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1. Project execution

1.1 Overview of project objectives and methodology

The theoretical background
Why Culture?

Mr. Olli Rehn, the commissioner responsible for fig-enlargement referring to Bulgaria

and Romania has stated in an interview: “Theresar®us efforts of reform (...). Corruption

is also a cultural phenomenon. To eliminate it vake a long time, and, well, this will never

be achieved totally” (Frankfurter Allgemeine Zei§jn28.01.2006; Translation by the

Authors). Mr. Rehn’s statement is an expressiorealism. Corruption is a universal problem
even in the modern states of the West. What Mr.nRabko suggests is that corruption is a
much bigger problem in some regions than in otheBut a problem for whom and of what

kind? An example from another continent may helgouok at the subject of interest from

another perspective:

One of the most recent prime ministers of the Ppikhes lost his office because he was too
honest and avoided strictly all illegal behaviour.the eyes of a Western observer, he
incorporated all the liberal democratic principfasdern citizens believe in as preconditions
for ‘good practice’, if not, like Voltaire’s Candid for the “best of all possible worlds”.

In the eyes of the Philippine people and voters flonest man appeared incompetent and
immoral because he proved himself unable to loodr ahe members of his immediate and
extended family and his friends. Why should peoplktout personal relations to this prime
minister have trusted him, seeing as he did noabehesponsibly and loyally even to his
intimate relatives and companions? In the Philippase, the Western model of democratic
institutions and political culture does not fit tvithe expectations and the social practice of
the people in everyday-life. The conflict here testrom the incompatibility between, on the
one hand, the paternalistic habit in a traditiosydtem of moral reciprocity combined with
substantial benefits still alive in the popular gmeation and, on the other, the individualistic
habit of competitive actors in a modern, functibnalifferentiated system based on the
anonymous principle of formal legal rights as repreed by the unhappy prime minister. Not
only the Philippines held nepotism and gift exclefay ‘good practices’. Whate subsume
under the category ‘corruption’ may be a univetgpk of social practice, but it also holds
different cultural meaning.

In the current process of enlargement and integrathe EU acts like the Philippine prime
minister and then wonders why people so ungratefodirsist in their bad practice. This
misunderstanding is the starting point of our redeaour task will be to reconstruct the
motives and causes behind the conflict.

Efforts to prevent corruption within the EU and time EU candidate countries generally
consist of a set of administrative measures oreetaenstitutionalised values and goals, put
into effect by experts ‘from the top down’. The exrgs do their best. But, neither in the
elementary definitions determining existing coustgerruption policies nor in their

implementation are those everyday life orientatioosted in socio-cultural contexts and

7
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conducive to corrupt behaviour taken into accotiere, we see the structural causes of the
limited effects of the counter-corruption policasrently being applied within the EU and its
candidate states. They do not reach the ‘bottomwtath corrupt behaviour and its social
legitimation prosper and which is constituted bjtumal modes of perception and reasoning
on corruption. Therefore, countermeasures undertake general societal level must rely on
our knowledge of these modes of perception ancdr#ag. But we cannot develop an ‘easy’
solution where we ‘add’ some ‘forgotten’ aspectsthe existing procedures because these
new aspects conflict with the ‘logic’ of these pedares. If this is true, a practical
consequence of our theoretical assumption on ctiorups a cultural problem is that change
in the current situation presupposes a precediaggd of mind.

Experts must gain a better understanding of theéakscontexts they work in. Our cross-
cultural comparison will deliver empirically groued conclusions about the way corruption
is socially perceived and valued. Its first goatdsexamine specific countries and determine
which patterns of everyday life perceptions of aption are currently dominant. In a further
step, in co-operation with policy-makers in thddjeour research aims to operationalise the
knowledge gained through employing a ‘bottom-upatgtgy. Putting our conclusions to
discussion with experts from the EU, the NGOs, #mel national agencies dealing with
corruption raises the potential impact of expedwiedge on corruption in a twofold way:

On the one hand, it helps them gain retrospectiggit into the specific shortcomings of
current anti-corruption management. Indeed, it tn@yhat aspects of corruption perception
not susceptible or even resistant to administrath@asures may to date not have been
sufficiently taken into account.

On the other hand, it provides foundations for peasive, long-term action, as it supplements
existing policies with regulatory strategies thatarporate the specific contexts of the
perceptions of corruption in each individual coyntery often, the experts have informal
insider information, but then the institutional grams hinder them from following their
better knowledge. The revelation of this ‘inneramgpational’ conflict and the stimulation of
a discussion about it among representatives ofutishs and politics will be another crucial
goal of our research project.

What is Culture?

Although our research is empirically grounded ard ldefinite practical goals, there is,

obviously, some theory behind the research defighwe do not treat theory as a dogma and
a set of eternally true axioms, but rather as atjmal tool we use to answer empirical

questions. What is intended to demonstrate by dhewing considerations is that there is a
strong link between our theoretical approach toucaland our empirical research method. In
general, we do not consider ‘culture’ to be an tdelifactor, neither as an aspect nor a
dimension or a subsystem of a society (as in thHeevsystem in a Parsonian sense).
Therefore, we will not define it methodologicallg a specific variable. To the contrary, we
understand ‘culture’ as a holistic entity thattishee same time relative in nature.

Culture defines the whole world an actor lives it this world varies among different

societies and might differ historically within angle society. In other words: Culture as a
‘whole’ is not the sum of empirical phenomena, bmgtaphorically speaking, the ‘logic’ or

8
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‘grammar’ we use to perceive and conceptualisewtbdd of phenomena. In former times,
this was called the ‘spirit of the social facts’ mfasted in a specific expressive ‘style’ of
actors. Reality does not exist by itself ‘out thered ‘ready-made’ for my mind to perceive.
Instead, it is constituted by the forms of peraamptand recognition and, on this basis, is
constructed in the process of social interactionth\Whomas Luckmann, we can define
culture as a store of knowledge shared by all tipasgcipating in a single social world. This
knowledge does natepresentthe world, but — following William Issac Thomasarhous
apercu —definesproblems and solutions, in other words it defidsthe reality that is
possible within this culture. As a tool to deal hwjtractical problems, it serves to establish
social order and security. In effect, it also gaéeas cognitive reliability and affective
confidence, as well as personal identity, and fbeee enjoys high appreciation by
individuals.

From the perspective of the culture of another esggithis cultural ‘whole’ is evidently
limited, a restricted social construction of ondyative truth. But what is true for each society
is also true for the single individual. An indivaludoes not only share a culture with other
members of his society, made up of a stock of comkmowledge stemming from experience
handed down from earlier generations. Insteadndividual possesses a single life-world, as
well, a private perspective on the reality thatcenstituted by his authentic experiences.
Phenomenologists speak of the horizon of one’saibeld as the world taken for granted. On
the other side of the horizon exists an open wwdding for exploration. You can shift your
horizon, but when you do so, you leave a famil@amk and start an adventure full of risks.

Cultures and life-worlds are different relevancytsyns, but cultures and life-worlds also
contain within them different relevancy systems, vesll: people live in the reality of
everyday-life, but also in the realities of religgoexperience and faith, of science, dream and
fancy, etc. Furthermore, even so-called common kedge is distributed unequally between
different social classes, milieus, generationsdges) professions, and other social categories.
One differentiation that is crucial for our resduais that between experts and layman. This
binary opposition distinguishes between two stgegerception and behaviour, characterised
by monopolised, ‘holy’ special knowledge on onedand ‘profane’ everyday knowledge on
the other. Following Alfred Schutz, the perspeaiwaé experts and laymen refer to different
systems of relevance and perform different cogaisityles: these two groups act in different
realities. What we will try to accomplish througbrempirical research project is to identify
the rationalities of these actors. We seek to sdey are compatible or not and, if they are
not, then discuss how to bring them together.

In short: Culture is not a specific substance peat but rather thiarm of social reality. It is
the stock of knowledge people use to construct tieality. And what social scientists do is to
reconstruct this knowledge from the data, which see as cultural products, that is as
manifestations of social interaction.

How should we approach culture?
We do not ask in a philosophical wadat culture should be substantially and ideally. Iadte
we consider it sociologically, in other wortlsw it ‘really’ works, how it is constructed by

empirical actors under pragmatic conditions. Weehailready seen: on these grounds, our
theory corresponds to our ‘object’. We consideliaaeality as an effect of something like an

9
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applied ‘everyday theory’, and this theory is nothother than a tool to solve the problems of
the human beings involved. Hence, in analogy toplealism of scientific discourse; we
conceptualise the social world as a pluralism o§jpectives. In our project; we proceed from
the observation that, not only in the context of Eblargement and integration, official
representatives of social institutions perceivergaion as a phenomenon that must be
countered with legal sanctions.

This top-down perspective on corruption is not false per se. iBug only relatively true.
Corruption is neither a universal phenomenon grednd the dark side of human nature, nor
is it an expression of pre-modern consciousness, Ih the sense of Michel Foucault, the
historical product of an expert discourse. Froragal perspective, corruption is a special kind
of deviant, criminal behaviour. Seen sociologicallys primarily a type of social relation that
has specific meaning which differs from culturecidture. What is labelled as ‘deviant’,
‘criminal’, and ‘unsocial’ in one discourse is gifi@d as ‘normal’, ‘moral’, and ‘social’ in
another. Phenomena such as nepotism, bribery,\sardl#ood feud (vendetta) are, neutrally
described, mechanisms for achieving solidarity witand between kinship groups. Social
anthropologists see them as forms of social exanamgl moral reciprocity (an eye for an
eye, a tooth for a tooth).

A cultural definition of crime and corruption imp§ a relativist concept, relative to the
different modes of perception and recognition & gihenomenon by different social actors
from different societies. However, this concephdd relative in the sense of diminishing the
gravity of the problem. Trying to understand evérad things’ does not mean that we
legitimise them and give up our own normative staidd. To the contrary, such a cultural
comparison might even help to clarify our own natirestandards as well-founded and, in
consequence, to enforce our own position. But iian empirical, and not a theoretical
guestion.

In general, we ‘operationalise’ culture in termspefception and recognition. Culture in this
sense stands for a conceptualisation of society fitte subjective perspective of the social
actors, from the intentions they try to realisesorial action, and not from the so-called
objective perspective of a theoretical observer.

The act of creating theory conceived as an explamaif phenomena by reducing these
phenomena to general causes presupposes a herioa@neuerpretation of the meaning
empirical actors attach to these phenomena. Theriealpactors’ subjective intentions ‘as
such’ are entities that a single consciousnessataeach. However, they are expressed and
communicated through social interactions and tloeeefre manifested in signs and symbols
which carry objective, because societally sharedamng. But again, this objectivity is a
social construction and, insofar, a cultural factedative relevance that must be interpreted
by the researcher. Our research interest is, firdlle manifest content through which
determining interests are communicated, and, sdgotite latent structures of meaning
contained within this communication structure. Bilte project will not follow an
investigative procedure. It does not intend to wecacany ‘hidden truth’ and to represent
unknown ‘facts’, but rather to reconstruct the tetgées people use to define, legitimise,
apologise for, criticise or damn corruption.

In the end, we are not interested in the factsstbges, that is the content of what people tell
us, but rather in théorm of their narratives and argumentations. Factsjestppersonal or
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professional secrets, insider information etc., @sed only as illustrations and examples to
make manifest perception of and reasoning on cbompThese narrative forms could even
be fictitious — or even a projection of the resharc- and they would still not diminish the
usefulness of the given interview for our projddiis has to do with the fact that our research
Is not conceived of as an impact analysis in thesesef a quantifiable target-performance
comparison, but rather as a reconstruction ofldigéc of anti-corruption measures and the
extent to which they are appropriate to the probierlight of the results of the empirical
cross-cultural comparison. Our research will ndtecd data on a defined phenomenon, but
instead definitions of the phenomenon we are inyashg. These definitions of the
phenomenon refer back to different relevancy systewhich we must reconstruct in a
process of open coding. The project’'s empiricalragph proceeds from the assumption that
the ‘bottom-up definitions held within ‘everyday theories’ of corruption aamchored in
social patterns of perception that actors applyonsciously. For this reason, they cannot be
polled in the direct method commonly used in opinieesearch, but rather must be
reconstructedrom administrative and other official document&l rotocoled statements of
those persons interviewed. Building on this insighit our data will be subjected to a
gualitative content analysis according to the pples of grounded theorymethodology as
developed by Anselm Strauss.

Strategic objective of the project

The research project aims to develop means to gg@inorruption prevention in the EU. The
urgency of such a project is reflected in the taet corruption holds the potential to retard
seriously the process of the Community’s enlargeraed integration, even to the extent of
threatening the very core of its concept of sooider. The prevention policies that have been
developed by the EU and implemented so far withohvidual member countries have in
general been characterised by legislative, admatigé and police force measures. These are
based on a definition of corruption prevention deped in political and administrative
institutions that, for its implementation, rely antop-down procedure. The research project
purports to conduct not an inquiry into the natofeorruption ‘as such’, but rather into the
perceptions of corruption held by political and aistrative decision-makers in specific
regions and cultures, those held by actors reptiegevarious institutions and authorities, and
above all by the citizens and the media in Europssieties. The project proceeds from the
assumption that the considerably varying perceptadrcorruption, determined as they are by
cultural dispositions, have significant influence a country’s respective awareness of the
problem and thereby on the success of any preveataieasures. For this reason, the project
investigates the ‘fit’ between institutionalisegpention policies and how these are perceived
in daily practice, as well as how EU-candidate am&mber countries as a result handle the
issue of corruption.

Detailed objectives of the project

The goal of the project is to deepen the knowledigthe phenomenon of corruption in the
countries designated above. In doing so, it foll@usvofold line of inquiry: The objects of
the project are both the conceptual preconditidnh® expert systems as well as the socio-
cultural conditions under which these systems atenpo effect.
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1. First empirical phase: evaluation of expert ayst. Analysis of documents of the target
groups politics, judiciary, police, media, civilgety and economy.

2. Second empirical phase: interviews with reprederes of all target groups.
Reconstruction of common-sense definitions of qaram out of the data.

3. Third empirical phase: systematic strength-weakranalysis of expert systems.

4. Interactive scholars-experts conference in BigsDevelopment of bottom-up strategies
for the prevention of corruption.

5. Communication of research findings in the sd@ientommunity, with policy-makers and
in the public sphere.

6. Co-operation with national and internationai-@otruption agencies

The basic scientific approach of the project toraption and its methodology

From a sociological perspective, corruption repnesdhe solution to a social problem,

regardless of how the effects it may have on aetgsi morals and effectiveness, as well as
on many other areas, are evaluated. Thus, theatdsknd is to identify what motivates people
to opt for corrupt and illegal conduct. The motiasl causes that underlie corrupt conduct
are rooted both in current conditions and in lotajding socio-cultural contexts, both of

which are to be disclosed through sociological sial Accordingly, the project conducts not

an inquiry into the nature of corruption ‘as sudbtt into perceptions of corruption held by

political and administrative decision-makers in @gfie cultures and those held by actors

representing various institutions and authoriti€se objects of the project are both the
conceptual preconditions of the expert systemseaisas the socio-cultural conditions under

which these systems are put into effect. The ptgjdicst and second empirical phases focus
on the reconstruction of the cultural patterns ulydey the perceptions of corruption among

institutional actors.

Corruption in all its phenomenological dimensiordsaas a hindrance to the process of
Europeanisation of South Eastern EU-candidate cegnto the extent that it blocks a
society’s modernisation, the prerequisite for theccess of the European project of
integration. The project contributes to the overtcwof such blockages in that it traces those
attitudes, determined by mentality and specificicaaltural conditions, which constitute
barriers to the transformation of these societis modern European states. Consequently,
the project is situated within the following largeameworks: 1. of EU harmonisation policy
and the process of guiding the candidate countviwards attaining the standards of #uglis
communautaireand 2. the implementation of the individual stepghis process on the basis
of a democratic rule of law, the construction dfiactioning market economy, as well as, in a
more general sense, the society’s capacity to eakehe responsibilities associated with EU
membership.

Not only regarding South Eastern European EU-merahdrcandidate countries but also in
view of central (Germany) and Anglo-Saxon (Unitethg@lom) European countries the
project reconstructs the way in which corruptiorp&ceived, i.e. the phenomenon’s socio-
cultural basis, by means of 1. a content analyistouments from the target groups politics,
judiciary, police, media, civil society and econan; a content analysis of interviews
conducted with representatives of these targetpg@nd 3. the implementation of research
findings in terms of an inter-cultural comparisanthe basis of the interactive conference to
be held at the end of the project in July 2009 misBels. The analytical goal of NGOs
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involved in anti-corruption policies like Transpaoy International (Tl) and other
international and national agencies is to coleedensivedata on how corruption is perceived
(T1, Background Paper to the 2004 Corruption Pdroap Index. Framework Document
2004, p. 2). The present research project has teavn up under the premise that the study
of the extensive dimension, i.e. how widespreadugdrbehaviour in a society is, must be
supplemented by knowledge of itdensivedimension, i.e. of those dispositions and attisude
that tolerate or encourage corruption. Finally, theropean added value through project
research consists not only in the innovative conee empirical approach to corruption.
Beyond this the project generated during its cotug®er synergies at academic/educational
and civil society level as well as co-operationhwitational and international anti-corruption
agencies throughout Europe.

The Target Groups

Target Group Politics

First, protocols of national parliamentary debated the EU Parliament on legislative anti-
corruption measures (legislative practice) andhanratification of international agreements
on combating corruption will be collected and asaly. Second, expert interviews will be
conducted with representatives of various politpaatties from the relevant parliamentary
committees or internal party commissions and witttypofficials.

Target Group Judiciary

National and EU legal regulations on corruptioraasndictable offence, as well as verdicts
from district and administrative courts on corroptcases will be collected and analysed.
Expert interviews will be conducted with state masors and representatives of chambers of
lawyers.

Target Group Police

Guidelines for investigating and prosecuting inalidé offences, as well as investigation
reports will be collected and analysed. Expertringavs will be conducted with police
officers in investigative units and criminal invigsition departments (if needed from
specialised anti-corruption departments and units).

Target Group Media

Background reporting and news reporting from naiarewspapers and broadcasting news
magazines on important corruption cases will béectdd and analysed. Expert interviews
will be conducted with journalists with experiennghese cases.

Target Group Civil Society

Statements and strategy papers issued by natiotiaaruption initiatives and published in
their official organs as discussion papers thak seéve participation in the public debate on
and struggle against corruption will be collected analysed. Expert interviews will be
conducted with volunteer or professional represests of these non-governmental
organisations.

Target Group Economy

Statements made by representatives of large cdrposasmall and mid-size businesses and
their associations, including professional assmmatand trade unions, will be generated and
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analysed. Expert interviews will be conducted vatiporate representatives from the fields
of both capital management and personnel policyyelsas from economic, industrial, and
employee associations (trade unions).

Applied Methods of Empirical Research
Content Analysis

Content analysis analyses not only the manifestecwrof the material — the concept of
content can be differentiated in:

« Themes and main ideas of the text as primary conten

« Context information as latent context. This secamah-explicit level of content analysis
is al the more important since our project aimsillaminating a) the conceptual
preconditions sustaining the perceptions of corompamong institutional actors and b)
the cultural patterns underlying both the anti-aption policies and the understanding of
corruption among the groups targeted by the préwemieasures.

These two levels of content analysis approach aterdonnected by making specific
inferences from the manifest content of corruptistourses to their inherent properties, that
is to say motivational resources, cultural belieéality assumptions, ethical values. For our
purpose content analysis means fitting the reseaatkrials into a model of communication:
It should be determined on what part of the comwation inferences shall be made to the
aspects of the communicator (experiences, beligpositions), to the situation of discourse
production, to the socio-cultural underpinningsrets we neither put any hypotheses to test
nor we validate or justificate a pre-existing thgobut rather look for a theoretical set
(patterns of argumentation or schemes of reasotimag)accounts for the research situation —
in our case societal perceptions of corruption # & As the Grounded Theory that stands
behind it the content analysis we are going toycaut moves inductively: the theoretical
insights aimed at will be discovered, developed pradisionally verified.
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Scheme: Data Collection, Data Ordering and Data Kais

) Data Analysis —) l
(4)
I Theory Development
Data Ordering (3) l
I Theory Saturation? Yes
Data Collection (2) l
I No l
Theoretical Sampling (1) G l Research Closure (6)

The circularity obvious in this scheme owes tofda that in a way the hermeneutical circle
holds true in the case of content analysis as Wélls means that unlike sampling done in
quantitative investigations, theoretical samplirammot be planned before embarking on a
grounded theory study. The specific sampling densiemerge during the research process
itself. This in turn can only be established thotlghanalysis of the data and the development
of the ordering codes and categories. Saturatethase codes/categories, when no additional
data can be found that can provide them furthepgmees. In other words no further data
could be supplied that function as instances ofdheategories. Of course since not all
categories are of equally relevant we should takmspto ensure that the core ones be
saturated. Theoretical sampling comes down in jmacterms to two sampling events: An
initial case is selected and, on the basis of #ta dnalysis pertaining to the case and hence
the emergent theory, additional cases are seletted.selection could be carried out either
by choosing a case a) to extent the emergent thbptg test it or ¢) to supply contradictory
outcomes (but for predictable reasons). As farhas dollection of data is concerned the
grounded theory approach favours the use of maltgdurces converging on the same
phenomenon. Data bases from different sources wiieiscope of property findings for the
categories. Since we will be dealing with six targeups/data bases this diversity criterion
can easily be matched. Ordering the data will i tdepend on the number of cases to be
evaluated — for our project a chronological orderdxample does not seem at first to make
much sense.

Codes/Categories Development

e Since content analysis boils down to systemati¢ teterpretation it all depends on a
reliable technique for compressing the propositiohthe text into few content categories
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based on an explicit rule of coding. Concerning thile the most important guideline
consists in making inferences based on the ideatiin of core characteristics of the
propositional content of the text. For their pdmede characteristics provide the basis for
forming the codes and their interrelationshipsggaties).

* In the framework of the qualitative content anaysinat we intent to undertake the
interpreting categories should be as near as gedsilthe materials gathered. This means
that we for the most part proceed inductively — dadelop the interpretation aspects step
by step abstracting them from the textual databBesadly speaking formulating codes
comes down to finding general variables that thegesitions or a cluster of propositions
in the analysed text are instances of.

* In contrast to an a priori coding that establistiescategories prior to the analysis based
upon certain theoretical presuppositions we foleooeoding method that relies itself on the
emergent meaningfulness of certain propositions. diherging coding is an open process
in that the exploration of the relevant data is centied by prior assumptions of what we
might discover. This is all the more important dwe face of the fact that we want to
prejudice neither the data choice nor the propmsali utterances of the actors. Because we
do not have to prepare an articulated problem iraace we rely on generating problem
cases all along the research process.

* The identification of characteristic features asllvés the inferential abstraction are
especially suitable to generate recurrent patterhsargumentation und schemes of
reasoning. With a certain interpretative skill thean be reconstructed on the basis of the
inductive references established by the codestegosaes.

Computer Software for Support of Qualitative Coht&nalysis

The ‘Atlas.ti’ qualitative data analysis softwarackage we will be working with supports
(but does not replace) the interpretation proces# helps considerably reducing the volume
of the propositional content of the texts undernaix@ation. There are two models of data
analysis within ‘Atlas.ti’: firstly the ‘textual hel’ that focuses on the raw data and comprises
procedures like text segmentation, coding and memikng; and secondly the ‘conceptual
level’ which concentrates on framework building idties such as interrelating codes,
concepts and categories to form theoretical netsvork
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1.2 Work performed, contractors involved, end resubk and policy related findings

Workpackage 1: Corruption in Germany: Perceptions @ Corruption and Anti-
corruption Policy

Contractors involved: Partner 1, University of Kondanz and Partner 2, University of
Tubingen, Germany (UKON, UTUE)*

Perceptions of Corruption in Germany
I. General description

The issue of perceptions of corruption in Germamyaaeneral societal level as well as in the
specific target groups, which had been the sulpédhe research, appears quite curious.
Consider for example the attitude of the policeceff, who was until his retirement one of the
most successful investigators and a well known gxpehe field of anticorruption: although
he spent half of his life fighting against corrgptiand for the optimisation of anticorruption
policies in Germany, he responded to the questiooutahis opinion on corruption in
Germany that there was no corruption at all. It vedsfirst quite perplexing for the
interviewers until we realised what he meant: thate is no petty corruption in the everyday
life of German citizens. His statement confirmecbanmonly shared experience. But in what
followed he made quite clear that the “lack” of regtion in everyday life — for example in
the relationship between a state official and antli- is only the “sunny side” of the German
public sphere. On the backstage there exists a toagjtion of widespread structural
corruption in the German society, for example ie tonstruction industry, in the health
service and in the supplier-industry for the autbigosector. What is striking is the fact that
petty and grand corruption are not only two typethe same phenomenon. On the level of
perception there is a systemic correlation.

Against this background the apparent frivolousestegnt of the police officer turns out to be
something more and something other than a simmeladical effect in the sense of the

rationalisation of a painful reality. The stateméiis the core of the problem of perceptions
of corruption in Germany as we want to demonstiatehis report on the basis of the

empirical data from our research. In order to fard explanation for these perceptions, we
relate these attitudes to the structural conssant determinant factors in the field of action
of the different target groups. Our analysis oy ain four different levels:

1. We reconstruct the semantic patterns of the pdamepiof the target groups on the
empirical basis of our data from the expert intews (text analyses).

2. We determine models of the pragmatic rules guidamg ideal-type actor in the
institutionalised fields of the target groups (@xttanalysis).

3.  We compare the results from both explorations agdtd explain why the actors’
perceptions are the way they are.

4. Finally we compare the perception patterns of &l target groups and outline an
empirical (“grounded”) theory of the perception ¢oiture) of corruption in Germany.

! According to Annex I. of the contract Partner hikgrsity of Konstanz and Partner 2: UniversityTabingen
worked together also during this project period.
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Il. End results

The interesting thing about perceptions of coruptin contemporary Germany is a kind of
contradiction: Although it generally seems thatténms of public perceptions the issue of
corruption is not a serious, or simply significanbblem confronting German society, there is
nevertheless lately a growing awareness of it lgalegcome a social facticity of considerable
gravity to be urgently dealt with. How is this pdoaical disparity to be explained? Whereas
perceptions of corruption in a wide sense (i.elipdife at large) refer to it being an extensive
social phenomenon, that is, a fact of everydaydifgetty corruption — that obviously does
not exist — the other type of corruption awarengsisits to there being certain domains in
society where corruption has become (or has corbe fmerceived as) a structural feature.

Such domains are politics (political corruptionflatonomy (economic corrupt conduct). As
regards the former the crucial issue is to tracengus for corrupt conduct by taking account
of whatforms societal perceptions of illegitimacy or ‘igelarity’ attached to practices can
take. Some indicators of perceived illegitimacy are forample: a) Violation of the
independence of the political parties or politipatty competition through one-sided forms of
donations; b) Lobbyism as a organised form of ‘caréhe political landscape’ — consulting
agencies in mediating between politics and econgojdParty financing as a means of party
control; d) Transfer of knowledge and/or administea know-how from the public to the
private sector;e) ‘Revolving door/multiple jobholding of MPs; and) ‘Outsourcing’
activities of the state administration.

The issue of political corruption revolves arour t(indissoluble) tension between the
rationality (i.e. optimising/securing access to powthe logic of power politics) on the one

hand, and the normativity (i.e. orientation to awbhiag the public good) of the rules of

political action on the other. On the contrary, vehdhe tension between rationality

requirements and normative attitudes seems to beessfully resolved are the domains of
judiciary and police. Attending to professional esilof legal expertise and investigative
intelligence prosecutors/judges and the police dotake at the same time a normative
approach that includes both everyday experiencepatitical, fiscal, economic, social and

other discourses, the ‘real life context’, as wéil.both domains one observes an effective
match between the formal legal framework and thkstsuntial professional pragmatics

including normative stances.

Turning to the field of economic corruption it igéresting to observe how despite the various
economic scandals that have shaken German puldimlithe past years there is apparently
no awareness of corruption having become a pensist@Et of economic action. Therefore it
Is significant that actors in the economical spherepresentatives from ‘capital’ as well as of
the ‘labour-force’, i.e. entrepreneurs, manageuragctionaries from industry-federations and
trade unions — contest that corruption is not acttiral, but an individual problem, not an
economical, but a psychological phenomenon (i.emioal energies’). However, there are
serious reasons to argue that the relation bet@weenomic rationality and corrupt conduct is
much more structural than commonly believed.

The reason is mainly that as habitualised pradtieecommitment to permanently raising
performance efficiency is often prone to corrupnhauact, because ‘the (economic) end
justifies the (norm-deviating) means’. As regardsraption abroad there is also something
else deserving attention: The issue of corruptionhe economic sphere is often a kind of
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disparity between subjective accounts of doing soal (or legally codified) perceptions of
wrong-doing to be thought of as a cognitive/beharablag: The perceptions guiding action
somehow fail to match up with what have become ms@wial perceptions determining
realities in the field of what counts as corruphdoct.

Talking about corruption perceptions means necigsalso taking account of the public
discourses of corruption that are dominated byrteslia and NGOs working in the anti-
corruption field. As regards the latter, mainly isparency International, the anti-corruption
work is not determined by beliefs of representation. The ilegity of civil society
organisations like TI rests not on representing-gxisting) interests, but on succeeding in
establishing the issue they stand for (for exanapie-corruption) as a social state of affairs
deserving public attention, organised action anstitutional policy making. Thus the
legitimacy of civil society activism boils down guccess (in making corruption an issue of
serious public concern) and this in turn is likearket place.

Other differences notwithstanding, there is a pattéd dealing with corruption observed in
the media: It revolves around the question whetbemuption should primarily be regarded as
a breach of trust in terms of human morality or enior technical terms as a control problem.
In general terms corruption is understood to benditator of the misuse of power (violation
of the ‘spirit of the constitution’, ‘nuisance’) dnas a failure of the institutionalised
procedures of the political system. Beyond this wmmn denominator there is a difference
because conservative and liberal mass media: Theefdollow an individualistic-functional
approach and perceive corruption as a mechanisselBpurification of the political system,
the latter follow a structural-normative approactu @onsider corruption as damaging social
norms.

Finally, reflecting on ways of fighting corruptidhe question emerges whether preventing
corruption should be recast in terms of a) tracdown the origins of corrupt conduct and b)
perceptions of and attitudes to ‘irregular’ (diséok, corrupt) regularities, because perceptions
of corruption rest upon normative attitudes andesssents of what counts as ‘irregular’
practice, corrupt conduct or wrong-doing. Thus,cpating corrupt conduct boils down to
becoming aware of ‘irregular’ regularities. In theost cases preventing corruption means
exposing the implicit improprieties of regular prees, or in other words, making the implicit
impropriety of corrupt conduct explicit through eflection on the rules governing practices
perceived illegitimate.

One way of tracing down ‘irregular’ (illegitimateorrupt) regularities is to point to the
contradiction between rationalities of action amdnmative stances. Consider for example the
contradiction public administrations become invdlve, when they adopt as working ethos
the rationality of private economic action: If thetionality of administrative action ought to
comply with the imperative of raising efficiencyhen the traditional norms and rules
regulating practices of public offices (i.e. thermativity of promoting the common good)
should be substituted by performance rules pertgito economic rationality. What in this
case is perceived as illegitimate or potentiallyrgpt rests upon long-standing beliefs that
performances of public policies (ought to) havecammative status (i.e. value orientation)
beyond any specific rationalities, whether procatjyolitical or economic.
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[ll. Policy related findings

Being of a social nature, the semantics of corraphduct extend beyond what the
classificatory definitions of penal law circums@&ibhs a criminal deed. At the same time its
pragmatic dimension, that is, its embeddednessediosultural forms of action, often proves
to be broader than current definitions. Howevers hoes not mean that tracing corrupt
conduct beyond the field of legal regulations canredy on certain guiding assumptions
about how to come to grips with it by providing somspecifications. One way to come to
terms with such a specification is treating pragiof corrupt conduct as consisting in
(perceived) ‘irregular’ regularities. What doesrpaved irregularity’ mean though? Besides,
the notion pinpoints the distinction to be madéha practices of corrupt conduct between the
status and the attitude/perception of this stalbe. former pertains to is what is laid down
and defined as corruption by legal regulationscgan rules and policy measures; the latter
circumscribes what is taken to be corrupt. Thisimision is of course a reformulation of the
difference between the normative status of a pacfjusually codified in law and
institutionalised) and the normative attitude tattbtatus. Not everything having the status of
corrupt practice is also regarded as such, andersely, not everything perceived to be
corrupt conduct need be conferred that status.

Now, if the issue of perceiving the grounds uponcittorruption emerges is of fundamental
importance for both investigation/prosecution atieég and the wide societal awareness of
wrong-doing, the question of preventing corruptioost be recast in terms of tracing down
the origins of corrupt conduct and in terms of petons of and attitudes to ‘irregular’
regularities. It goes without question that théelatannot be defined once and for all: how the
rules of practices are perceived ‘distorted’ omrfapted’, how certain regular practices come
to be perceived as implicitly containing some elemef wrong-doing, in what ways
habitualised practices turn out to be viewed asetbimg that ought not to be — all these
questions depend both on the legal framework ahdf 8 even more important in the present
context, on socio-cultural patterns of perceptioormative attitudes and action. Normative
attitudes and assessments of practices sustaiegents of ‘irregularities’ or wrong-doing.
This means that apart from everything else premgrar fighting practices of corrupt conduct
essentially depends on societal attitudes that disposed to treat certain practices or
performances under normative assessments, th& itseat or view them as improper or
illegitimate. How such dispositions come about amat exactly the factors are that influence
their emergence are of course questions that cam$®&ered only by taking into account the
particular socio-cultural contexts. However, thet fdnat there are more or less clear societal
perceptions and claims of what can reasonably bsidered illegitimate, let alone criminal,
provides a basis upon which reflections on prewenfiolicies can be based. Since it is not
our task to delineate all possible fields, in whipbrceptions of and attitudes towards
improprieties of practice can be observed, we camsburselves to taking account of those
fields, in which they are bound to arise.

Such a field is for example the vast arena of (arge) relations between the political and the
economic sphere of practices. Since in this casemdalking about regular practices that
(should be) are subject to normative assessmeid,rélatively easy to draw some typical
contours regarding perceptions of impropriety/iliegacy. Consider the huge array of cases
in which there is a shift of positions between podi and private economy: for example the
fact that politicians switch to private businessmediately after quitting or retiring from
politics is often perceived as illegitimate. Thisrgeption/attitude is based on the assessment
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that the rules governing political performancesndbaccord with those followed in pursuing
private economic interests. A possible approacheigatively sanction such practices would
be to prolong the waiting period up to two years.

However, in this case as in many others too, tigatee attitude towards the ‘revolving door’
phenomenon can easily come into conflict with othermative assessments of what is
normatively considered as freedom of individual icharegarding job and career planning.
The problem, in other words, consists in the cohfbf normative attitudes, which is always
bound to arise to the extent that the normativenclaf ‘irregularity’ cannot be the only
normative standpoint to be taken. Because there ataays be other perspectives of
normative significance, societal perceptions ofr@or conduct have in a certain sense an
unstable ground, because an equally convincingsassnt in favour of the unavoidability of
‘irregular’ law-deviations can be counterpoised &very normative assessment of
‘irregularity’.

Consider for example the wavering attitude of sqrags of the business world towards the
issue of briberies abroad. To be sure, there msadf regulations forbidding such methods of
doing business and public consciousness has cotakda rather negative attitude against it.
Nevertheless, there exists a certain understaratingerning these practices relying upon two
arguments: firstly there are a number of countriesyhich foreign investors are generally
expected to pay bribes for ‘cultural or other rees@nd secondly the ruthless international
competition in the wake of the globalised econorrgres too strong a pressure on private
businesses to ignore certain options. The sanreasin the case of ministerial bureaucracies
making use of external experts in drafting lawsth@ligh according to a social normative
attitude such use of foreign (external) expertiseutd be viewed as contradictory to the
claims of impartiality and objective rationality tiie state bureaucracy, it is nevertheless
considered unavoidable regarding the complexite®lved in law-making procedures that
demand non-normative, technocratic approaches.

The problem that the perception of what should basidered ‘irregular’, improper or
illegitimate is neutralised by apparently non-notine attitudes is aggravated by the ever
growing disposition to follow value oriented rule$ action only to the extent that they
comply with or do not decisively go against theidogf performance success. Most apparent
in this regard is the unconditioned will to optimisuccess in the sphere of economic action.
The Siemens case, for example, is characteristthisfattitude: not only could the products
have found potential buyers without the companynteso bribery - some apparently
promising decisions have also had disastrous sffiectthe employees of the company. The
fact that the neutralisation of normative attitudas be observed on a wide societal scale can
be an indicator of a cultural permissiveness raggrdorrupt conduct, the latter in turn being
the result of a deep rooted possessive individuahifose value and orientation co-ordinates
obviously run contrary to the ethics of heedinghte public good.

Another field, in which normative perceptions oétlirregularity’ of practices collide with a

certain understanding of regularity concerns (camde in the context of party spending.
Excessive party spending (that more often thandeepens the dependencies of politics on
private economic interests, thus generating suspsciof corrupt conduct) is usually

buttressed by the argument that raising the volafrgpending guarantees fair competition in
the framework of party competition. In this case al® are dealing with the aforementioned
confounding of normative and non-normative attisjdgince the political parties perceive
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expansive spending as a means to secure equalityaotes and fair competition. Now, it is
not easy to dismiss such an attitude as unfoundesk svhat counts as the fair play of
(political) forces is essentially mediated by tlogoas’ (the politicians’) perceptions of how to
regard party competition as fair and therefore @& restricted to purely political and
institutional arrangements.

However, societal perceptions of possible corrgpideict can legitimately raise the claim of
wrong-doing taking place to the extent that thay ceke a strong case out of the observation
that the politicians’ understanding of what regut@mpetition is about confounds the
applicable competition rules in the political andoeomic system. This means that
perceptions and criticism of the current party ficiag and spending practices are legitimated
in so far as they can demonstrate that the pdalit&i understanding of fair play rests upon
deeply anchored perceptions of the necessity lberdl economics of equal chances to apply
to all realms of public and private life — accoglito this understanding political competition
should function as (non-normative) economic contipeti This is (should be) wrong, because
competitive democratic politics rely on open contpet governed by normative and
institutionalised assumptions of equality (of ches)oof participation). In contrast to markets
and market economic theory, where equality is at been as a starting point, there is a broad
consensus that in the context of democraticallyonat politics competitive forces will be
integrated into broadly-accepted public policidgttis, into a normative context containing
public values.

As regards all those practices in and through whmitical or administrative knowledge and
policy making know-how flow into the sphere of @ie interests, they lie beyond what is
perceived from the legal point of view as a possiibject of immediate prosecution interest.
Although it is doubtful whether there could everdeegulatory framework establishing the
rules according to which such transfer practicesikhbe carried out, the issue does not seem
to be of paramount importance regarding judiciati-eorruption policies. Nevertheless,
societal attitudes that confront such practiceshvat critical disposition sustained by a
perception of illegitimacy (i.e. negative assessesf ‘irregularity’) already dispose of
means of sanctioning them. In theoretical terms tbapacity to sanction perceived
illegitimacies can be called negative reinforcemeetceiving and treating such practices as
‘irregular means responding to them in such a wayo make them less likely in the future.
In practical terms negative reinforcement boils dote the withdrawal of political and
electoral confidence.

Against this background is evident that beyondgigere of rules defining judicial and penal
prosecution, tracing down the origins of corruptnagoct opens up a huge field of
considerations on how the rules implicit in somactices come to be perceived as ‘irregular’
or improper. Although no definite answer can beegiwhen and under what circumstances
perceptions of and negative attitudes towards ogpare, i.e. ‘irregular’ regularities or
distorted rules of practices in a general sendse,ait should be clear by the way of the
analysis undertaken here that tracing ‘irregukesitin the course of practices means exposing
their implicit improprieties. Now, one cardinal wayaccount for the latter is to question how
practices of social perception (can emerge) that(oca ought to) be subjected to negative
assessment. More often than not the later is ameisd exposing the ‘irregularities’ of
(corrupt) practices by making their normative ingety explicit.

22



> 4 [ crime )
C [ culture

Workpackage 2: Public Perceptions of Corruption andAnti-corruption in Bulgaria

Contractor involved: Partner 3, Centre for Liberal Strategies, Sofia, Bulgaria (CLS)

I. General description

The study within Workpackage 2 - Public Perceptioh€orruption and Anti-corruption in
Bulgaria aims to explore the way in which corruptiand anti-corruption are understood at
the ‘everyday’ level and why anti-corruption measuimplemented so far have not managed
to achieve the initially planned results. By inwgating the correspondence/discrepancy
between the perceptions of corruption and antiugion grounded in the anti-corruption
programmes and those of the political and admatise decision-makers, the research team
aims to develop means to optimise corruption prégen

During the third year of the project implementatidhe research team at the Centre for
Liberal Strategies worked towards several majoecijes. Based on the results from the first
and second research stages a final evaluation eofptrception of corruption and anti-
corruption in Bulgaria was drafted. The third stién report focused on corruption and
anticorruption perceptions of the six target groupsuded in the project and attempted to
reconstruct existing logics of understanding ofhbphenomena. Similarities and differences
between the findings from first and second resepectod were discussed and analysed.

