered favour/bribe to public official for service, last 5 years




	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	,205
	6
	,034
	2,455
	,023b

	
	Residual
	21,703
	1557
	,014
	
	

	
	Total
	21,908
	1563
	
	
	





	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,097a
	,009
	,006
	,118

	









	

Table 8 Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	,971
	,030
	
	31,981
	,000

	
	Highest level of education, Netherlands
	,000
	,005
	,007
	,048
	,962

	
	Age of respondent, calculated
	-,001
	,001
	-,075
	-,520
	,603

	
	Placement on left right scale
	,004
	,002
	,076
	2,860
	,004

	
	Household's total net income, all sources
	,003
	,002
	,053
	1,918
	,055

	
	RomanCatholic
	-,011
	,008
	-,037
	-1,343
	,180

	
	Protestant
	-,019
	,009
	-,062
	-2,232
	,026

	
	EasternOrthodox
	-,006
	,084
	-,002
	-,069
	,945

	
	OtherChristianDenomination
	-,016
	,018
	-,023
	-,895
	,371

	
	Jewish
	-,049
	,119
	-,010
	-,411
	,681

	
	Islamic
	-,002
	,026
	-,002
	-,069
	,945

	
	EasternReligions
	-,012
	,049
	-,006
	-,247
	,805

	
	OtherNonChristianReligions
	-,006
	,053
	-,003
	-,117
	,907

	
	Randstad
	-,002
	,006
	-,010
	-,389
	,698

	
	AgeSquared
	8,256E-006
	,000
	,122
	,836
	,403

	
	EducationSquared
	4,104E-005
	,000
	,015
	,104
	,917

	a. Dependent Variable: Offered favour/bribe to public official for service, last 5 years



	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	,288
	15
	,019
	1,373
	,152b

	
	Residual
	21,620
	1548
	,014
	
	

	
	Total
	21,908
	1563
	
	
	




	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,115a
	,013
	,004
	,118

	



5 Conclusion

The goal of this paper was to find out if education has an effect on the acceptability of corruption. To test this hypothesis I used the European Social Survey. To measure the acceptability of corruption I used a question asked in the ESS. The respondents were asked how wrong they thought it was if a public official asked for a favour or a bribe. The ESS also contained a question where the participants were asked what their highest level of education was at the moment. I used that question as a variable to measure education. I used OLS regressions to find out if education had an effect on the approval of corruption and also added variables for ideology, income, age, religion and living in the Randstad. I also squared the variables for age and education, because those variables might have had a nonlinear relationship with the dependent variable. For education there was no proof, but the age of the respondent might have a nonlinear relationship with the acceptability of corruption.  
All the regressions have shown that the highest level of education has a small but statistically significant effect on the approval of corruption. This means an increase in the level of education leads to a decrease of the approval of corruption. 

The question whether the level of education has an effect on the quantity of corruption is one the results do not answer. The respondents were asked in the survey how often they have offered bribes at public officials. I used this question as the dependent variable to find out how it was affected by the variable for education. The regressions showed that a higher level of education increases the quantity of bribes offered to public officials, but in  none of the regressions was the coefficient of the variable for education statistically significant.

This means that a higher level of education does lead to a more disapproving view on corruption, but the regressions do not show that a higher level of education decreases or increases the quantity of corruption.

In the introduction of this thesis I wrote that if education decreases corruption it would justify spending even more money on education. Even though education does not directly decrease corruption, it does decrease the acceptability of corruption. But I would not use that as a justification to spend more money, because of the biggest limitation of this paper. The biggest limitation of this paper is the fact that an overwhelming majority of the respondents (and thus the Netherlands) already think corruption is wrong or seriously wrong. Even though the effect of education is statistically significant, it is very small because  of the disapproval of corruption in the Netherlands. Further research could do the same regressions for a country that is less clean than the Netherlands and find out if the effect of education on corruption is larger there.
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