The research findings were disseminated by theeprégam to policy makers, NGO activists,
politicians, business leaders, media and publiarge. Several articles in the national press
on the topic of corruption were published by thambers of the research team that presented
parts of the project findings. One member of theSGksearch team participated in the final
project conference that was held in Brussels oy 3@ 2009.

[I. End results
1. Principal differentiation:

1. Structural components (transition period): The aesle period is characterized by
Bulgaria’s ambition to become a member of the EWi¢W it has become in 2007). To
fulfill this ambition, certain demands of the EUdnht be fulfilled that can be subsumed
under the notion of democratization including measwagainst corruption. This has had
different consequences:

a) Industries that were under control of the si@tieing the communist era had to be
privatized. Concerning this matter the ruling pestihat were oriented towards the EU had an
interest to sell these industries to internationaestors, whereas the opposition focused more
on national interests and favored national investdhis gave place to mutual accusations of
corruption: The government was accused of disréggrthe national interests (see below),
the opposition was accused of following their matar interests rather than those of the
country (e. g. in the case of the tobacco industngre one of the parties — the MRF, the
political representation of the ethnic Turks in @aria — had the opportunity to “buy votes”
since the tobacco industry is ruled by ethnic Turks
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b) The financing of the political parties had bgeacarious because of the lack of sufficient
sources of funding referring to the state and mestije fees. Other sources had to be tapped,
especially donors of the private industry. Since #xisting laws (up to an amendment in
2006) were not adequate to regulate this practicesdwere open to corruption or at least to
according accusations.

c) Due to the lack of experience foreign expertdijpal and economical) were invited to the
country. These ‘borrowed’ forces brought with thémeir own interests or those of their
actual employers that were not identical with taéonal interests of Bulgaria. The same goes
for the financiers who were lending money to thentoy. In summary, some of the persons
responsible for privatization acts had allegiantetormer colleagues and friends who work
for Western companies.

d) The distribution of competences between poliicd judiciary were not clear as a result of
the missing democratic heritage. Because of tresgivernment was able to take back a
juridical decision against their privatization gylj arguing that the court was not to decide on
the economic expedience of the deal, but only ®canhformity to the law. This restriction of
the courts led to a minimization of according judgns and to a public perception that the
fight against corruption is ineffective.

e) The introduction of democratic elections haddffect of a “marketisation of politics” that
causes various discourse strategies.

2. Discourse strategies:

a) The depleting of certain resources for politicadbilization (ideology and patronage) in
Bulgaria forces the political parties to draw mbeavily on another one: the anti-corruption
discourse which in this way becomes an implicatibpolitical interests.

b) Measures against corruption in this sense asayaof gaining control over the political
discourse. The crucial point in this referencehis eéstablishment of “discourse coalitions”.
These are of specific interest for the governmdmtlkvotherwise tends to become isolated in
the anti-corruption discourse because of its oalfynlegalistic conception of corruption (see
below). For example, the government can try toldistaa discourse coalition with the media,
accepting their more broad definition of corrupteomd ‘feeding’ them with information about
cases of corruption which complement their interastbreaking news”, knowing that the
media interest is not as great in long term, in8tihal amendments as in personal exchange
respectively scandals.

c) The concepts of corruption vary — initially —tkvithe political position: Largely, when in
power, politicians tend to support a legalisticwiaccording to which actions in conformity
with the law cannot be corrupt. On the other haditicians while in opposition claim that
corrupt behavior can be more broadly defined a®ffense against the national interest.
Because of the aforementioned risk of discourskatism the government overcomes their
initial definition as too narrow.

The consequence of all these points is a considerateach between an inflationary
corruption discourse on the one hand and a veryl smaber of actual juridical judgments
on the other: when cases reach the courts, coorugtiriously shrinks. The EU tends to
criticize only the lack of judgements, disregardihg possibility that there could be more
cases of accusations of corruption than actuabption itself. As a result of the inflationary
corruption discourse one can observe the publicgmtion of an all-encompassing corruption,
creating a situation in which populists can eagdin votes by promising unrealistic measures
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against corruption. Therefore the last electionBufgaria have all been characterized by such
promises to the effect that none of the ruling iparcould win a second mandate. As a
consequence of these regular regime changes, therdack of continuity regarding anti-
corruption policy and a complementary lack of lavioecement.

3. Four Theses:

a) In Bulgaria a transition is taking place towardsusaderstanding of corruption, which
transcends the accepted everyday meaning of thel.war everyday parlance,
corruption usually signifies a specific, illegal tlegitimate transaction — a quid pro
quo situation. Debates on corruption generally tsfaom this quid pro quo
understanding, but then usually they replace witimwiech broader understanding of
corruption, which generally means bad governmentgsponsive government,
government not in the interest of all.

b) What we are experiencing in Bulgaria is the profbupoliticisation of the
understanding of corruption. Corruption discourae heen transformed into a tool for
everyday politics.

c) The Bulgarian case study demonstrates that the orarérationalises” anticorruption
discourse, the more one “disenchants” the antiugdion world (in the Weberian
sense), the more anti-corruption magicians andreepees emerge.

d) The forming of discourse coalitions (e.g. betweeilitips and civil society) tends to
“de-politicise” corruption as an issue. “De-polisation” does not mean the removal
of anti-corruption measures from the field of potas such, but the devaluation of
the issue as a means in party struggle: Partidd baalitions — with other parties or
other target groups — to the effect that the chariggovernment is no longer seen as
the key measure to be taken and that instead kEmg-tinstitutional anti-corruption
measures are being favored.

[ll. Policy related findings

Prevention of corruption is the point where the apfon and the government differ mostly
in Bulgaria. The former see the most important mess in terms of political changes:

personnel changes, and eventually government charigeey stress the “lack of political

will” argument a lot. Governing parties, not sugmgly, stress more long-term institutional
reforms, the setting up of commissions and oth&rcamruption bodies. Other anti-corruption

measures, as awareness raising, public educationae also popular among governing
elites. Finally, co-operation with civil society dhe issue of corruption becomes of crucial
importance both for the governing and the oppasitibhis paradoxically brings these two
together, because both of them look for cooperatdth one and the same actors.
Paradoxically, cooperation with the same actorgnfroivil society leads to a certain

“depoliticisation” of anti-corruption, despite tlatempts of the opposition to “politicise” the
issue.

The respondents of the Target Group Judiciary thiak too much attention is paid to laws
and formal rules and procedures at the expensenfofmal institutions and education.
Legislative and administrative measures could helgounteract corruption but only to a
certain extent. They can help optimise and regutdtehe pubic sphere so to limit the
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opportunities for corruption. They are importargtmmments indeed but they are not the first
ones in importance. The second and more impor&rafsmeasures involves moral education
and prevention of corruption. Practically this meagtentification of the cultural roots of the
problem and addressing them. A good example o€diteral conditioning of corruption can
be seen in the educational system: it is believed there is nothing wrong with giving
presents to the teachers, and at the same timeetsabave the discretion of giving grades
that may be crucial to the future prospects ofdiuglents. Another similar example would be
the common practice of providing false witness rienfds, who need it to facilitate their
divorce cases in the court. Given that situatibere are crucial roles to be played by civil
society structures like the churches for exampleer& is a strong correlation between the role
of the church and the crime rate in a given societyfortunately, the Bulgarian Orthodox
Church, which is traditionally the most influent@iurch in the country, nowadays has very
little influence on the public. There are not maxtlyer genuine civil society organisations and
NGOs that might bring a real change in this respéber. The media also have a major role
to play in educating society and raising its matahdards of the society but the problem is
that the Bulgarian media are largely commercial @du@dcorruption discourse is often used in
a tabloid manner, which has led to a growing ttisaion of the topic.

According to media representatives anti-corruptiseasures cannot succeed in their current
form for one main reason: the major actor thatxigeeted to fight corruption, the political
class, is deeply corrupt itself. It is hardly areed¢hat being a politician is indeed a business
enterprise. This is the way in which politics fupos and the political system recruits
politicians. Reforms, to the extent they exist maqgtice, concern only general normative
measures that are implemented so as to allow ®epre the status quo almost untouched.
One possible anti-corruption strategy, accordingptwnalists, would be a dramatic reduction
of the state presence in the economy. This, ofsspuwrannot lead to a complete eradication of
corruption, but the opportunities for its occurrengould be significantly limited. Another
idea for optimising the anti-corruption activitiasthe level of the state is a reorganization of
the system of powers in Bulgaria and in particttansferring the Prosecutor's Office from
the judicial to executive branch of power.

The media are the only arena left where a corrapsicandal can be revealed and made
available to the public. Unfortunately, the qualitfyjournalism in Bulgaria is very low and
corruption investigation is not always done in best possible way. Another problem is that
continuous corruption rhetoric has made the petmpézant to corruption. They are convinced
that the country is lost in corruption and the naedtiaintains these perceptions stimulating
passive instead of proactive citizens' behaviolre Tack of clear institutional response to
corruption scandals in combination with the sitoiatin the media described above leads to a
social normalisation of the phenomenon of corruptioPolitical parties use the
corruption/anti-corruption discourse only in iteaity to mobilize the public when trying to
deal with their political rivals. When in power, lpigians make use of information and
investigative powers they control to accuse theadpcessors of corruption. If however, these
parties remain in the government as coalition gastrthen all information about possible
corruption activities is concealed in the nametbe political stability of the coalition.

The role of NGOs in preventing and counteractingwaion is ambiguous. It has many

positive effects: it creates expert knowledge ahibat problem and promotes some anti-
corruption measures in the legislation. On the roflaad, it has some negative effects as well:
its excessive focus on raising public awarenessitatarruption is one of the major reasons
for normalisation of the topic and social tolerataward the problem. In the time when there
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were such awareness campaigns the public percepdibaut corruption (measured by the
same NGOs that organised these campaigns) wenthighy After the funding for similar
sort of activities decreased the public perceptahdstoo.

Similarly to the journalists the representativestloé Police and the Prosecutor's Office
believe that it is unrealistic to expect that tiditcal system can do something to limit or
prevent corruption, since the way in which it fuaos is determined by the corruption
exchanges. The state has established formal amtiption bodies and structures, but they
have no real powers and function on a very geneval. One way to tackle corruption would
be to establish Ethical Commissions at all pubhstitutions that have the power to
investigate every single complaint of corruptioedi by the citizens and companies. Another
way would be to establish special investigativeiinsons to deal exclusively with corruption
cases. In order to be effective, these institutioaed to be independent and capable to
investigate separate cases of corruption. This dveetiously threaten the politicians' interests
and therefore it is less likely that they wouldouall for such institutions to exist. The
respondents from this target groups are sceptlwalitathe possible anti-corruption roles of
political parties, the media, the NGOs, and thartass circles. The political parties are seen
as the major engine of corruption in society anerdfore it cannot be expected that they
would be the ones to initiate anti-corruption refsr The media are seen largely dependent
on various political and business interests andetbee incapable of investigating and
revealing cases of corruption to the public in a/wat might bring real change. NGOs are
perceived as similarly inefficient, as in most ca#®ey are related to certain political parties
and do not truly represent the civil society in to@intry.

One set of anti-corruption ideas by NGOs represeetaconcerns the possible improvement
of existing anti-corruption measures in terms dtdyecoordination and implementation. The
reason for the poor effectiveness of anti-corrupstrategies is not that much in the balance
of powers, but rather in the lack of effective natgion and cooperation between the agencies
engaged in counteracting corruption. The fight agfacorruption crimes requires the joint
efforts of many institutions. This is the job natlyof prosecutors, but also of the court, anti-
corruption commissions, the government, etc. Anogineblem of a similar nature is the lack
of transparency in the work of anti-corruption kesdthemselves, which leads to more public
distrust in the capacity of the system to countecacruption. The major conclusion is that in
terms of legislation and institutions building,cd has been done already. The problem is that
the institutions do not use the powers they hav&lloextent ant this is where the efforts
should focus. If however, a new institution is ® dstablished, this could be only a special
anti-corruption agency. In order to be efficienshould be within the prosecutor’s office and
should have large investigative powers. There ineed for other anti-corruption bodies,
such as the Commission for the fight against cdioapat the Council of Ministers, because
all they can do is in to educate, produce brochued monitor the implementation of action
plans. Efficient anti-corruption activities, howeyeequire investigative powers in order to
punish persons involved in corruption and in thsywlay a prevention role in society at
large. As regards the question about the focus sfic@essful anti-corruption strategy, the
respondents believe that it should be placed oh ¢@tnd and petty corruption. This requires
that bout approaches the top-down and the bottomre@mpplied in parallel. On the level of
grand corruption, the focus should be on transggrand control of party financing, which is
the main engine of corruption in politics. On tleedl of petty corruption, the first step is to
narrow the popular perception about corruption.r@aron is cited as an explanation for too
many different problems, which are not related doruption. This lack of understanding of
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the essence of the phenomenon reflects on thersiperceptions and leads to exaggerated
levels in the perception of the phenomenon. The Bl@&presentatives consider the lack of
good investigative journalism in Bulgaria to beiges shortcoming of the anti-corruption
efforts in the country. According to them, the miajole of media is to work on particular
cases of corruption. The lack of investigative ciyaamongst journalists is considered to be
the main reason for the poor media coverage otothie of corruption.

Since corruption has different manifestations, éhghould not be a single anti-corruption
strategy. However, one general strategy can be taskehit corruption at lower levels. This
reorganization of the public sphere involves reiduncbf the state influence and introduction
of clear rules and procedures. In many fields inctvipublic resources are spent (healthcare
for example) corruption is not the cause of thebfmm but it is rather an negative outcome as
a result of the system mismanagement. In such cas@mple reorganization of the system
towards better management would limit corruptiostalBlishment of new state institutions
meant to fight corruption would not help much siméblic trust in the state institutions is
very low. The general public's perception is thattitutions are often established not to
improve the quality of the governance but rathecr®ate new power opportunities for the
ruling parties. Introduction of transparency in tbcess of public decisions making could
help to limit corruption significantly. It is imptant, however, that this transparency is
achieved in an impartial way through the use of testhinologies and media like the internet,
rather than traditional media, which has lost mothts public confidence. Persistence in
teaching social values to the young generatioss isnportant factor that might play certain
role in reducing corruption in the country. Howeverspondents admit that changing social
values would require a lot of time and effort.

It is unrealistic to expect that political partiesuld initiate reforms that might bring positive
change to the process of counteracting corruptioa t the fact that they are the major
vehicle of corruption. The lack of interest in pick has led to parties commercialisation and
clientalisation. Corruption to a great extent expaand rationalises their existence. It is also
unrealistic to expect that business organisatioightrcontribute significantly to the anti-
corruption efforts since they are private organared that are primarily led by their private
interests. This does not concern the low level atstrative corruption, in which removal all
businesses have questionable common interest.

In general, the media are of great significanceefary anti-corruption strategy. In particular
there are not many media in Bulgaria that enjoysm®rable level independence. Most of
them follow certain private interests. There israspmption in theory, which assumes that
existence of many media representing differentr@steand views might lead to relative
balance in information. However, in practice, ieses that media have concluded unwritten
agreement to exclude certain topics from the pul#icate. Successfully anti-petty corruption
strategies would make ordinary citizens more ogfilmiabout the fairness of the democratic
governance as whole. This in turn will have a pesiaffect on social values that do not
tolerate corrupt behaviour within society. Evenltyialinder such circumstances, the citizens
would be perhaps more willing to vote for non-cetrpoliticians and political parties. All
this however seems too simple to be true. The temuof corruption in Bulgaria cannot be
considered in isolation from the overall politicahd social situation. Anti-corruption
measures cannot be successful unless intertwingdting overall development of democracy
in the country and solving the problems such asloleering interest and confidence in
politics, and the increasing comersalisation ofggbktical process.

28



> 4 [ crime )
C [ culture

Workpackage 3: Cultural and Institutional Aspects d Corruption in Romania

Contractor involved: Partner 4, Research Institutefor the Quality of Life — Romanian
Academy, Bucharest, Romania (ICCV)

I. General description

The major objective of the third research period w@ identify the patterns of perceptions

towards combating corruption on national levédle results of the first two stages of research
constituted the starting point of the analysis. Titexrature on corruption and international

reports on corruption have been also used.

The efforts have been concentrated towards desgridpeneral evaluations of anticorruption
fight and pointing out to broad assessments ofrffandertaken against corruption in
Romania. The evaluations came from the six targetigs on which the project focused:
economy, politics, civil society, media, police gadiciary. Where possible, comparison with
other assessments present in international repagsemployed in order to situate our data in
perspective and gain deeper insight into the patef perception towards anticorruption
fight.

The analysis used a Grounded Theory approach ai@ingeconstructing the profile of
corruption in Romania as revealed by perceptionwatds the phenomenon. This
methodology entails a bottom-up approach which ctiglaly derives theory from empirical
data. In our case, the analysis aimed to contributhe generation of a substantive level
theory of corruption. Such a theory entailed esalypseveral stefs highlighting the content
(definitions, characteristics) of the core categofythe study (corruption), exploring the
causal conditions that influence the phenomenamtitying the actions or interactions that
result from the central phenomenon (anticorrupgtforts) and delineating the consequences
of the phenomenon.

While during the first two stages, we concentraieaxplaining corruption through the use of

perceptions, the third period of the research ptdmcused on identifying the perceptions in

regard to anticorruption fight in Romania by purgusix main directions: assessments of the
fight against corruption, barriers and difficulti@s the fight against corruption, actors to

whom are assigned important roles in fighting thermmenon, values promoted by the fight,
general orientation of the efforts targeting cotip and future directions of the fight.

Il. End results

Can there be such a thing as a corrupt countryowitbhorrupt people? For some politicians in
Romania this is no paradox at all, for it can prettell be the case that the institutional
framework provides the legal regulations to detatl sanction corrupt conduct, but the
prosecution and indictment ‘output’ nevertheledks faery much short of standing up to the
needs of effective punishment. Across all the Ta@®ups one encounters the widespread
belief that, rather than being an institution datkd to prosecuting corruption, the judiciary is
on the contrary its main structural cause. In #efof this, the aforementioned paradox can

2 Adapted from Strauss and Corbin (1990)
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be rendered intelligible by claiming that everybddiges corruption for granted, but (almost)
nobody, at least nobody that matters, seems t@loerésponsible or guilty.

Thus, the judicial way of understanding ‘corruptiotry without corrupt people’ would be to
point to the insoluble tension between generals®dupt conduct one the one hand, and the
extreme difficulty of breaking down this generality determinate corruption cases to be
sanctioned by justice on the other. The other wiagxplaining it is to connect perceptions of
diffused corruption in Romanian society to the amass that corruption has developed into a
complex mechanism that aggregates multiple interesirging a ‘thick fabric’ of
interdependencies, mutual liabilities and law-deng networks spreading across all social
fields.

Which phenomena can perceptions of diffused coaopbe shown to rest upon? a) The
‘thick fabric’ of corrupt networking as a form of ‘Mafia ensemble’ involving politicians,
policemen and public administration servants; b)the framework of privatisation the
ensemble of intermingling interests consisting sehof positions in the political, economical
and judiciary system; c) The permanent law-deviptinextra-institutional exchange relations
between business and political worlds; d) Turnimgditigs into a personal business as a
network that transcends party boundaries and bsarttke variety of corrupt practices across
the political spectrum together; e) Disposing dblpuproperty for party-political purposes; f)
lllicit transactions between politics and civil ¢areconomic) society, public funds being
diverted to political activities through the medbat of NGO’s and private companies; and g)
Relationships and personal allegiances from thenmonnst past constituting a form of social
capital.

[ll. Policy related findings

What seems to be the characteristic feature otiptian perceptions in Romania is a kind of
mental habitus of turning corrupt conduct into adividual right and in turn a social norm
everybody must but observe under the existing stétaffairs. ‘Rightful’ corruption is
perceived and practised not only on the groundi&egitimate’ privileges accruing to certain
social positions though. It is often buttressed/agous supplementary beliefs about it having
a compensatory function. This consists in a) corsging for low income levels, b)
compensating for perceived inequalities regarding telation between effort/work and
reward; and c) compensatory claims as lingeringot$funder the former communist regime.
What generally seems to bring together the vareggects of the mentality of ‘righteous’
corrupt conduct is the intersection of two setsegfularised law-deviating practices: one has
its origins in the economy of state managed scawfitthe communist past, the other is a
concomitant of the mechanisms by means of whichirdlresformation of Romanian society
from communism to market economy has taken place.

As regards the former, corruption as a mechanismoofpensating for perceived injustices
still rests on the people’s ‘legitimate’ corruptitimt under communism functioned as a re-
allocation of the system of scarce resources. k®rcommunist ruling classes, on the other
hand, ‘legitimate’ corruption had functioned ast@esng mechanism of resource allocation.
Thus, one of the legacies of communism is a culbdireorruption to the extent that all sorts
of constraint, coercion and inescapability underacbmmunist regime of scarcity created over
the time firm orientations for action and patteoisdispositions sustaining the practices of
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‘legitimate’ corrupt appropriation of public resaes. As regards ‘rightful’ corruption forged

during the transition period, the ways in which gedy transfer and institutional/social

change took place rested upon firm and long-standheliefs and perceptions of why a
‘rightful’ appropriation of resources by means airrciption was not only unavoidable, but
also desirous. A great deal of the rules govermngperty transfer and privatisation thus
consisted in adapting the communist culture ofcallmg resources by means of corruption to
the exigencies of the new redistribution rules ated by the forced and fraudulent
privatisation process.

Taken together these two sets of regularised laviatieg practices have resulted in ‘spaga’
(petit corruption) and ‘mita’ (grand scale corrgpt) becoming interchangeable patterns of
corrupt behaviour in the ordinary perceptions @& gopulation. High level corruption could
mingle with ordinary petit corruption, giving rig®e such ubiquitous notions as ‘corrupt
country’ to the extent that the more successful stathle the fraudulent methods of wealth
accumulation became, the more likely it becamdlermasses to disregard any form of law-
conforming behaviour, or to perceive that the améyy to cope with and take advantage of the
possibilities the new situation offered was bemgifrom lawbreaking themselves.

On the level of contemporary corruption discour$es, aspects deserve peculiar attention: a)
the politicisation of the anticorruption fight (i.eorruption as a means of party political
competition) and b) collective representations d€@rupt country’ launched by the mass
media. Like in other post-communist regimes ridihg anti-corruption ticket has become a
steady factor in Romanian politics. As regardsrtteglia one also observes an inflationary use
of the notion of corruption. Taken together botlvéhanade out of ‘corruption’” a catch-all
term purporting to cover all sorts of deficienciesawbacks, failures and malfunctions
besetting contemporary Romanian society — a parggio term designating the whole (of
society, politics and economics) gone wrong.

In a certain way the facts and perceptions of widesd corruption in Romanian society bring

very clearly the question of how to cope with itthe fore. For one thing, what seems to be
beyond doubt is the deficiency of a purely ‘top-ad@approach that purports to deal with the

phenomenon head on deploying mainly sanction galieind penal regulations. One major

cause for the persistence of corruption as a siraicbroblem of Romanian society is seen to
be the fact that the legislative changes of thenmepast have not been able to ‘triple down’,

that is, to affect directly daily life. There iskand of rupture observed between the legal and
administrative culture of anti-corruption policies the one hand, and the culture of everyday
practices being heavily burdened by corrupt condadhe other.

On this point it is not only the solely adminisivat approach to blame though. As ‘corrupt
country without corrupt people’ immediately suggest is not the incapacity, but rather the
unwillingness of the judiciary, if not complicityith and involvement in corrupt practices, to
bring corruption cases to an end with sentences dhases the most damage. Therefore
focussing on the deficits of law enforcement resgltfrom the low performance of the
judiciary is of great importance for any effectigati-corruption policy, for there are two
crucial aspects involved: The first one concerrs phinciple of integrity as fundamental
value component of the democratisation processivistitg the (personnel of) the justice
apparatus to observe the value of integrity meam&img a further step in advancing
institutional democratisation, because it contelsuto a) strengthening justice against the
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pressure from politics and business (mainly throlagimer ‘Securitate’) and b) promoting the
independence of prosecutors in relation to thgiesors. The second aspect refers to raising
the performance of justice in terms of increasing humber of sentences as a means of
cultural politics. Breaking the power of corruptigerceptions such as those leading to
judgements like ‘corrupt country without corruptopé’ could help boost anti-corruption
efforts and citizens’ confidence in the state m&tbns as the most important legitimation
source.

Much more difficult, at least in short terms, isdeal with the problem of how to connect
anti-corruption efforts to the pervasive mentatifynorm-violation as individualist strategy of
quick enrichment or, in terms of everyday practicgsgetting by with the poor performance
of the institutions in the health, education andluadministration sector. The situation
becomes further aggravated through a) the wideadpbeliefs of and distress from the acute
inequality characterising contemporary Romania, ahdhe considerably raised level of
corruption awareness resulting from the processtafgration to the EU. As regards the
former it is beyond doubt that a great deal ofdiused perceptions of injustice rests upon
everyday certainties about wealth and corruptiangadissolubly mingled in contemporary
Romanian society. The patterns of economic achiememnd success established during the
transition period are currently felt to be in stadntrast to social values regulating just and
legitimate relations between work and reward. Tiogeg apart from general policy measures
and efforts on the part of the state to raise #iréopmance standards of public services what
any long-term anti-corruption policy must take aatio of is the need of thoroughly
reassessing the necessity of binding and legitis@teal norms and values.

The societal and institutional developments up e EU-accession of the country have
undeniably contributed to raising the awarenesha acute the problem of corruption
currently is. Over the last 15 years the Europeahiaternational anti-corruption discourse
has set the standards of connecting the level mibdeatisation and good governance to that
of corruption. Now, the problem Romania and othestysocialist states that have joined the
EU are confronted with is how to make institutionsyms and behaviours match up with
these standards. To be sure, they have acceptssl stendards as guidelines of state policies
and the population has to a large extent adopiedidw of being a European. Nevertheless,
this does not mean that modelling oneself accorthnguropean norms entails a thorough-
going revision of social norms, moral values ankdaweour patterns — at least not in the short
run. The duty of any anti-corruption strategy idital ways to make this time shorter.
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Workpackage 4: Perceptions of Corruption and the Rkvance of Anti-Corruption
Discourses in the frame of Turkey’s Bid for EU Accesion

Contractor involved: Partner 5, University of Galatasaray, Istanbul, Turkey (GSU)

I. General description

The third phase of the project was dedicated tact@meparison of the data generated from the
first two phases and the preparation of a scientéport accordingly.

As compared to the first two phases, there wasgmfieant methodological difference in the

final phase of the project. Both members of thejgmt team have worked on all target
groups. Then they have shared and combined their fimdings after each discussion

sessions. The language of the documents has notdsetback for the research. In some
cases professional help has been employed forldtaspurposes.

When the findings obtained in the first and secphdse of the study are evaluated together,
there appears a noteworthy distinction between ajygroaches mentioned in the official
documents and the ones developed by the interveevW#aen the discourses that take place
in the documents created by the target groups laaeked (definition wise and cause, effect
and resolution wise) it is evident that the predwami corruption paradigm is imported by the
elites in Turkey. In the documents discussed, tieean analysis of corruption regardless of
the cultural elements, sociological base and thigigad manners. One comes across to
discourses that legitimize the shrinkage of thelipuh these documents. This discourse is
also adopted as a prerequisite of being Europeaa orember of EU. This situation is
intensely felt in the “Economy” and “NGO” targetogips.

The picture that comes out of the reconstructioocgss of the interviews done with the
names that are in the target groups, is about hevwctimes of corruption whose boundaries
context and resolution recipes are defined by titermational financial institutions, cannot
find their right niches in the perceptions of ditan Turkey. These conclusions provide
significant clues to why the mainstream resolutiomposed by the Western institutions
cannot be solutions for Turkey even if they areliadp

Il. End results

The first issue that catches one’s eye in the Burkiase, even before looking at contents, is
the discrepancy between social reality and iteogifbn, that is, between the factual decrease
of corruptive behaviour in Turkey and the increadethe discourse on this topic. This
incongruity may be explained with regard to the rmgreenon which we entitled as
“instrumentalisation”. Protagonists use this digseustrategy according to their particular
interests: politicians exploit allegations in pastyuggles, representatives of the media use it
as a means to get a large print run, and estallishseinessmen employ it in order to repress
new competitors. In this way, a public perceptisnbeing promoted which diverges from
reality.

33



> 4 [ crime )
C [ culture

Approaching the specific contents of perceptioncafruption within Turkish society, we
asked: what are the characteristics of corruptetealiour, where does it take place and why
does it happen? Concerning the social ‘loci’ ofraption we found that politics (respectively
state affairs in general) and connected areaseare & the domains where corruption is most
widespread. This diagnosis of (supposedly) factaality is complemented by the allusion
that the judiciary is the system in which corruptimay potentially cause the most corporative
damage. Such damage is one the aspects used e defruptive behaviour in the Turkish
discourse. Concerning such definitions, thererslatively broad consensus among the target
groups. Corruption is usually described as brealohgules in order to gain personal
advantage, as non-transparent, uncompetitive betwathe social costs of which are paid by
society. Strikingly, classifications of this somiecide with a somewhat positive view of
corruption among the Turkish population. Anothecurrity is that the aspect of breaking
rules not only refers to positive law, but veryosgly to ethical norms, even from the
perception of judges and lawyers. This observatioeady hints at a first category of causes
of corruption which focuses the conduct of the wdlhial, foremost its moral deficiency
which is often associated with modernity. A secataks of causes refers to structural or
systemic shortages, like non-transparency of palitprocesses, capacity overload in the
juridical system, or red tape and over-bureauattis.

The somewhat positive valuation of corruption irrkish society is to be understood against
the background of a deeply rooted scepticism tosvird state which goes back to the days of
the Ottoman Empire. As a heritage from these tirtiess,average person in Turkey does not
trust the state, whose raison d’étre has never peereived as the provision of services to its
citizens, and instead prefers to stay among h&ivelk or friends as much as possible. In this
sense, Turkish society is communitarian, it is abgrised by nepotism and patronage.
However, the scepticism towards the state, whick veanforced by a wave of economic
liberalisation in the 1980s, does not lead to &itude of strict denial. In contrary people try
to become part of the corruptive network which #tate is perceived to be. As a result,
bribery — in its active as well as in its passigent — is legitimised as a tool of survival for the
average man in Turkey who is inured to petty cdramp and therefore stresses the
(pretended) positive aspects of the latter. Thesetraluation of corruption is ambivalent: on
the one hand, people complain about its negatifextsffor society and, on the other hand,
they themselves engage in it as a functional meatie social distribution conflict.

The fact already mentioned that politics and stdtairs in general are perceived as the
foremost places where corruptive behaviour takeseplcollides with the fact that most
attendees in the Turkish corruption discourse dérypossibility of self-purification within
this domain of society. The possibility of effe@ianti-corruption measures is rather seen
beyond that, mainly referring to the juridical gst and the media which are proposed to
operate as some kind of sentinel. Although themresu state is often criticised as being
deficient, judiciary and media represent those sakgighin Turkish society which are given
most confidence with regard to fighting corruptidhe estimation of a possible positive
impact of the EU, in the contrary, is ambivalerfieTexplanation of this finding must refer to
the causes of corruption as described above. Thdwe advocate the standpoint which
identifies mostly structural causes of corruptiend to detect a positive impact by the EU
since they see Turkey in some kind of transitoayesthat merely has to be completed in order
to eliminate corruption — or at least to diminiskoi a significant degree. Those who share the
position which assumes a correlation between ctueipehaviour and modernity insist on
more global measures, aiming at a shift of basicairgiandards. As a consequence, they tend
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to be sceptical about the ramifications of Turkeydended) EU-membership, because they
think that such changes are beyond its scope.

[ll. Policy related findings

Representatives of the Target Group Politics agredimiting the parliamentary immunity
with political acts and freedom of speech. They @amphasize that not only the members of
the parliament but also all state officers showddiable and equal by law for corruption and
other crimes like all citizens. Within this frameskpit is pointed out that it is necessary to
make changes in the “Law on the Prosecution ofl Ggrvants”. This suggestion is followed
by another stating that in any second “party” #fibn with the state, the principle of
“transparency” should be considered. However, tleelgminant belief in the interviewees is
the fact that Turkey cannot struggle against cdimoapwith its own internal dynamics. The
reasons to this statement are listed as the “sgidcture” of the politics, the “balance of
interests” among the political actors, “the orgaaifiliations with the non-political groups”,
public officials’ (including tax controllers, fin@mal controllers and those from the security
and the legal system) relations with the crimingjamizations and a “non-reactive” society.
The interpretation of the Turkbank case not aep &ken by the parliament for the struggle
against corruption but as an “attack strategy”a$ @f a political struggle constitutes to be an
important data within this context. The biggestdachat is considered to have an important
role in struggle against corruption in Turkey ige tBU integration process. The norms of EU
in immunities and transparency are accepted toabatiead of Turkey and in case of full
integration, the whole picture is believed to cleinga radical way.

Representatives of the Target Group Judiciaryithtdtie short-run the following measures are
believed to contribute to corruption preventionThe establishment of a special commission
similar to “Court of Political Parties”; 2. Providy proper functioning of the “Law of
Prosecution of Public Servants”; 3. Effective awditof expenses of municipalities; 4.
Enlarging the definition of corruption in such ayaaat it would include the relations within
the private sector; 5. Forming a witness protecpoygram. A striking evaluation mentioned
in the interviews is that even though, the measorestioned above were taken and applied
in a serious manner, the corruption in Turkey waubd be prevented for two main reasons.
First, it is stated that unless the topic is takemand as an issue of “values education”, in
other words, unless a paradigm shift that wouldlestify the public shame and appreciation
criteria is realized, struggle against corruptiomwd not be more than a technical
preoccupation. According to this view, “as far las totivation behind a mal-practice exists,
banning it would not solve the problem”. Yet, ab@e corruption “should be perceived as”
“a matter of morality” and the moral values arensnaitted not only through formal education
system but also through family and social intemwi In this context, corruption cannot be
prevented unless the fact that corruption is addosse game is internalized by the society as
a whole. Anti-corruption measures therefore shduddplanned in such a way that they
include universal humanistic values and principles.

Acceptance of Turkey's EU acquis which appears dathe phenomenon to speed up the
efforts to reduce corruption is open to discusdignthe police. EU means contemporary
civilization, high quality of life, transparency éraccountability and yet what is important
about a law is its implementation rather than ibsament. At this point, the essential
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question is whether the ones that would implemieatlaws and the others that are expected
to obey them share the Western valumsnsic in the law’svery rationality. Given the fact
that, in the basis of ethical problems lies ignognTurkey should primarily, focus on
improving its education system both qualitativehd ajuantitatively. Adoption of EU criteria
would not mean anything without the man power wlnuld meet them. Institutional culture
should be promoted in government agencies viatunisinal training, and efficient internal
inspection.

Media representatives assert that in Turkey cowopincreased after 1980, with the
transition to the liberal economic model. The assests of the media representatives
regarding this process can be summarized as fallé@sntrary to its logic” however, in
Turkey the state carried on with its “interventstinstance”. It created, “this time” “a new set
of entrepreneurs” by means of distributing them ligubesources (export incentives, tax
rebates, heavy domestic borrowing, etc.) and “to@kotice of their misuse deliberately”. As
a result, “Turkey had to face successive economses with extremely high social costs”.
Now, “the big bosses who got rich through corruptituring 1980s and early 1990s are
demanding transparency and regulations”. Beneashdtmand, however there lies “the fear
of new rivals”, “mainly coming from Anatolia”, “chi@nging their position by using the same
path that the formers followed”. The biggest cdmition on corruption prevention is
expected to come from the EU integration processelheless, even if this process is not
believed to solve the problems arising from theuratfunctioning of liberal economic
system: It could only “rasp some of the exaggeratbdious mal-practices”.

The common opinion of the public has repeated fitsebarding, finally, stances of
entrepreneurs: legislative immunities must defipitee limited to freedom of speech. But at
the same time an alternative mechanism has tothblisbed where the lawsuits could only
be bought before the courts in the presence obisemevidence. Otherwise, the MPs would
spend a great deal of their time in the judicidgdunals. However, the immunities that public
employees enjoy are equally important in the candéxinfairness. The prosecution of public
employees for alleged offenses is subject to thienigsion of their administrative authority.
This is an unacceptable situation. Political wsllconsidered as vital for struggle to succeed.
Primarily, the political leaders have to believetle urgency of the anti-corruption fight. In
this context, the pressure coming from EU instiiasi is of fundamental necessity. Turkey
could improve in corruption reduction if and onfyiti sticks to its EU membership plan. In
this process, the steps of the action plan aredsts follows;

« Making clear-cut definitions and giving necessarguation to bureaucrats

(autonomous bureaucracy-free of political presgures

* Providing transparency,

« Downsizing units of state to simplify the bureaticrarocesses,

« Improving financial conditions of government emgey,

* Making strict rules and regulations including tleergain of immunities,

» Establishing Watch Groups for effective inspection.
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Workpackage 5: Corruption in Croatia: Social Percegion and Anti-Corruption Policy

Contractor involved: Partner 6, University of Zagreb, Croatia (UZAG)

I. General description

Primary data collected in the previous two reseghses, together with the two papers
written by the team in 2007 and 2008, were theddfasithe analysis in the third period.

a) Findings from the previous two phases of theassh project were extensively discussed at
a number of project team meetings to provide strecand analytic content for the third
annual scientific report;

b) The team continued archiving new media reporisaati-corruption activities in the
country; the new material was used in discussimes oonceptualization and drafting of our
annual report focused on policy-relevant issuesp@ficular importance was the assessment
of the role of the EU, as perceived by the intexmgd experts, in combating corruption in
Croatia. As it was summarized in the report: “Alilgh the discussions about corruption as a
social problem have been part of Croatian publecdince the mid 1990s, initiated primarily
by the media and civil society, its political sificance and, consequently, policy
ramifications was markedly strengthened since 8@92mostly due to the EU conditions and
expectations expressed in negotiations over thesa@n process. Thus, the EU role in the
anti-corruption discourse and activities in Croatian hardly be overemphasized. Its
perception, however, among the interviewed expsgtsmed vague and ambiguous. On the
one hand, the pressure to adopt new political amdegsional norms and standards of
conduct, together with legal and institutional refs related to the accession process were
often stressed as positive influence. Socio-culttnesilience”, on the other hand, or the
perceived ability to continue with “business asalsin spite of being closely monitored by
the EU, was sometimes expressed in the beliethieaduccess - or, for that matter, failure - of
anti-corruption efforts is entirely an internaluss associated primarily with the moral and
professional quality of governance. This moderatentnor anti-corruption role of the EU,
according to most experts who participated in dudy seems to be in line with a rather
sceptical public view of the benefits of joiningetrEU. In June 2008, the Standard
Eurobarometer 69 survey revealed that only 30% rofattan citizens believe that Croatian
membership in the EU would be “a good thing”. In@@untries included in the survey, only
Latvia had a lower proportion of Euro-optimists (&pean Commission, 2008).”

Il. End results

The empirical data upon which our findings are Hasteem mainly from two case studies.
Case A refers to the financing of Presidential #®s. In 2005, a scandal revolved around
the unrealistically small advertising budget repdrby the ruling party candidate, and the
majority of actors agreed on the failure of thetgeing Bill on the Financing of Presidential

Elections adopted in the year before. Case B rdtergievances in Croatian homes for the
elderly (HE) which aroused public interest in 208810ng the irregularities were illegal use

of the belongings and money of the deceased clibntsing the managers of HE, illegal and
preferential supply deals, trading a place in afbiEa client’'s apartment, etc. The ensuing
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court case was (temporarily) finalized in 2004, wiige judge ruled the accused manager not
guilty.

The analysis of these cases leads to the insigiitith order to explain perceptions of
corruption in Croatia, one has to refer to a setisforical circumstances and socio-political
developments. With reference to our topic the rebéstory of Croatia may be divided into
three phases: (1) the war for independence fronil-1995; (2) the after-war-period of
political instability until the death of presidehtudjman in December 1999; (3) a succession
of years of growing stability from the year 2000n@nds. The 1991-1995 war is often seen as
one of the central generators of corruption, batiacturally and culturally. The former aspect
refers to the flourishing of war-profiteering greaugnd organized criminality, the latter aspect
points to the emergence of the belief that crimesugprosecuted. During the after-war-
period, a combination of the cultural legacy otestsocialism, disruptions and costs caused by
the war, a slow and party controlled process ditutgonal reforms and the authoritarian and
clientelistic regime of the late President Tudjmlad to systematic irregularities within
economic subsystem and to a number of anomalipshhc services. These irregularities and
anomalies provided a fertile soil for corruptivenbeiour. Finally, the period 2000-2006 was
marked by growing political stability and also hyiaproving standard of living, leading to a
decrease in corrupt activities as available critaéistics suggest. In contradistinction to this
development, the surveys clearly document the asing public awareness of corruption,
that is, perceptions according to which corruptilorCroatia (still) is ubiquitous. The key to
understand this paradox is the differentiation leemvpetty and grand corruption: the former
(and therewith the number of cases) shrinks, wisaitea latter (that is, their size) rises. Since
grand corruption is less tolerated and therefooeigeed more strongly upon by the Croatian
populace, this shift is perceived as an increas®ofiptive behaviour in total. In this specific
sense one may say that the public notion of calnph Croatia is ‘exaggerated’.

Looking at the sources of corruption in Croatia wey at first refer to traditional
communitarianism, that is, the fact that pre-modeatterns of social behaviour originating
from intimate social relationships, like kinship foendship, are transferred to non-personal,
systemic domains and disturb the functioning of ldteer. One of the consequences of this
circumstance is the phenomenon of hyperopic (misgpdion of corruption (HMC), where
actors are critical of corruption in other sectorsgroups, but tend to ignore or mislabel
corrupt acts within their own institution or socgabup. Another set of causes consists in the
historical setting already mentioned: in the Craattase the transformation crisis that came
over all post-socialist countries after 1989 wafoeed by a painful process of state building
with regard to the war against Serbia. Furthermibrere was the rule of Franjo Tudjman, an
authoritarian and autocratic regime characterisgdakouritism. Referring to the resulting
institutional shortcomings one may state that imparison with other post-socialist countries
like Bulgaria and Romania Croatia is a “latecomar’the process of modernization. In
general, sources of corruption in Croatia are pblical rather than of an economic nature.
With reference to measures against corruption weagain apply the distinction made above
between petty and grand corruption. Concerningféhmer, the emphasis is usually put on
the importance of citizens’ cooperation. This ajpgfo aims at civic education, at the
improvement of individuals’ morals. Concerning tlesue of grand corruption many
participants identify a deficit of political willot fight corruption, caused by lacking
independency of state institutions. Therefore,-eotruption efforts are foremost expected
from the judicial system. Most actors agree tha EU is principally able to influence
positively the fight against corruption in Croatilowever, reservations exist primarily
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among politicians, who point to EU internal probkeas well as to the fact that corruption can
only be efficiently combated within Croatia itself.

[ll. Policy related findings

A simple classification of anti-corruption actiesi should distinguish between: (a) activities
that make corruption more difficult or costly, aflw) activities that diminish rewards and
returns from corrupt acts. The first category ides activities such as simplification of legal
framework (for example, overly complex procedure mfblic procurement), improving
decision-making transparency — especially if ecardnansactions are involved or implied —
increasing legal sanctions for corruption, anczeitis’ education. All these activities can have
a direct and immediate effect on both the low aigtitevel corruption.

The second category describes activities that ingravailability and quality of public
services (e-administration, etc.), as well as deakmation and professionalization of
decision-making, better professional education, metitive (meritocratic) employment in
public administration, and eradication of varioustes capture opportunities through
systematic liberalization and de-politicization. Ksast, in regard to low-level corruption,
reducing the necessity of corruption decreasestilisy. Both types of activities would be
best applied in combination, starting from the aredere the contact between citizens and
state administration is the most intensive. By @ffely signaling that corruption is not
tolerated any more, such an approach could, in, tymovide an impetus for the
aforementioned moral sanctioning of corruption.

Attempts at corruption prevention are often contedn with different obstacles, from
inefficient or corrupt judiciary to undermining atal networks. In general, the less
developed democracy, particularly in regard tol diberties, the more obstacles to preventing
corruption. If a journalist publishes an articlgpesing a case of corruption and subsequently
loses their job, this has no beneficial effect onrgption prevention but it does make the
problem of corruption “visible”. But if a journatiss prevented from publishing the story — by
being threatened with termination of their contratite problem may not be “visible” at all.
Another type of obstacle are informal networks oWvpr, which provide excellent conditions
for “invisible” corruption. Such groups, especiaifyunchecked, can easily arrange various
deals far from the public eye and sheltered froficiaf investigations. A system of mutual
obligations usually ensures longevity of such cptinn-prone networks.

Overcoming the obstacles is most often a graduatgss based on citizens’ education,
strengthening of civil society, improving democtatinstitutions and procedures, and
increasing information flow. In that sense, corioptprevention could be a slow process that
depends both on the more general democratic progned the results of the more specific
anti-corruption activities.

There is a general understanding that increasirigcarruption awareness (ACA) is an
essential element of any effective anti-corruptstrategy. However, it is not always clear
what is meant by ACA — for example, whether it enpasses a deeper understanding of
social ills of corruption or just a general morandemnation of corruption - and what
measures could be efficiently used to strengthedutring our interviews and discussions
with experts it was often suggested that the eimilubf ACA is a long-term process
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dependent on many factors. Central among them sedne the functionality of the legal
system, the quality and persistency of the medmrteng on corruption, existing political
culture, the level of development of civil socieiynd general educational level.

Turning to ACA-beneficial activities, the success prosecuting individuals involved in
corruption scandals seems particularly importansclosure of high-level corruption cases
and the display of readiness to prosecute and igeriatlividuals, especially officials, implied
play a significant role in rising ACA. Since sudgéal cases can take years to finalization,
immediate steps — such as introduction of bettetrobmechanisms in the state institutions
where corruption was found — would be necessaisetal the message that corruption will
not be tolerated. In addition, resignation of suséng officials should be made mandatory in
order to make anti-corruption vigilance a persaraponsibility.

Media coverage of the above described activitiesrigial. The activities taken after a

corruption scandal erupted need to be presenteetail and carefully scrutinized. Only the

systematic and critical coverage of corruption (#mel state response) could increase ACA.
Obviously, this task requires skilled journalistscially responsible editors, and, generally,
the “clean” media. In several interviews with expethe media in Croatia were implied as
being a part of clientelist networks.

Anti-corruption awareness is closely related torwggtion prevention. In that respect, most
prevention activities will have an effect on ACAth@ugh with different reach. Too often the
prevention and ACA are equated with educating ti@ip about what corruption is and why
is it bad for the society. Although the importarafeunderstanding the scope and forms of
corruption can hardly be overstated, educationaipeagns require palpable changes in the
corruption-related incentive structure. Without @blicly recognizable process of lowering
the rewards and increasing of costs of corruptibeady set in motion, informing people
about the ills of corruption will only contribute tising cynicism.

In the Croatian context, when it comes to politisiand entrepreneurs ACA context depends
on the reforms that tackle the mechanisms of stapeéure. This could prove difficult, since
links to political power became essential busiriests for some companies. A good example
is the recent physical attack (ominous basebali atre used by the attackers) on a newly
appointed CEO in the huge and largely monopolistilcling company of the city of Zagreb,
who reported to the State Attorney’s Office for Guating Corruption and Organized Crime
(USKOK) a number of irregularities that took planethe company before his appointment.
Interestingly, the city mayor and his deputy, whablcly expressed their support for the
attacked official, failed to mention the allegedroption activities at the city company as a
possible reason for the attack.

Another important question regarding ACA is relatedthe low vs. high-level corruption

distinction. Should the strengthening of ACA inauboth equally? Or do we need to focus
ACA primarily on the latter form? Although it coulde argued that, historically, the two
types of corruption probably evolved in parallel tire region, mutually reinforcing each
other, rationality behind the low-level corruptigmefficient public administration, non-

transparent and non-competitive employment proasdetc.) clearly differs from the one
associated with high-level corruption (greed, pedit power acquisition). Also, the low and
high-level corruption implies rather different salotosts.
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Although the question remains open — to our knogdedhere is no consensus regarding this
issue — we believe that to insist on the absolu@&Acharacterized by moral abhorrence of
any type of corruption, would be neither feasibler useful. The useful approach, in our
view, would be to foster ACA primarily focused dmethigh-level corruption, which would
provide a much needed public pressure on the deemikers. An additional argument takes
into consideration an asymmetric relationship betwéhe low and high-level corruption.
While changes in the dynamics of low-level corraptmay not affect the dynamics of high-
level corruption, the spillover effect is often falin the reverse case.

If ACA is conceptualized as suggested, systematic&tion on what constitutes corruption
should be carried out on a large scale. The natiwh scope of the conflict of interest is
poorly understood among Croatian citizens, whicpagly related to traditional emphasis on
kinship and loyalty to local community. A narrowtenpretation of the conflict of interest at
all levels equates this type of corruption to eitiieegal transfer of money or valuables
(bribes), or political favours (getting a betterbjoetc.). Improving understanding and
recognition of corruption in the cases where no @yoor immediate privileges are involved
would emphasize and broaden individual responsitoli politicians and administrators. This
would, in turn, increase public pressure towardvidials in charge who have refused to
resign after serious misconduct was discoverebdair tnstitutions.

If anti-corruption awareness is understood as tepabf behaviour - characterized by the
readiness to reject and report any kind of coraqpivity - rather than a moral disposition, one
of the main obstacles to strengthening ACA is théespread perception of powerlessness.
This dominant socio-cultural characteristic of posinmunist societies has been highlighted
in a number of research studies. Lack of trustnstitutions and weak civic ties helps to

explain why many individuals who are confrontedhaiorruption they do not condone are

unwilling to report it. As reporting criminal actty involves a certain level of personal risk

and considerable time expenditure, perceiving singagement as useless would minimize its
occurence, no matter how strong the personal antiyption convictions.
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Workpackage 6: The construction of corruption in Greece: A normative or cultural
issue?

Contractors involved: Partner 7, Panteion Universiy of Social and Political Sciences,
Athens, Greece (PU)

I. General description

The primary documents, and both evaluation andudson papers were the initial material
for the analysis of the third period. The remaingsogirces were Greek and foreign literature
in the research areas and the respective targepsgjro

Initially each group member undertook a TG for lertreading according to his/her academic
background, as well as his/her familiarity with tbentent analysis of a TG and interviews
carried out in the previous periods. During the tings the team members discussed
approaches and variables from the findings and te&tion to the bibliography in the area,

which could be shared by all. Finally, it was selade for everyone to finish his/her draft part
for further discussion.

The researchers decided a) to concentrate on sicewdse of each target group about itself,
analysing also its main structure and operatiod, aout corruption in general during both
phases; b) to take into account for their analffssexisting bibliography, namely the views
about certain issues relating with corruption uraleocio-political and whenever necessary a
historical context. Thus, they could cross cheekifisues referred to by the target groups.

The team came upon two groups of works. The fgsssumore or less political studies having
as point of reference the development of democgat@ernance and the Greek state. Many of
their standpoints have been expressed by the iateees (Politics, NGOs, Media). The rest
studies refer to elements or activities which #rent corruption can or should include, to the
existing control systems (e.g. preventive and eventional judicial control), they make
suggestions about their legal and organisationptarement, tight laws, etc.

The majority of both groups of studies considertdren as given, while only few show some
scepticism. Predominantly they associate corruptisith economic and political
development. In addition, it is connected to a eserof other unfavourable perceived
phenomena such as public distrust of the polisygatem, reproduction and reinforcement of
social inequality, value erosion, violation of humaghts and democratic principles. The
approaches are in the main ontological interpm@tatiand can be generally distinguished into
those which put emphasis on economic and sociaémsyas such, those that focus on the
modern or post modern state, the political systerd globalization, and those that are
interested in the economic and political developtmadrthe country. Most of them refer to
political corruption.

From the field research it was found out that #rentusually causes confusion amongst those
not involved with the law, while those that havétéeknowledge of law refer to coercion as a
necessary element to distinguish the practices;iwhave to be regarded as corrupt and must

% Please note that the participation of Partneratiddal Centre of Public Administration and Locav@rnment
(NCPALG) has been terminated as of April 1, 200€oading to the decision of the European Commission,
Research Directorate General (Brussels Octobed@7,2RTD.L.6/2007/D/544813). According to the redpe
contract amendment Partner 8: Panteion Univers$i§ogial and Political Sciences has carried outkvackage
No 6.
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be punished. Similarly the researchers came aeaseral and ethical understanding of the
issue in the discourse of the majority of Targedbuipxs (i.e. TG: NGOs, Economy, Police) as
in the texts of some of them during the first pobjperiod. Disagreement exists about the
content of the term but its use was extended bynieeviewees, contrary to its scarce use in
the texts of the first period, despite some exeomgtiSome admit it is very broad, diffuse and
elastic and though useful for communication, notdizspensation of justice, and not suitable
for including grand corruption. Others that ‘itsi¢r meaning is concealed’, a very ‘heavy’

term which corresponds only to grand corruptionw#ts found out a sharing meaning and
promotion of views among different social systenesitles Justice and Police, NGOs and
Economy, that one among Media, NGOs, and Polilites eventually shows, according to

several researchers, that the traditional instrusnend the model of the distribution of state
power are weakening.

The relationship between culture and corruptiormigre complex than it appears. Every
definition of the phenomenon is partial and incostg| reflecting the socio-cultural context
within which the relevant legislation is taking gta It also reflects the agencies and interests
that participate in defining various phenomena @srupt’. Furthermore, it is rather an
evolving construction of certain social groups amigrests than an act of determining the
‘objective reality’ of corruption, which leads nesarily to specific policy measures for
confronting it. Corruption is neither an issue adrals nor of embedded attitudes; successful
anti-corruption strategies must involve much moesities. It is the result of serious social,
economical or organisational problems, for whickréhdoes not exist solution. Detailed
analysis can be found in the third evaluation repod discussion paper.

Il. End results

There are a number of ambivalences characterisngeptions of corruption in Greece. For
one thing, one observes a very strong divergengardeng the question how widespread
corruption in the Greek society is. On the one htérede are strong beliefs about corruption
being highly widespread and diffused in the soé&ddric, because: a) Corruption should
indeed be considered as a dominant social attémdeacceptable behaviour, or even as one
of the main evils in modern Greek society (sociakdse); b) General collapse of values:
Greek society suffers an erosion of culture andefioee the ‘usual’ corrupt conduct does not
coincide with the explicitly illegal action. It geeagainst ‘approved social-ethical standards’,
but these seem to have lost the binding force requio keep law-deviations at bay; c)
“Culture of corruption”: citizens view corruptiors & normal way of getting things done and
that this way of thinking and practice is becomitgeply embedded into the conceptual,
moral and practical attitudes of everyday life.

On the other hand one finds attitudes accordingtizh the level of corruption in Greece is
no greater than in other western (or east Europdamocracies, because: a) Corruption is
inherent in the capitalist system of western typmdcracies. Therefore taking it to be merely
a social disease obfuscates matters, or even wirsepresents a trivial justification of
wrong-doing often used by the mass media and pialits; b) One should take the cultural
determinants accounting for the spread of corrmpitimre seriously. This means perceiving
the “culture of corruption” not as something thatuld have been avoided, but rather as
inherent in the cultural civilisation of the Eastdturope: “the further east you move, the
bigger the problem”; ¢) The only difference betwé&mneece and the West: in the former there
are no ‘rules of the game’.
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What all perceptions of diffused corruption havecommon can be summed up by saying
that everybody takes corruption for granted, bliaaty (as far as one knows) does it. To be
sure, corruption should be considered as widespseasten omnipresent in the social fabric
of modern Greece, but this acknowledgement is imatelg blocked off by denying any
personal experience of overtly criminal behaviaurone’s own field of action. All Target
Groups claim they hardly know cases of illegalhatiés observed in their professional group.
In any case, one should not fall pray to the Greegtom of exaggerating the problem,
because it works like a self-fulfilling prophecyreBenting corruption as all-encompassing
helps create that social behavioural climate inciwheverybody takes it as granted and acts
accordingly — making ultimately ubiquitous corruaptitrue. Besides, there are ‘two Greeces’
and all modern societies suffer more or less fromuption.

Other perceptions that try to relativise the asdionpof all-encompassing corruption run like
this: a) The relative negative ranking of Greeceusth not be overestimated: The various
CPlIs and other indicators may be questioned reggtieir integrity and credibility — they
reflect subjective opinions and not ‘hard factsd grurport to present trends that are not (may
not prove to be) very reliable; b) Only some peagdeit or the black-sheep-theory. Strict
individualist causation: corruption should be lidk the personal/individual ethos, to the
ethical standards and the morals of the individual.

Ambivalences can also be observed regarding thee isghether corruption in Greece is
systemic or contingent. In support of the formertain political-economic and socio-cultural
determinants can undoubtedly be given. The ladstsron the assumption of purely moral-
behavioural norm deviations. The cultural-heritaggument represents a kind of interface
between the two. A closely connected issue is vdrethe structural embeddedness of
corruption should be explained in a systemic-fuoral way, or rather in terms of the social-
capital thesis. According to the former corruptituifils functional requirements of an
economic and political nature: a) Corruption isdrdnt in the capitalist mode of production
being steadily reproduced through commodity exchametptions; b) It is rooted in the Greek
socio-economic and political structure; c) Pettgfgt corruption are due to state-capital
relations (interface between modern state and alggtiinterests); d) the reproduction of the
power elites runs also by the way of corruptiond @y corruption is one modus operandi of
the state. In sum, according to the functionakstding corruption is perceived as a means of
compensating for various distribution inequalitiesrruption as a form of redistribution — a
compensatory mechanism that is motivated by pemepiof re-establishing social justice.
The social-capital assumption puts emphasis onvialmal patterns or dispositions that
represent ways of ‘translating’ systemic imperaiwe individual experience and action: a)
The informal and law-deviating social networks afrraption represent a form of social
capital; b) Corruption has come to be a componéthelife-world, namely a peculiar form
of solidarity among the various forms of recipre@st and mutual services; c¢) “Corrupt
exchanges” are perceived as trying to cover umgd#mpeor breach of trust between citizens and
state; The low trust between state institutions @rdl society in Greece is viewed as a lack
of a positive form of social capital.

There is no less uncertainty as to what petty andrcorruption consists of and where it can
be located. For some, what differentiates Greem® fother (especially developed countries)
is the widespread phenomenon of ‘petty’, ‘everydegiruption, widespread corruption in

society at large or associated to the lower andlimidocial strata. For others on the contrary,
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the ‘peculiarity’ of the Greek power structure liaspowerful economic and political groups
systematically reproducing corrupt practices ineortb secure the rules of domination and
expand their power basis. Furthermore, ‘everydayruption is perceived to be a kind of
elusive facticity larking everywhere in social liteut when it comes down to pinpointing sites
of everyday corrupt conduct only public administratis picked out. However extensive,
diffuse petty corrupt conduct may be corruptionlaage and only becomes quite serious,
when “big money” is involved.

As regards political corruption, perceptions ostél between individualist and structural
approaches. Following a strict moralistic and esistance associated only with personality
characteristics politically corrupt conduct is @ited to individual deviations from the
‘proper’ ethical values. For the structural appiogolitical corruption, far from being merely
an aberration of wrong-doing individuals, is peveel as a modus of reproduction of the
ruling elites. One of the main springing sourcegalitical corruption should be seen in those
informal networks through which a great deal of #state resource allocation takes place,
namely clientelism. But there is a kind of ambivele here: On the one hand there is a wide
consensus that the informal system of non-instinai ‘contracts’ is one of the ‘evils’ of
modern Greek society. On the other they are takehawe legitimacy in the sense of a)
providing routes of political integration and bl)ifig up the gaps where the state mechanisms
of redistribution of social wealth, welfare bengfind social protection fail to work, or worse
still, are missing.

Considerable disagreement can also be observed #isetquestion about the objective

validity of the notion of ‘corruption’: Is it a gspable social facticity or rather a discourse
item deployed to certain ends? For those who supperlatter, Greece suffers not so much
from corruption, but rather from the inflationargauthe media makes of it. There are two
versions of the inflationary-use argument agaihstrmedia: a) The affirmative reproduction

of what is perceived in everyday life as diffusedraption reinforces these perceptions thus
‘constructing’ a mentality habitus tolerant to @paoving of corrupt conduct as a basic fact of
social relations contributing at the same timeutrthier eroding ethical values; and/or b) There
is a kind of escalation spiral: medial represeateti conjure up the image of an all-

encompassing corruption, the citizens for theirt pgake this for granted and behave
accordingly in everyday life, which in turn fuelsetsensation greed of journalism.

[ll. Policy related findings

In face of the wide-spread corruption in Greek stycit comes as no surprise that perceptions
of what could and should be undertaken to curlptienomenon are often overshadowed by
certain doubts whether the measures taken can gwedeep enough. The uncertainty
regarding the efficiency of any anti-corruptionipw@s in the short run is but an expression of
the ambivalent nature of corruption perception&meece. One the one hand it is commonly
acknowledged that corruption has almost becomendereic malaise which can only to be
dealt with by applying the most resolute prosecutmd prevention policies. On the other
hand it is equally obvious that taking into accotireg permeating erosion of cultural values
and the ruthless individualism governing social éaebur any coherent anti-corruption
strategy would amount to nothing less than a (cailtirevolution”.
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As a consequence, perceptions of what measures @ubhched against and how to prevent
the all-encompassing corrupt practises oscillatevéen tougher legislation or more severe
sanctions and broader approaches that link effegirevention to educational and cultural
policies. Regarding the latter though, it is n&aclhow a higher educational level could help
detain corruption, since it can by no means bemddi that this level is low in Greece.
Consider Target Group Justice: Apart from the usa#ls for a modernisation and reform of
public administration and simplification of legigtan it is not deemed necessary for legal
instruments of sanction, prosecution and punishmenbe refined. Instead of further
overregulation, measures should be taken to raisectltivation of the people chiefly by
meansof better and higher educatioiHowever, despite the obvious fact that in terrhs o
education, cultivation and cosmopolitism Greek stycidoes not seem to lag considerably
behind other European countries, the level of giron is still alarmingly high. For this
reason the educational prevention stance is fax@wadknowledge that education alone cannot
do the job, for the motivations for corrupt conduntinly greed and get-rich-quick, are much
more difficult to come by.

In the Target Group Police for example perceptiohprevention go a step further claiming
substantial effectivity in curbing corruption to bapossible, not because of its extensive
scale, but rather due to the fact that the phenoméntoo deeply entrenched in “established
mentalities” to be simply eradicated by applyingmession and control mechanisms. Here
once again it is long-term cultural strategies al@md not higher sentences and stronger
control that could be of any significance agaihst tlnormality” of corrupt conduct: Investing

in social structures could help bring about a caltgocialisation of a new citizen type.

The culturalist, ethical-value oriented attitude desmmon to almost all Target Groups.
Repressive methods and severe punishment are Hgmejacted in favour of prevention
centring on improvement of education, informatisansitization, mobilization and awareness
of the citizens and control of private mass meutigarticular the electronic ones. However,
the content of the term “culture” remains rathert#d: Sometimes it refers to a reorientation
of values steering political life (qualified, edted and scrupulous politicians, emancipation
of politics from economic interestsgform of electoral law, curtailing party politicd the
governments which disables meritocracy and erodeisisconscience, leading to legitimacy
deficits of institutions, etc.). At other timesgstthe “culture” of the legal system which should
be a target of reforms, and if possible, the thghoalimination of current phenomena like
frequent legal changes, inadequate law enforcemeaporous meaning of laws,
contradictions in the content of law, and occadigrthe submission of justice to politics. Or
it denotes just the usual agenda of implementing-camruption policies: administrative
reform, modernisation of public services and mosation of justice. However, regarding
these last points it is far from clear, how evemanichanges in public administration —
considered by the most the main locus of corruptfres —, can ever be achieved without a
certain societal consensus, which is almost imptess$d achieve though, because many seem
to believe the contrary, that is, that corruptismimnipresent and impossible to come by.

Most often it refers to certain traits of the nafb identity considered to be either casual
origins or else motivating factors raising propéasito corrupt conduct — the most important
of which being the individualist make-up of mode@reen mentality and deep seated
attitudes of tolerance towards norm-deviating beéhav Being ineluctable these national
identity characteristics render any “zero tolerdnuaicy, or even just stronger prosecution
policies, futile. Corruption should be somehow @hated, because it is incompatible with
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democratic values and economic growth, but in the this proves to be wishful thinking,

because neither repression is deemed to be effector will anti-corruption strategies have
any results, if they are not part of a wider cdtiand normative reform bringing fundamental
changes in the social fabric of contemporary Gre€sdy such a reform could overturn the
current state of affairs based on an equilibriundenap of corrupt exchanges.

Short of this radical cultural transformation fewe aonvinced that raising prevention and
prosecution effectiveness is quite the appropliggae to pose though. This is not because
corruption is not a grave problem in current lif@ags, but because of a large group of people
it all depends on understanding how corruption beme such a threatening phenomenon.
Almost all Target Groups share the perception tivatview that Greek society is afflicted by
wide-spread corruption originates in the way mod@éneeks have in the last two decades
become accustomed to perceiving themselves in lajhturrent European standards of
conduct chiefly transported by the medial represt@mts. Thus, the gravity of corruption
results from fact that Greek society has come ® itgelf in the eyes of the world-wide
consensus which regards corruption as one of tiiemcevils. In this way the problem might
not be that serious, since the picture of a deeplyupt society painted by media rests upon
business calculations. For their own money-mongeends, the media pretend to play the
watchdogs of political correctness castigating y¥eng they deem suitable to be corrupt
conduct. Hence, corruption might not be that widesad after all.
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Workpackage 7: Perceptions of Corruption in the Unied Kingdom: political, economic,
juridical and administrative preconditions

Contractor involved: Partner 8, South East EuropeanStudies at Oxford, University of
Oxford, United Kingdom (SEESOX)

I. General description

As has been evident from the materials collectegt tve two phases of research, interviews
tended to reinforce and elaborate the viewpoinisdoin the collected documents from each
target group. The police were probably the mostriotive of the target groups in terms of
willingness to discuss patterns of public corruptialthough their definition of corruption
was the most expansive. The business target grasmiso considerably more circumspect in
discussing broader patterns of public corrupticantthe other target groups. The media and
NGO target groups contained the most critical pssBpes of British corruption, but these
target groups were also the two most heterogeneensonstrating a variety of contradictory
attitudes towards corruption.

The study found widespread belief that culture défd attitudes towards corruption; in
particular, that British culture and/or customaogles of conduct amongst public officials and
politicians dissuaded the perpetration of corrugis.aHowever, economic affluence was also
credited with precluding a susceptibility to be ropt amongst public officials in the UK.
Different sources highlighted the role of regulaand their enforcement, awareness-raising
by NGOs and the media, and foreign pressures aticgaots and businessmen, as key factors
that have also helped to advance anti-corruptidortsfin the UK. Overall, there was little
desire to view Britain as a model of anti-corruptiefforts internationally, although the
consensus was that Britain is less corrupt thanyro#rer states.

Corruption was by no means viewed as systemic lyygraup, but from all groups there
came recognition of the impact of an internationampetitive environment and foreign
market expectations that placed pressure on Biisinesses to become involved in corrupt
acts. Domestically, the central division of opinibetween all target groups was whether
individuals should be considered ‘bad apples’ onfased apples’; in other words, there was
substantial disagreement about the extent to whatuption was committed by public
officials unwittingly or purposefully. The predonaint view appeared to be that corruption,
when it took place, was largely engaged in unwgtiirby public officials. The primary cause
of public corruption in the UK was correspondinglgntified as unclear and overly-complex
regulations.

Clearly, there are a number of potentially intargstindings for comparative research in this
area; namely, the lack of apparent importance paidpublic opinion or effective
parliamentary opposition to counter corruption, ¢hiéicism offered of the media and NGOs,
the similar issues of non-recognition of certaitsaas ‘corrupt’ (or rather, recognition of
certain acts as ‘corrupt’ but denial of their n@gatature). From this case study it is not
entirely evident how the overlap and distinctioe$ween perceptions of and within different
target groups may provide an insight into the fdation of anti-corruption efforts
internationally, but the cross-country comparisiat twill be carried out in the later stage of
this project aim to shed light on this issue.
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Il. End results

There is a perspicuous disparity between perceptioolding the UK to be an almost
corruption-free country on the one hand, and a grgwwareness of corruption becoming a
structural problem in British public life on thehet. A great deal of corruption discourses
revolves around the question whether an act coe&sanably have been identified as
corruption at the time it took place. Like similzases in Germany (i.e. the Siemens scandal)
one can identify the disparity between subjecticeoants of doing and social or legally
codified perceptions of wrong-doing as a cognitredavioural lag: The perceptions guiding
action somehow fail to match up with what have lbeemew social perceptions determining
realities in the field of what counts as corruptdoct.

In rather general terms there seems to be a cams@msong all Target Groups that Britain
has a long tradition of being relatively corruptiivee, although in recent decades there has
been growing awareness of the need to identify tanklle corrupt conduct. However, the
persistent recurrence of corruption affairs seembed no great concern among the Target
Groups: They perceive it as not having structuealses, being rather the result of personal
ignorance or oversight. Therefore, wrongdoers ater@ally to blame, because bureaucratic
regulatory confusion and complications, rather tgeeed and deviousness, are the source of
trouble.

The corruption-free perceptions rest on the expeaef the absence of petty corruption. This
in turn is attributed the fact of the wealth of it society and the decent salary levels of the
officials in the public administration, both at &@nd national level. Corruption is perceived
of as somehow un-British, being rather somethingaeeous, bedevilling other, mostly
underdeveloped, countries. There is obviously aneotion between this ‘extraterritorial’
attitude and cultural self-perceptions of Britifle las governed by and complying with firm
standards of socio-ethical action and long-standbigding cultural/customary codes of
conduct.

Thus, in most cases corruption awareness focusesramption abroad, i.e. British enterprises
bribing foreign officials. Nearly all the variouseqgeption patterns and arguments
underpinning stances towards corruption abroad @tighe assumption of corruption being
contingent: a) the dilemma argument (i.e. corrupi® contingent upon the decision of the
individual either to uphold ethical standards anbks guiding fair competition, or execute
business, where extra payments are expected, iawfil); b) the competition argument (i.e.
‘facilitation payments’ are contingent, becauseythest happen sometimes to depend on the
sort of business executed); c) the patriotic arquinfiee. ‘facilitation payments’ are in some
countries a normal means of acquiring access t&etsmand infrastructures doing no harm to
nobody; besides, they can be seen as a demonstddtipatriotic competitiveness); d) the
unavoidability argument (i.e. international effoftsling to impose binding standards and
rules of competition can result in a ‘race to thetdém’ in which British, European and
American companies lose out — but things beindhag &re, there is no reasonable ground to
‘opt out’ yet); and e) the argument of indetermyndce. Who is after all to determine
whether facilitation bribes are illicit or not: tletate/law, society, business or international
organisations? When and why is something to bedalbrruption?).

There are sound reasons to dispute these contpgmmceptions and argue for a structural
causation of corruption. Far from contingent, figgiion bribes are part of habitualised
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attitudes. These in turn must be situated in thep=dling relation between motivational
dispositions, company objectives and the ratiopatif maximising efficiency (profit).
Corruption for the sake of ... (i.e. the long-ternomamic interests of the corporation, the
positive effects on employment foreign investmentt have for the company home, the
benefits for the country as a whole in global contipa, etc.) must thus be seen as a type of
instrumental rationality.

Back home in the UK things relating to politicalregtion can be shown to have structural
causes as well. The disparity between perceivimguption being contingent or public life as
corruption-free on the one hand, and the recerduatf Tl presenting politics as UK’s most
corrupt sector on the other, can be explained lytipg out thata) given the development of
growing societal awareness of corruption as areissibe dealt with anld) on the basis of
perceptions of high public standards in the UK flresumed contingency assumes the
character of a regularity (regular-structural paiseof behaviour) now perceived definitely as
‘irregular’ or corrupt.

This holds true of other aspects of political cption in the framework of the relations

between the spheres of politics and economicsTiake for instance lobbyism: The Target
Groups converge on the assumption that lobbyistviact must not necessarily have

corruptive effects, because access to policy maiangpt automatically translatable into the
exercise of influence on public agendas. Howeuee, fact that governments and public
administrations themselves nowadays invite organgvate interests to participate in or
support shaping public policies renders the ilietate intrusion of private interests in the
sphere of law-making policies a rather recurrent,egen, structural feature. Political

corruption par excellence: The rules governing gegormance of governments and public
offices a) discharge of their normativity of atterglto the public good and b) come under the
influence of the specific rationality governingyate economic objectives.

Admittedly, the issue of lobbyist corruption in thi is far from clear. Where it surely is
clear can be seen in the field of illegitimate pdimancing as a form of structural corruption
in terms of access to politics being translatabte influence upon policy making. Under
pains to ensure ever growing levels of financigawaties, the regular methods of donations
acquisition of the political parties unavoidablycbme ‘irregular’, that is, illegitimate or
norm-violating. Thus, it comes as no surprise thatdependencies on very wealthy donators
have come to be seen by NGOs and politicians apteynatic of a wider political malaise in
the UK. Some consider patronage part and parcel of this malaise. What is songstim
considered as illegitimate exercise of power is fdwt that the competencies of the Prime
Minister are uncontrolled by the usual parliamentaontrol mechanisms. From this
legitimation deficit to the popular concerns abgaliticians systematically abusing their
position to further personal interests is but st step.

[ll. Policy related findings

Talking about ways of tackling corruption entaitgrhing an opinion of how awareness of
and willingness to cope with the phenomenon camtxeased. Such sites of anti-corruption
consciousness within the UK are undoubtedly theiaddreign pressure and NGO activity.
Some point also to the public ethos, that is, thstamary code of conduct amongst
politicians as constituting a key factor restrigtitne likelihood of corruption taking place. In
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the face of the recent expenses scandal this asharruncertain notion though. It is surely
more justified to put emphasis on the role of demtc traditions (for example vigilant
political opposition, public accountability, stropgliciary, investigative media, etc.).

Now, taking a closer look at media, foreign pressamd NGO activity, perceived key factors
in the field of fighting corruption, there are somgpects regarding their effectiveness worth
mentioning. To begin with, the media are sometirpestal in uncovering corruption
scandals, but they are usually confronted withctiitecism of whipping up popular prejudices
and thus undermining citizens’ trust in institusonr politicians’ credibility. As regards
foreign pressure the OECD anti-corruption conventi® perceived as the decisive factor
forcing the UK to update its anti-corruption legisbn, including for example the bribery of
foreign officials as a crime. However, the influenaf OECD should not be overestimated,
because the pressure exercised does not seemedahaugh force to make British officials
comply with its anti-corruption requirements. Th&CD is not the only source of foreign
pressure though. Various other factors, like théespread anti-corruption momentum, treaty
obligations, economic complexity, and reputatioayén also played an important part in
encouraging domestic recognition of a need to as®eanti-corruption measures in the UK.

For their part NGOs are widely accredited with hgvplayed a key role in advancing anti-

corruption efforts, although they have not alwager successful in securing the desired
results. Of course, not all are happy with civitisty engagement against corruption: some,
mainly politicians, were not at all amused to s€e(Q¢ succeeding in transforming common
attitudes towards some acts, redefining them asugbrand in this way exposing those

politicians who fail to keep up with the shift opiaion, especially when this is a relatively

sudden shift. The most important anti-corruption QiGTransparency International, has

recently called for extensive reforms to the syst#riviP’s expenses such as independently-
approved and unambiguous expenses rules, tightriratependent auditing of expense

claims, inbuilt transparency and suspension fronidPaent of any MP who has violated new

rules on expenses once they are introduced.
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WP 8: Anti-corruption policies and respective discarses within the EU

Contractors involved: Partner 1, University of Kondanz and Partner 2, University of
Tubingen, Germany (UKON, UTUE)*

While determining the empirical research matemndijch had to be compiled to analyze the EU
discourse on corruption, we took the “cost-outcamawgn” into account. Like in every empirical
project, we raised the basic question: How much lsanexplained with how much (or little)
material?

Specification of the material and the consisterfoyata

Documents from the fifth and partially sixth legisve period (1999-2006) of the European
Parliament have been considered for conductingatitaysis. Three types of documents will be
consulted in doing so:

1. The annual reports of the European Commission @npitogress made by the candidate
countries along the path towards accession orectli@ports by the Commission on the state of
the enlargement process.

2. Reports of the Parliamentary Committees to be adbpt the plenum. Among the Standing
Committees, reports from the “Committee for ExtéfRalations, Human Rights and Security
and Defence Policy” and the “Budget Committee”taleen into account.

3. Proceedings of debates of the EU Parliament whéctam to the documents mentioned above.

These three types of documents simultaneously septehree different aspects of the object of
analysis:

1. The reports of the Commission are an importadicator of the progress and shortcomings the
concerned countries demonstrate with regard tdifiglcorruption. The formal accession directives
are the foundation for this assessment.

2. Reports from the Committees constitutecansensus omniurof all parliamentary parties
represented in the Committee and reflect the postiof the Parliamentarians on the report
presented by the Commission.

3. The proceedings in turn contain highly diverpeimns, viewpoints and arguments depending on
the national and political party origin of the skel which are also based on his/her particular
function within the Parliament or other instituttorof the EU (Parliamentary Committee,
Commission, Council).

On the origins of the material

In terms of the analytical intention and task dgtresearch project, one must bear the following

fact in mind with regard to the relevance of theéadaaterial: the EP can be assumed to have a
weaker institutional position as compared to thgonal representations and the other institutions

of the EU, in particular the Commission and the @uof Ministers. Although growing in

4 According to Annex I. of the contract Partner hikérsity of Konstanz and Partner 2: UniversityTdibingen
worked together also during this project period.
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influence over the last years the Parliamentdtils not have the institutional weight in the fiefd
legislative action, the main part of which restimg the Council of Ministers. Compared with the
principles of national democracies, this resulta klemocratic and legislative deficit, which the EP
seeks to overcome by increasingly emerging as ghartlian” of European “values”. Hence if we
were to define “European awareness” as the faantalest in the deep and comprehensive
integration of Europe on the basis of the generafiglicable accession criteria, the trans-national
“European awareness” of the Parliament primarilyjnes to bear during the EP debates. In view of
the analytical intention of the research projeat Hre analysis of the questions it raises, thisifac
of crucial significance. If there is an identitydea definition of the EU-institutionawards it can
only be represented by the Parliament.

On the formal characteristics of the material

Documents of the European Parliament dating bad@86 (proceedings) and 1994 (reports
and resolutions) can be accessed electronicallyheninternet. The data for the present
analysis were gathered between 2000 and 2006.dtnetinecessary to visit the Archive of
the European Parliament to gather data, becausddbiements publicly accessible at the
websites of the European Parliament and Europeam@ssion are the official versions of all

documents.

The evaluation of the material

The empirical material was evaluated on the basighductive coding. In doing so, the
methodological rules were applied, which are gdhe@pplicable to the entire research
project. With regard to the proceedings of the iBawént, the opinion of the respective
speaker was regarded as thet of analysisAs for the reports, those parts or chapters ef th
report that pertained to the problem of corruptieere the unit of analysis. Every complete
statement in the form of one or several sentendésnwan opinion (in the case of the
Parliamentary proceedings) was regarded esding unit.As for the reports, aoding unit
was a segment which was coherent in terms of mgaand could also include several
sentences.

The theme of the categorisation, i.e. the spetiineof aselection criterionon the basis of
which the categories were formed, is theory-driged relates to the concept of the research
project. It determines which exact text passagesieawn on for the definition of categories.
It served to exclude insignificant, decorative,. @tords, thus enabling us to first reduce the
material. We were able to further reduce the matéry restricting our short transcriptions to
the text passages with relevant substance. Theptesdages with relevant substance were
elevated to a previously define@vel of abstraction(generalisation). Accordingly the
wording of thekey messagef the text passage with relevant substance wasded as the
level of abstraction, while the language of theegaty developed from this was oriented
towards the wording of the language within the {@xen coding).

In line with the general methodological approachthe# entire project, a working method
based on qualitative content analysis was applesdise it is particularly well suited to the
study of political communication as well as patteof values and attitudes and hence for
grasping the ideological content of texts. Thermfdris particularly appropriate for the

53



present case involving the analysis of the EU diss® on corruption. While doing so, the
main interest was not the manifest content of compation, rather the latent meaning
structures of the content of communication.
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Workpackage 9: Cross-national comparative analysisf the evaluation of anti-
corruption measures in the participating countriesof the project

Contractors involved: Partner 1, University of Kondanz (UKON)
I. General description

In the second phase of this period the researchpgab Konstanz University evaluated the
reports delivered by all partners by reconstructing logic of anti-corruption measures
against the background of perceptions of corruptiarked out in every single country.
Hereby, the focus of the cultural interpretationd asocial analysis was based on the
assumption that patterns of corruption perceptiboukl be considered as a symbolic
structuring related to objective problems in indival contexts of action. Such patterns of
perception and interpretation define the modus apr of social practices. Their main
function is to secure the reproduction and trams&dion of these practices. Changes of the
patterns of perception correlate with changes endhcial situation in the field. Having put
results by each single country together the rekegn@up compared them finally in terms of a
cross-country and cultural analysis. The final repd the project (D4) was, furthermore,
divided into four chapters: The first chapter camtd an overall analysis on perceptions of
corruption structured according to the countriegigipating in the project. In the second
chapter a separate analysis of perceptions of gtoru structured according to the single
target groups Politics, Judiciary, Police, MediavilCSociety and Economy was presented.
The third chapter was dedicated to policy-relevardings on corruption prevention derived
from project research while the fourth one provideshort overview of the overall analysis
on perceptions of corruption in terms of summaaiesording to countries.

As regards the first chapter containing the oveaaklysis of perception of corruption the
following general remarks should be stated:

1. There are certain comparison points that help gtbepcountries under examination
together in three separate clusters. So, for exangbuth East European countries
such as Bulgaria, Romania and Croatia show sirtidarin perceiving corruption as a
phenomenon diffused in the social fabric. Althougmilar patterns of perceiving
corruption can also be observed in Greece and YVutkere is, nevertheless, a
distinction that must be made: whereas in the forcoeeruption perceived as diffused
is a result of the ways transition from communisnpost-socialist democratic regimes
took place, in the latter perceptions of diffusedrgption are grounded in the specific
traditions of modernisation. Furthermore, the dtiishing feature between Bulgaria,
Romania on the one hand and Croatia on the othénaiswhile in Bulgaria and
Romania diffused corruption can be seen as thdtresfraudulent privatisation, in
Croatia an additional factor of corruption becomimgdespread was fraudulent
transformation owing to corrupt mechanisms of tlae @conomy.

2. What in turn distinguishes all these countries fisuch countries as Germany and the
United Kingdom is that there are no perceptionslifiised corruption but rather a
growing awareness of structural corruption in dgertdomains of public life such as
politics and economy.

As regards the order in which the country studrespaesented, the final project report begins
with the Romanian case, because it contains kayeslts of post-socialist transition and
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corruption stances also typical for other Easteanopean countries, such as Bulgaria and
Croatia the reports on which immediately follow.xtieome the reports of the second cluster
of countries, i.e. Turkey and Greece to be followgdhe third cluster consisting of the UK
and Germany. In a final section of this chaptermtaimparative results can be found.

Finally, the breakdown into four single, thematigdiocused chapters purports to provide
more targeted information on project results. TiEsthe case regarding the report on
perceptions of corruption in the single target gguthe summary report and the report on
policy-relevant project findings. The overall repoontaining detailed analysis of perceptions
of corruption in the single countries provides tla other hand, a more thorough and in depth
analysis to which one can revert to when needingkdraund information. Especially
regarding policy aspects deriving from project eezsh the very intention of the final
conference of the project, held on July"12009 in Brussels, concerning the interaction of
research and practical anti-corruption competensgsto enhance practitioners’ and policy-
makers’ sensibility for and awareness of sociotralt aspects of corrupt conduct which
should urgently be taken into account in the figgminst corruption.

Il. End results

Why does corruption matter? Posing this questiamotsas obvious as it may appear at first
sight, for the usual response consists in pointingall sorts of damages caused by corrupt
conduct. However, no matter how justifiable suchagproach has come to be, it tends to
bypass a crucial aspect of dealing with the phemmmeTaking corruption to having become
a stable feature of contemporary life, it draweribn exclusively to what negative effects
corruption can exercise upon social, political @wdnomic activities. This is an one-sided
way of coping with corruption though, because Keta corruption to be solely a negative
causality, only to be dealt with by deploying a wtmu-causality, that is, anti-corruption
legislation, prevention regulations, ethics compim rules, administrative control mecha-
nisms — in short counter-corruption measures, afed on a ‘top-down” approach. Seeing
things the other way round, i.e. ‘bottom-up’, maglg contribute to delivering a more
comprehensive understanding of why corruption matend how fighting it could work
better. First of all, it matters because it hagpeesively come to be perceived as an issue of
grave societal concern. Talking about corruptioraasatter of growing societal awareness
touches upon one of the cornerstones of our apprdfcaccording to the sociology of
(everyday) knowledge taking/perceiving somethinpeéathe case makes up a great part of its
social facticity, then trying to account for theigons of how certain practises come to be
perceived as corrupt must deal with the questionhadt these perceptions consist in. Treating
corruption as fact constituted through socio-caltuperception patterns rests upon the
assumption that social “facts” represent solutiansocial problems, in other words, they are
social constructions. The motives and causes thdenie corrupt conduct are rooted in
current conditions as well as in long-standing saxiltural contexts, both of which are to be
disclosed through sociological analysis. Socialuaibns are not simply objectively
determined, but are instead formed by subjectingasonal definitions that are culturally
transmitted and therefore vary not only from sqctetsociety, but also from social milieu to
social milieu.

Moreover, our cultural sociological approach cansoestained by pointing to the widely
acknowledged fact that the common-sense perceptbr®rruption often go well beyond
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what the penal law prescribes as such. The pragnutnension of corruption, i.e. its
embeddedness in socio-cultural forms of actionghrea far beyond what the classificatory
definitions of penal law circumscribe as criminagled. From the perspective of the experts,
corruption is nothing other than deviant, criminbéhaviour incommensurable with
institutional values and for this reason to be cated). In average people’s daily lives on the
contrary, corrupt conduct can be a part of thaiadamrder of things that is perceived as
securing their existence, thus making it appeactutl “normality“. Under such conditions,
corruption may not even be considered criminaleatively, corruption might commonly
be seen as a widespread and socially toleratadltaffence. In the everyday life of a society,
corruption is enmeshed in people’s existentialredts to the extent that the consciousness of
wrongdoing may resist both rational reasons anditutienal enforcement of sanctions
against corruption. Therefore attending to everylifayorientations rooted in socio-cultural
contexts and conducive to corrupt behaviour coniesec to how more effective prevention
policies may look like. Thus, taking our bearingeni the cultural embeddedness of
corruption perceptions facilitates examining thaspects of corrupt conduct that are almost
insusceptible or even resistant to administratieasares.

We believe that the considerably varying percegtioihcorruption, determined as they are by
“cultural dispositions”, have significant influenom a country’s respective awareness of the
problem. This is particularly true in socio-cultumntexts, where one observes corruption
perceptions and stances that do not seem to baeeffy targeted by administrative and
judicial control. Focussing as we are on Southdastope purports to show the way
corruption is perceived in countries such as thecBhdidate states Croatia and Turkey, but
also member states such as Romania, Bulgaria aeet&§rrepresents a substantial threat to or
a retarding factor against their efforts to adjhsir political, social, and economic systems to
EU-standards. Taking full account of the sociowat embeddedness of corruption how
corruption is experienced in these countries wihruption perceptions observed in North
European countries such as Germany and the UK.dBasethe research findings of the
project we can generally say that there are cexamparison points that help group the
countries under examination together in three s#parlusters. So, for example, countries
such as Bulgaria, Romania and Croatia show simédariin perceiving corruption as a
phenomenon diffused in the social fabric. Althowgiilar patterns of perceiving corruption
can also be observed in Greece and Turkey thereei®rtheless, a distinction that must be
made: whereas in the former corruption perceivedifissed is a result of the ways transition
from communism to post-socialist democratic regirtoedk place, in the latter perceptions of
diffused corruption are grounded in the specifaaditions of modernisation. Furthermore, the
distinguishing feature between Bulgaria, Romanidghenone hand and Croatia on the other is
that while in Bulgaria and Romania diffused corroptcan be seen as the result of fraudulent
privatisation, in Croatia an additional factor obrimption becoming widespread was
fraudulent transformation owing to corrupt mecharssof the war economy. What in turn
distinguishes all these countries from such coestas Germany and the United Kingdom is
that there are no perceptions of diffused corruptleere, but rather a growing awareness of
structural corruption in certain domains of puliiie such as politics and economy.

Romania, Bulgaria, Croatia

What corruption patterns can be observed in foriragrsition states like Romania, Bulgaria
and Croatia? To begin with, what seems to be thenoon denominator is that perceptions in
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these countries are guided by the assumption tratition is deeply diffused in the social
body and therefore to be taken for granted. Inrspect Romania represents an outstanding
example because in this case one can speak of-bBlduin “culture of corruption” This
means that citizens view corruption as a normal ofagetting things done and that this way
of thinking and practice is becoming deeply embddddo the conceptual, moral and
practical attitudes of everyday life. What is threason for these perceptions of diffused
corruption? There seems to be one dominant thiaigsihsstains common-sense perceptions of
diffused corruption: The awareness of a ‘mafia ende’: a complex mechanism that
aggregates multiple interests forging a ‘thick f@bof interdependencies, mutual liabilities
and law-deviating networks spreading across alliatoftelds. Involved can be almost
everybody: politicians, policemen public administba servants, magistrates, judges,
lawyers, private businessmen, NGOs. Similar pergegtof an all-encompassing corruption
can be observed in Bulgaria and Croatia too. Ig&uh they are based not so much on the
belief or awareness of corrupt networks occupyirimg positions in state and economput
rather on public-interest notions: diffused corraptis perceived as bad and irresponsible
government, i.e. public policies acting contraryotoviolating the national interests of the
country. This public-interest-based perception iffiuged corruption is however challenged
by legalistic attitudes that narrow the phenomethonwn to law violations or infringements of
legal rules.

Similarly in Croatia there is a widespread publediéf that corrupt behaviour can be found
almost everywhere in society. However, althouglinfglshort of being perceived a ‘mafia
ensemble’, there are certain interconnections katvieg business, politics and the judiciary
that are perceived to be sources of structurahdy@rruption. Turning to the question how
these diffusion-perceptions are accounted forgtlhee two points to make:

a) the one has to do with the traces the tranggioness has left behind,

b) the other with the distinction between petty grahd corruption.

a) Romania can again serve as starting point. gards the legacy of the past we can say that
the corrupt mode of resource allocation in the frmommunist regime was transmitted to
the transformation period. The inherited beliefd @arrceptions regarding resource allocation
by means of corruption became part of the mindfseged in the transition years. For this
mentality corrupt conduct as a legacy of the comstyperiod is taken to be an individual
right and this in turn a social norm everybody mimst observe under the existing state of
affairs.

* ‘Rightful’ corruption is perceived and practised oaly on the grounds of ‘legitimate’
privileges accruing to certain social positionst biso because it is seen to fulfil
compensatory functions — compensating for social anonomic injustices and
inequalities.

A great deal of contemporary perceptions of diftusmrruption originates in how the

transformation process from communism to free ntadanomy has been associated by
large parts of the populations in East Europe vindudulent privatisation mechanisms. In
Romania the ‘old ways’ of official-state corruptiovere supplemented by corrupt private
appropriation of public resources, that is of comrpooperty. In Bulgaria the mechanisms of
property transfer were determined by corrupt prditithe privatisation of big companies

® Although currently this seems to be the case.
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serving the financial interests of political pasti@his kind of marketisation of politics has
also contributed to the whole public sphere perstin the grips of corruption.

b) Another component of corruption being perceidédtused in the social fabric is the fact
grand and petty corruption becoming (almost) itangeable. This is most clearly the case
in Romania:

» High level corruption could mingle with ordinarytpecorruption to the extent that
the more successful and stable the fraudulent mdsthad wealth accumulation
became, the more likely it became for the massedidgegard any form of law-
conforming behaviour, or to perceive that the oméyy to cope with and take share at
the possibilities the new situation offered wasdfimg from lawbreaking oneself.

Concerning the transition period something simdan be observed in Croatia too, with an
important difference though. The weird ways of ptising former common property was in
this case aggravated by the fact of war economyghwhias dominated by war-profiteering
groups and organized criminality. The politicalireg that emerged from the war marked as
it were by authoritarianism, favouritism and clieligm transferred in a certain way the
cultural legacies of state socialism into Westeodet of a market economy. Both processes
helped blur the distinction between grand and pettyuption. However, although public
perceptions take for granted that corrupt behavisumearly ubiquitous, there is a kind of
differentiation between them: one can observe #aicetolerance towards petty corruption
whereas high-level corruption is seen much moteaty and is therefore less tolerated.

In addition, there are three other possible causgslaining perceptions of diffused
corruption, the most important of which being

» deficient prosecution,

» political instrumentalisation of corruption as aans of party struggle, and

» what is perceived as inflationary corruption dissauin the mass media.

To begin with, what currently nourishes perceptioisan omni-present corruption is that
juridical prosecution practice falls dramaticallyost of producing any substantial number of
verdicts — if at all. In both Romania and Bulgagigerybody takes corruption for granted, but
(almost) nobody, at least nobody that matters, setenbe held responsible or guilty. The
inefficiency of justice — or even, as in Romanta,involvement in corruption — are the main
causes of such diffusion-perceptions such as “pbrocountry without corrupt people”. In
Croatia the state of affairs seems to be similacabise parts of the judiciary systematically
underestimate the presence of corruption withinudecial system, most probably in fear that
focusing on corrupt activities could lead to thetdéction of overall credibility of the courts
and judicial practice. How the issue is dealt viitiihe sphere of politics proves to be another
reason corruption being perceived omni-presentptbblem of corruption is often exploited
by politicians as just another means of party cditipe, or as a continuation of party
struggle with other means. Riding the anti-corroptiicket has more or less become a steady
factor in politics in the post-communist societ@sEastern and Central Europe. This holds
particularly true in Bulgaria: In order to raiseetimobilisation of voters ideologies and
programs of the mainstream parties draw heavilyatonalism, identity politics or the anti-
corruption discourse. Exploiting the prevalent aawmass of corruption being widespread,
political parties in Romania have also deployeceacessive anticorruption rhetoric: Trying
to discredit the political opponent by all meansrrgption as a political instrument has
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degenerated into ‘witch-hunt’ situations. Closebnoected with how public discourses are
currently perceived to reinforce widespread colinrpperceptions is the issue of corruption
discourses launched by the media. There is a ggopiblic awareness that the inflationary
treatment of corruption affairs by mass media hagnter-productive effects: Instead of
promoting transparency, the media reinforce exggpierceptions of widespread corruption.

e The affirmative reproduction of what in everydafe lis perceived as diffused corruption
reinforces these perceptions thus ‘constructingeatality habitus tolerant to or approving
of corrupt conduct as basic fact of social relagion

This criticism leveled at the media is most acuteRomania. The way they capitalize on
corruption is publicly perceived to have produced‘saowball effect: The media
representations tend to reproduce everyday ‘th€ooieperception patterns thus making out
them hard-boiled social facts, giving them a kirice® post pseudo-legitimacy. In Bulgaria
one sees governments establishing discourse ooalitwith the media, accepting their more
broad definition of corruption and ‘feeding’ themthvinformation about cases of corruption
that serve party political goals. In Croatia on tumtrary there seem to be no widespread
perceptions about the media being an amplifyingpfaa making corruption a diffused social
fact.

Greece and Turkey

Although no transition countries Greece and Turklegre some of the corruption perception
patterns observed in Romania and Bulgaria. Fortbimg, in both countries perceptions of
widespread, diffused corruption are prevalent. Hewethere is an important difference:
Whereas in Greece everybody knows about corrupdwairtaking place in every sphere of
public life, nobody seems to know who exactly tleegetrator is, in Turkey everybody knows
there is corruption all over, but only few are umgortable with this.

Regarding Greece there are still some other aspédisared ways of perceiving corruption
as permeating the social fabric. Like in Romanid &ulgaria one speak of a ‘culture of
corruption’ in the Greek case, since it is wideglibved that Greek society suffers an erosion
of culture and therefore the usually tolerated wotrrconduct does not coincide with illegal
action. To be sure, it goes against ‘approved tetiacal standards’, but these seem to have
totally lost the binding force required to keep medleviations at bay. What sustains these
perceptions seems to be a variation of regardiegfy(jpcorruption as somehow ‘legitimate’,
as in the Romanian case. Widespread corruptiocasumted for by means of the assertion
that it represents a form of ‘survival’-strategyaatst the odds of class subalternity. This can
be termed a functionalist awareness of corruptiothé extent that it regards it as a means of
compensating for

» various sorts of distribution inequalities (i. erwiption as form of redistribution) and

» the widespread feeling of injustice in the relatid®tween citizens and state.

In addition, the inflationary corruption of the mi&ds also in Greece perceived as aggravating
the phenomenon. However, in contrast to Romania Buidaria, where there are serious
concerns that the media somehow blockade the rb&diropeanisation, in Greece it is not
easy to discern what the inflationary treatmentcofruption scandals consists in. One
possible explanation for this would be to argue tha picture of deep-entrenched corruption
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delivered by the media is extremely harmful for sledf-perceptions of Greek citizens. Since a
main component of contemporary Greek self-consaiess is the European identity, failing
to catch-up with European standards is perceivexdase of distress.

Comparing Greece and Turkey on this there seeni® tess uneasiness with widespread
corruption in the latter. In Turkey petty corruptigbriberies) is taken for granted in every
domain of daily life where citizens are faced witle state apparatus: the police, customs, the
health sector, hospitals and so forth, but coroupis not necessarily perceived as a bad thing:
According to prevalent notions it is regarded asiekind of ‘natural’ phenomenon within
Turkish society, as a long-standing traditional wégetting things done within certain social
contexts. The role of tradition or what is regardi@dbe a set of binding normative rules is an
interesting point by means of which the ‘culturdscorruption’ in both countries can be
compared. In Greece the usual moralistic accouritingvidespread corruption runs like this:
The decay of public morals and the diffusion ofrapt conduct should be attributed to the
prevalent mentality of possessive individualisme.(i.egoistic self-interests, ruthless
competition, greed for money and power, etc.). ttk€y we encounter the same line of
reasoning, albeit the cultural factor plays a mgadater role. Whereas in Greece perceptions
of diffused corruption take for granted that thedttional bonds of social coherence seem to
have disappeared allowing the pursuit of self-ggeior hedonism by all (corrupt) means to
hold sway, in Turkey corruption is pitted againsdditional collectivist notions of moral
conduct the binding force of which is still consieleé powerful. Principles of honesty and
good will stated in religious-ethical and cultucaldes are perceived to provide counter-forces
against corruption propensities generated by agorsdividualism. The Greek individualism

is of a more hedonistic style coupled with a consush welfare-state orientation. i.e. has
political roots It is the result of a false distriton of EU-transfers used for a kind of political
corruption in the form of buying votes. Turkish imdualism has strong economic features
and is an expression of traditional bazaar econmmayas such a part of carrier-planning.

In both countries patronage, clientelism and nepotare perceived as major sources of
widespread corruption. In both the breach of thettveen state institutions and civil society
runs deep, the latter perceiving the former as peent oppressors, only to come by
deploying rule-deviating methods. In short, corruptis somehow perceived a legitimate
means of dealing with the state apparatuses. ledgréhe “corrupt exchanges” inherent in
favouritism and clientelism are tacitly considetede means to cover up the gap or breach of
trust between citizens and state. With other weindsgains from corrupt conduct are taken to
be a positive form of social capital which citizeare entitled to, confronted as they are with a
whimsical, arrogant or even tyrannical state mazhiNevertheless, there is a certain
ambivalence attached to such perceptions of (petbyjuption being a short of curious
retrieval of citizens’ empowerment: they help péupée exactly that state of affairs against
which they feel entitled to resort to deviant, aptrbehaviour. In Turkey in turn the mistrust
against the authoritarian state is equally develaged deep-entrenched, although the accent
is mainly put on participation in the corrupt netk® of clientelism as means of securing a
position in the state apparatus, that althoughahetiys good remunerated is nevertheless
associated with certain privileges only the all-pofrl Turkish state can confer.
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The United Kingdom and Germany

Moving to the North of the continent and lookinghatwv awareness of corruption looks like,
we encounter a completely different picture — edtfsight. In both countries there can be no
talk of perceptions of widespread corruption. Hoarewno sooner has one observed this fact
than another observation crops up: Although in lootintries it generally seems that in terms
of public perceptions the issue of corruption i$ acserious, or simply significant problem
confronting society, there is nevertheless in ret¢emes a growing awareness of it having
become a social facticity of considerable graviybe urgently dealt with. How is this
paradoxical disparity to be explained? The shottveay of doing this is to make clear that
the terms of this contrast do not obviously hawe shme reference: Whereas perceptions of
corruption in a wide sense (i.e. public life atgy refer to it being an extensive social
phenomenon, that is, a fact of everyday life otypeorruption, the other type of corruption
awareness points to there being certain domaisedrety where corruption has become (or
has come to be perceived as) a structural feature.

In the UK there are certain cultural determinantslarlying perceptions of corruption-free
social life. They are mainly cultural self-perceypis of British life as governed by and
complying with firm standards of socio-ethical acti and long-standing, binding
cultural/customary codes of conduct. Furthermoregs¢ customary codes contribute
decisively to British people being (or perceivirfteinselves to be) culturally indisposed
towards corruption, because it conflicts with theilherence to the concepts of fairness, rule-
bindingness and openness (the ‘cricket’ norm). @foee, until lately, perceptions of
corruption as somehow un-British ‘outsourced’ cption, taking it to be something
extraneous, bedevilling other, mostly underdevalopeuntries. Thus, observers are all the
more (apparently) taken by surprise by the exterwhich key sectors of British public life
(politics, civil service, business, the media) afficted by corruption. In fact, Transparency
International-UK recently claims corruption has @oncomfortably close to the heart of the
British establishment.

Something similar can be observed in Germany. Gdaminant perceptions of corruption in

the public, which are characterised by trust inrtiie of law, broad confidence in the state as
an institution which provides for citizens and feadt absence of everyday corruption, it
seemed at the beginning that the party financirmgdals that shook the country in the late
90ies were just a kind of an “on-the-job accidei{owever, a series of other scandalous
affairs, both political and economic, have paveeé thiay for increasing awareness of
corruption no longer as simply an erratic contingerbut rather a structural trait of the

rationality governing political and economic action

The divergence between certainties about corrugi@ng non-existent on the one hand, the
growing awareness of corrupt conduct in key seatdgzublic life on the other, explains one

common feature of contemporary experiences withrugbion in both countries. One

encounters very often the argument whether an@dtaeasonably have been identified as
corruption at the time it took place. Looking ahquarable cases of economic corruption (i. e.
briberies abroad) one can identify the disparitywleen subjective accounts of doing and
social or legally codified perceptions of wrongdpias a cognitive lag: The perceptions
guiding action somehow fail to match up with whaivé become new social perceptions
determining realities in the field of what counts @rrupt conduct. It seems that there is a
structural reason accounting for this disparityaf@cterised as it is by habitualised attitudes
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as expression of the compelling relation betweentivatonal dispositions, company
objectives and the rationality of maximising effiocy (profit) economic action follows an
autonomous logic often detached from what in sgcatlarge has become standard ethical
behaviour currently to be complied with. Mutatistandis this holds true of political action
as well. Take for example the relation of politarsd civil society: Whereas NGOs working
on anti-corruption are regarded as pioneers in Idpireg a new understanding of what
constitutes corruption, politicians’ perceptiongeof lag behind what NGOs have pushed
through as new rules of compliance. Regarding abeuraf other issues, like party financing,
MPs’ norm-violating behaviour, lobbyism, the paggtion of private interests in shaping
public economic policies, we can reasonably asstnaiegiven the development of growing
societal awareness of corruption as issue to bk wéh and on the basis of perceptions of
high public standards what previously was seemtier contingent has now assumed another
character, that is, of certain regularities (iegular-structural patterns of behaviour) now
perceived definitely irregular or corrupt.
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Workpackage 10: Organisation and Realisation of thé&inal Interactive Scholars-
Experts Conference and Report of the Conference

Contractors involved: Partner 1, University of Kondanz (UKON)

In January 2009 the project management at Kondfanzrsity has started with the organisation
of the final conference of the project which todkge on July 19 2009 at the Crowne Plaza
Brussels City Centre Hotel. Although a more dethpeesentation of the conference is included
in chapter Section 3 — Consortium management &f t@port (see below) in this frame the
following organisational as well as conceptual atpef the final conference should be stated:
Prior to the conference experts, practitionersicgahakers and scholars active in the field of
anti-corruption who have been invited to particgphtive been provided with all four reports of
the final analysis of the project. During the ceusf the conference all reports have been
additionally available for further participants wattended the conference. The co-ordinators of
the country studies of the project consortium a$i a® representatives of the following EU-
institutions and anti-corruption agencies partitgdaand contributed to the sessions of the
conference either by delivering a detailed comnmnproject results or by participating in the
panel discussion at the end of the conference: BECHeedom Security and Justice, EC/DG
Enlargement, European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF), &uean Parliament, Council of Europe:
GRECO-Group of States against Corruption, SIGMAgpasnme (EU and OECD), EULEX,
Transparency International along with further expeand scholars coming from different
European countries and institutions.

The sessions of the conference and the relatedatieomits are as follows:

a) Introduction: Crime and Culture-Project, Fina¢pRrt (Deliverable 4). The research and
project management team at Konstanz University prasided participants with an overall
analysis of perceptions of corruption in the comstiselected for study, extending the respective
analysis by delivering results focusing on the eargroups under investigation, that is on
corruption perceptions in the fields of politicsidiciary, police, media, civil society and
economy. Hereupon, the results of the inter-cultcoanparison between countries and, finally,
an overall comparison especially focused on thaeifsignce of perceptions of corruption for
anti-corruption policies.

b) Sessions of the conference: The sessions ofdh&erence contained each time two target
groups. Session 1. Politics and Economy, Sessiodudiciary and Police, Session 3: Civil
Society and Media. The reason for this themati@rayement derives from insights on
perceptions of corruption gained through projesteegch on the target groups. It is either based
on similarities regarding the rationality that ungle the social action of the members of the
groups or underlines the fact that conflicts betwaed confusion of these rationalities constitute
reasons for corrupt conduct. Experts and pracgti®nvith experience in the field will delivered
a detailed comment on project results related ¢th éarget group. At the end of every session the
floor has been given to questions from the attesidee

c) General discussion: Participants and attenddethed conference have been given the

additional opportunity to thoroughly discuss maime$ of argumentation presented during the
single sessions of the conference in the framegafineral discussion session.
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d) Panel Discussion: Project’'s Results and Poliegd$. The panel which took place at the end
of the conference was dedicated to a targeted shgmu on how project findings and conclusions
can be fruitful towards optimisation of anti-cortigm policies and practice. To this end
representatives of the most important anti-coraupéigencies participated.
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1.3 Project meetings

1. Kick-off meeting, 2-3 February 2006, Centre fotiberal Strategies, Sofia, Bulgaria

At the beginning of the project a kick-off meetings been organised at the Centre for Liberal
Strategies, Sofia, Bulgaria in the frame of whikk project partners discussed in plenary the

project as a whole, its subdivision into case #sidias well as the co-ordination of the
research procedure as a whole.

Overview of the meeting

During the preparation of the proposal of t
project submitted in April 2005 and until th
beginning of the project in January 2006 t
consortium partners agreed on the overwriti
guidelines of the research work.
Accordingly, the meeting featured five topic
foci, the content of each of which is
follows:

1. Project methodology

2. Content analysis software Atlas-ti

3. Project team presentations

4. Detailed aspects of data collection

1. The project's empirical approach proceeds frédma assumption that th#ottom-up’
definitions held within ‘everyday theories’ of corruption a@@chored in social patterns of
perception that actors apply unconsciously. Fa teason, they cannot be polled in the direct
method commonly used in opinion research, but ratinest be reconstructedfrom
administrative and other official documents andorded statements of those persons
interviewed. Building on this insight, both the datents as well as the expert interviews are
to be subjected to a computerised qualitative canémalysis (content analysis software
Atlas-ti) according to the principles gfounded theorynethodology.

2. The Atlas-ti software programme to be used Bypadject participants for their data
analysis was introduced and tested through
joint analysis of speeches from an E
Parliamentary debate. Much of t
discussion revolved around details of t
program’s functioning, above all wit
reference to the coding procedure and h
memos reflecting the coder’s insights in
the text can be recorded and represe
while using the software. A matter of gre.
interest was the depth of analysis necess
to obtain codes that plumb the material o
sufficient breadth and depth.

3. Each project team presented
comprehensive account of the actual state of coom@and anti- corruptlon measures in the
countries involved. In the discussion that followid® presentations were embedded in a

- \\f"""‘
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comparative reasoning that revolved on
the conditions generating corrupt
practises in transition societies on the one
hand and in EU member states on the
other.

4. Although the ‘guidelines’ provided by
the workpackages are quite concrete,
there is no set concept for data selection
and collection that could apply to all
project teams. Each group must proceed from its cwmext and work within the range of
possibilities available to it, provided of coursattthe overall work planning in all its details
is observed. In other words, the project groupsfrae to define their own priorities for data
collection.

5. Finally, technical and administrative aspectshef project have been also discussed. The
session directed the attention of the participtmthe detailed workplan contained in Annex
[, pp. 30-32. Detailed points of discussion haverbeontacts to key persons in each target
group, contact to national and international orgatdns involved in anti-corruption policies,
administrative aspects such as reporting, auditificates, presentation of the reporting
template.

2. Project workshop, 2-3 June 2006, Galatasaray Urersity, Istanbul, Turkey

Overview of the meeting

The presentations on research work of the firgeptaesearch phase have focussed on:

a) the process of generating material,

b) the choice of the case studies to be examined,

c) the achieved outcomes and findings to date,alsd the problems with generating and
evaluating the material and

d) interim conclusions.

Presentations were delivered by the following coism members: Centre for Liberal
Strategies (Bulgaria), Research Institute for Qualbf Life (Romania), Galatasaray
University (Turkey), University of Zagreb (Croatia)National School of Public
Administration and Local Government, Panteion Ursitg of Social and Political Sciences
(Greece), South East European Studies at Oxforde€tliKingdom), University of Konstanz
and University of Tubingen.

1. Centre for Liberal Strategies (Presentation eadrout by Rashko Dorosiev, M. A.)

The initial generation of material has targeted:
* Documents on the two particular cases - media madgeNGO analysis, vrdicts,
parties leaders’ statements, and
* General documents and writings on corruption orugmion related topics — NGO
analysis, statements and codes of conduct of basemsociations. The research work
of the Bulgarian team will concentrate on two cption cases:
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Case Study 1: Privatisation of Bulgartabac Holdilegding tobacco company in SEE, state-

owned and managed, tobacco buying, processingeafidrade, manufacturing and export of

cigarettes)

Case Study 2: Anonymous donation to the Union ahBeratic Force party’s foundation.

The analytical description of the cases was follbwsy a presentation of a document

evaluation with the atlas-ti computer program. ™aa concerning these corruption cases

relate to

e Documents on the two particular cases - media mieNGO analysis, verdicts, parties
leaders’ statements

e General documents and writings on corruption orruggion related topics — NGO
analysis, statements and codes of conduct of asemsociations.

2. University of Zagreb (Presentation carried oytRrofessor Kresimir Kufrin)

The Croatian team has at first studied exampless#arch using the theoretical framework of
Grounded Theory. At the same time it succeed inigQro grips with certain aspects of the
atlas-ti computer program. This both theoretical asomputer related activities were
supplemented by the selection of the researchtastds The evaluation work will be carried
out by two research/coding teams (two persons e&atijarch it held two sessions, the first
on the Grounded Theory outline and examples ofarebe the second on working with atlas-
ti. There followed a number of meetings on selectmaterials to be coded, resolving
problems and doubts regarding coding, unifying Wk of the two research teams and
finally resolving problems with the computer pragrand the (un)availability of material.
According to the criteria of a) higher/lower levebrruption and b) the availability of
materials from various target groups two case sgidave been selected:

Case Study 1: The financing of the last presidenimpaign (January 2005), and

Case Study 2: Corruption in old people’s home$endity of Zagreb.
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The Croatian research team has come up with ceptainlems regarding the generation of
material that have successfully been dealt witlough the use of proxy material for the
problematic target groups. Other problems to com@rips with relate to the declarative
character of the documents and the difficultiehwieneralisation and theory building.

3. Research Institute for Quality of Life (Preseimta carried out by Dr luliana Precupg)

Approach to case studie$n regard to privatisation and high level coriapt two case
studies were chosen in order to highlight the vexifacets of corruption in Romania.

Case Study 1: ‘Rompetrol’ case: Privatisation bfgaoil company with huge debts to the
state in total amount of 603 million dollars. A priment member of the Liberal party holds
the majority of stocks. The debts of the companyevieansformed by governmental
ordinance in bonds. The case is in progress.

Case Study 2: The case regarding the National tyodred the former vice-prime minister that
refers mainly to buying and selling state assethout paying taxes. This case allows
illustrating overlapping of interests, mechanisrhsaruption like using micro-firms that do
not pay taxes to state for transactions, and vanmaiworks.

In regard to party funding, one case is analyshdf bf Humanistic party referring to
donations higher than allowed by law in the eleatoampaign of 2004. This was revealed by
the report of Court of Accounts and is currentlynigefollowed by the Court of Appeal in
Bucharest.

Materials from all six target groups have beenem#d. The difficulty consists in gathering
documents that refer to the case studies acrostatfet groups. Consequently, documents
will cover as much as possible the groups refertingcase studies while they will be
complemented with other materials (verdicts foreotborruption cases in case of justice and
in case of police, policy materials and anticoriuptstrategies). Part of the material collected
have been analysed by Atlas ti.

4. South East European Studies at Oxford (Presentaarried out by Dr Sappho Xenakis)

The corruption cases to be examined are the fatigwi

Case Study 1: Party Financing: 2006 ‘Cash for Rmsr'ascandal. This case is useful because

of its proximity for recent legal developments he definition and restrictions concerning

corruption in the UK.

Case Study 2: The use of bribery to further Britsihmmercial interests abroad: Balfour

Beatty and the Pergau Dam Affair, 1994. This casefiparticular pertinence to the overall

research project UK because it addresses the ifsiiie degree to which the UK has been

committed to anti-corruption policies at home adlwas abroad (namely in EU candidate
states).

The preliminary conclusions arrived at can be surnsed as follows:

» There was an interesting preliminary finding frone NGO and politicians focus groups
in the first case study regarding the perceivedepiability of a certain degree of
patronage in politics and conceptions about whegadeal limits to it were to be drawn.

* The under-use of the word ‘corruption’ in documertBected also appeared relevant.

* There were evident concerns raised in both cashest@about money/business interests
intermeshing with politicians and influencing pglit the detriment of the public good.
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e« There was some overlap of codes between the twescdsis appears to be a positive
finding for the study and hopefully will aid to tlwenstruction of a network of logic to be
derived from the codes that will help to clarifyetbontext of perspectives on corruption in
the UK.

There also arises a number of pertinent questiahgdow can mundane conclusions be

avoided? b) How can stable conclusions about pgores on corruption be reached for a

situation in flux? c) Software problems: 1. losidgcuments, 2. incompatibility with Word

documents, 3. incompatibility of Atlas-ti line reémces to original documents.

5. Panteion University of Social and Political &utes (Presentation carried out by
Professor Effi Lambropoulou)

Since April the Greek team has concentrateds@arching the specific case studies, which
would cover the relevant target groups and on ctiig data and documents.

Case Study 1: Party financing. The data generalate toa) politics (parliamentary debates
on party financing and in particular, Law 3023/2008levant legislation, Parliamentary
proceedings, Electoral programs of ND and PAS®Kw Democracy, Pan-Hellenic Socialistic
Movemer}), b) the media (Articles of three high circulation Iganewspapers, the news
transcripts on abuse of power, bribery, breachrwdttand duty from NET/T.V., Search
SKAI radio Archive), c) the legal system (Findings of investigation ofn@el Public
Prosecutor — although access was denied since wetdbave legitimate interest —, court
decisions on cases of abuse of power, briberychreatrust and duty, which were published
in law journals), andl) the economy (Federation of Greek Industry [SEV]).

Case Study 2: illegal naturalisations. The dateegged relate t@), politics (parliamentary
proceedings (26.5.2000) concerning a question ensue by a Member of the Parliament,
parliamentary proceedings, investigation committegéituted by ND concerning the research
case and the elections of 9.4.2008),the police (Police Division of Serres-Prefect@Ge/
neral Police Division of Central, Macedonia, [casecovered], the Head of the Police
department [who gave a Press Conference but damgdard or electronic copy — we are
looking for access only via the local TV archiveg), the media (articles of three high
circulation daily newspapers, search SKAI radio Archive), d) the legal system (law
2910/2001, concerning naturalisation, findingsrofeistigation of General Public Prosecutor)
and e) the civil society (Publications pertinent to tlesue and not the special case from
ApodimosHellenic FrontandNetwork 2INGOs]).

The next step is to decide on the specific docusenbe used for data analysis with Atlas-ti.
The team has already started working with it, baognacquainted with the procedure. The
main qualitative analysis should be completed leyethd of July.

6. Galatasaray University (Presentation carried bytEsat Bozyigit, M. A.)

Two corruption cases were selected for examination:

Case Study 1: @ruption in party financinginvolved is the Welfare PartyRefah Partisi
RP), whose predecess@hilli Nizam Partisi National Order Party, MNP), aiMilli Selamet
Partisi, National Salvation Party, MSP), had been peratidanned since 25 years by the
Constitutional Court for threatening the “laic pmiple” of the Republic, and had been re-
established several times under different namesrewichnned. As the WP was banned in
January 1998, the Constitutional Court decidedithabuld have to refund the state subsidies
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it had received. However, the funds disappeared thece was no reimbursement. This
leading case labelled as the “Merctiimek-case” (naafeat the financial consultant who
handled the party’s assets).

Case Study 2: In December 20@3 new Parliament voted overwhelmingly to launch
investigations into alleged wrongdoing by formem& Minister Mesut Yilmaz and five
other former ministers — currently being tried, agpely or in pairs, before the Supreme
Court (the name under which Turkey's highest tr#huthe Constitutional Court, sits when
judging senior government officials). The trialsnea after extensive parliamentary
investigations into allegations of widespread fraudenders, bankruptcies, banking reforms
and power projects that cost Turkey billions oflaid over the past decade.

The material of the international and national -@otiruption agencies or NGO’s and most of
the data related with the envisaged case-studiadigmentary minutes and investigation
reports, verdicts, media reporting and commentapeslications of different socio-economic
associations, etc.) has already been gatherede Sh@re is no “ombudsman’s office” in
Turkey yet, the Turkish team is going to examine itivestigation reports of the parliament
and ministerial boards (of the Prime Ministry, Mitmy of Finance and Ministry of Justice), as
well as the related reports of the audit bodiegKiB Court of Accounts, High Audit Board
under the Prime Minister’s Department and the SAaidit Board under the Presidency).

7. University of Konstanz / University of Tubing®nesentations carried out by Dr Angelos
Giannakopoulos and Dr Dr Konstadinos Maras)

The German team has focussed on corruption castsney to party financing and bribery.
Case Study 1: The ‘Black Accounts’-affair of th®\& (Christ Democratic Party). Under
Helmut Kohl the CDU raised millions of marks ineifjal donations from 1982 to 1998. Kohl
had access to secret accounts from which he afiddarge sums of money to individual
representatives and party bodies, circumventing tésponsible party structures and
prevailing laws, albeit securing in this way hisitol over the party machine.

Case Study 2: The donations-affair of the SPD @daemocratic Party) in the federal state
of NRW (Northern Rhenania-Westphalia). In 2002 iegdSocial Democrats officials in
Cologne were arrested in connection with an allegéd Million DM bribery scheme
involving the construction of a garbage incinerator

The data to these cases and relevant materiah& obrruption affairs have been generated.
They consists ina) protocols of parliamentary debates of the ‘Butagson the ‘Black
Accounts’—affair of the CDU partyn) protocols of parliamentary debates of the ‘Lagttd
the federal state of NRW (Northern Rhenania-Wesdiphan the Donations-affair of the SPD
party [Background documents: Reports of the paeiatarian investigation committees),
Verdict of the ‘Landgericht KoIn® (Court of the ferhl state of NRW, Cologne) on the
Donations-affair of the SPD partg) Analysis of documents published by ‘Transparency
International’, Germanyg) Press analyses on the ‘Black Accounts’-affaithedf CDU party
and Donations-affair of the SPD party from the neayers ‘Frankfurter Allgemeine’ and
‘Suddeutsche Zeitung® (200 articles) — Recordings tbe TV talk-shows ‘Sabine
Christiansen’ (ARD channel) and ‘hart aber fair QR channel) on the same corruption
casesf) Public statements and statements of formal otiigeby the DGB (German Trade
Union Association) and BDI (German Industry Asstioms).
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Final Discussion

In the final discussion the general agreement wadenthat theoretical or methodological
discussions are not subject of an empirical rebearoject and that only pragmatic and
technical problems referring to grounded theory Atlds-ti are of crucial interest. Questions
like those, if grounded theory is a scientific aggwh or not do not answer any problem of the
consortium as defined in the contract with the [paem Commission. Criteria for the
evaluation of the research groups’ data generaiwh empirical findings are those in the
appendix. Expected are analytical and not only mijigsee codings, i.e. not lists of manifest
key-concepts but a reconstruction of the relatioesveen key-concepts (and key-passages)
and their social meaning.

3. Project meeting, 3-4 November 2006, Faculty ofoSiology and Social Work,
University of Bucharest and Research Institute forQuality of Life, Romanian Academy,
Bucharest, Romania

Overview of the meeting

General Evaluation of the First Research Period;Arecal and Administrative Aspects of the
Process Ahead

1. The overall research report, deliverable 1,hef first research period of the project was
assessed by the management of the project as eflentcoverall quality. It was appreciated
that presentations of country reports during thevious day clarified already many aspects
and discussions helped to a great extent in moderstanding the various approaches by
country groups. Even though research and repoitswied the same methodology and
method they partially differ but differences amdhg country reports have been expected and
are due to different preconditions regarding daémegation in the countries involved
unavoidable. The experience so far is, that efflarisomogenise research proceedings would
not be necessarily good for the overall projectaesh.
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2. Comments and suggestions on deliverable 1 grecéed from the European Commission
and reports will be revised accordingly by eachugro

Financial report containing the audit certificated aactivities report covering the first year
should be submitted within 45 days after the endepbrting period. For all reports, British
English should be used. Details of reporting as/ thave been presented in the Project
Management Conference in Brussels in June 2006 begr already sent by e-mail to all
groups.

3. Dissemination is an important aspect of theqamtopind every country should improve ways
to best disseminate information on project and ltesiarious ways should be taken into
account: media, papers in scientific journals, rimd¢, a series of discussion papers, etc. Both
national and international level should be covered.

A discussion papeshould be elaborated by each group every yearshduld be made
available to all members of research team and atlmwparison among countries.

Each team will make concrete suggestions on digggion ways until the end of November
2006 in order to start targeted dissemination.

Second Research Period: General Guidelines. TaBgetips Research

1. The second research period will be dedicatethta generation by all target groups on the
basis of interviews to be conducted. It was agtbeatl selection of interviewees should take
into consideration that officials of organisatiomsght not be the best persons to provide
information on the subject of our research buteathose who know more about the content
and form the corruption takes in organisations. &@mple, in case of target group economy,
it is best to interview entrepreneurs. The gurtdiused for the first part of research should
be used. It is suitable to conduct interviews vaérsons involved in the case study that was
already analysed within the country groups if polesi Gender is an important aspect of
selection.

2. The ways of contacting the persons to be inte&rgd have been discussed. Letters used in
the first part of research and relations alreadlf bhould be used.

3. The number of interviews agreed upon was twaeé&mh target group. If there are problems
and the interviews do not provide enough informatimore can be carried out.

4. At least one interview should be transcribedluheé project meeting in Konstanz. Core
parts should be translated in English and be réadgnalysis.

5. Analysis should proceed as in the first stagdefresearch, by using Atlas-ti.

6. The questions resulted from first phase of aislghould be addressed by conducting
interviews. Also, the research interest lies ia tbgic of argumentation of those persons
interviewed.

7. Interviews should respect ethical aspects ar@ kespondents anonymous.

8. It was appreciated that second research phaseres challenging and intense than the first
one and organisation of research should be doryecageefully in respect to time.

9. Recording interviews. It is best to record imiew as it is more difficult to make a
‘memory protocol’. If recording is not possiblegsearcher should take notes and make
transcripts.

It was pointed out that some difficulties might érecountered in case of prosecutors, police
personnel, who would be less inclined to accepirding.

10. Some concerns were expressed about the factedmerts might be reticent to the
problems addressed by interviews. It was concluttedt researchers do not have an
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investigative approach, they are rather interestetgumentations and there are no sensitive
issues. There are no guidelines for each specal ca

11. Interviews are relevant as they will allow gaginsight into the problem of institutional
transfer from western countries to transformatiouartries. It was argued that, most probably,
this is not modernisation. The problem of trustnstitutions was also discussed along with
the relationship between culture, trust and corompt

12. Guidelines for interviewing have been proposgdhe Scientific Manager of the project.
After discussions, it was agreed upon the follongegeral guidelines.

Second Research Period: Interviewing - Methodokyy Methods

Objective Cultural Theory of Corruption

Research approach Grounded Theory

Access to Data Phase 1: Documents
Phase 2: Ethnography of Corruption

Type of Interview Expert Interviews

Art of Interviewing (Problem) Focussed Interview

Precondition well-informed in the field (by studying the liteéuse and other sources
of context-information), making a guideline

The Interview
Dating

Arrival Welcome, small talk (but no fraternisation), askior the permission
to record the interview

Opening question Telling the respondent the subject of the intewand the objectives of
the research project to give him the opportunitgttacture his plot and
the course of the interview

Ethical principles  Not to urge the respondent against his / heramitl beliefs
Anonymous handling of the data

Attitude Interested in his / her personal view as indigicand professional,
but not in his / her person. Keep on distance
Interviewee is addressed as expert of the fielthalse is expert of
theories and interpretative techniques, but noeexqf reality/realities)
Not investigation of any ‘hidden truth’, but elaiion of ‘thick
descriptions’ (narrative, exhaustive, typical, miatic, subjective..)
Not directing the interviewee but motivating hiflite
Showing interest, but neither priggishness (‘knawibetter’) nor
ignorance (‘artificial performance of stupidity’)
Do not ask directly for his / her opinion olibe
After closing the structure of the narrative (‘GatsichlieBung’), the
scholar intensifies his focussed interrogationn(@she guidelines)

Structuring an Interview

First phase Opening and Narration
Second phase Confrontation
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Now, after constituting confidence and acknowledgem
(‘reconnaicance’) even (tender!) provoking is pbkesi

Final phase At the end of the interview handing out of the sfienaire for
generating the ‘objective data’ of the person (agex, family,
education, profession ...)
Expression of thanks, small talk, farewell

Reflexive phase  After leaving make a protocol of your impressicnsd spontaneous
understanding (“What was striking, remarkable, d¢gpi to the
respondent, to the place of the interview, anditieraction between
interviewee and interviewer...”).
Later analyse the interview-piloting and your conmant in the
interview-situation (your presuppositions, prejudicprojections...)

Guidelines for an expert interview
Design a frame of a problem centred interview

General guidelines have been discussed in ordetrdfi a general frame in which the
interviews take place. They do not represent ahoggestionnaire but try to lay down
different aspects of the problem on which an irtawcould be based. Furthermore, it is
important to adapt the frame of the interview tacbaducted to the single person who will be
interviewed especially according to the instituibiramework to which he/she belongs.
Drafting a frame for the interview to be conduchedh the function of the interviewed person
and his institutional background should be consider

4. Project meeting, 1-2 February 2007, Universityfdonstanz
Overview of the meeting

Summary of proceedings

The Bulgarian Case

The Bulgarian team interviewed the Executive Dwecbf Transparency International
Bulgaria. Tl objected to the term ‘phenomenon’ heseathey emphasised it is widespread,
everyday practice. This also raised the problem@&suring corruption; their preference for a
legalistic definition but did not measure it by tlegal processes’ success (but rather by the
business community’s perceptions).

Inconsistencies in TI's approach to corruption weighlighted by the Bulgarian team. It was
also pointed out that Tl does not advocate politcteange along democratic, participatory
ways, but rather pursue legalistic/investigativiedanal prosecution avenues for change, and
co-operation between NGOs with the political actorghange the mindset and ethos of the
agents. In a way, this reintroduces something ttiney are trying to avoid; more culturally-
dependent notions of what corruption involves.
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The Romanian Case

There were some problems making interviews withpiblece, even though we have a formal
protocol of co-operation with the Ministry of thetérior they are frightened of what a police
officer might say in interview. The NGO represen&at interviewed referred to the
communist legacy and pattern of stealing from ttaesas an explanation of the roots of
corruption practices in Romania. In particular,duggested that people’s immorality in this
respect is restricted to their relations with thates not with each other (i.e. not between
friends and family). Networks of former Securitaticials strongly influence the judiciary.
Anti-corruption efforts went beyond formalism ane@ne increasingly flexible and focusing
on changing political culture. At the request oé tBU, the national integrity agency was
established to verify the declarations and weadiblated by politicians, but parliament has
postponed its establishment and are discussing wajisert the efforts from this problem.

The role of the EU is seen as very significant aitlout it they would not have been able to
achieve that much, e.g. the reform of the law ortyp@nding. There is a compatibility
between EU and national objectives. But he argbed national anti-corruption strategy is
not working because no high-level politician isahxed, so people don't take it seriously. He
was the director of an association with a backgdounpolitical science, only 29 years old.
The NGO is very influential and very active, mocetisan Tl in Romania.

The Turkish Case

The interview presented was with a prosecutor, &pe® on money-laundering. His
definitions of corruption were a perfect match wtitle judicial approach. For him, corruption
was what it said in the penal code. Then he satftr society and for judicial experts there
is a difference; for the public, it is just abouibery, but for him, though bribery is very hard
to pinpoint, we punish it because it represent®ogadty and demonstrates disrespect to the
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administration. Simple bribery is mutual and torgaout usual duties, whereas qualified

bribery is where the officer is expected to do stimmg contrary to their duties. Bribery is the

taking of the bribe by an official, not the givira§ a bribe. He believed that the cleanest
institution in Turkey was the judiciary (though Histinguishes between judiciary as judges
and attorneys, and the judiciary as lawyers andbtineaucracy of the judiciary).

One obstacle to anti-corruption efforts he citethes principle of “presumption of innocence”
in the Constitution because evidence is hard thegaHe also complained about the double
standards of the EU in its relations with regard Tirkey and corruption. The public
procurement law’s ratification was the only sucé@ssutcome of EU pressure, but has since
been modified. Party-financing was a big problespéyment of election costs by granting
favours, ‘blood money’). He also said that antiraption measures should be expanded to
the private sector. The media is corrupt too. Hor, lzapitalism in general was the reason for
corruption. There is a tacit agreement betweenldped countries - e.g. tax havens, offshore
countries. He was very critical of NGOs too — esgcof the Open Society Institute. He
argued that the losers are ordinary citizens angldpment. The winners are habitants of
gated communities. To conclude, the interviewee aradysed: his subjective assessment of
the judicial system was highlighted, his confligtidentities as attorney, prosecutor and as
ordinary citizen. A list of areas for future quests were then outlined.

The Croatian Case

The definition of corruption provided by a high-kamg local government official was very
broad, but the whole interview was an expositiorth&#ir understanding of corruption and
their interpretation of the meaning began to shaokordingly.

The main cause of corruption in state servicesue tb underpaid officials, the official
suggested. In addition, general insecurity and rmamagement of financial assets is evident;
much money is being used unproductively. Other €saus corruption cited were cultural
attitudes and fundamental social problems. It wassiclered normal that return of favour is
always asked for, political donors are always sagkomething in return.

The media is seen as corrupt and not credible aed dot employ a systematic approach to
corruption. Local government has more control adeployment of financial resources than
available to those wielding power nationally, bhbey had no specific strategy to combat
corruption at the local level. The EU is seen asrtaxg excessive pressure on Croatia and
being hypocritical in its demands (requiring thinglich is has not achieved itself). A very
sceptical and suspicious view of NGOs was expretsgdso they could not help in fighting
corruption, apart from Transparency International.

The Greek Case

The first interview was with a representative oé tpress, a journalist with a very open
attitude. His definition of corruption was ‘a kirad exchange’ which often involves bribery

but doesn’t always involve breaking the law. Heuadthat corruption was always evident in
Greece but has taken a new form (clientalism, enghst, and that related to private sector
growth, in the current period). He stressed tharsight mechanisms within parliament were
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insufficient to combat corruption; political will @ key. He argued that without corruption
public administration could not function (to accele procedures), and was not always illegal
and was sometimes accepted as legitimate by peépiblic administration is strongly
manipulated by political power and is overly burgatic; this fuels corruption. What is
needed is reform of Greek public administration; demmisation, use of information
technologies, simplification of procedures — thehan strategy, in other words. Staff is the
key and they should be evaluated through objectadsevement. Public administration
corruption was a matter of political culture; thate does not care for its citizens and Greeks
do not trust it, so corruption mediates or balantes difference. The media was viewed
critically for scandalising rather than analysingrraption. Whilst journalists are restricted
from engaging in corruption, there are very few poderful media moguls in Greece.

The second interview was of a recent former mermobd@ransparency Hellas. It was an open
discussion rather than a structured interview, faedsed on the electoral system, candidate
financing, national and EU anti-corruption legigdat public administration and the awarding
of public works contracts. He repeatedly compareeeGe with other EU countries. For him,
corruption was a matter of culture (undefined)ated to the level of trust between citizens
and the state, complex bureaucracy and legislaGmmruption was seen as the power one
uses for ones own favour and against the orgaors#tey represent. TlI Greece was restricted
by a lack of money to only holding a few conferencsach year. There were some
inconsistencies in his argument regarding the imphthe size of the small market of Greece
on corruption. His perspective was very much onarofeconomist rather than as an NGO
representative. He was quite pessimistic, thatupbion is an essential characteristic of the
Greek context.

The UK Case

A director of Tl was interviewed and results préednat the meeting. The interviewee

demonstrated a difficulty in distinguishing normvativalues from objective interpretation of

the success of anti-corruption efforts in the Ulspgcially with regard to the value and

impact on law development and on impact of trainamgl education for companies). A

considerable and perhaps surprising degree of @@gm was demonstrated in accepting
logic sympathetic to cases of non-compliance bjestad businesses. There was optimism
based on legal developments, raising the profilé discourse of the subject in the UK. The
language used by the interviewee still suggestatl ¢brruption in the UK was not to be

overplayed or exaggerated (referred with softasin to the view that the UK did not have

corruption problems, but was uncomfortable with tiallenge that Tl itself had under-

focused on corruption in the UK; blamed it on laxfkresources in early days and desire to
help the poor in developing countries.) The genpudllic were not considered important to

the discourse. Faith in basic decency of elite fitgrand corruption by mistake or mistaken

logic was evident. There was a surprising levelsopport for business and portrayal as
flexible partners in fighting corruption, more fiele and ahead than politicians. The media
were seen as much as negative than as a positivea Inore rigorous interpretation or

critique of their role and influence was lacking(iFT and Economist — more influence with
those with access and opportunity to corrupt thaar@an readers?).
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The German Case

The central thesis of the German team is to pinrdasvat in the institutional framework is
considered to be sufficient evidence, and secondlyunderstand what was necessary to
achieve it. Dirk pointed out that most cases aghpd on by the prosecutor because of lack of
evidence. Hans-Georg underlined that the policeatoknow exactly what they are looking
for but are encouraged to have general suspicatrctime could be anywhere.

The logic of the interviewee was structured thusruption goes beyond what the penal law
sanctions. If this is so, the investigations musp sack and take their bearings from the
environment. From this will be generated initialsgicions (emphasised by the police

interviewee); this demands passion, tenacity amdalhll, skills to reconstruct the case based
upon practical knowledge (i.e. giving a persuasigeount of the eventual case to the general
prosecutor). When this comes together, anti-colwapfforts can be made more effective.

Conspicuous signs of something corrupt help toofill, or give life, to the case, which helps
the police to present a stronger case to the putmecThis definition is too broad — in
contrast, evidence for bribery is very simple; pelare trying to make people aware of what

is happening in society, to provide a context, sinailar way to what T1 are trying to achieve!
Coalitions between police and attorneys againgigads common.

5. Project meeting, Dubrovnik, 17-20 January 2008nter-University Centre

Overview of the meeting

Minutes of the meeting

Friday, January 18, 2008

The meeting started at 9:30 and ended at 18:3@rmumedy 18.

O. Caldarovic was the chair of the meeting.

A. Stulhofer welcomed all the participants and gaane practical information on the
accommodation and the city.

D. Tanzler gave some opening comments on curr&mt&n on corruption in participating
countries and the changes which occurred from te®iqus, second project meeting. He
mentioned some big European corruption scandalslkswagen, Mercedes, Siemens and
“Maestro” among others. He emphasized that the @finthe Dubrovnik meeting was the

transfer of knowledge.

The meeting continued with country presentations.
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Session 1: Country reports on the second project pise
Country Report Bulgaria

R. Dorosiev stated that the findings from the prbgesecond phase gave basis for building
explanatory models of corruption: the rational mo@erruption causes negative economic
effects) and the cultural model (corruption destr@pcial values). He said that the EU
pressures before the Bulgarian accession did nobwlh — PR effect rather than systematic
change. He proposed focusing on petty corruptiod #re improvement of the public
institutions as possible policies for the future.

Dr. Daniel Smilov talked about some contextualdexiconcerning corruption in Bulgaria.

D. Tanzler remarked in discussion that the propasedels are already known in literature
and can be found in all participating countries.

Country Report Romania

I. Precupetu presented comprehensive scheme dagctite corruption phenomenon which
was based on interviews and literature findingse 8éscribed 4 different lenses to look at
corruption: the ambivalent discourse (culture amdtiiutions), the education oriented
discourse, the culture orientated discourse andpihetal orientation. She also mentioned
some social factors of corruption: the differenaween the public/private sector and the
social cohesion. She also emphasized that there m@mprosecuted cases of corruption in
Rumania and the “problematic institutions” whicle aot yet consolidated democratically.

Country Report Turkey

Z. Sarlak presented the findings of all target goseparately. She emphasized that the
ideological structure of the state is very stroagg because of that, changes are minimal.
There is a gap between the state and the societyatty to 'known people' is more important
than the fact what is 'right' or ‘wrong'.
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Country Report Croatia

K. Kufrin presented the methodology and descrilbeddata generation and analysis.

A. Stulhofer presented the results and described idtal types of understanding of
corruption: the Public Relations model, the Expaddel, the Nuisance model, the Human
Rights model, the Pragmatic model and the Ignonmaglel. He also talked about the ideal
types and model fitting.

Country Report Greece

E. Lambropoulou talked about models based uporcdiuses of corruption: individualistic-
ethicist/economist; socio-political approach anditjpal-economic approach; socio-legal
approach. She stated that the role of EU in comgatorruption is positive yet declining in
its influence. She added that the political wilt 8olving corruption is missing and that the
corruption is increasing. She stated that the nmgaoi the culture remained obscure.

Country Report United Kingdom

K. Ivanov stated that the prevailing opinion in WKthat the corruption is 'unbritish’ and that
the people blame foreign corruptive environments tftat phenomenon in the UK. He
emphasized the existing gap between discourseeatitiyr

Country Report Germany

D. Tanzler described the experiences with intereesy and emphasized the most interesting
findings in particular cases. Experts focused @ir tbwn field in commenting corruption. K.
Maras proposed possible measures for fighting ptiom, one of which is raising the
awareness on corruption.

Saturday, January 19, 2008

Sektion 2: Evaluation of Second Research Phase ar@uidelines for Third Project
Period

Session 1: General discussion on the next phaseaedearch

Dirk Tanzler opens the discussion by explainingitieas on how the next phase of research
should be conducted. The idea is based upon furitegpretation of the collected data.

Aleksandar Stulhofer suggests an approach based fusthering already existing
interpretations and results from the second phasartls synthesis with the results of the
other teams.

Daniel Smilov suggests that each team proposes teas or approaches to connecting the
research of all the teams together.
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Dirk Tanzler disagrees because he thinks that dtieeged data was merely described, but not
interpreted; the interpretation should gravitateas explaining why people act the way
they do.

Aleksandar Stulhofer suggests that the final prodfiche research might be envisioned as
seven separate case studies.

Daniel Smilov thinks we should start building coptseand testing them. He also raises the
guestion of making policies.

Dirk Tanzler agrees. On the matter of policy makiDgk Tanzler says that it is not our task
to make them, only to research, gather data, lauilceory and offer paradigmatic conclusions
on possible action and present them to practiteoreerd policy makers during the final

conference of the project.

After a question is raised whether the third phsiseuld gravitate towards a comparative
analysis or separate case studies, a consenaled: a comparative analysis should be the
final goal.

Session 2 — Third research period: General Guideles

Effi Lambropoulou opens the discussion by inquirthg German team on how they will
continue their research.

Dirk Tanzler explains how they envisioned the naxase for the German team, and suggests
that the other teams continue the same way.

A debate on whether it is possible to explain qatian in all countries with social insecurity
ensues.

Bilent Bali asks what form the recommendations khtake.

Dirk Tanzler replies that the recommendations sthdnd twofold: firstly, to emphasize that
corruption should not be underestimated; secordlinstruct the target group representatives
to vertically and horizontally cooperate with théher groups involved in combating
corruption

D. Tanzler continues the discussion concluding that framework of the project and all
objectives are described in project proposal, ks @verybody should follow their own
objectives. The conclusion, made by K. Kufrin, le®n accepted — we did in the second
phase what should be done in the third.

A. Giannakopoulos clarifies the subject for finarpof the project. Third scientific report
should be completed until mid July. According te tbroject timeline, the project should be
finished at the end of December 2008, but considetiie amount of work to be done it will
probably be postponed until April-May 2009 (maimfayence planed for October 08 will be
held in February 09). He gave the proposition foother meeting in Athens in September
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2008 (8-10 people) who would meet to prepare théenads for the final conference in
Brussels. He raised a question of participatingeeispfrom every country for the final
conference.

D. Tanzler stated that each country should decrdéey own who should be invited to the
final conference.

D. Smilov raised a question of language and traénsldor non-English speaking participants.

A. Giannakopoulos stated that this question wilsblved after the complete financial report.
— More information will be available in March 08.

A. Stulhofer requested more information on sciéntiéport.

A. Giannakopoulos stressed that those would bedbasethe results of "2 period. Also
everybody should send financial repots. First parihe budget for 08 will be administered
until June 08. The rest of the budget will be s#tér complete financial statements. Every
country has also to send periodic activity and rgangent report. A. Giannakopoulos will be
of assistance on that. Financial statements, FomndCaudit have to be sent until the end of
the January. There will be feedback if somethingrsng and should be corrected.

A. Stulhofer asked if it is possible to provide twpy of form C with the comments for each
category and figure.

A. Giannakopoulos will provide feedback after heeiges the forms.

D. Tanzler proposed the plans for disseminatioa make the serial publications (from each
country / or combined), to bring other projectshia discussion, or to publish one book.

A. Giannakopoulos stressed that there are ano#is&s t— discussion paper from the second
phase — deadline — end of April 08. (based on ¢lsalts form the second phase — similar to
scientific report).

A. Stulhofer noticed that V scientific report wéllso be a 8 discussion paper, so there in no
need to write % discussion paper.

A. Giannakopoulos stated that b{’ 8liscussion paper could be the same "ass@entific
report, but it should be administrated.

Deadlines regarding the submission of prospeceyp®nts, discussion papers etc. during the
project period: Financial report, form C and audind of January 2008"%iscussion paper

— end of April 2008, "§ scientific report — mid-July 2008,"3discussion paper —to be
announced later .

D. Tanzler asked the Romanian team about theirrequee with publishing.

Giannakopoulos reminded that everybody is obligedlisseminate the results from every
phase as stated in the project contract.
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D. Tanzler mentioned that the project was evalydtedgot the message that the evaluation
has been very positive.

The session ended at 7 pm.

84



2. Publishable results of the plan for using and dseminating the knowledge

Partner 1: UNIVERSITAET KONSTANZ (UKON)
SR

e
:

Universitat Konstanz ===

Partner 2: EBERHARD-KARLS-UNIVERSITAET TUEBINGEN (U TUE)

EBERHARD KARLS
UNIVERSITAT
TUBINGEN

Dr. Dr. Konstadinos Maras
- gt N 3 "9’!

4

Tel: ++49 7531 882344

Fax: ++49-7531-883194
Dirk.taenzler@uni-konstanz.de
Angelos.giannakopoulos@uni-konstanz.de
Konstadinos.maras@uni-tuebingen.de

Perceptions of Corruption in Germany
1. Introduction

Like in the UK (see below) one observes a paradbsitate of affairs concerning perceptions
of corruption in Germany. Although it generally seethat in terms of public perceptions the
issue of corruption is not a serious, or simplyngigant problem confronting German
society, there is nevertheless in recent time®wigy awareness of it having become a social
facticity of considerable gravity to be urgentlyattavith. How is this paradoxical disparity to
be explained? The short-cut way of doing this isntake clear that the terms of this
contrastive relation obviously do not have the samference: Whereas perceptions of
corruption in a wide sense (i.e. public life atgey refer to it being an extensive social
phenomenon, that is, a fact of everyday lifepetty corruption the other type of corruption
awareness points to there being certain domais®drety where corruption has become (or
has come to be perceived asfricturalfeature.
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A quick look at how both types of perception haweme about helps also sustain the
similarities between the two countries. As regarasformer (i.e. petty corruption) there are
certain cultural determinants underlying percepioh corruption-free social life. In the UK
these are mainly cultural self-perceptions of Bhtlife as governed by and complying with
firm standards of socio-ethical action and longidiag, binding cultural/customary codes of
conduct. Furthermore, these customary codes caoidritecisively to British people being (or
perceiving themselves to be) culturally indisposesards corruption, because it conflicts
with their adherence to the concepts of fairnagde-bindingness and openness (the ‘cricket’
norm).

In Germany on the other hand the absence of pettygtion especially regarding the relation
of citizens to public administration can best bglaked taking into account that public
officers and civil servants trained according tobates work ethic of administrative-technical
professionalisation enjoy high esteem by the pubilie to the efficiency and performance
standards which they must meet. Furthermore, ibde status characteristics such as tenure,
bureaucratic accuracy, professional identity basedhe principle of serving the common
welfare and non-partisan integrity, it is immedipt@pparent why civil servants almost never
engage in ‘deviant conduct’, unless the advantéges it are of such a magnitude that they
outweigh the risks of criminal prosecution. Thisaisare case though, because the cost/utility
calculation places too high obstacles on the vghigss of civil servants to breach their duty.
On the contrary, the win-loss calculation amongtietns need not necessarily be negative,
because even though they are subject to investigdty public prosecutors, they are
protected by immunity. In this way, their relatiietangibility’ partially accounts for the fact
that politicians feel committed more to the pappparatus than the public sphere.

This is where the issue of the increasing awarenég®rruption as a structural feature of
political (and economic) life enters the scene.dtesthe fact that petty corruption is almost
absent from public life there has lately been awgng public awareness that corruption

nevertheless takes place in Germany, even on al geade. As a result, the perception has
increased that corruption cannot simply be idesdifiith private enrichment (i.e. the ‘gain

politician’). The two biggest affairs of politicalorruption of the past decades, i.e. the Flick
Affair (1980s) and the party donation scandal & Kohl government (1990s) can beyond
doubt be traced back to efforts by individual poiéns to financially enrich themselves, but
rather to illegal donations given and taken inrthee of matters of ‘national necessity’, well-

intentioned party welfare or fair party competition

Thus, given dominant perceptions of corruptionhi@ public, which are characterised by trust
in the rule of law, broad confidence in the staean institution which provides for citizens
and factual absence of everyday corruption, it ®ekat the beginning that these affairs were
just a kind of an “on-the-job accident”. Howeverseries of other scandalous affairs, both
political and economic, have paved the way foreasing awareness of corruption no longer
as simply an erratic contingency, but rather acttimal trait of the rationality governing
political and economic action. In this way, one eague that becoming aware of corruption
as structurally inherent in the political and eami® domains means relating corruption
perceptions to the structural constraints and detemt factors in the political and economic
fields of action.
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Therefore, addressing the question of (apparentradintory) perceptions of corruption
presupposes some general thoughts about the relaioveen perceptions and realities, or in
other words the question of how social realitygsemtially shaped by what at any given time
is thought of or perceived of as having the stafusocial reality 2). Based on these general
assumptions there follows an examination of belipfsrceptions and stances determining
how the issues of political corruptioB)(and economic corrupt conduel) (@re dealt with in
contemporary Germany. Trying to provide an explanagaccount of what sustains these
beliefs and stances leads to patterns of interjowatdhat raise considerably the level of
theoretical reasoning. In the face of this appdyguaradoxical situation of petty corruption
being non existent, but grand corruption advancihg, means of explanation must possess
the required theoretical underpinnings to cope witbh disparities. Broadening the scope of
the examination to include public discourses thaorethen focuses on how the issue of
corruption is taken up by the media and promotedNBOs working in the field of anti-
corruption B).

2. Perceiving corruption

The disparity observed in corruption perceptionsGarmany seems to be entangled in a
contradiction. Why is one and the same phenomeeoteed in such a divergent manner?
Now, it is a matter of not ‘refuting’ the disparignd contradiction by claiming that it is
nonsensical, but rather providing an account of tlexessity of ‘illogical’ or self-
contradictory thought activities or perceptionshattis, to try to reconstruct the way ‘real’
structural factors determine what at first sighpesus irrational or absurd.

Referring to our cultural approach, reality cantheught of or perceived to be a social
construction, i.e. ‘real’ can only be what is sdlgitaken to be such. This insight proves to be
all the more fruitful in reference to the phenomemd corruption, because the semantics of
the notion cannot be exhausted by what is justlliegagulated and judicially codified as
such. Going beyond the codified regulations andtsam rules of penal law, corrupt conduct
emerges as a social perception and fact, or betseg perception of facts. If (reasonably)
taking/perceiving something to be the case makes gpeat part of social facticity, then
trying to account for the origins of how certaiagtises come to be perceived as corrupt must
deal with the question of what these perceptionssisb of. Therefore it all depends on
treating corruption as a factum constituted througbcio-cultural perception patterngn
short, corruption is not simply a ‘fact’, but rathee factum and as such the result of human
action that in the last instance is based on vahented decisions and cultural schemes of
perceiving and therefore shaping reality. It issthienages or perceptual patterns that guide
the very awareness there being corrupt conduct at all

3. Political Corruption

Since the state polis of the ancient Greek worlgtyuption as a form of deviation and
perversion of good governance is mainly a mattgvabdtics. What has somehow changed is
the description of corruption: From a moral valuelgement on state institutional rule to
public criticism of politicians as wrongdoers. Howe, the difference between legally
sanctionable corrupt conduct (for example buyingesoor an office) and the illegitimate
forms of granting/receiving advantages (landscapeices, lobbying) still applies. Although
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perceived illegitimate, some forms of corrupt coctddo not as such fall under penal
jurisdiction. Therefore political corruption incled both the dimensions of what is penally
prosecutable and what is perceived as (socialatijallegitimate action.

In a certain sense, all political corruption or@ies in the realm of exchange relations that
make up the fabric of societies based on markeha@uy and especially the forms of
exchange taking place between the domains of gallittnd economic action. Now, with
regard tohow perceptions of political corruption arisgve can first take a look at those
aspects of exchange relations between privateestierand public policies that provide
grounds for perceptions of an excessive exerciseflofence by private interests on public
politics. Now, the practices through which the emogy exercises influence on political
decision making or public policies must in a certaiay be backed up by the claim that
private interestshould be taken accouat by politics or the state. In this way the preetof
exercising influence must follow the rule of perding the political sphere that in the name of
national economic development and international petition state economic policies should
be consistent with the demands of the private eognorhus the rules governing those
practices, which aim at rendering the relation leetwthe economy and the political sphere
favourable to the former, consist in making thespitrof private interests capable of being
embedded in the overall framework of economic petsicwith the goal of advancing the
national public good. Accordingly, if the regulgritf the practices is making private interests
fit the scheme of public (economic) policies, thikea question regarding possible grounds for
corrupt conduct revolves around the issue of wlamé$ societal perceptions of the
illegitimacy or ‘irregularity’ attached to thesegatices can take.

Thus, some indicators of perceived illegitimacylddor example be:

(1) The ‘cultivation of the political landscape’ (thiglu donations or any other type of

manifestation of ‘good will’) takes one-dimensionfdrms, e.g. a particular, normally

governing political party disproportionally beingvbured. This is perceived as a violation of
the independence of the political parties or pmgitiparty competition. The perceptions
around the issue of when donation activities gtathecome dangerous for the political life
vary of course from country to country, but alsdnistorical terms. In Germany for instance it
was common practice well into the 80s and therefioteconsidered illegitimate that all major

parties were well taken ‘care of by the economyg anly when this care became one-sided,
did the awareness increase that certain unwritientsl were surpassed. This case
substantiates among others the claim that cormippierceptions often depend upon and
originate in the awareness that one’s own positiora compettyive game is put at a
disadvantage.

(2)  Another form of interweavement of economy and pmlitthat frequently fosters
corruption propensities or gives rise to corrupfp@nceptions is that of lobbyism. The various
business associations and lobbies naturally haeg ttwn methods of “caring for” the
political landscape, the most important of whichingepublic relations and information
campaigns. As part of the democratic rights of emiVe articulation of interests, the PR
events the various lobbies organise are neverthelisn the social space in which economic
interests exercise direct influence on the politwdl, e.g. potential legislative action. This
exercise of influence takes among others the appwrearmless form of all sorts of presents
or granting advantages.
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(3) Regarding its objectives and motives political aption can also have a purely
political character, when for example illegal dooas are used to ensure control over the
party apparatus. Of course the question arisesthwheontrol of the party mechanisms
results in corrupt conduct. Taking into accountdkeénition of Transparency International of
corruption as “the misuse of entrusted power forgte gain, whether in the public or private
sector, in the scope of satisfying some persongroup interests”, it is not clear from the
start, what in this case ‘private gains’ consistidfe reason for this lies both in the fact that a)
in such cases more often than not no private/patdmnefits of financial nature are gained.
Of course one can argue that the group interestshvthe TI definition speaks of should be
extended to include party interests as well, alifmoiliegal funding does not always directly
serves certain party interests. Looking at the &flnition the other way around, i.e. starting
from the misuse of power, is more promising, beeahs hegemonic position in the party or
state apparatus enables party leaders to attraciusadonations. Furthermore, this form of
political corruption does not necessarily implytttiee donations are causally connected to the
political decision process. Rather, the privatedhén the TI definition speaks of can be
interpreted as political assets invested in keeplrgg party in line. In a sense one may
naturally claim that this type of fund allocation mot far away from the misuse of power.
Nevertheless referring primarily to the mechanidrparty leadership and control it does not
quite fit the TI corruption definition. Such forna$ corrupt conduct must therefore be seen as
oscillating sanctionable corruption and generaitjgal exercise of influence.

Turning now to the other possible forms that pcditicorruption can take, one observes the
following:

(1) Party financing through donations. Nourishing gsifor politically corrupt conduct
can be those donations to political parties by mmeainwhich private economic interests
purport to create a favourable ‘climate’ regardnudplic economic policies. No direct exercise
of influence is pursued by making these donatiomstpad politicians are motivated to take a
favourable stance to potential large-scale projeletisned by big businesses.

The issue of party financing is of course the Aekil heel of politics in a parliamentary
democracy with professional politicians, becausgehs always too little money to feed all
the civil servants or to satisfy the expanding eges of election campaigns and party
competition. This tendency is enforced by the mteshition of politics that has generated a
permanent election campaign and the necessity infarppolls and political consulting as a
means of policy making. Generally speaking, sotteaceptions of possible corrupt conduct
can legitimately raise the claim of wrongdoitadsing place to the extent that they can make a
strong case out of the observation that the p@i& understanding of regular competition
confounds the competition rules that apply in tbétisal and economic system. This means
that perceptions and criticism of the current pdrtyancing and spending practices are
legitimated insofar as they can point out thatgbéticians’ understanding of fair play rests
upon deeply anchored perceptions of the necessitiieral economics of equal chances to
find application in all realms of public and prieatife. According to this understanding
political competition should function as non-norimateconomic competition. Apart from
that, suspicious perceptions of corrupt conduct alag arise in respect to what is considered
a ‘normal’ standard of donation activities: thissealoes not involve perceptions pitting the
(formal) propriety of donations against their imprety in respect to what is socially
considered as fair rules of political play and cetitpn, but rather with a quasi quantitative
assessment. Although not easily graspable, thisnsn¢hat at a certain point donating
activities begin to be perceived as an excessieecese ofinfluence, meaning that they go
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beyond what is widely considered to be the ‘norrtelel of influence private interests try to
exert on public policies.

(2)  Furthermore, what seems to nourish perception®sdiple corrupt conduct is the fact
that members of parliament demand on the one handra restrictive practice of donations,
while on the other hand rejecting every attemptctmtrol their second income from
professional activities in the private sector. Taet that members of parliament have one or
more jobs in addition to their parliamentary fupatigives rise to certain doubts regarding the
nature of remuneration flowing from private busmestivities. What raises mistrust in this
case is the obvious contradiction between doubleuwaltiple jobholding and parliamentary
functions or the political representation of pulkiBsues vs. private profession. The crucial
issue revolves around the exact amount of monegived, but also where additional income
comes from. An unmistakable indicator of politicakruption in the sense of the illegitimate
interweavement of political and economic activiiethe commitment certain MPs show in
the law-making process regarding for example peivasurance policies: more often than not
they function as mouthpieces of insurance compari@sexample, i.e. they act as the
missionaries of capital in the centre of the ledigk process.

(3) There is a transfer of knowledge and administratvew-how from the public to the
private sector that raises suspicions of impropendact. Politicians turning over to
managerial functions in private corporations (‘reuwny door’) help accrue the relative
advantages required either in terms of sectorainbas competition or public contracting.
Conversely, switching to the private sector me&as the politicians receive advantages (i.e.
often very well remunerated posts) on the groum@s they bring in knowledge or public
relations capital. In some cases the politician wdv@ches to a public stock corporation does
not even need to deliver any knowledge capitakuiifices that in his previous ministerial
function he took a ‘friendly attitude’ to the conmgain question. Particularly evident is this
type of “ex post” political corruption in the casé politicians acting strategically, that is
designing their political career in such a way thiay already have the indispensable
qualifications for getting the future job in theiyate sector prior to their withdrawal from
politics. Either way, i.e. rent-seeking in office private employment that draws upon the
prior advantages of having been in office, the ioiptules followed in such practices display
a pattern of behaviour that runs contrary to satipérceptions of and stances towards the
proprieties (that should be) shaping the relatlmetsveen the economy and politics.

(4)  The particular form of lobbyism that describes hiPs are currently striving to
‘widen’ the scope of activities to include stablentacts in the sphere of business is the
increasing role of consulting agencies in mediabietyveen politics and economics. This type
of mediation can imperceptibly provide the basisdoonomic interests to gain direct access
to parliamentary political decision making procesdscause MPs slip much too easily into
those characteristic dependencies the various ttorgsagents are keen to establish in order
to better serve, that is to make politicians reigepto the demands of private economic
interests.

(5) Certain ‘up to date’ methods of large corporatidoscreate the preconditions for
gaining direct access to the administrative derisimaking procedures also contribute to
political corruption. For example when weapons pridg companies finance events
organized by the army, or pharmaceutical corpaonatisponsor campaigns of the Federal
Ministry of Health, it is an issue of private busases sponsoring the ministerial bureaucracy
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by various means. It takes little suspicion to eotyre that such forms of public sponsoring
represent a kind of postmodern circumvention of‘thessical’ methods of direct exercise of
influence through briberies and the like.

(6) Certain current trends towards ‘opening up’ theest@pparatus and rendering it a
flexible, collaborative partner in a societal netw®f interacting agencies, i.e. social and
economic interest groups, can also induce politcaluption in public administrations. In
this way under the pretence of objectivity, thatak applying expert knowledge, the state
apparatus creates a basis of illegitimate intrusadrprivate interests into the legislative
sphere. One can reasonably surmise that certaindsssinterests are “smuggled” into the
apparent objective expertise and the professianadisformulating laws.

(7)  Against the background of this norm-laden aspecpudilic policies one can quite

easily account for the current perceptions of itletacy in respect to the ‘outsourcing’

activities of the state apparatus. Perceptionsoatuption (can) justifiably arise to the extent
that the rules governing the performance of publiices a) lose their value normativity and
b) become identical with the specific rationaliiyezonomic efficiency. Why should this be

thought of as form of illegitimate action thoughReTreason lies simply in the fact that the
normative status of state action, that is, thentagon towards the value of advancing the
public good, is reduced to the non-normative stafupractices, whose (purely economic)
rules are merely aimed at advancing private interes

(8) What makes this case interesting from the pointiedv of the actors themselves is
that the regularities or the rules governing podiicommunal administrative action are
somehow taken by them to have become ‘irreguldwat tis ‘out of tune’, improper or

dysfunctional in respect to what nowadays is takenbe the quintessence of raising
performance: economic efficiency. If the rationaldf administrative action is supposed to
comply with the imperative of raising efficiencyhen the traditional norms and rules
regulating the practices of public offices should bubstituted by performance rules
pertaining to economic rationality. This kind ofstitution is what commonly is perceived as
(possibly leading to) corruption and the norm implin this practice is just a pattern of
corrupt behaviour.

Now, turning our attention to how politicians theztves are aware of the issue of corruption,
we observe an interesting phenomenon Althoughreéffiiepolitical affiliations could be taken
to imply different ways of perceiving corruptiom practice the attitudes towards corruption
are not so much determined by political beliefs ageblogies, but by the professional
reasoning of the political actors. The politiciaqrception of corruption is ‘realistic’ or
‘pragmatic’, because it does not relate to themresentation of interests (of others, i.e. the
citizens and the voters), rather to their persontdrests in political power as a source of
private income. Thus, the problem of corruptionoften exploited by politicians as just
another means of party competition, or as a coatian of party struggle with other means.

Moreover, one crucial property of political professlism is the constant and strategic
evaluation of everything according to the princippé securing access to power. A
professional and success-oriented politician hasatesform his/her ‘good will' (moral ideals)
into means of attaining and maintaining power. Wiwat the politician means rationally
meeting the demands of political action, looks fribra point of view of the non-politician to
be an opportunistic instrumentalisation of politieads und moral principles as expressed in
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such phrases as ‘dirty politics’. Thus, the issfigpditical corruption revolves around the
(indissoluble) tension between the rationality.(bptimising/securing access to power, the
logic of power politics) on the one hand, and thernmativity (i.e. orientation towards
advancing the public good) of the rules of politi@etion on the other.

Speaking of political corruption entails of cours@nsiderations on how other actors in the
realm of administration and the public sector imeal cop with the phenomenon of

corruption. The judiciary and the police forces ateh domains in which the sensitivity

towards cases of political corruption has risensmgrably over the years. Therefore, it is of
high importance to examine how the terms of pradesd rules of contact on the one hand,
perceptions regarding the advancement of the pgblod on the other are weighted in these
target groups.

Surprisingly enough, one can observe in the domdithe judiciary a better ‘fit between
rationality requirements and normative attitudegoreys and judges place strong emphasis
on common social values. In their everyday pract€envestigation and jurisdiction the
actors of the legal system follow a strict legatistpproach, but their professionalism is also
based on general ethic principles or normative ggositending to professional rules of legal
expertise, prosecutors and judges simultaneouséyaanormative approach that includes both
everyday experience and political, fiscal, econgmeoxial and other discourses, and ‘real life
context’, as well.

Thus, the high moral standards the prosecutionoaitits observe in tracing down corrupt
conduct can also be seen from their assessmenir@nt societal trends and the resulting
anti-corruption stances. According to them the pileng attitudes of economic or social

success have a corrosive effect on the moral fatbrowlture, with ethical rules of action only

being observed if they comply with or do not de@$y go against the logic of economic

performance. Raising public awareness on the ewgryoots of corrupt behaviour means in
this context focussing on the contradictions agdrom the double standards the individuals
are subjected to, when they split up behaviour betwobserving certain rationality rules
applicable to the sphere of private, economic tfe the one hand, and normative rules
governing public life the other.

A similar stance concerning binding professionébrality to normative attitudes can also be
observed in the case of the police. As in the adsthe judiciary, there is in the field of
police-work a productive fundamental differentiatiand tension between the formal legal
framework and the substantial professional pragmsaincluding normative stances. The
difference to the legal system is to be seen irfabethat the ‘ultimate value orientation’ and
legitimation of police work is not part of an etaicode of office (‘justice’), rather the public
spirit or integrity (in German ‘Anstand’). Refergrto the public spirit, police activity is not
only a state function, but a form of politics, iaetivity for the common good. This original
historical meaning of police as a moral institutis@ems to be reanimated in the current
anticorruption task forces.

Now, what essentially determines perceptions of @modessional dealings with corruption in
the case both of justice and police is the efforintatch what is ‘materially correct’ (i.e.
sufficient evidence) with what is formally valid.€i penal regulations). Given this fact a
crucial pillar of both the investigative and prostan practice is to determine what is implicit
in all those ‘shadowy’ practices of ‘accords ofusiice’ explicit, or, in other words, to
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establish a consequential relationship between(gheceptions of) preconditions of corrupt
conduct and the rules and prescriptions of penal Tdis involves basically three operations:
a) Tracking down the general notion-definition orerduitable for the empirical particulars.
The judicial definition rule determines what candabsumed under it; dr) starting from a
‘ground floor’ investigation that focuses on thetmalar pieces of the factual state of affairs
and then tries to make them fit into the judiciehame, either through ‘overstretching’ the
semantic import of the latter or cutting all irnedat aspects off from the formex) Deciding

on the propriety of applying the judicial rules/défons, because this depends on some sort
of practical (everyday-commonsensical) propriety.

4. Economic corrupt conduct

At a general level, the difference between politexad economic corrupt conduct lies in the
fact that economic practices are discharged of sulehbinding norms or normative attitudes
as characteristic of political action. While somedrying to attain or preserve political power
Is obliged to proceed in a mediated form, thasl®w that political interests (shall or purport
to) exert power in order to advance the public gemineone following the aim of realising
private economic interests is not subject to sucistaints.

Moreover, if politics (“public interests”) is themgnent objective of corruption, then the
economy (“private interests”) is the main sourcd &rce of this crime. Therefore it is both
surprising and significant that actors in the ecnital sphere fepresentatives from ‘capital’
as well as of the ‘labour-forcg’i.e. entrepreneurs, managers, functionaries firmhstry-
federations and trade unions — contest twatuption is not a structural, but an individual
problem, not an economical, but a psychologicalngmeenon (i.e. ‘criminal energies’Yo

be sure, there may be imperceptible forms of ptssdorruption, for example when
businesspeople accept all kinds of invitations fimwign corporations. However, in such cases
one can speak of corruption taking place, onlyh# individuals act without having the
agreement of the management of the company thely fenrConsidering this it is no surprise
that the issue of corruption seems to be no prodi@mthe representatives of business
interests!

There are sound reasons to be sceptical aboutghenant that corruption is not a structural
problem in the market economy, but only a persanatontingent environmental (political,
judicial, cultural, mental or psychological) de&okcy, e.g. a contingent phenomenon, though.
First of all, certain attitudes, capacities andodsstions (cleverness, strategic thinking, the
power to assert oneself, etc.) pertaining to theesgpof economic rationality, i.e. efficient and
success-oriented economic action, can prove tortwengs for corrupt conduct. Now, what
makes the relation between economic rationality and cetruconduct sometimes
unavoidable?

Whatever else, one thing seems beyond doubt toebessary for this relation, namely a
certainhabitusthat partakes of or makes up the rule of econwaationality:the commitment

to permanently raising performance efficienéyabitualised practices based on this rule
(regardless whether in politics, public administnat economics, culture industry, etc.),
confer upon the origins of corrupt conduct a kinidstructural key. The best way to
understand this is to compare petty and large-saakeiption: While the former is situated in
(everyday, situative) exchange relations, arisésobpractical contingencies and, no matter
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how culturally entrenched, need not involve anyglstanding motivational resources, the
latter presupposefirm behavioural patternsdemanded by the entrepreneurial ethics of
extended accumulation. It is accordingly no sugpribat in large enterprises career
advancement is almost concomitant witharacter qualities or work attitudes) which the
internalised imperatives of optimisation combinathva cunning power of self-assertion, can
initiate or make possible corrupt conduct.

Consider for example the Siemens scandal: Theisaggte informative regarding structural
aspects, i.ehabitualised attitudesdiscernible at the origins of corruption, because
highlights the intricate connection betweaantivational dispositions, company objectives and
the rationality of maximising efficiencye. optimising profit. The crucial point in thehole
affair of setting up a system of secret accountpéaential briberies for foreign companies or
officials seems to have been personal identificatwith the management/economic
objectives: the leading motivation of many empley¢® embark on unlawful conduct and
participate in the systematic bribery of foreigrfiadfls complied with a type of action,
characterized by the rule that ‘the (economic) jestifies the (norm-deviating) means’. Cast
in terms of the case in question, this means caonifor the sake of raising performance (i.e.
promoting the long-term economic interests of tlweporation, the positive effects on
employment foreign investments will have for thenpany home, the benefits for the country
as a whole in global competition, etc.).

The Siemens scandal is also very interesting raggrthe question of how corruption
perceptions arise and what impact they have onagwmnactors. Like similar cases in the UK
involving briberies of foreign officials abroad t#itation payments’ — so goes the argument
of management circles - were not illegal until 1986ting in the ‘old ways’ well beyond that
point is then not surprisingly attributed not tacnunal motives, but to a certain inertia. Cast in
other terms the issue of corruption in the econaspltere (or that of politics) is often a kind
of disparity between subjective accounts of doing social or legally codified perceptions of
wrongdoing to be thought of as a cognitive/behandbilag: The perceptions guiding action
somehow fail to match up with what have become msewial perceptions determining
realities with regard to what counts as corruptdzm.

Turning now to the other side of the ‘class divideade-unionism, we curiously observe
exactly the same attitude, that is corruption bgegeived as contingent. Therefore the issue
does not enjoy a particularly high priority amorge tfederations of the employees. This
attitude is characteristic of the corporate stmegudominating the relation between capital
and the working class in Germany. In terms of thgaoisation and the whole industry,
employers and the workforce are all ‘in the samat’b&oth sides have a common interest in
a thriving industry and macro-economy. This is eefitd in the efforts to which the
representatives of both capital and workforce gpubin place corporate structures and in the
symbolism of the rhetoric of industrial ethics. &ivthis ideology of ‘class peace’ it is not
surprising to see trade-unionists advocating thmesaeliefs about corruption being
contingent, because they adopt the managerial hebitan attitude of a professional
functionary of labour force interests. The idledypf a modern trade-unionist is not any more
the charismatic class-struggler with roots in thelgiariat but the academic functionary of a
professional organisation who shares his life-styligh his former fellow students of
economics. Those trade-unionists, who see the tgtalccauses of corruption, represent
traditional “left” positions and still believe irhé¢ moral integrity of the working-force, its
solidarity and its strong will to withstand the fetations of selfish behaviour.
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5. Public discourses of corruption

Corruption as an issue of public concern is madtdglt with by NGOs and the media. As for
the former, one observes that the work of the N@DOslosely connected to the issue of
legitimate representation of public interests. Tdggtimation problem is addressed in terms of
transparency, i.e. democratic control and enligihtm. There are two types of
legitimation/transparency: a) representation anddzpuntability. Whereas representation is
political/public legitimation, accountability belga to private legitimation. Civil society in
the neoliberal discourse is designed as a worldoafpeting private interests of bourgeois
individuals, not as the sphere of the politicalogén. Legitimation of private power is
success, legitimation of public power is a commondjlike the social welfare, the security
or the raison d’étre of the state. Now, a pivotafjamisation in promoting corruption
awareness is of course Transparency International.

Looking at the history of the making of Transpasehdernational, it is evident that the idea
of corruption as a state of affairs that requiréérdgion from society at large was only the
initial stage of bringing and establishing the &ssn the realm of public affairs. Corruption
only gained significance in society to the extdrttthe corruption discourse could be held
the issue upon and in terms of which a determisatéal stance would be able to articulate
itself. Hence there is the need a) not only to enguat the prerequisites of the anti-corruption
stance are anchored in articulate social groupmadgtimovement”), but also subsequently b)
to make the movement be heard, that is, througheitegcise of social influence bringing
about wider public awareness and institutional geanand finally c) to control the
institutional implementation through a monitoringogess that tests whether changes are
substantial and standards are met.

Socially situated stances like this one bearingugad carried out by articulate group action
are of course part and parcelail society: private group action for public gaadRaising
sensibility for and helping establish mechanismsiresd corruption or any other issue
perceived as a socially relevant field of actioigimates in that sphere that, in contrast to the
institutional complex of public-state governance,private. However, as regards both the
mobilisation radius and the institutional chandes tprivate initiative can also be seen as
component of the process of advancing public goodxtending democratic participation.
Contrary to the wide-spread notion of vesting theith powers that they cannot dispose of, it
can by no means be assumed that the organisatianglsociety are somehow empowered
by an unified entity-body called “civil society” ttome to negotiations with the central state
power. In this sense it is important to distinguisto layers of enacting democratic
procedures: representative and participative demegcrWhereas the former mediates the
articulation of private interests by means of pajitics, the latter lends itself organisation
forms of direct interest articulation. For exampleis a moral institution and not an interest
group as an organised political (party) or economstitution (company) or the media.
Therefore Tl does not get involved in politics aislness, for example by cooperating with a
private consulting company in creating an anti-gption policy for the government or any
other political institution.

However “dazzling” the innovative idea of a privatéiative may be, how it is perceived as a
sound/legitimate reason for broader social engageara as a subject that is worth fighting
for, is not that straightforward. In a certain seitsresembles the way an innovative product
idea strikes roots in a market place or an intellcmarket place. Under this light civil
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society organisations like Transparency Internaiamould not at all be thought of as organs
of representation: As the market-place metaphogestg the legitimacy does not consist in
articulating ‘pre-existing’ interests, but in suedeng in establishing the issue they stand for
as a social state of affairs deserving public &ttenorganised action and institutional policy
making. Since they do not represent any clear-eginent of the societal whole and are not
elected by anybody, the only way to justify theiroleof pursuing a valid issue is public
resonance, effective dissemination, inducing ingtihal action. Thus legitimacy (of putting
corruption on the public agenda) boils down to sgsc(in making corruption an issue of
serious public concern) and this in turn is likdirsiness.

As regards the media one observes different patigrperceptions of corruption in the same
field. The fact that there is not a single homogenpattern of perception in the target group
media has its roots in the fact that the media awhale represents a second order
construction, i.e. always produces representatiohsother realities. Other differences
notwithstanding, one detects a continuous pattérdealing with corruption that revolves
around the question whether corruption should milgpnae regarded as a breach of trust in
terms of human morality or more in technical temmssa control problem. In general terms
corruption is understood to be an indicator of iisuse of power (violation of the ‘spirit of
the constitution’, ‘nuisance’) and as a failuretlod institutionalised procedures of the political
system.

Actors from media with conservative tendenciesearef functional explanation of corruption

as an irritation that enforces a renovation andsabdation of the social order in the sense of
a self-healing system. They reproduce a perceaieme that shows similarities to the
reasoning of the political and economical eliteGarmany, independent of the political and
ideological standpoint. In progressive or liberagédia corruption is seen as a violation of
social norms (justice) that let to a de-legitimiaat of the political order and therefore

demands a structural reform to strengthen thetinisins.

As far as investigative journalism is concerne@ dpproach is a multi-layered one, taking
into account different patterns and rationalitiefs aation: social, cultural, economical,
police/judicial. However, a crucial issue continastareness of the line drawn between what
counts as corruption according to penal law onotie hand, and a wider notion on the other:
in other words the difference between judiciallync@onable and socially immoral or
illegitimate action. Another characteristic of joatism investigating corruption affairs is a
‘bottom-up’ orientation that starts from everydayaperation and works all the way up to
manifest criminal conduct. Working with notionsadrruption as communicative networking
can be developed under certain circumstances infalldlown theory that deals with
corruption as a structural, mafia-like network thigicludes political, administrative
institutions and economic activities. Perceptiofisvbat constitutes a mafia-like network
depend of course on the various legal and judmigtures. Take for example the Siemens
scandal: According to Italian penal law this cotrap case would be dealt with in terms of
the laws prosecuting the criminal structures of rireffia. In Germany, on the contrary, it is
just another case of organised crime.

96



Partner 3: CENTRE FOR LIBERAL STRATEGIES (CLS)

| ( H\J\ Centre for Liberal Strategies

Dr. Daniel Smilov Rashko Dorosiev (M.A.)

Contact:

Daniel@cls-sofia.org

Rashko@cls-sofia.org

Tel. ++359 2 986 14 33; ++359 2 981 89 26
Fax: ++359 2 981 89 25

Perceptions of Corruption in Bulgaria

1. Introduction

The following analysis of findings about corruption Bulgaria is composed of four parts:

First, a summary account of corruption in Bulgasiajiven (1). It follows a presentation of

the main causes for corrupt behavior as well asdtkeourse on it (2), leading to the third

topic discussed, i.e. the establishment of diseooeaalitions (3). Finally, three theses sum up
the findings of the previous analysis (4).

A general topic can be anticipated: The target grpalitics proved to be by far the most
important so that the presented results are ardaageund this specific field. They mainly
stem from two case studies: a) the privatisatiooc@dure of the Bulgarian Tobacco
Monopoly — Bulgartabac Holding (BTH) which took péain the years 2002-2006; b) the
suspect donation to a party foundation, the FoumaaDemocracy of the Union of

Democratic Forces (UDF), in 2003.

2. Corruption in Bulgaria

Looking at first at the definitions of corruptios &und in the Bulgarian discourse, one can
differentiate between two main concepts: The fose (which we chose to call “public-

interest-based conception”) considers every actchvhiiolates the national interests of
Bulgaria as corrupt. The second one (which candtledcc a “legalistic conception”) defines

corruption as a violation of the law — or more @kaas a violation of those laws that deal
with corruption. Actors who believe in the publiterest-based definition think that not only
violations of rules are to be considered corrupt, ddso official acts which are against the
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public interest, and serve the interests of indigld or specific groups. Stalwarts of the
legalistic view believe that corrupt activities ¢éaglace only when there is infringement of
legal rules. As long as officials take decisionshw the law, their actions cannot be judged
corrupt.

This differentiation is certainly of an ideal-typsature. For example, party funding in
Bulgaria provides an arena, where one could eneoumdt only the clash of these two
conceptions of corruption, but also some hybrianf®of the two. Furthermore, actors are not
bound to one of these conceptions but may manebgereen the two and use them
interchangeably according to the situation. Newsetss, the typification offers a powerful
instrument to structuralize the empirical field ofer as it allows us to subsume certain
“subordinated” conceptions: First, it offers an kexytion why the wife of Prime Minister
Kostov — Elena Kostova — was able to counter-asgume years ago the common accusation
that the funding of the UDF was corrupt since thisding had been used by organized crime
for money laundering. She was arguing that podéihisi could put bad money to a good use,
that is, she was refusing the legalistic notiorcofruption. Second, it can explain why the
Bulgarian public is not really worried about foreigptervention in their political life. If such
interventions exist, they are not necessarily @atirbut, indeed, in some cases may be
beneficial for domestic politics. This was the casehe beginning of the transition period
when western political foundations and institutesviled much needed help for the fledging
Bulgarian parties. As long as foreign money does support politically minorities in
Bulgaria with partial interests, the foreign souatdunding per se does not become an issue
of serious concern. Third, the differentiation makéear why Bulgarian society is not ready
to tolerate open and transparent clientelism. Bidga believe in a specific “public interest”
conception of politics, according to which polifigearties have to defend the interests of all
(in opposition to pluralist views of politics, aeding to which parties defend the interests of
specific groups).

The latter remark brings us to the sociologicalbpgm which social groups favor which

conception of corruption. In this regard, one ceml fthat certain groups are institutionally
encouraged to adopt the narrowly defined legalistew. It is often the case that the
governmental parties stick to the legalistic coticep For instance, in the period 1997-2001,
the government of Prime Minister Ivan Kostov waguang that one cannot speak of
corruption unless it is proven judicially. The reador this seems to be obvious: if one sticks
to legalistic notions of corruption one can requyweofs beyond reasonable doubt for the
substantiation of corruption allegations. In sheée narrow concept of corruption can be
used as a defense weapon against such accussti@ositrast, the opposition tends to adopt
a public-interest based notion of corruption. Thitows it to allege various forms of

favoritism in privatisation, clandestine state cohtor tacit state approval of smuggling

channels — in short, it is used as an offense weapgarty struggles. Generally speaking,
when in power, politicians largely tend to suppotéegalistic view according to which actions
in conformity with the law cannot be corrupt, wheseoliticians in the opposition claim that
corrupt behavior can be more broadly defined asfl@mse against the national interest.

However, that is only half the story. The preserdlyserved phenomenon is that most
politicians in Bulgaria — both from the governmeaarid the opposition — recognize the
widespread character of corruption and are generalidy to discuss the phenomenon in
public. Politicians now seem to believe that theuld also “score points” in a debate over
corruption. In other words, with regard to targebup politics there is a trend in Bulgaria
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from a legalistic notion of corruption to a pubinterest-based one. The pervasive use of
corruption allegations in political discourse hacdme a permanent feature of Bulgarian
politics. The reasons for this development willdolelressed later on (see 4).

At this stage, one can state another remarkableemtion between one of the main
conceptions of corruption in Bulgaria and a speaficial group. One would initially suppose
that the judiciary sticks to a legalistic notiomhis seems to lie in the very nature of things.
But an episode from the nearer past clearly shbassthis assumption is not adequate for the
specific case of Bulgaria. In 2002 there was audision on the court’s powers to decide on
economic issues regarding the privatisation of fnynstate-owned companies. According to
the government, the court was not to decide oretiomomic expedience of the deal, but only
on its conformity with the law, whereas the couriesd to extend their competencies to decide
on whether a specific case of privatisation lieshie national interest or not. In this way, the
judiciary used the inflated notion of corruptiorheteby provoking a dispute with the
government which resulted in the judicative beimgtricted by the legislative. Thus in
February 2003 the Parliament adopted an amendroehttprivatisation law, allowing for
specific enterprises to be sold under the direatrob of Parliament, which would avoid the
control of the Supreme Administrative Court (SA)general terms, only few allegations of
corruption in Bulgaria are translated directly ipi&nal code crimes.

The facts so far described lead to a consequenim wehcharacteristic for the Bulgarian case:
the public perception of all-encompassing corrupti®eople know who the criminals are, but
they do not know exactly why they are criminals avitht the character of their crimes is.
This situation is fertile ground for the creatiohmyths as to the nature and scale of the
spread of crime and corruption in the country. Cherlast decade an overwhelming number
of anticorruption campaigns and initiatives haverbeealized. Their schematic and abstract
language and their presence in many spheres gbuhkc life have made citizens think of
corruption as a permanent feature of their everylif@gy This has to do first with the
widespread public-interest-based conception ofuption itself. The notion of “national
interest”, which lies in the core of this conceptigs extremely vague and opaque. No one
can claim to give a clear-cut definition of thenter or to turn it the other way round, in a
conception as broad as the one of “national intemgeryone can associate with his or her
own point of view. The problem with this definitioof corruption is therefore that it is
susceptible to radically different interpretatiomgpending on the views of the (political)
actor about the public good and the specific tisréafaces. So whatever political decisions a
government will make, there will probably be someanguing that it is against the national
interest and therefore corrupt. And even more végueness of the term “national interests”
allows us to publicly define the pursuit of partiaderests (i.e., following the very definition
itself, corrupt behavior) as according to the geharterest. Second, the trend within the
target group politics promotes the perception ofquibous corruption in Bulgaria. If the
forces that are in political power themselves ti®se who are tempted the most to behave
corrupt) admit that corruption is omni-present aadgeneral problem, then who will
contradict? The public as well as the oppositiolh say: That's what we already said or at
least assumed. Third, the restriction of the judiotontrol of corruption to a mere
examination of official acts on their conformity ttee law leads to an asymmetry between the
political discourse about corruption and judiciahgiice. On the one hand, there is an
inflationary corruption discourse among politiciateit on the other hand, there is a very
small number of actual judgments. A multitude afieations are made, but when cases reach
the courts, corruption curiously shrinks. This deflation nourishes a public perception of
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omni-present corruption that is not sufficienthugit as well as an awareness of ineffective
counter-measures.

The political consequences of such a perceptiondcba studied during the last years in
Bulgaria. In a political climate where every pdiéin is potentially suspicious of corruption
there is a certain probability that people will githeir votes to such nominees who promise
swift amendments, because the need of a betterseents to be most urgent — more or less
ignoring the possibility that there could be moases of accusations of corruption than actual
corruption itself. Election campaigns will thereddse dominated by the corruption theme and
by political “wizards”, “charming” the electorateitw promises that can hardly be kept. One
of the outcomes of this situation is the imposgipibf a governing party to win a second
mandate, since the institution in power inevitalmgans disenchantment. In this way a kind
of “vicious circle” is created: The perception df@compassing corruption leads to political
discontinuity and political discontinuity feeds ngstion, since the unpredictability of the
legal acts is the reason why social actors ofteriaysolutions that involve corruption.

3. Explanation: Why does it happen?

Taking a look at the reasons and sources for cbomun Bulgaria — the practice as well as
the discourse on it — one observes a variety @rwenhing and causal variables. Not all, but
most of them have to do with the so-called “traositperiod”: The nearer past in Bulgaria
was characterized by the nation’s ambition to bez@mmember of the European Union
(which it has become in January 2007). To fultiistambition, certain demands of the EU
had to be fulfilled, which can be subsumed under ribtion of democratisation including

measures against corruption. This has had differ@msequences:

A. Industries that were under control of the statanguthe communist era had to be
privatized. As a result of the communist heritagens of these companies had gained
monopolistic power in their particular economic el (stamocap) and their acquisition
promised enormous profit rates to the biddersubthsa situation, where the potential gain is
very high, the “gamblers” will be ready to playragh stakes or will be willing to change the
rules to their own favor, including illegal behani@.g. bribing. The politicians who decide
about privatisation acts are therewith tempted specific way. Since the public knows of
this constellation its willingness to suspect cptribehavior is high, even if the courts cannot
furnish proof for it. To give an example: the gawaent, being oriented towards the EU and
therefore having an interest in selling industt@snternational investors, can be accused of
following their particular interests rather tharosk of the country. A specific case in this
context is the one of the “Movement for Rights afRcedoms” (MRF), the political
representation of the ethnic Turks in Bulgaria, @gadole in the privatisation of the Bulgarian
tobacco industry. Since the latter is ruled by mthrurks, this party was under suspicion of
following a policy in favor of their specific cliegle, i.e. of “buying votes” with regard to the
next elections. The MRF had an immediate intere$Bulgartabac” being sold to somebody
they know and they have influence over, since @ilser they would lose the political control
over the Bulgarian ethnic Turks many of whom livegrowing tobacco.

B. Another important aspect of the transition pericettgins to the lack of a well

established democratic culture in Bulgaria, i.eth® lack of experience in the handling and
functioning of democratic institutions. An exampegiven by the issue of party funding and
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campaign finance which was (and to a great extamtams) a poorly regulated area from a
legal point of view in Bulgaria. For instance, li2006 political parties were not required by
law to publicly disclose their sources of fundimglahe amounts of individual donations. The
parties had to report donations to the State AQfdfice, but this information was not made
public by the SAO. Further, until 2004 politicalrpas had the right to collect anonymous
donations up to a specific percentage of theil intaome — this was a straightforward source
of abuse. Most importantly, however, the relatiopdfetween parties and party foundations
is not clearly defined. While political parties éasevere restrictions in collecting funds from
abroad, party foundations are allowed to do so.

In general terms, the interplay in Bulgaria betwé®n four democratic powers — legislative,
executive, judicative and the media — simply condd work in the way which “western”
countries are used to, an this circumstance resuita lack of control. The above mentioned
power struggle between politics and judiciary issaample. More specifically, the financing
of the political parties was not guaranteed. Ondbetrary, it was precarious because of a
lack of sufficient sources of funding with regaadthe state and membership fees. Thus the
parties were forced to tap into other sources, @ale donors of the private industry. Since
the existing laws (up to an amendment in 2006) werteadequate to regulate this practice,
doors were open to corruption or at least to agongrdccusations. Another specific aspect of
the lack of democratic culture was the need to ténvioreign experts (political and
economical) to the country who brought their specéxperiences with them. But these
‘borrowed’ forces also brought along their own rets as well as those of their actual,
foreign employers - interests that were not idetio the national interests of Bulgaria. The
same goes for the financiers who were lending maaoedie country. In effect, some of the
persons responsible for privatisation acts hadgiafees to former colleagues and friends
who work for Western companies. For example, it wadl known that the Economy
Minister who was responsible for privatisation ¢fet“Bulgartabac” holding had good
relations with some of the Deutsche Bank managers the time when he had worked in the
City of London.

C. To examine further features of the Bulgarian sitwatluring the nearer past one may
introduce the scientific concept of “social diffatation”, not as a bottom-up phenomenon as
in the theory of Max Weber and others, but as atuwence that happens top-down. The
attempt of the judiciary — as described above rettaim the competency to decide not only
on the conformity of privatisation acts to the laut also on their expedience shows that the
public interest is not incorporated in the actualhd of Bulgaria. For related phenomena
Weber coined the phrase “formalisation of the lalw"modern societies the law becomes less
and less an expression of normative consensuskiliie population and follows more and
more its own formal logic: concise terminology, detive coherency, reduction to principles.
One can see in the Bulgarian case that judges nagreontent to restrict themselves to such a
formalistic view, but tried instead to decide oe gubstantial rightness of official acts which
they did not consider to be reducible to the goestwf procedural genesis. A similar
explanation of “de-differentiation” can be given another case. The public opinion in
Bulgaria does not accept clientilism as a meangotfics (see 2). But clientilism is exactly
the understanding of politics which modern demdesatend to evolve. Political decision-
making is no longer understood as finding an exgsta priori truth, but more and more as the
result of negotiations between the affected groapd persons. What is seen from the
“traditional” standpoint as corrupt is defined Iystnew paradigm as “normal”. The denial of
the latter concept by the Bulgarian public bringthvit a breach between public opinion and
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political practice, leading to the transfer of obelism “behind the scenes” and hence
depriving it of political and judicial control.

D. The last remark brings us to a fourth aspect otrduasition period: the “marketisation
of politics”. It has had such enormous consequenbat they must be explained in the
following separate chapter.

4. Discourse Strategies

The term “marketisation of politics” describes adency, which has been observed during
interviews and informal conversations with membafrdhe political elite in the autumn of
2007, where there was a higher level of toleranceote-buying One of the reasons for this
tolerance could be the cross-party usage of thisiods electoral tool. Another, more
surprising reason, which emerged, was the fact tteé buying introduces “market”
relationships in politics. In current Bulgarian pickl language and thinking, the “market
forces” generally produce good and efficient resuio the fight against corruption is not so
much seen in taking “substantial” measures agasostupt behavior, but in re-defining
practices that have previously been judged as pbrut shifts from the field of political
practice to the field of political discourse.

A. Looking at the strategies being used in this dissmmusome interesting patterns have been
found. First of all, there is a general shift inl@arian political discourse towards a frequent
use of mutual accusations of corruption. The redsothis can be found in the depleting of
“traditional” resources for political mobilisatiorLike the political parties in most of the
liberal democracies in Eastern Europe those in @idgare in a precarious situation: their
resources for political mobilisation are running.obhroughout the 1990s Bulgarian parties
relied on three types of resources: ideology, paige, and state aid (financial and in-kind).
Only the third type of resource — state aid — waseéasing and became more substantial at
the end of the decade. As it is well known, howegveliance on state aid does not always
translate into greater potential for political mdation of voters and sympathizers: on the
contrary, it might result in their alienation artetétatisation of the parties. The other two
resources — ideology and patronage — which adnyttealve a greater mobilisation potential,
were gradually depleted due to a plurality of fastdn the ideological front, by 2000 all
major parties in the country had reached a soliisensus on the most important political
issues, such as membership in EU and NATO, theatel#y of privatisation and restitution
of property, strict fiscal discipline, and commitmbéo lower taxes. This consensus practically
diluted the left-right cleavage in Bulgarian palgi The major parties shed most of their
remaining ideological baggage, and the ultimatelltesas a grand coalition between the
nominally center-left Socialist party and the noaliy center-right National Movement
Simeon Il (NMSII), formed after the parliamentatgaions in 2005.

In summary, the Bulgarian example suggests thatomsolidation of democracy in Eastern
Europe has paradoxically diminished any clash bstantive political ideas, and encouraged
the creation of eclectic, heterogeneous party progr and platforms. In this sea of
eclecticism and lack of coherence, it is no sueptisat the ideologies and programs of
mainstream parties lost their mobilisation potdnta the effect that the political parties are
forced to draw more heavily on other resourcesonatism, identity politics or — the most

important in the case of Bulgaria — the anti-cofiup discourse. In a public climate
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characterized by the perception of an all-encompgssorruption, voters can be easily
mobilized by promising pertinent administrative m@as or by pointing to the political
counterpart and suggesting its inclination towardsupt practices. In this way, the talk on
corruption becomes an implication of political irgsts.

B. Measures against corruption are in this sense aoivggining control over the political
discourse. The crucial point in this referencehis éstablishment of “discourse coalitions”.
These are of specific interest for the governmemtky sticking only to the narrow, legalistic
conception of corruption (see 2), could rely only a very limited discursive support —
coming mainly from the judiciary, which is hardlyvacal player in political life. Against
such a “legalistic discourse coalition”, the gowaent will see virtually everybody as a
potential partner — the media, the NGOs, the bgse® and potentially the prosecutors and
the police, if they enjoy a degree of autonomy. &oments, therefore, need to reexamine
their discourse coalitions very carefully, if thelo not want to be left in isolation.
Furthermore, it is rational for governing parties attempt to broaden their discourse
coalitions — to relate to the discourse not onlyhaf judiciary, but to other important groups
as well, the media and civil society mainly. In erdo break their discourse isolation,
however, governments must take at least some dbliogving steps:

. publicly “admit” and “recognize” the problem of eaption. In this way they build a
discourse bridge to potential partners in otherugsp who are not directly interested in
political changes (like the opposition);

. start cultivating the partnerships with these otbessyups by using their discursive
support for the adoption of specific anticorruptioeasures;
. with regard to civil society, in exchange for thebpc “recognition” of corruption,

governments could require cooperation with NGOa mumber of spheres, such as measuring
corruption, legislative drafting of programs, aatigplans, and other normative acts,
consultation with experts, etc. The governmentd i successful in breaking up their
discourse isolation, if most of the influential N&Qn the country adopt a “non-
confrontational” stance towards them. This wouldaméhat corruption is depoliticized and
that change of government is no longer seen asethheneasure to be taken;

. in the case with the media, the situation is mamamex. In contrast to NGOs, the
media are not that interested in long-term ingthal and legislative measures. They frame
public discourse mostly through scandal and petsat@n of politics: therefore, personnel
changes are indispensable in order to bridge the lpgween media and governmental
discourse on corruption. For this purpose, govemmenust involve as potential partners
elements of the prosecutors and the police, wighgbal of starting investigations of public
persons, possibly including members of the govermarties as well (but in exceptional
cases, of course). It is important to stress tbattlie purposes of collaboration with the
media, governments need to focus only on the efartvestigations, since media interest is
highest at this point, and goes down dramaticallyh@ more complex judicial stages, whose
intricate procedures are often impenetrable forpiliaic in general;

. even the opposition could be co-opted in terms rmaf-@rruption discourse by a
skilful government. The key element here is theotigpisation of the issue through the
elaboration of a comprehensive anti-corruption platich requires long-term profound
institutional changes in all areas of governancdimately, governing parties will be
successful if they obtain the consent of the ogjmosior these programs and plans, which is
normally not impossible, since they predominantintain common-sense measures aimed at
the general improvement of governance. In certases, members of the opposition could
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also become members of watchdog bodies, supervisemgnplementation of legislative and
institutional reforms;

. the government must read very carefully the sithetourse of the business sector on
the issue of corruption. The best strategy to enthat this silence means support is to lead a
policy of downsizing of the state and lowering sx&hese are the key anti-corruption
measures which the business community looks famably, political change in terms of a
political crisis and instability, in particular,eanot in the interest of the economic players.

To put it on record: in order to break up theircdisrse siege on the issue of corruption,
governing parties must attempt to build “discouecsalitions”. From their perspective, one
particular advantage of this strategy is the diffasof responsibility for corruption:
corruption takes place at many levels and in différcenters of power in society; the
government is not the primary site of corrupt atiég. However, the long-term cost of this
strategy seems to be a particular level of depdation and of further undermining the tools
for political mobilisation of the established pmél parties as a whole.

5. Summary: Three theses on corruption in Bulgaria
Thesis 1: The politicisation of the understandifgarruption

One of the main conclusions is that in Bulgariarangition towards an understanding of
corruption exists, which transcends the acceptedyeday meaning of the word. In every day
parlance, corruption usually means a specificgdleor illegitimate transaction — a quid pro
quo situation. It is either businesses giving Bjber governments extorting money, or
something like that. One of our case studies detrates that debates on corruption generally
start from this quid pro quo understanding, buintlsually they replace it with a much
broader understanding of corruption, which gengraleans bad government, irresponsive
government, government not in the interest of emeey It is this sense of corruption —
degradation of government — which pervades theuption discourse in Bulgaria. Indeed, in
one of the investigated affairs, there was no $gecorrupt transaction, no specific corrupt
deal, identified in the normal democracies way floe — through a judicial proceeding.
Nevertheless, neither the public, nor the eliteten@nvinced that there was no corruption
involved. And this is so not only because it wagvpn, but because the corruption they had
in mind in principle cannot be proven in court. Shype of corruption — bad government,
degradation of government — is in fact a politisakessment of the governance of a given
country.Therefore, what one observes is that in Bulgaria profound politicisation of the
understanding of corruption has taken place. Corrupion discourse has been
transformed into a tool in everyday politics.

Thesis 2: Disenchantment and superheroes

One of the most dramatic changes which can be wédeluring the research period concerns
the groups of governing politicians. They have ugdee significant metamorphosis in terms
of discourse in the following direction:

. they have admitted the existence and wide-spreacacter of corruption;

. they have abandoned the “legalistic’ and embrakedinflated” public interest-based
definition of the concept of corruption;
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. they have adopted the view that modernisation émattsral reforms in a neo-liberal

direction (downsizing of the state, deregulatiom) the key anticorruption measures;

. they have agreed to form coalitions with civil sdgi (understood as a monolithic
whole) in the fight against corruption;

. they have generally abandoned “the cultural” moafekxplaining corruption, and

have adopted the “rationalistic” discourse of chagg“the structure of incentives”,

institutional reform, etc.

The paradox which the Bulgarian case study exhibiteat none of these elements of a quite
substantial metamorphosis led to an increased @trolst in the Bulgarian governing parties.
On the contrary, despite this “rational” approagclthe issue of corruption which they have
adopted, governing parties in Bulgaria continudoge elections and the confidence of the
people. First, Kostov's government was swept aby&ing Simeon II's movement in 2001.
Then Simeon Il dramatically lost the elections @02 to the Socialists — the two parties were
ultimately forced to enter a coalition governméntthe final act thus far (local and European
elections 2007), the King’s movement shrunk to plmént of non-significance, while the
Socialists were badly beaten by the party of a owharismatic leader — Boyko Borrisov.
Curiously, the Bulgarian case study demonstrates #t the more one “rationalizes”
anticorruption discourse, the more one “disenchantsthe anti-corruption world (in the
Weberian sense), the more anti-corruption magiciang@nd superheroes emergeThus,
first the ex-tsar Simeon Il built his anti-corrugti platform on the fairy tale character of his
personal story. Then, his bodyguard Boyko Boridetlowed the model and created his own
party. He won the hearts of the public with wordgks, and behavior: subtle details which
only a connoisseur of domestic public consciousneagdd truly appreciate.

Thesis 3: De-politicisation

To conclude and not as contradiction to our fingtsis, there is a tendency to “de-politicize”
corruption as an issue. This term does not mearetheval of anti-corruption measures from
the field of politics as such, but the devaluatminthe issue in a very specific sense. As
described above, parties build discourse coalitiwite other parties or other target groups,
and one can find such coalitions even between gavent and opposition. The key element
in this latter case is the elaboration of a comensive anti-corruption plan, which requires
long-term profound institutional changes in allaweof governance. Ultimately, governing
parties will be successful if they obtain the canisef the opposition for these programs and
plans, which is normally not impossible, since &éhesntain predominantly common-sense
measures aiming at the general improvement of gavee. In this way the effect is that the
change of government is no longer seen as the leagune to be taken and that instead long-
term, institutional anti-corruption measures aneofad. This would mean that corruption is
de-politicized in the sense that the issue is deecawith hindsight to party struggle. In other
words, one can obsengecertain “de-politicisation of politics”, which dilutes the dividing
lines between the major partiesThis “de-politicisatiofi of the concept of corruption is best
seen in the perceptions of the causes and oridittsegohenomenon. The governing parties
and politicians seem to have won this debate, dimeeauses of corruption are not looked for
in the character and individual morality of spezifioliticians, but in institutional, structural
factors which shape the incentives in specific wagsthat individuals cannot act in corrupt
manners.
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Perceptions of Corruption in Romania

Can there be such a thing ascarupt country without corrupt peofe=or some politicians in
Romania this is no paradox at all, for it can pretiell be the case that the institutional
framework provides the legal regulations to deteu sanction corrupt conduct, but all the
same the prosecution and indictment ‘output’ faksy much short of standing up to the
needs of effective punishment. Either too few peopre convicted, or the judicial
mechanisms of attributing responsibility for lawdat behaviour do not work properly.
Even worse, across all Target Groups one encoutitersvidespread belief that rather than
being an institution dedicated to prosecuting quiicuin the judiciary is on the contrary its
main structural cause. In the face of this, thereafentioned paradox can be rendered
intelligible by claiming that everybody takes cqotion for granted, but (almost) nobody, at
least nobody that matters, seems to be held resggpems guilty.

All the same, perceiving it as diffused in the sbdabric goes naturally well beyond the
attribution of corruption to certain institutionamalfunctions. For the question of
accountability in terms of judicial sanctions reg@ets a partial aspect of how the problem of
corruption is perceived, reacted upon or/and de#gh in the Romanian society. Even if
corruption is visible mainly through the undesimldonsequences it produces, and less
through the existing cases solved by judiciarys tioes not explain the widespread belief in
the existence of all-encompassing corruption in firg place. Therefore one must first
examine more closely the nature of perceptionsfafsid corruption 1).
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Examining perceptions of corruption as an all-engassing phenomenon in present times
raises the question of deep-seated mentalitiedagdstanding practices of norm-deviating
conduct that reach far in the past. This in tuadfeus to take a closer look at the relation
between (perceptions of) corrupt conduct under camst rule and the transformation they
underwent during the transition period on the wa tiberal market economy. How can the
course of transformation account for the emergamcepersistence of perceptions of diffused
corruption? )

Posing the latter question involves of course task tof examining the discourses of
corruption as forms of societal articulation of rqation perceptions. There are primarily two
questions to be addressed here: a) In what waybeashown that deploying corruption as
figure of describing realities functions as meahshaping realities? This question deserves
peculiar attention for it has become common practior example in the sphere of party
competition, to level accusations of corruptionaameans of party competition; and b) To
what extent is the claim justified that media preagons of corruption amplify the
phenomenon, thus giving rise or even sustainingpdesd perceptions3)

1. Everybody takes it for granted
la. (Perceptions of) All-encompassing corruption

Beyond the manifest intention of the sweeping judget “corrupt country without corrupt

people” one can discern a much deeper perceptitreddtate of affairs concerning corruption
in Romania. It makes good sense to interpret tigklighting the insoluble tension between
generalised corrupt conduct one the one hand, lem@xtreme difficulty of breaking down

this generality in determinate corruption casextamned by justice on the other. The latter
can only partially be accounted for by pointing ttee underperformance in terms of
prosecution, or even worse, involvement of thediady itself in corrupt practises. On the
contrary, the judgement catches pretty well thenpdhat socially perceived corruption

extends beyond the institutional perception of that is, legal regulations, sanction
mechanisms and court procedures. Indeed, if thegrhenon has become ubiquitous in
politics, society and the economy, as the allegatiof Romania as a “corrupt country” and
the consensus on the gravity of the phenomenon gnatinTarget Groups undoubtedly
suggest, then judicial punishment of ‘corrupt pedpino matter how much more effective it
can still become - will surely fall short of comibtggrips with it.

This in turn raises the question of how perceptiohgiffused corruption are dealt with.
Roughly speaking there are two perception patteong that unconditionally affirms the
judgement of corruption as generalised in all dadtanains and a second one that aims, by
contrast, at dissolving the diffuseness assertjooldming that corruption can well be traced
down to specific areas of societal activity. Wheréar the former corruption has become
something of a national plague, syndrome, or sis&ragflicting the social body as a whole,
the latter strives to offer a more differentiateidtyre of what the sectors of public life
corruption exercises the most damaging influence on

Now, how does the first stance account for theudé#hess claim? For one thing, there are
forms of corruption that seem to be specific fod dong-standing in Romania. Bribe has a
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familiar connotation as ‘spaga’ which can be intetpd in the way that this outline of
corruption is part of everyday life — so to speaKnational sport’ The specificity of
Romanian bribery practices can be further explaioggointing out certain aspects of the
transition from communism to market economy, foaraple the phenomenon of ‘local
barons’, i.e. people who occupy important econopaisitions in local public administration
and utilize the good relationships with powerfulificians to obtain and secure control over
local resources.

One of the main pillars sustaining the claim ofudiEness is the perception that corruption
has developed into a complex mechanism that aggegaultiple interests forging a ‘thick
fabric’ of interdependencies, mutual liabilitiesdalaw-deviating networks spreading across
all social fields. There are a number of aspectbembserved in this type of aggregating
various interests, the most important of which subzing the merging (or overlapping) of
interests between the private economic sphere fadetalm of public politics facilitated by
personal and business relations that people witlows positions in state institutions,
judiciary and private businesses have with eaclerotBome of the forms in which the
merging of interests can manifest itself and thue gse toperceptions of diffused corruption
are the following:

» The ‘thick fabric’ of corrupt networking can takieetform of a ‘Mafia ensemble’ in which
politicians, policemen and public administrationveats are involved.

* In the course of privatisation this ensemble oérimtingling interests can consist of a set of
positions in the political, economical and judigiaystem, which are all tied up together
through networks of magistrates, lawyers, persoos fprivate firms of judicial liquidation
and important persons from the government.

 The permanent law-deviating or extra-institutior@tchange relations between the
business and political spheres which take advaraédfee incomplete legislative framework
of the transition period. Regarding (illicit) pafipancing the ramifications of these exchange
relations can be for example: a) television chasmaed owned by the very politicians who do
not need to pay anything for publicity during etwel campaigns; b) the reduction of costs
granted by advertising firms to the parties thatvjgte possibilities for sponsoring and tax
evasion; and c) receiving money and services froengrivate sector (from example hotel
enterprises) without declaring them.

e Turning politics into a personal business functiasoest in a network that transcends
party boundaries and bundles the variety of corprpttices across the political spectrum
together. Closely connected with this is the phegrmon of politicians switching between
political parties — a form of reintegration in thding network which thus assumes the form
of a predatory elite of prefects, deputy prefectd all sorts of changing political affiliations.
Additionally, corruption often rests upon a proce$sbargaining’ between politicians from
various parties over high level interests.

» A case of diffused political corruption is alsotbe disposal of public property for party-
political purposes (for example transportation ammmmunication means provided with
public funds for the activity of state institutiorsuto, telephones, faxes, etc.), or directing
public investments from state to local budgets thase political allegiance, as a reward for
local officials loyal to powerful politicians and @ “punishment” of local leaders affiliated to
the opposition parties.

« One method by which illicit transactions betweelitj@s and civil (and economic) society
can take place is when public funds are diverteddidical activities through the mediation
of NGO’s and private companies: either politiciaare running NGOs that are eligible for
obtaining public funds, or organisations of ciwilcgety donate the funds (or part of them) to
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the political party they are connected with, oriiadtly finance activities to the advantage of
that political party (especially during the eleetozampaign).

* Relationships and personal allegiances from thenwanist past constitute a form of social
capital that proves to be nourishing grounds farwgion especially in the situation specific
to Romania in which former ‘securisti’ (membersoofimmunist secret service) still occupy
key positions in the centres of political or ecomonpower. Having turned into
businesspeople the former agents of the securfigrapus exercise a strong influence on the
judiciary.

In all these cases the most visible form of oveniag interests inductive of corruption is
what legal regulations define and sanction as @afof interests, that is, the unlawful tuning
up of diverging rationalities of action and behawel patterns. However, widespread
phenomena like the aforementioned make up onlypanieof objective references that sustain
perceptions of all-encompassing corruption in Raararsociety. ‘Corrupt country’, that is,
the ensemble of what can be referred to or perdeage corrupt conduct which often lies
beyond the codified regulations and sanction rafepenal law, is one way of coming to
terms with corruption. Complementary to perceivaagruption as an objective social fact is
the issue of attending to the ways corrupt condowrges as a social perception and a fact, or
better, as a perception of facts in the first place

If (reasonably) taking/perceiving something to he tase makes up a great part of social
facticity, then trying to account for the originElew certain practises come to be perceived
as corrupt must deal with the question of whatehgsrceptions rest on. Therefore treating
corruption as a fact constituted through sociotoalt perception patterns helps better to
substantiate perceptions of diffused corruptiothef kind summed up in such expressions as
‘corrupt country’. In other words, all the siteswidespread perceived corruption listed above
indicate that perceptions of corruption are embdddespecific mentalities. As a way of
seeing oneself, the notion of ‘corrupt country’ sarpposes certain characteristics in the make-
up of social identities and mentalities.

1b. Mentality of ‘legitimate’ corruption

One way of tracing (perceptions of) diffused cotioip back to determining causes is to show
that they are founded on a certain widespread rat@®ne to corruption. Almost all Target

Groups converge on the assessment that the diffasesf corruption in Romanian society
originates in deep-seated attitudes and behavipattérns that play a guiding role in corrupt
conduct. However, regarding the weight attribu@anentality in explaining the propensities

towards corruption there seems to be considerabégieement: The opinions on the role of
mentality span from the extreme view consideringt tall people are inclined to become

involved in corrupt acts if they had the opportynito the more moderate belief that

individuals’ frame of mind is rather secondary ¥pkaining involvement in illegal actions.

Since the former is aligned with the notion of eleompassing corruption perceptions, it is
worth dwelling on it in detail. For one thing, oabserves that embarking on corrupt conduct
on the premise that everybody would do the samerutite same circumstances entails a
notion that supersedes the usual semantics of roputy makes the thief'. What on the
contrary qualifies the ‘naturalness’ or everydagnes law-deviating acting is the peculiar
‘entitlement’ to it that individuals assume to hairea certain way corrupt conduct, — whether
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we speak of petty or grand corruption —, is pem@imot as a nhorm or law violation at all, but
rather as ... a right the individual must only layici to. Indeed, probably the main

component of this mentality in contemporary Romarsaciety lies exactly in turning corrupt

conduct into an individual right and this in turs@cial norm which everybody must observe
under the existing state of affairs.

The latter depends of course on the social pos@ir@noccupies and the organisational culture
dominant in the work environment. Take for exantplke case of the public sector in which
work procedures do not follow the rules laid downddministrative regulations, rather time-
tested ways of ‘getting things done’. Bribe is amsly to be found among these methods and
public servants perceive themselves entitled td sgratifications’ — having the respective
status one entitled to bribe, as a sort of priwl€gght’) associated to or supplementing that
position. One only needs to follow this line of edly justified norm-deviating advantages to
come up with a notion of rightful corruption asarponent of the people’s mindset.

‘Rightful’ corruption is perceived and practisedtmanly on the grounds of ‘legitimate’
privileges accruing to certain social positions utpo. It is often buttressed by various
supplementary beliefs about it having a compengdtanction. Firstly, in view of the low
remuneration characterising certain professions, al too understandable that people revert
to norm-deviating ways of securing additional in@rnm some sectors of public services, like
the health and education system, this sort of coisgtery corruption stemming from under-
financing motivates the personnel working in théskls to increase their incomes through
conditioning the quality of their work upon the omfnal payments received. Closely
connected to this remunerative aspect of corruptigot is, secondly, the fact of perceived
inequalities regarding the relationship betweewnréfiork and reward. Since it is obviously
not in an appropriate relationship to the formersatisfactory rewards provide an additional
‘legitimation’ of corrupt conduct.

Thirdly, corrupt conduct has also compensatory tions in the people’s mindset up owing to
the lingering effects of everyday petty corruptiamder the communist regime. The lack of
resources characterising the communist state ecptemhto the establishment of networks of
informal social relationships which redistributdte trare supply of goods from the public
system to the people. Therefore it is quite obvithat practices of solving certain problems
through ‘shortcuts’ (‘spaga’), even though illegate still considered as normal and even
laudable.

This does not confine itself to the usual ‘thankhgy' briberies and other forms of petty

corruption, but is of much greater importance: Whanerally seems to bring together the
various aspects of the mentality of ‘righteous’rapt conduct is the intersection of two sets
of regularised law-deviating practices: One hasiigins in the economy of state managed
scarcity of the communist past, the other is a comtant of the mechanisms by means of
which the transformation of Romanian society froomeunism to the market economy has
taken place.
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2. ‘Righteous’ corruption: now and then
2a. The communist heritage

Looking at forms of corrupt conduct under the reafrthe communist regime and during the
transition period one can indeed observe an unbienieontinuity. One should of course
avoid raising the impression that “corruption” isstable entity which somehow wanders
through unchanged socio-economic formations. Astimesd above the social objectivity to
which phenomena such as corruption can be assignessentially depends on the way
collective representations and perceptions comiemtthe status of social facts. In this sense
applying the notion of corruption retrospectively tommunist regimes is not exactly
accurate, although by current standards this caallbgpneans be asserted. Apart from the
obvious corruption of the ruling elites based oivaie appropriation of public resources,
wealth or surplus products, the ‘everyday’ corroptof the masses was in the only way for
the citizens to get by, survive, or even bring ddha system in view of the stifling rigidity of
bureaucratic all-round control.

Now, a great deal of the current discourses onpandeptions of corruption in contemporary
Romania depends upon hawerrupt conduct or what is perceived as such carpbeinto
relation to perceptions of inequalityhis proves a fruitful starting point since itnceects the
ways in which corrupt conduct was and still is ¢desed as legitimate grounds for acting
against perceived inequalities and, more explicilg amechanism of compensating for
perceived injusticesAs concerns the communist times, corruption ‘froatow’ was, as we
just saw, the unavoidable way of coming to gripshwhe omnipresent state of scarcity,
shortages and bottlenecks which ordinary citizeaseveontinuously exposed to. The widely
perceived lack of resources could only be challdngge establishing networks of informal
relationships aimed at the redistribution of thes reupply of goods from the public system to
the people. As the saying goes, corruption underngonism was not in itself a bad thing,
because stealing from the state, which was the gmérine population, could be legitimate.
‘Legitimate’ corruption thus functioned as a forfire-allocation of scarce resources.

However, this type of ‘fighting back’ based on theperiences of the underprivileged and
exploited was one part of the story, while the gthgreater and more far-reaching in

consequences, was the built-in corruption thatsairally characterised the functioning of the

centralised economies. Some of the aspects okthistural corruption can be seen (among
others) in the following facts: a) the high renthiaved by the companies due to little or no
competition was a permanent source of bribes ackblicks for the regulators of the state
economic apparatus; b) the other side of the cas wof course that the managerial state
bureaucracy - as the sole and uncontrolled decisiaking authority — also used its power of

allocating resources among the state enterprisemdgns of extracting bribes and other
private payments; and c) this kind of resourcecaliion through all sorts of extra payments
become deeply entrenched and in a certain waypadsable in keeping the economy going.
‘Legitimate’ corruption thus functioned as a stagrmechanism of resource allocation.

To make a long story short, both the structuralugmron aiming at addressing the various
dysfunctionalities, imbalances and disproportiomgleznic in the command and control
economy of the communist states and the ‘everydayfuption or ordinary citizens as a
means of securing necessary, but almost alwaysescprods, created a socially pervasive
mentality of ‘legitimate’ corruption. One can alspeak of a culture of corruption to the
extent that all these types of constraint, coer@od inescapability created over the time
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created patterns of action and attitudes whichagustl the practices of ‘legitimate’ corrupt
conduct. In short, communism has given rise tolaiof corruption to the extent that large
parts (if not the whole) of the population had beeaialized into norms and expectations that
made corruption part of the way of life. Passedtonugh mechanisms of socialisation and
institutional reproduction these practices gainech@nmentum which reached beyond the
threshold of the collapse of real existing socmaland the system changes in the early 1990s.

Taking this into consideration, it comes as no gsepat all that various Romanian Target
Groups point out this cultural-heritage aspect novling explanatory sources for the

(perceptions of) all-encompassing corruption nowadaHowever, there is considerable
divergence regarding the weight to be conferredhis cultural hangover, ranging from

beliefs that it is part and parcel of modern Roraanidentity up to more moderate ones
claiming it is rather confined to certain persigtitypes of socialisation that the country has
still not done away with.

2b. Vicissitudes of transition

Whatever positive developments Romania society maye achieved in the period of
transition, the culture of corruption still doestrsgem to have strongly suffered under the
waves of democratisation and Europeanisation aégoand economy. In a certain sense the
phenomenon of diffused corruption was still aggtestabecause not only did no significant
transformation regarding the traditional commumigintality of ‘righteous’ corruption occur,
but new mechanisms of corrupt appropriation of pukdsources were also developed. The
system of structural incentives for both demandiagd granting illicit payments
characterizing the previous command economy wagplso@nted by new principles of
fraudulent privatisation.

There are a number of issues to be addressedsindhtext, the most crucial of which being
a) whether and to what extent the socialisatioueslinherited from the previous regime
constituted impeding factors for the democratictiegtion of the new state of affairs;

b) the issue of how privatisation schemes can be as a prolongation of practices of private
expropriation of public property inherent in theustures of command economy; and

c) how both help account for corruption still beiragnpant in spite of significant institutional
changes.

Since these points are closely interconnected iw@sth dealing with them together.
Addressing the first and bearing in mind the pamade above about certain lines of
continuity (perceptions of) ‘rightful’ corruptioneliore and after the great divide marked by
the collapse of the communist system one can lneeagith the assessment that the array of
values conveyed in the former regime continuedaleha strong grip on the transition period,
thus impeding excessively the path of developmElatwever, this assessment rests upon
assumptions that seem to take very little into meration that it is by no means an accident
that transformation processes in almost all postroanist countries have taken more or less
similar or identical courses. Setting aside variblugeprints defining how the transformation
process leading to a democratic system of westgra should have looked like, experience
shows a more or less unified picture of the chagiite of affairs during the transition period.
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Notwithstanding the chaos, vacuum and anomie oftthesformation years, one thing is
certain: the ways in which property transfer anstiiational/social change took place rested
upon firm and long-standing beliefs and perceptiohsvhy a ‘rightful’ appropriation of
resources by means of corruption was not only uidawde, but also desirable. This relates to
the value orientations both of the new/old powéesg] public servants and wide parts of the
population, while the latter two use the “old ways'order to come to grips with the ongoing
upheavals. In a certain sense these beliefs/p&ospdf “getting things done” were crucial
motivational sources for coming to terms with tlesvirealities.

Therefore it is erroneous to assert that the tti@amsio democratic institutions and market
economies removed the regulatory forces that hattained corruption, because these
forces were either absent or even more ineffedtia® in previous times. However large in
scale the ‘vacuum’ was felt to be, the deep-roateldpolicy frameworks, forms of practice,
beliefs and perceptions were soon to be replacedey policy structures and patterns of
action based on principles that did not essentdilifier from the previous ones involving a
great deal of corruption.

The vast opportunities to take control of assetsltemg from the breakup of the old structures
were perceived to be successfully seized only bggusethods whose effectivity stood
beyond doubt: bribes, kickbacks, payoffs, extortimd the like. This holds especially true of
the perceptions and practices of the new econoliés en the making since the process of
privatisation opened a myriad of opportunities dorrupt methods of enrichment and power,
while the managerial administrators of the formetam frequently devised and managed the
privatisation schemes. Thus, what is usually refto as ‘cleptocratic management’ proved
to be the continuation and development of the addhimds of corruption under circumstances
of extreme competition, institutional breakdown arehr total absence of legal constraints.
Perceptions of ‘rightful’ corruption thus brouglugether the so called transition’s alliances
towards capitalism, that is, all those personsugsoand networks that used the same old
(corruption) methods, albeit this time exclusivéty the end of personal enrichment and
power gain.

One of the ways traditional forms of corruption eémplemented in the framework of the
new social-institutional constellation is what mamonly termed ‘state capture’. The notion
refers to the practices of exercise of influencdemislation by individuals, groups, or firms
both in the public and private sectors. Acting todp about laws, regulations, decrees and
other government policies advantageous to thein@wmic-political interests involved setting
up corrupt rules governing the relations betweeatesteconomic activities and private
interests. It is no surprise then to see that atgieal of these rules consisted in adapting the
communist culture of allocating resources by medt®rruption to the exigencies of the new
redistribution rules dictated by the forced prigation process.

Indeed, corruption in the transition period canegally be described as the reproduction of
the ‘old ways’ to meet new needs such as the mesianregulating license awarding and
public contracting. Moreover, the persistence adlititons of informal corrupt economics can
also be observed in the state economic policigkeotransition period involving investments
in state companies without any profit, which creadgantages for state companies, as well as
the discriminatory and bureaucratic manner of allimg subsidies in agriculture, etc. When
state officials began distributing state properaesl enterprises to private owners, bribes,
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payoffs and the like were again well-used meanshahnelling the allocation of the richest
assets.

This brings us to the second point made abovea®sation in post-communist societies is
usually associated with the so-called ‘wild accuatioh of capital’. However, the process of
privatisation can turn out to be not so ‘wild’ —laast when it is not assumed from the start
that privatisation takes place in an orderly mann&rquick glance at the course of
privatisation leaves no doubt that it was highlyrapt, but it nevertheless followed a certain
scheme. Consider for example the Commercial Ensapr(Societati Comerciale): After
being declared state-owned businesses (1990) tbey tlven run to the ground by the former
communist bosses now turned managers, only to bghbvaip by them seven years later. The
fate of the Regii Autonome was similar: Althouglatst controlled enterprises operating in
strategic sectors of the economy (energy, armylmg)pcould not be turned over to private
hand, they were sold out to foreign holdings in ¢nel owing to mismanagement and highly
ineffectiveness. If we add to this the casino-hikethods of estimating state assets and market
values, then it goes without saying that both tygfgsrivatisation were accompanied by theft,
briberies and money laundering.

Bearing all this in mind it is not difficult to dewith the third point, the issue of traditions of
corruption and fraudulent forms of privatisatiomyding the grounds for a relative stable set
of perceptions of all-encompassing corruption. demms quite obvious that despite the
considerable progress achieved in stabilising tistitutional framework and raising the
effectiveness of legislative measures the diffysexteptions of a ‘corrupt country’ still hold
sway. This may be accounted for by the fact thdtual changes often lag considerably
behind developments in the social and economichaérgp It would however oversimplify
matters to see things this way though, since thisigience of the awareness that — despite
relative stability — the current state of affairgshnot significantly moved away from what
perceptions of an all-round corruption refer to &ad apparently deeper roots than a ‘cultural
lag’ would suggest.

There seems to be no clear-cut explanation for Hsvever, one way of coming closer to a
plausible answer would be to take a look at howdtdent character of wealth accumulation,
extreme social inequality and social perceptionkihup a set of interacting factors. To begin
with, the course of property transfer of the tréosi period characterised by big scandals,
traffic of influence, illegal transactions betwe@e local government or the state and dubious
individuals and enterprises and all sorts of cdrampwas accompanied by a radical change in
the social structure, which was marked above atldwmply felt inequality.

In general terms Romanian society is perceivedeagrsly unjust. A great deal of this
injustice is attributed to the extreme polarisatbdrsocial positions and income levels, with a
segment of population being very rich and anottaet pf the people living in poverty. The
middle class is considered rather insignificant.aflmakes this social polarisation even more
unjust than is normally the case in modern cagitalocieties is the fact that power based on
wealth has suffered a high loss of legitimacys Iperceived as resting on a dubious affluence
obtained in illicit ways and not as a deserved reviar work, effort and good qualifications.

This of course has far-reaching ramifications rdey perceptions of diffused corruption.

One of the persisting legacies of the transitionggeconsistsan ‘spaga’ (petty corruption)
and ‘mita’ (grand scale corruption) becoming inteemgeable patterns of corrupt behaviour
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in the ordinary perceptions of the populatiocFhe ways of high level corruption become a
kind of cultural model to be emulated by everybedger to participate in the transformation
process actively. The result was a kind of diffasad grand corruption into the social fabric.

Commonly known as ‘firing the canon’, the patteoisaction characterising the process of
seizing the spoils of privatisation and thus beeamich quickly were raised to the status of
exemplary forms or prototypes of social-economicaséour. If one adds to this the facts that

a) nobody seems(ed) responsible for corrupt cdrghiog rampant, and

b)  corruption was/is used as the machinery ofadaotegration, compelling people to be

observant of and conform to illegal practices tiglounaterial gain, blackmail and personal
vulnerability triggered by initial involvement intaw-violating acts,

C) it is by no means strange how corruptioraasodel of social success spread out to
become a dominant factor of self-perceptions.

Seen from another perspective, high level corrumptoould mingle with ordinary petty
corruption, giving rise to such ubiquitous notics ‘Romania is a corrupt country’ to the
extent that the more successful and stable theldtant methods of wealth accumulation
became, the more likely the masses would disregiaydform of law-conforming behaviour,
or to perceive that the only way to cope with aakletshare of the possibilities the new
situation offered was to benefit from lawbreakimgeself in the form for example of avoiding
taxes, smuggling, or corruption of civil servantsl @&lected representatives. Furthermore, the
‘old ways’ of petty corruption inherited from th@mamunist past were reinforced or even
raised to a new level as the principle governingaamobility, success and enrichment was
only apparently ‘democratised’. In fact, the muchiged principle of economic achievement
turned out to be for the most part a mechanisnowfgp elite reproduction or renewal. For the
people at large it soon became obvious that thesacto such highly valued rewards as
economic achievement and social advance was fremstdrt strongly restricted and therefore
if one still wanted to take advantage of the nealities, the only possible way was to come
around obtaining these rewards by using norm-vigdacorrupt methods.

3. Public discourses of corruption

Considering the high stakes involved in the issusoaruption perceived as affecting the very
fundaments of contemporary Romania it is by no rmeamexpected that perceptions of
diffused corruption have flown into current sociohpcal discourses with great intensity.
Furthermore, since the objectivity of the phenonmeabcorruption depends on how and why
it becomes to be socially perceived and underswuach, the role of public and media
discourses in reinforcing and establishing pattefniseing aware of, reacting to and coming
to grips with the phenomenon of corruption cannetdverestimated. In this context two
aspects of the corruption discourse deserve pecattantion: a) the politicisation of the
anticorruption fight and b) collective represerdasi of ‘Romania as a corrupt country’
launched by the mass media.

As regards the former, politicisation denotes thraess in which the issue of corruption and
the policies applied to combat it became a permafeature of politics and party struggle.
This is not a purely Romanian phenomenon thoughng the anti-corruption tickehas
become a steady factor in politics in the post-camist societies of Eastern and Central
Europe. Now, an intricate aspect can be observalerexploitation of corruption to serve
party tactics, that is, to delegitimise the poétiopponent: on the one hand, under the social
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circumstances of diffused perceptions of all-emim@gcorruption the excessive use of anti-
corruption rhetoric was not totally displaced — rewbough the usage of corruption as a
political instrument degenerated into ‘witch-husituations. On the other hand though, this
‘over-kill" could only have counter-productive etfs: Either the party political discourses hit
the mark and the whole political class thus disteedtself, or they did not have this purpose
at all. In the latter case, the discourses werelpurypocritical lip service for the sake of

modernising the country and preparing it for EUesston. In both scenarios, the results
could be said to amount to the same thing: Regardublic consciousness: cynicism and
indifference — particularly when politicians undbe suspicion of corruption are elected and
re-elected; regarding the political sphere: doutitel and self-debunking.

Something comparable can be observed in the reigresd to the mass media in operating
with very inflationary discourses of corruption. Asother countries facing similarly acute
corruption problems (for example Greece) the mhamst of criticisms levelled at how the
mass media capitalised on the issue consists icl#m@ of a ‘snowball’ effect: The media
representations not only tend to reproduce everyttepries’ or perception patterns, thus
making out them hard-boiled social facts, but thep help bring about a mentality habitus
tolerant to or approving of corrupt conduct as aibaharacteristic of social relations. The
underlying logic is that of escalation: The medegresentations launch images and stories of
all-embracing corruption, the citizens take thig fgranted or at face value, behave
accordingly in everyday life, thus feeding the s greed of journalism, which..., and so
on and so forth. In sum the damage resulting frbenmedia’s treatment of corruption as
ubiquitous evil is twofold: On the one hand thefeof distorted image of the country abroad
and on the other they perpetuate the very phenorieyaset out to uncover and criticise.
Either way the inflationary use of ‘corruption’perceived to be self-destructive.

116



Partner 5: GALATASARAY UNIVERSITY (GSU)

-galatasaray G Universitesi-

ZeynSarlak (M. A.)  Dr. Besim Bilent Bali

Contact:
ainsel@gsu.edu.tr
zsarlak@superonline.com
bulentbali@gmail.com
Tel: ++90-212-2274480
Tel: ++90 212 2274480

Perceptions of Corruption in Turkey

The report about corruption in Turkey is basicalllit in two parts: one describing the
empirical findings (1), and one which attempts iteeca sociological explanation for them (2-
5). It begins with an overview of the perception aafrruption prevailing within Turkish
society (1): in what social areas is corruptive eaébur is supposed to happen, how is it
defined, which causes are identified? The remaicimgpters develop an explanation of this
perception. To this end, brief overview is giverthaiegard to the historical setting against the
background of which the findings are to be expldi(2). In this way, the focus is directed
towards the connexion between structural factord patterns of perception which for
example are reflected in the relationship betwesruption and the general attitude of Turks
towards their own state. This feature is of majoportance so that it is dealt with in a
separate chapter (3) which is followed by an actofinwo specific features of the Turkish
discourse on corruption: instrumentalisation ardtingsm (4). The subsequent reflection on
counter-measures against corruption (5), as theypat forward in the target groups, will
allow us to investigate further the difficulty obrruptive behaviour in Turkey. The report is
concluded by a short summary of the main resul)ts (6

1. Corruption in Turkey: areas, definitions, causes

Before going “in medias res”, one has to state thete have been many changes in the last
three or four years concerning the topic of coinuptin Turkey. There have been many
significant developments with the implementation aaftomation which have diminished
bribery to a considerable amount. Given this fécis remarkable that the discourse on
corruption went in the opposite direction, espdégiah the field of politics. Turkish
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politicians’ perception of corruption has underga@nsignificant change and the importance
assigned to corruption has at least increased tintle. Just a few years ago, MPs for
Cumbhuriyet Halk Partisi (CHP) commented that Turksged more important problems than
those having to do with corruption and thereforggative acts — which were alleged at the
time — should be finalised as soon as possibledardo proceed to more important problems
such as the high cost of living and problems assediwith internal and external financing,
investments, employment, and democratisation. @ontto this argument, since 2004 one
can observe a shift regarding perceptions of paitis on how damaging corruption is.
Political corruption and malpractices are now dediras the underlying factor of all problems
the country faces. This increased relevance thgiten by politicians to the topic can be seen
in connection with a specific strategy of explaitithe discourse on corruption (see chapter
4). In any case, it coincides with the perceptiam®ong NGOs that corruption in Turkey is so
widespread that it could about economic and salgaby or even collapse (not least because
of the decline of ethical values), and it also cbegpwith the talk among representatives of
the economic sector who assume that the eliminatfazorruption would promote Turkey’'s
political and economic stability and contend thatkey has suffered from chronic inflation
and budget deficits for the last 25 years partlydose of corruption.

Taking these observations as preliminary remarks, may reflect on the understanding of
corruption within Turkish society: what do peopleean when they talk of corruptive
behaviour? In order to answer this question Idbok at areas (a), definitions (b) and causes
(c) of corruption in Turkey.

(a) To begin with the social ‘locus’ of corruptiathere is to a large extent a consensus within
all target groups: business, bureaucracy and peliére seen as the foremost places in which
corruption takes place, supplemented by the morgimea mentioning of the media. There is
a frequent talk of criminal interrelations betwedhiese areas, constituting some kind of
corruptive network. According to TSHD (Transpareriayernational’s national chapter in
Turkey) corruption in Turkey is yet widespread ith sectors (in public procurement, at
customs, in tax offices, police departments, deéfites, etc.) and actions of public
administration (rentals of public property and &iesl lands, granting of credit from public
banks, etc.). Despite this somewhat undiffererdigerception, there is generally a focus on a
certain area. Bribery is supposed to exist in ederyain of daily life where citizens are faced
with the state apparatus: the police, customs,itaés@nd so forth.

Having said this, it comes as no surprise thatdaa mainly mention areas connected with
the field of politics, when it comes to the questmf concrete places of corruption. One of
these refers to the issue of political party finragcand the financing of politicians which is
supposed to be problematic in Turkey. This viewvidespread especially within the target
group judiciary; the perceptions lying beneathré: a) the designation of potential MPs by
party leaders and their close entourage, i.e. Hpdintment” of MPs rather than their
“election”; b) the appointment of MPs not on thesisaof merit but rather by reason of the
direct or indirect contributions to the politicany; c) the general need of MP candidates —
apart from certain well-known names that are usethb party for attracting the public — to
be financed to be (re)elected; d) the fact thadfpnoviders do not offer their financial
support without remuneration; e) the circumstaritat this climate pushes away honest
people from becoming involved in politics; f) theesific status of politicians who, in spite of
their great executive power, do not have to rermadeount of their deeds to any inspection
body but the Supreme Court.
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Further examples for corrupt areas refer to cadesravpolitics is interrelated with other
social areas, for example the construction industsypower has recently been at the highest
level for the last 20 years and it is pointed tatt t'the growth rate of the debts of Turkey and
the growth rate of this sector go hand in hand’this context, the assumed cycle of the
politician\political party and construction industcan be summarized as follows: the
construction industry supports the central and llguditical candidates and when these
candidates acquire the necessary political povardan affect investment decisions they pay
their “debts” back by making regulations in favaafrthese contractors. At this point the
already mentioned businessman-bureaucrat-polititi@amgle emerges. Contractors expand
their business by using public resources and gairerpower in the system. The ones who
gained the necessary power directly become invaivamblitics. It is well known that in the
draft laws which aim to discipline the public cadts much legislation has been changed in
favour of the construction industry because of itifeience of MPs who were previously
contractors. For example, the majority of corruptiallegations regarding Adalet ve
Kalkinma Partisi (AKP) claim a partnership betwetre leading party and emerging
construction firms.

A second example of a combination between poliiogl other areas which is seen as
corruptive is the media-political party affiliatiorThe process is as follows: during the

election campaigns, the political parties go tortteddia organs to ask to be promoted on their
channels. These broadcasters charge the politexdiep very low prices and give them

significant discounts. The costs of these discoangéspaid back by these parties when they
control the government. In other words, these dist® are nothing but “discounts of

corruption”.

The case studies, on which our first research gesias based, both fall into the described
range of corruptive areas within Turkish society.The so-called “Mercimek case” is related
to party financing. It represents the one and calse related to party financing against which
a lawsuit was filed. Furthermore, it is related a@opolitical party (Necmettin Erbakan’s
Welfare Party, Refah Partisi — RP) which was altegebe an enemy of the secular regime in
Turkey. In brief, it is about donations collected Germany in order to provide relief to
Muslims living in Bosnia in the mid-1990s. The fgnldave been transferred to bank accounts
owned by Sileyman Mercimek, who was believed tahee unofficial treasurer of RP.
Finally, allegations in the lawsuit were based be fact that said donations have been
misused in order to finance the general electianpzaagns of the RP. After a marathon of
court proceedings against Merciimek the case wasstied in 2002 on the grounds of time-
bar. B) The Turkbank case attained public attentioBecember 2003 when the Parliament
voted overwhelmingly to launch investigations irgtbleged wrongdoing by former Prime
Minister Mesut Yilmaz and five other former ministebefore the Supreme Court related to
the privatisation of the Turkbank. The trials caafter extensive parliamentary investigations
into allegations of widespread fraud in tenders)kbaptcies, banking reforms and power
projects that cost Turkey billions of dollars ireth990s. However, in 2006 and according to
merely formal legal reasons the Supreme State Gloalhmwed this case to be eligible for
probation without arriving at a verdict.

A second area, besides the one of politics and afédirs, which is perceived to be of major

importance in connection with corruptive behaviasithe judiciary. This perception not only
refers to actual wrongdoings but also to potentiaés. For example, it is said that the
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discretionary power judges have with regard to glumient can be misused in exchange for
personal benefits. It is a routine that judges yappl experts for subjects outside their
professional knowledge. The reports prepared bemrsgrequently constitute the reference
points for verdicts. In this way, an expert, ifisecorrupt, is very well capable of misleading
the judge: the law is applied because it is the faat because it is fair. Generally, the judicial
system is seen as highly sensitive. Due to theegalbat the judicial system represents, any
corruption case belonging to this target group wWarbde the trust relationship between the
ordinary citizen and the State and thereby thditagcy of the latter. Therefore, the judiciary
stands at the top of an imagined hierarchy of salcaeas with regard to corruption, whereas
corruption, let us say, in the police is supposeddécome dangerous (for the society as a
whole) only under specific circumstances, e.g.t itollaborates with the mafia and other
criminal organisations contrary to its mission. N&G&®e usually at the bottom of the list.

(b) The preceding reflections on social ‘loci’ afrcuption in Turkey can be brought together
under the topic of definitions of corruption. Loogi at the different target groups, one
observes a plurality of characterisations whichveoge in their central aspects but also have
some specific differences. The most precise defmits given by the Turkish Penal Code
which declares any illegal act to obtain certaimddigs to be corruption. However, legal
actors define corruption much wider than the Turkisgal system does; even within the
judiciary the strict legalistic definition — whidk adapted by politics, police, and media as a
part of their definitions — is extended to broadssifications as they can be found in most
target groups. In all of them the breach of ethicé addition or as an alternative to the
violation of laws — is mentioned as a specific eleggristic of corrupt behaviour. This way of
signifying corruption by denoting it as harmful fpublic morals applies also to the concept
of the “supreme interest”, the rejection of whishargued within judiciary to be an additional
feature of corruption. Relevance is also giverhi hotivation behind corruptive acts which
is generally seen as gaining personal advantagehdfmore, the manner of corruptive
behaviour is reflected, as it is stated that ihagm-transparent and uncompetitive per se; an
aspect which is stressed by politicians and busmes. Finally, corruption is characterised
by its effects like the hindrance of political, joi@l or economic development. Such points
that have been evaluated in the economic, socthpahtical cost context affecting the entire
society are listed as “unfair competition”, “lowfiefency”, “misuse of resources”, “inequality
of income distribution”, “economic and social instay”, “degradation of moral values”,
“transgression of law”. It can be assumed that eooo damage is most strongly emphasized
within the target group economy. It is argued théwad corruption reduces investments, and
as a consequence, reduces the rate of growth aral egpenditures such as expenditures for
health or education, increases public investmestpds the effects of industrial policy on
investment, and reduces foreign direct investntemtyevenue, and the productivity of public
investment and the country’s infrastructure.

Despite of all these characterisations which marelgr to negative aspects, Turks do not
necessarily see corruption as a bad thing. In ata dorruption is quite regularly described as
some kind of ‘natural’ phenomenon within Turkishcigby, as a traditional way of getting
things done within certain social contexts. To aexpthis somewhat positive perception one
has to go into detail and clarify specific featuoéshe Turkish case (see chapter 3).

(c) Before doing this, one must complete the actofifurkish perceptions of corruption by

reflecting on the causes which are supposed to @erorrupt behaviour in Turkey. What
has been said above referring to the definitionsasfuption also applies to its causes: the
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perceptions differ between the target groups betetlis also a consensus concerning certain
topics. The different notions may be (roughly) ded in two groups. The first contains
individual factors, that is, factors that refer mar less directly to the individuals ‘engaging
in corruption’. The second contains structural dest that is, factors that refer to the
historical, economic, or social situation in whmrruptive behaviour takes place.

Within the first group of causes — the ones refgriio the individual — corruption is mainly
seen as a result of modernity. This view has b&pregesed mainly by representatives of Civil
Society. Today’'s modern world is supposed to ba&emalble in creating common ethics and
therefore, encourages each person to live indilliylwathin his/her own ethical values. The
notion is that today’s hegemonic concept is basethdividualism and nurtures bribery. The
pertaining erosion in the moral values is charés®erby the motto: “the ends justifies the
means”, it promotes a social climate where therdefs earn easy money overrules the
readiness to take responsibilities, where sucdes®es are demoted to fortune regardless of
the means. Such individual immorality is especialpmentous if it applies to actors in
public administration, which is supposed to be tase in Turkey since the notions of
transparency and accountability have presumablybaeh internalized by those actors. This
lack of a tradition of accountability in Turkeyasnceived to be typical in less developed and
developing countries and this is why Turkey as anlvex of this group of countries does not
constitute an exception. To sum up, seen fromrib&idualistic perspective, the main cause
of corruption lies in the assumed fact that peopleadays seem to forget that their existence
can only be meaningful when it is related to anitgrlet it be universal, religious or
humanistic set of values) superior to themselves.

Within the second group of causes — the ones nmefeto structures — one has to distinguish
with regard to the societal areas where these saargseassumed to operate. Concerning the
area of politics, one factor frequently mentionedhie administrative heritage of the Ottoman
rule, expressed in sayings like: “Whatever you grokn the pig is your earning”. Among the
top administrative cadre in the Ottoman Empire, ittea to become wealthy by using one’s
own authority was internalised due to the lackrof Bormal, legal structure. Despite the penal
and civil codes and the modern state institutionparted from the West, even today, this
behavioural pattern is still valid for the admingdbrs, as if it is genetically coded. This
matches a state-subject interaction based on pédittio forms. Rather than reinforcing their
political power by representing the will and théehests of citizens as should be the case in a
democracy, political leaders in Turkey prefer tekseolitical and social support mainly via
networks of private relationships based on theritigion of benefits and services which
finally results in the creation of a leader sultanalhis situation is reflected in several
aspects: lack of meritocracy, non-transparent garere and applications, uncertain aspects
of tender awarding (leading to a low quality of kamresources at the implementation levels
of government) and payment decision-making procsgdaek of evidence due to reciprocity
of benefits, poor performance of inspection mecsrasi— in short: a lack of access of people
to government which is perceived as a general dhclemocratic culture. Other factors which
are supposed to cause corrupt behaviour in polgres insufficient governmental control,
qguality and complexity of the bureaucracy, salaeyel of the civil servants, missing
transparency of rules, laws, and processes, reégngaand authorisations, tax policy, certain
spending decisions, and economic protectionism.ti#dse different aspects convene in the
fact that the efficiency and the influence of thaifcal class is based on the number of
people it could reach by handing out first and flaoet economic favours, which led to
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employment and overloaded bureaucracy. Eventu#illy, structure of the state became
ponderous.

Concerning the judicial sphere, the factors memiibnn the data are as follows. One
important issue is the lack of expertise of the rbers of jurisdiction related to new types of
crime. This circumstance is worsened by poor gualiteducation and by the fact that the
hard working conditions as well as the low incoraeel of judges push the highly qualified
law school graduates away from choosing this peid@s In addition, the sheer quantity of
actions has negative effects, like an overburdgmedecution personnel, long processing
times, and, in consequence, strict time-bar reguiat This has the effect that ordinary people
do not trust the judicial system in Turkey sincaestjce delayed is justice denied”. Together
with surrounding conditions influenced by politiqgike legal loopholes or frequent
amnesties), all these points lead to a seriou$icrezicy of jurisprudence.

Besides these aspects connected to specific dduedda, there is a set of causes perceived to
operate on a more general level. Lack of severésporent and the unequal distribution of
income are two of the most important factors irs tl@spect, the latter being connected with
the phenomenon of unemployment. In principal, tb&uened mechanism is: in a social body
where certain groups are more privileged than thers, where there is inequality, corruption
becomes a natural practice and people become itniiedasily. Furthermore it is argued that
the fundamental roots of corruption lie not so murcthe structure of the public or the private
sector as such, but rather in the interactions éetvboth, shaping incentives and behavioural
environment in a broader sense.

To be sure, our differentiation between individsdi and structural causes of corruption is a
typification. It divides aspects which in sociahliey are combined in an irresolvable manner.
To name just two examples which appear in the ddta:economic paradigm shift after 1983
(see chapter 2) is often supposed to have faefitabrruption by promoting the idea of
becoming rich regardless of where the money came.frAnd the individual immorality
described above is seen as legitimate in situatmsre law does not function properly.
Notwithstanding such interrelations, the typificatihelps to structure the field. It is even
used by actors within the field of research itselhere representatives of the target group
police argued that the business world, media, avldigs are characterised by structural
forms of corruption, whereas the failures in otteget groups including police, jurisdiction
and NGOs are more often individual and trivial tilsgatematic.

At the end of this account of perceptions of cotiap in Turkey two peculiarities of the
Turkish case are to be underlined, the first ofalwhivas already indicated in the description
given above. It refers to the judicial system. Ueszors define corruption much wider than
the Turkish legal system does. Corruption is naotited to illicit behaviour patterns. It
includes any human behaviour in contrast to gereghatal principles, honesty and good will.
While accepting the fact that there cannot be glsiand an absolute truth in social life, one
can always suggest the existence of a “supremeestte Principles of honesty and good will
stated in religious-ethical and cultural codes musiain superior to laws in all
circumstances.

The second peculiarity applies to the target grgofice. Corruption is often seen by

policemen as an issue of security. Therefore, teeg force’s responsibility for the fight
against corruption is sometimes over-presentedtllisdcomplies with an under-presentation
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of incidences of corruption inside the target grasplf. No reference is made about a number
of corruptive acts committed by the police, rangingm small-scale bribes as given by
motorists to traffic police officers to large-scadéfences committed by high and middle
ranking police officers in cooperation with the angzed crime, as discovered by the courts.
Therefore the police see themselves unfairly blafoedribery and other types of corruption
by the public opinion. On the contrary, the polidepartment is presented as the most
sensitive institution with regard to corruption ypeation.

2. Historical setting

In the preceding chapter, an overview over thegmron of corruption in Turkey was given
and the question posed: where does it happen aat arb the specific features and causes?
The rest of this report will elaborate on this dgdon and aim for a sociological explanation
of the observations given above. In order to uritdadsthe phenomenon of corruption in
Turkey, first of all one has to know about the dvigtal setting in which it takes place and
which is described in the following paragraphs.

The Republic of Turkey (founded in 1923) in its remt form is essentially shaped by the
influence of Mustafa Kemal Atatirk (1881-1938). éftcentennials of Ottoman rule he
promoted a political orientation towards the Westshing reforms in favour of secularism
and equal rights, thereby upsetting a rather iaditist society. In this way, the Turkish
route to (Western) modernity was very much a togsdaffair, and this circumstance is
reflected by a deeply rooted scepticism within fherkish populace against the state-
apparatus which lasts right up to present days. ¢d speak of some kind of alienation
between the Turkish population and the Turkishestetich is subject of analysis in the next
chapter.

Concerning younger history, the mandate of TurgaalGOrom 1983 to 1989 is often
mentioned as an important period in relation toghenomenon of corruption in Turkey. His
political ascendancy was enabled by the militarypcon 1980 and this background is often
argued to have shaped his political work. Like otmditary takeovers before (1960, 1971),
this coup narrowed politicians’ room to manoeuveaying the direction of the economy as
the primary sphere open to the free exercise oftigal power. In this spirit, Ozal
concentrated his political ambitions on the econoprgmoting a liberalisation process that
has been even reinforced by succeeding regimesciefly by the decentralisation process
initiated by the AKP government some years ago.ofdiog to many observers, the cutting
back of regulations in the economy combined witis frocess prepared a fertile soil for
corruptive behaviour. This applies for example tivgie businessmen taking advantage of
legal loopholes (e.g. referring to the tax returexport trade) and also to politicians misusing
their influence by referring to the distribution @End or jobs. Further and more indirect
effects of economic liberalisation which favour regution are the widening gap between the
public and the private sector salaries and, asrsemuence, the low quality of the new
appointees within the administration.

On the basis of our data, one cannot possibly giserious evaluation of the most recent
development: Turkey’s candidature for EU-membersWighin the target group judiciary the

perception was obvious that, until this very day) Etegration process has not provided
Turkey with any noteworthy tool to decrease thesl@f corruption. With regard to the nearer
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future, the expectations are ambivalent, rangiogfscepticism to optimism. The reasons for
this will be discussed later on (see chapter 5).

3. The Turks and their relation to the state

The considerations of the last chapter lead usd¢oone feature which is most characteristic
for the Turkish case: the scepticism among the iShrkopulation with regard to the state.
Although most of the representatives of the taggeups localize corruption, as mentioned
above, in the triangle built by politicians, bureets and businessmen, the dynamics of the
state-citizen relationship are perceived to bentfaen cause of corruption. This issue refers
also to the structure of the state and furthernoreertain relation patterns in politics laying
the foundations of corrupt administration and favtam.

The term “state mentality” can be taken as a kegcept in order to understand the
relationship in question. It goes back to the dafythe Ottoman Empire which was perceived
by its populace as not paying any respect to ttimeais; a perception which mainly applied to
tax mechanisms. People were sceptical and evefulfeamcerning their treatment by the
state and this attitude had been transferred ttirttess of the Republic. With the transition to
multi-party governance in the 50’s, the state hesnbused as a tool of setting up political
cadres in public offices; a practice resulting ilowa quality of public officials. A third aspect

is the constant narrowing of political influenceth@ economic sphere already mentioned. It
demarcates the boundaries of political life in Tayrkand suppresses the dynamics of social
life.

The outcome of the named aspects consists in aridtrelationship between the Turkish
state and its citizens. People perceive the stettiutions to operate quite poorly and their
cadres to be formed improperly. Bribery is suppdsestem from the disrespect of the State
towards its citizens who fear the Turkish state asgecially its tax mechanism. Certain
relation patterns in politics are believed to lag foundations of corrupt administration and
favouritism, especially the circumstance that pmdit parties are formed in a chain of

command. In this way, the legal and institutionaniework is recognized as weakening
Turkish political life in terms of representatioparticipation and democracy as well as
preparing the ground for corruption by facilitatipgtronage and clientelistic relations: in a
solid structure of politics, the political lead@nsTurkey could easily overlook corruption. To

give just one example: the data collected withia thrget group police revealed a critical
view of the Treasury Department. Interviewees stiggkecorrupt practices referring to the
distribution of Treasury funds running throughgié¢ channels by the state itself.

The perception of the Turkish state described sddéa important consequences concerning
the issue of corruptive behaviour in Turkish socet a whole. As a general proposition one
can say that stealing from the state has always laeeeptable, while stealing from a

neighbour has not, since the state has never he#rstdl is not considered as a common

institution. In other words, the understanding tlia® state provides public services is

nonexistent. Although the structure has been toamsfd, the mental condition of those who

form the state did not. The same old understanaittjbehavioural pattern persist there.

This general observation can be further elaborated Because of the paternalistic and
patriarchal properties of political culture and theathoritarian impetus of government, the
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lack of trust of those outside the own group hasamed even more deeply a society that has
not internalised the reality of individual freed@nd has led to the search for a community by
the individual to obtain a sense of trust. Turkssleiety is characterised by specific solidarity
reflexes to favour the members of one’s own sagiaup. This circumstance is an important
factor in effecting the internalisation of the fanof relations that can be described as
patronage and clientelism. It forms one of the mogical obstacles to political parties
making the transition from “politics,” in which tiietake care of their own, to “policy,”
whereby the public interest is promoted. Theretbeecivil society and government relations
have followed a parallel path during the last desad Turkey. Throughout the history of the
country, the reflexes displayed by the governmésyawis the civil society have been shaped
by a lack of trust of the latter. The governmenfTurkey represents a true aristocracy that
imposes its own values on society and preventsiiergence of a bourgeoisie in the political
development of Turkey.

On the level of the individual, the circumstancéshe case impact a specific mind-set. The
fact that the state is mainly perceived as a fieldprivilege outside society does not
necessarily lead to an attitude of strict deniah tBe contrary, people are continuously
competing to get a job in government offices despdlatively low salaries, because it
enables them to belong to a privileged network. sTlidbe main complaint concerning
corruption relates to the fact that they somehowalohave the opportunity to access certain
networks in which they can receive advantages.

Against this specific background one has to undadsthe fact that the majority of Turkish
society is not against corruption. On the contrapyruption is even presented as something
taken for granted in Turkey’s cultural codes thitowsgveral idioms and proverbs, like “the
property of the state is as huge as the sea, #evbo does not take advantage of it is a pig”
or “a cup of coffee commits one to forty years wéridship”. Sayings like these reflect the
cultural codes very clearly; patronage system coasesa kind of a natural notion. The
majority of the Turkish society does not regardtypebrruption in the Western sense as
immorality. Instead, people perceive it to be aeuatural phenomenon. There is a common
belief among the society that it is not possiblgéb a work done in the public sector without
bribery. Bribery does not affect final decisiong is just an instrument that speeds up the
legal process by reducing bureaucracy: “It is ldeging toll to cross the bridge”. The ones
who refuse to receive bribes are immediately isoldtom the system. From this point of
view, Turkish society is inured to corruption arfust systemic circumstance which the
individual cannot change is used as legitimationdorruptive behaviour. In addition, this
somewhat affirmative attitude towards corruptiompismoted by another factor which lies in
the perception of loyalty for Turkish society. Tlogalty that Turkish people feel for each
other is experienced so deeply that contradictthgcal principles are easily disregarded. This
perception of loyalty sets the ground for patronage clientelism.

So after all, the perception of corruption concegnihe Turkish state is ambivalent: on the
one hand people complain about the negative aspéaisrruptive behaviour, on the other
hand they accept corruption as a rule of surviVdlis rule may even be legitimised in
religious ways, as observed in the target groupceolsince the prophet Mohammed
recommends “giving gifts to your friends and théoked ones”, it is argued that such action
should not be considered as bribery. These kingsautices should be thought as the support
given to the protector by the protected.

125



> 4 [ crime )
C [ culture

4. Instrumentalisation and Relativisation

Another specific feature of the Turkish case iswlag in which the discourse on corruption is
instrumentalised and relativised; a feature whidly rexplain the discrepancy between an
increasing discourse on corruption and the factledrease of the phenomenon itself, as
mentioned above (see chapter 1). The aspect ofimsnhtalisation applies to certain practices
by politics, the media and businessmen. Politiciengurkey frequently use the talk on
corruption in party struggles or as a propagandd flar or against someone. The former
occurs when politicians consider the submissionpefitions of investigation as a party
activity, ignoring the fact that the Constitutioorédsees that a number of MPs and not a party
or a parliamentary group is allowed to submit spetitions. The latter is the case when MPs
deliver speeches resembling an election campaigavéad discussing about the case and
prefer to explain how this or that party is horesd clean. A similar attitude observed is that
the politicians use the investigations on corruptas a tool to speak ill of their political
competitors or to damage their respectability i@ gublic’'s eye. The parliamentarian anti-
corruption discourse provides an opportunity folitmians to declare themselves to be “pro-
transparency”, “honest”, “clean” and “unstainedd, position themselves on the axis of a
moral conflict, and to advertise themselves to loeam

The general attitudes of the Turkish media groupsasa great similarity to those of the
politicians in the sense that they promote antrigaion not as a definitive end but as an
instrument to attack their rivals that act contreryheir interests or choices. Media members
are far from developing an ethical position on uliwg corruption. They can act only as
much as the capital group behind them allows (kapter 5).

Referring to the field of economy, there is a pptioan in Turkish society that exactly those

“big bosses” who got rich through corruption durid@80s and early 1990s are now

demanding transparency and regulations. That ey, éixploit the anti-corruption discourse as
a tool in defending their sinecures. Beneath tleishahd lies the fear of new rivals, mainly

coming from Anatolia, challenging their position bbging the same path that their forerunners
followed.

The relativisation of corruption in the Turkish cisirse consists in declaring corruptive

behaviour a global, not only Turkish issue. Conaptis seen by members of several target
groups as a worldwide issue arguing that despitegbe highly recorded economy there is
significant corruption in the USA as well. Althouglur data also document the notion of
Turkey as one of the underdeveloped countries iiciwborruption is typical, the perspective

which predominates in the empirical field seesugation as a result of modernity (see chapter
1). This view allows us to put incidents of coriiuptbehaviour in relation to similar incidents

in other countries, thereby relativising its sigrahce for the own culture.

5. Counter-measures

In the data the topic of anti-corruption measusea very popular one. As has been hinted at
above, some of our data express the thesis of tgavy of corruption, that is, corruption is
seen anywhere and anytime people live. This viewat(thas explicitly been held by
representatives of the target group police) restsaaccertain notion of human nature and
implicates that corruption can never be eliminatdédit its extent can be reduced.
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Nevertheless, nearly all of the analysed documantsinterviews deal with the question of
how corruption can be fought. Therefore, dealinghwthis topic is necessary in order to
further advance understanding of the Turkish cd$es procedure allows to shift from
reflecting on the past to (possible) future deveiepts.

Before considering specific contents of proposeiit@nrruption measures, let us first take a
look at the societal areas which are supposed tonpertant concerning the effort to fight
corruption in Turkey. In our field of research, theseems to be some kind of tacit consensus
that the judiciary system has the main authoritgambating corruption. For example, the
Corruption Report from the General Directorate et @ity in July 2004 — i.e. a document
from the target group police — indicates that atig the law enforcement forces the
judiciary bodies are the only institutions authedsto fight corruption. Although it is
sometimes argued that the legal structure in Turleesufficient for fighting against
corruption (except for the domains of party finamgcand public procurement), most of the
according data speak of certain obstacles thedjatien is faced with that weaken its power
and efficiency in fighting against corruption. Thesbstacles may be categorized under three
headings: presumption of innocence that takes placéhe Constitution, difficulty in
providing evidence, problem of finding witnessesrdormants due to the lack of sufficient
protection. The report mentioned above comments ttihe biggest obstacle for the fight
against corruption is the present inefficient stafethe judiciary bodies and the law
enforcement forces. It is suggested that regionagqrutor’s offices or regional specialized
courts should be created in such a manner to hdlvauthority to fight corruption. Judicial
authorities themselves believe that sometimes ttigéigians and even the laws themselves
hinder them from fulfilling their duties. Howeveahey refrain from making clear comments
or even interpretations about cases of corruptioorder to appear impartial beyond the
conjectural effects. In doing so, they pass th@aatesponsibility to the legislative and, in
turn, to the politicians whom they perceive to l@ndr delay the judicial processes.

In summary, it is generally accepted that the ioBpe of corruption requires a willing
legislative and a powerful jurisdiction over thessm. However, some attendees of the
Turkish corruption discourse doubt that this pretbon has already been realised and they
thus turn to the media as an alternative item spéation. In this way, the media are often
treated as a kind of substitute, i.e. second tacijaiy with regard to fighting corruption.
However, there is also the perception that coramptiould be unveiled by journalism rather
than jurisdiction and legislation. In any case, taigendees acknowledge the huge impact of
the media and therefore agree that they must folmeadthy connection with society, create
awareness and become the instrument of inspediidrthere is disagreement over whether
the Turkish media currently fulfil their functiorf anveiling cases of corruption or not. The
critics argue that they do not combat corruptianway they should. Contrary to their claims,
media members are far from developing an ethicsitipm on unveiling corruption since they
can act only as much as the capital group behieththllows. This is because the capital
groups in the media sector are also involved imugdion. The advocates, on the contrary,
detect a positive change in the media towards lidireg of certain ethical codes which are
assumed to be introduced by almost every corparédéiq. by the Dogan Group) by now. The
existence of these codes of ethics is perceived significant improvement in this sphere
compared to practices in the past. Representabivédse target group civil society described
the media as a player who has the gambling chigps, part of the game that goes on with
bluffs and rests. Therefore, the interest of madieorruption, the exposure of the corruption
cases to the public should not be evaluated asi@mome of an ethical stance at all. The main
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point is what the particular media group aims dtawkind of a government or Turkey they
want to see. In essence media tries to figure which factors they can affect by giving
corruption news. Consequently, none of the sixetaggoups consider the media in Turkey to
be the fourth estate, i.e. as the guardian of th@i@interest it pretends to be. In most of the
cases, the corruption news is believed to takeepdiae to the media cycle requirements of the
media patrons. The patron, who also has businesses &r gtttors different than media
(banking, energy, and telecommunications), choe#eer to use the insider information he
has about corrupt acts of his opponents, the gavenhor bureaucrats for his own good or to
ignore it.

In comparison to the judiciary and media, the nwntf further societal areas important in
fighting corruption is clearly less frequent. Tigsan informative finding in itself. Similar to
the areas described above, civil society has ouldhmave the capacity to monitor political
activities and to make open criticism of the goweent. Thus the mobilisation of civil society
Is often seen as a must to develop a broad strabegymbat corruption, yet it is argued that
NGOs are relatively new bodies and they do not holech power, leaving them only to
create sensitivity in certain groups. Concerning trea of politics, the fight against
corruption will accelerate if and only if the pad@l sphere expands, i.e. if policies can be
made in accordance with their common definitiomeathan becoming stuck in the practices
related to distribution of public resources. Apfidm this somewhat general remark most
target groups seem to perceive politics as theslotthe problem rather than its solution. The
exception are, not surprisingly, the politiciansrtiselves. Almost all of them agree that the
investigations carried out by Parliament are venpartant in terms of the struggle against
corruption. They believe that such investigatiores @/ents which provide information about
and prove corruption, so that they will lead toywenportant political outcomes and said
outcomes will be reflected in all areas. Furthemndhey underline Parliament’'s duty of
informing the public, and emphasize that the disius they hold are for the sake of the
nation. Politicians also frequently emphasize tivaéspective of the issues, the legal
framework must be respected. Expressions suchuaefisrity of the law”, “independency of
the judiciary”, “enforcement of judicial verdicts™espect for judicial verdicts”, “respect for
the Constitution”, and “compliance with the Congitn” form the backbone of this
discourse — and are prone to a certain tensionptfcontradiction to the statements by
representatives of the judicial system mentionexvab

After this review of areas which are supposed &y jgin important role in reducing corruption
in Turkey, there are some concrete contents ofcamtuption measures to be examined. For
reasons of simplicity they are divided in two greumeasures referring to partial aspects on
the one hand and measures requiring principal @saaog the other.

Most of the instruments named in the first groum ait the provision of better institutions
respectively at the improvisation of their funciimg which in the end absolutely shall have
consequences for the individuals working in thesgitutions. On a rather general level it is
stated that institutional reforms should be impletad in order to improve the quality of
governance at all levels of public administratibhe means of such reforms are usually seen
in increasing transparency in the political systethe judicial system and public
administration, to the effect increasing accournitgbio citizens by giving them access to
information related to all kinds of public operatso Further measures aim at downsizing
units of the state to simplify the bureaucraticqesses, upgrading of Turkey’'s educational
system (especially concerning bureaucrats), impg\inancial conditions of government
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employees, or establishing watch groups for effectinspection. However, the issue
mentioned most often refers to the current immusigtus of MPs which in the opinion of
most Turks must certainly be limited to the freedai speech. The abolishment of
parliamentary immunity is commonly perceived astignd this is a real issue in Turkey. On
a ‘lower’ level the same applies to the immunitteat public employees enjoy which are
sometimes seen as equally important in the comtexhfairness. Up to now, the prosecution
of public employees for alleged offences is subjedhe permission of their administrative
authority and this is regarded as a circumstancmpting corruption.

Notwithstanding notions like these which apply tart@l factors, there is a perception in
Turkey that the reality cannot be improved just dhanging the law or enacting new
legislation, by reforming political institutions @lownsizing of bureaucracy. From this point
of view, no improvement is expected in the strugggainst corruption, unless measures are
taken which operate on a more principal level. &ample: as long as actions in the political
arena are limited to the distribution of economasaurces, it is quite unrealistic to imagine
the elimination of a system that condones the tguifraspects of this relationship chain.
Generally, any strategy against corruption in Tyriteat fails to place democratisation at its
centre will be doomed to failure in securing theidk success. Democratisation means, with
regard to the state, the rearrangement of theioe#dtips between the three estates
(legislative, executive, judicial) based on supstyoof law, creation of dedication to law and
enforcement of judicial verdicts, as well as, iwiger sense, the changing of the reciprocal
perceptions between the society and the statefddus hereby is broadened to society as a
whole which must internalise the fact that corroptis lose-lose game. More specifically, this
means that corruption is a matter of (im)moralibd@he moral values are transmitted not
only through the formal education system but alsough family and social interactions. In
this way, anti-corruption measures become an issuealues education which should be
planned in such a way that universal humanistioggies are included. On a large scale,
corruption should be redefined in such an exparnagyl that it comprises social and ethical
values. Otherwise, the measures taken for its ptere would not be functional. In this
context, questioning the boundaries of ethical @mland codes in Turkey may be of great
help in understanding what is or what is not pexeias corruption and why.

These results may eventually be applied to thegqa®of Turkey’s (possible) integration into
the EU. As has been said above, the pertainingotxfi@ns are twofold: they vary between
scepticism and optimism. To begin with the lattepresentatives of all target groups believe
that the EU integration process will positively triloute to the fight against corruption in
almost every field — regardless if by freewill oy bxternal pressure from EU institutions
which is sometimes seen of fundamental necessign H it is acknowledged that the impact
of the EU process (the adaptation to the EU legguis) will not eliminate corruption in
Turkey entirely, it is nevertheless insisted thatkey may improve in corruption reduction if
and only if it sticks to its EU membership planidtvould be necessary for Turkey to reach a
certain standard referring to contemporary civil@a high quality of life, transparency and
accountability. In this regard the process towaEild-accession itself could be more
significant than the full membership.

The sceptical alternative is mainly widespread initthe judicial system. Judiciary is the
target group which has almost no serious expectatiom the foreign anchors in the
prevention of corruption in Turkey. The major reagor this approach lies in the fact that
corruption is perceived as a systemic problem du¥ve mentioned foreign anchors are just
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parts of the system. In other word, the institutiasf the western world which have a
monopoly on setting the universal standards andadeing their implementation at the same
time have so far avoided the fact that corruptias been the main instrument of capital
accumulation. The idea of combating corruption vmasught to light right after this
accumulation process had been interrupted at tpbernse of the big players of the global
system. Apart from this general objection, sceptiantion two concrete points which are
assumed to be discouraging. First, it is believed especially the AKP government is in a
state of hypocrisy regarding EU integration procd$ere are serious doubts that the present
government is willing to meet the EU criteria. Sed¢othe same doubts are valid for the EU
itself. Its internal consistency is open to serialiscussion for the following reasons: A)
although the autonomy of jurisdiction is statedtie Copenhagen Criteria, the Union
constantly puts the Turkish jurisdiction under pree; B) EU admitted two countries,
Romania and Bulgaria, as member states which are ocworupt than Turkey according to the
Transparency International Corruption PerceptiomdeX; C) there are series of acts of
corruption in which the European Commission is alyeimplicated, the very institution
which regularly condemns inefficiency, delays aades of corruption in Member States.

6. Summary

At first, there is a discrepancy between the fdaliearease of corruptive behaviour in Turkey
(as documented by statistics) and the increaskeeodliscourse on this topic. This incongruity
may be explained with regard to the phenomenonhwwe entitled as “instrumentalisation”.
Participators at the Turkish corruption discourse this strategy according to their particular
interests: politicians exploit allegations in pastyuggles, representatives of the media use it
as a means to get a large print run, and establlishsinessmen employ it in order to repress
new competitors. In this way, a public perceptisrbeing promoted which in parts diverges
from reality.

A second, unique feature of the Turkish case igptisdtive valuation of corruption which is
quite widespread among the Turkish populatiors tbibe understood against the background
of a deeply rooted scepticism towards the statehvgbes back to the days of the Ottoman
Empire. As a heritage from these times, the avepagson in Turkey does not trust the state,
whose raison d’étre has never been perceived gsrtivision of services to its citizens, and
instead prefers to stay among his relatives ondiseas much as possible. In this sense,
Turkish society is communitarian. This situatiorginy inconsistent with the concept of
citizenship, entails the internalisation of nepotiand patronage as a natural part of life.
Bribery is legitimised as a tool of survival forettaverage man. Furthermore, the named
scepticism does not lead to an attitude of strectial towards the state, in contrary people try
to become part of this corruptive network themsellvg applying for jobs in civil service. As

a result, the average citizen in Turkey is inuregetty corruption and therefore stresses its
(pretended) positive aspects.

With regard to this observation, it is hardly sisjrg that state affairs or politics in general
are perceived as the foremost place where corripihaviour occurs. This collides with the
fact that most attendees in the Turkish corruptiiscourse deny the possibility of self-
purification within this societal field. The pos8ity of effective anti-corruption measures is
rather seen beyond, mainly referring to the judlisystem and the media which are proposed
to operate as some kind of sentinel. Although tkairent state is often criticised as being
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deficient, judiciary and media represent those sakgighin Turkish society which are given
most confidence with regard to fighting corruptidhe estimation of a possible positive
impact of the EU, in the contrary, is perceivedcasivalent.

The explanation of this latter point must referthe causes of corruption as seen within the
reviewed target groups. One cluster of such calgets at certain deficiencies of the
institutional framework in Turkey and on the basfsthis diagnosis definite measures are
postulated which shall improve partial factors with changing the system as such.
Advocates of this standpoint tend to detect a pasimpact by the EU since they see Turkey
in some kind of transitory state that just haseéabmpleted in order to eliminate corruption —
or at least to diminish it to a significant degrefn alternative viewpoint identifies a
correlation between corruptive behaviour and matierassuming that modern individualism
effectuates a decline of ethics. Representativesh position advocate more global
measures, aiming at a shift of basic moral starsgjadd they tend to be sceptical about the
ramifications of Turkey’s (intended) EU-membershyecause they think that such changes
are beyond its scope. One peculiarity of the Tirkiase is that this standpoint is quite
popular within the judicial system, showing thatKish society did not take the path towards
modernity described by Max Weber, since judiciall @thical values are applied within the
same social system.
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Perceptions of Corruption in Croatia
1. Introduction

This report on perceptions of corruption in Crodiggins with some short remarks on the
recent history of corruption and anti-corruptionaseres (2), followed by the introduction of

the two case studies, from which most of the dasevaken (3). On this basis an overview of
the results of the empirical research (4), divided the six target groups (politics, judiciary,

police, media, civil society, economy) is providé€thapter 5 puts forward explanations for
significant features of the Croatian discourse,idadly by depicting correlations between

perceptions of corruption and the historical baokgd of Croatia (as described in chapter 2).
The report finishes with conclusions drawn fromesgsh (6).

2. A Brief History Regarding Corruption and Anti-Co rruption Measures in Croatia

In its recent history, Croatia underwent major ahgoolitical and economic transformations
which had a huge impact on the issue of corruptivie. can roughly differentiate between
three phases: (1) the war for independence fronil-1995; (2) the after-war-period of
political instability until the death of presidehudjman in December 1999; (3) a succession
of years of growing stability from the year 2000n@mds.

(1) After the breaking up of the Yugoslavian muhi@c state, in 1991 the Croatian parts of
Yugoslavia in a referendum manifested their wilbBcome a sovereign nation. This decision
led to a war of separation, lasting from 1991-19%85he end of which Croatia had emerged
as an independent state. In our data, this waftéem @ssociated with corruption in Croatia,
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both structurally and culturally. The former aspesders to the flourishing of war-profiteering
groups and organized criminality which benefiteahirthe fact that the military arsenal was
procured through illegal channels if nothing elBleus, the organised crime gained influence
on military institutions which later was to be erpad on further governmental domains. The
latter aspect hints at the changing of the valistesy and the emergence of the belief that
crimes are not prosecuted.

(2) After the war, there were systematic irregtiesi within the economic subsystem and a
number of anomalies in public services which wesesed by a combination of different
factors. First, there were various disruptions eosts caused by the war itself. Second, there
was a process of institutional reforms which raswslnd were tightly party controlled, the
most important (with regard to the issue of coript being related to acts of privatization.
This transfer of the cultural legacy of state sk&ma into the Western model of a market
economy proved to be a major political problem;tadid in other post-socialist countries.
Third, there was the regime of the late Presidamjan whose politics were characterised
by authoritarianism and clientelism. Combined, tineee factors resulted in the widespread
perception among Croatians that corruption is ubgs.

(3) In recent years one can observe an increasarajus anti-corruption measures. With
regard to the national legal framework, the Craatippvernment ratified the Council of
Europe Criminal Law Convention on Corruption in &epber 2000, became a member of the
Group of States against Corruption (GRECO) in Ddmemof the same year, and developed
the first National Program for Combating Corruptior2001. Also in 2001, the Office for the
Suppression of Corruption and Organized Crime (UBK@as formed and the Parliament
ratified the Council of Europe Civil Law Conventiamm Corruption and two other related
protocols, as well as United Nations anti-corruptamd trans-national criminal conventions.
In 2003 and 2004, various bills against corrupti@re passed and an independent Committee
for the Monitoring of Conflict of Interest was foed. 2006 saw the emergence of the new
National Anti-Corruption Program and the passinghe# Bill on the Financing of Political
Parties and Candidates.

All things considered, although there is still muchbe desired, the period 2000-2006 was
marked by growing political stability and also by inproving standard of living. Without
any doubt, the influence of the EU played an imguartrole in the anti-corruption discourse
and activities in Croatia. Furthermore, availabiene statistics suggest a decrease in corrupt
activities. In contradistinction to this developmeinthe surveys clearly document the
increasing public perception of corruption, thattise notion that corruption in Croatia is
ubiquitous. Thus we can identify an ‘objective’rtdeon the one hand, and a public perception
which takes the opposite course on the other. Oag assume that this perception has its
roots in the instability of the war- and post-waripd.

Concerning the current situation (referring to ttega collection which ended in 2007), one
has to mention two highly publicised cases of @&tkgorruption which shook the government
during January and February 2007. The first invblthee Prime Minister himself, when it was
pointed out in a magazine that he failed to repmtvaluable collection of wristwatches in the
property card. The second affair took place in katy when a large-scale fraud and
corruption scandal involving the top managementooé of the largest shipyards was
uncovered, with the Minister of Economy being ineml. Although both cases did not have
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any personal consequences, they illustrate thetfattat the moment, fighting corruption
does seem to be high on the government agendsasitdn a rhetorical level.

3. Case studies

Before giving account of our findings about peream of corruption in Croatia, in this
chapter we give a brief description of the two sasdich built the basis of our empirical
research.

Case A:

This case refers to the financing of Presidentiactons. The last Presidential elections in
Croatia took place in January 2005. There were diididates competing in the election
including the President of the State who was retetkafter the second run. The main target
of our analysis was the financial aspect of thegaign, which received a great deal of public
attention after some alleged irregularities weporeed by the media and a NGO. The scandal
revolved around the unrealistically small adventisibudget reported by the ruling party
candidate. The analysis of this case study hasllarfpcused on two processes: on the
presentation of the case by the media and by siliety, and on the earlier process of
adopting the Bill on the Financing of Presideni#éctions in the Parliament in 2004. The
content of the law is based on the definition dowaed and forbidden financial sources,
conditions for spending of funds and the transpareof financial sources, which are
regulated through early financial reports from mtestial candidates. The Bill did not include
any provisions for sanctioning wrongdoings.

In summary, our research revealed that the majofigctors agreed on the failure of the Bill
on the Financing of Presidential Elections. Thipli&gs to the political opposition, various
expert groups, the civil society as a whole, theteéSElectoral Committee, etc. Among these
groups there is also a consensus on the basic needbat need to be enacted in order to bind
political candidates to clear and enforceable rofegolitical financing. On the contrary, the
minority, which regards the Bill at least as bettkan alternative laws, consists of the
government, the majority of the parliament andrtfanaging board of Croatian Public TV.

Case B:

This case refers to grievances in Croatian homeshfo elderly (HE). Admittance to HE is
free of charge and based on waiting lists. It tsvested that more than 10,000 retired people
are waiting for such accommodation at the momeh¢ Geginning of our case dates back to
June 2003 when a client contacted a NGO (the Rahipefor Social Development, PSD) and
reported a number of irregularities. PSD invesédathe case and later notified the local
government (City of Zagreb) and the media. In 2OY3 PSD and a popular newspaper
started a campaign called “Stop Corruption”. Thisught forward a number of citizens’
complaints, testimonies and anonymous reports aaiig various criminal activities in the
city HE. Among the irregularities mentioned wetleghl use of the belongings and money of
the deceased clients, bribing the managers of riBrfler to be admitted into a HE regardless
of the waiting list), illegal and preferential suyppleals, trading a place in a HE for a client’s
apartment, etc. In 2002, an inspection of the Mipi®f Health, Work and Social Care
investigated reported irregularities in HE-Cenfne Inspection identified several problems
and omissions. Prompted by the report, the Municitate Attorney’s Office opened a case
against the manager of HE-Centar. The ensuing amasé was (temporarily) finalized in
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2004, when the judge ruled the manager not guiityhe explanation of the ruling, the judge
stated that in spite of the fact that illegal atiég were committed those responsible could
not be identified. The verdict was later annulled #he case transferred to the county court
where it is still in procedure.

Many questions concerning alleged corruption inrEagHE remain unanswered, though the
case seems to be only a segment of murky and padtgmorrupt dealings involving the city
government. Characteristically, no session or fedudiscussion devoted to the issue ever
took place in the Municipal Assembly. Over the gauof three years (2002-2004), only four
questions related to the alleged corruption in Hiearaised in the Assembly. Although all of
them received only provisional answers by the Hehdhe Office for Health, Work and
Social Care, none were followed through or re-statea later time.

An aspect worth mentioning is the media coveragéhefcorruption case in the HE-Centar

(see IV.4). Whereas the accusations by the PSD &K5@ addressed the problem of

corruption directly, the accusations by the medié more indirectly. They focused on the

facts and quotations from the individuals involvedt at the same time managed to convey
the feeling (in between the lines) that somethirag wideed wrong with the case and that
someone was not telling the truth. In this way, thedia coverage may have had the
(secondary) effect of justifying corruption for thersory recipient.

4. The Target Groups

After describing the historical and empirical backgd of our research, we may now
overview its results. This overview is divided irttee different target groups and concluded
by a brief account of general findings.

4.1 Target Group Politics

Concerning case A (the process of adopting the laawthe Financing of Electoral
Advertising in Presidential Elections) we focusedtao issues. The first was the plea of the
President, Mr. StjeparMesi¢, that the government would regulate the advedisin
presidential campaigns. Our analysis identifieditat motives as the dominant force of the
President’s behaviour. Seen in the light of publiscussions carried out at the time in regard
to Mr. Mesi¢’s previous campaign financing, discussions in Wwhiee president was accused
of receiving funds from a person of questionablekbeound, one may assume this being a
reason behind the president’s motivation. Asidenfretrengthening his own credibility, his
initiative also had a potential of limiting finaatisupport for the rival candidate from the
ruling party. The second issue was the parliamgrdabate concerning the above mentioned
law. Here, a number of opposition parties critidiske proposal and demanded far-reaching
amendments to the proposed legislation. On ther dityed, the government majority insisted
on a rather limited approach and swiftly rejectbdmendments that could have rendered the
law more effective. Although the motivations forstibehaviour could not be pinned exactly,
the issue reveals some insights in the percepticcowuption in the target group politics.
Generally we can say that corruption in this con{the financing of election campaigns) has
wide ramifications — for example, the possibilitiydependency of political actors on single
donators with not-limited donations, lacking traasgncy on the spending of these funds that
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can easily be misused because of the missing dafttbe public, etc. The central problem
remains the decreasing responsibility of politeetiors towards the citizens.

Concerning case B (the drawbacks in Croatian hdorethe elderly), we first examined the
communication between the two institutions respaasior the city HE: the City Office for
Health, Work and Social Care on the one side aadCity Assembly of Zagreb on the other.
According to the City Office, which had to informhet Assembly, the results of a
comprehensive investigation in a number of HE céonthe conclusion that no irregularities
had been found — except in the case of the HE-Cehlee relevant data indicate that the
Ministry of Health, Work and Social Care treateé ttase with appropriate seriousness and
according to procedures, leading to criminal charggainst the manager of the HE-Centar.
This behaviour reflects a professional administeatesponse to what seemed to be perceived
as a minor crisis. The prevailing impression igulilled duty: measures were taken in time,
the actions necessary were executed and resutistedpWhat is lacking from the data is a
discussion (or at least an acknowledgement) of midmifications of the case in question.
What about the structural causes which would havieet fought in order to prevent similar
wrongdoings in the future?

Summing up the analyses of both cases as welleamtirpretation of further data, we must
state that the prevailing perception of corrupiionhe target group politics remains unclear.
Although it seems that on local levels (the caadysB) corruption is perceived as a nuisance
or something potentially disruptive to usual indi@nal routines, the understanding among
the highest-ranking politicians could be primatigtical, that is, oriented toward reputation
maintenance and credibility building — domesticadly well as internationally.

4.2 Target Group Judiciary

Relating to the target group judiciary, the anaysi the case study concerning the financing
of the Presidential campaign in 2005 clearly palntmut that the responsible electoral
commission felt powerless and lacked authority etviag problems. The State Electoral
Committee emerged as the body with very limited dndtratingly narrowly defined
authority, which were effectively preventing the mooission from punishing any
wrongdoings. The legal constraints led the commiiteo an impossible situation where it is
expected to punish those who break the rules,rbrgality has no means of doing that. It did
fulfil its duty of informing the public about irregarities, but it had no means to sanction the
irregularities observed. Such helplessness provekiedtantial criticism of the commission,
coming primarily from the electoral candidates. Tdmy way that the committee could and
did respond to criticism was to point out necessagdifications to the existing legal
regulation.

Concerning the case study on the homes for thelglder data provided only general views
on the phenomenon. They specified neither the patpes nor the victims, but they
emphasised the complexity of fighting corruptionressing that corruption was more
prevalent in Croatia than the recorded cases steghe®n the other hand, they warned that
corruption was certainly less prevalent than th@uter perception would have it. The
pertaining court case, resulting in the acquittahe accused, the manager of the HE-Centar,
left many questions open, especially if we take exttcount the arguments given by the judge
in elaborating on her verdict. As reported by aiyapnewspaper, the judge had no doubts
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that numerous irregularities were committed, buke(tb contradictory witness’ accounts) she
could not establish the person(s) responsible. &lieg to the NGO involved in the case
from the very beginning, the court process mightehleen just a show-trial intended to
pacify citizens and the media, set up to prevewmtstigating further implications that would

tie corrupt activities in HE with the city strucas:

Further insight in the target group judiciary wageg by a statement of the President of the
Association of Croatian Judges (ACJ) which provesdtructive in its defensive attitude.
According to the opinion of the author, legal armint procedures could be perceived as
corrupt only by those who are ignorant of the psscdHowever, in spite of the expressed
belief that corruption is not a significant probleamong judiciary, the statement warned
about negative effects of the wide-spread publrcgggion of corruption within the judiciary.
Unlike in the Ombudsman’s 2005 Annual Report to phdiament where substantial delays
in court rulings were seen as fertile ground fargption, the document saw delays as merely
technical problems that, unfortunately, sent theongr message to the public. Also
reservations about the new anti-corruption straiggye expressed. Its insistence on making
the judges’ property cards accessible to the puidis interpreted as another potential attack
on the reputation of judges. Along the similar $inéhe statement was highly critical of the
proposed security checks for judges.

Altogether, the position of the judiciary seems pter and insufficiently clear. Although
corruption is perceived as a detrimental phenomganti-corruption measures and concerns
were met with reluctance and suspicion or were kirapt aside. There is an impression that
parts of the judiciary systematically underestimtte presence of corruption within the
system, most probably in fear that focusing onugatractivities could lead to the destruction
of overall credibility of the courts and judiciatgetice. On the other hand, the analysis of the
final text of the new National Anti-Corruption Pragn and its first draft — both
commissioned by the Ministry of Justice — reveakedypical expert approach to the
phenomenon of corruption. According to this modelnderstanding corruption, concerns
over maintaining the reputation of the judiciarg éased on an almost completely opposite
logic. Here, the basic rationale is that the criithbof the judiciary depends primarily on its
ability to purge its ranks of the corrupt individisia

4.3 Target Group Police

Due to a minimum of obtainable data our investmatieferring to the target group police
does not differentiate between the above mentimase studies. Remarkable is the contrast
between external (i.e. outside the police) andrivatie(i.e. inside the police force) corruption.
The mentioning of internal corruption was limiteal the low-level type, associated with a
relatively small number of traffic and border peliofficers, and there was no mention of
possible involvement of some higher ranking potiffecers in organised crime networks. The
data furthermore focused on the prevention of gaion, finding it unjustly, but
understandably marginalised at the moment. Trustlibg between citizens and the police
(and other parts of the system of law) were comeiti@as being crucial for efficiently fighting
corruption. Concerning concrete measures, the didtanot mention any concrete steps for
such trust building other than listing a need fareased human resources in the police force.
In stating that there is no need for additionalf@gsional education programs, the impression
was created that a strategy of preventive antiupbion activities has already been worked
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out. Organisational improvements, focusing on teeds of the Department for Economic
Crime and Corruption, were prioritised.

Although our findings are based on a rather snmalpigcal basis, their strategic nature and
purpose attach considerable validity to the analysiThe focus on organisational

improvements and potentially widely reaching prewenactivities — together with noticeable

avoidance of controversial issues such as cornu@imong high-ranked police officers and

political corruption in general — suggested a maffragmatic approach to the understanding
of corruption. Within the pragmatic approach, cptron is perceived as a serious and
potentially explosive societal problem. Fightingrregtion, therefore, demands proper
framing: defining corruption in practically and gaally manageable terms and curbing it
through sustainable activities.

4.4 Target Group Media

In the context of case A our first interest conaggnthe media was in a political scandal
involving the state TV managing board, in which thajority of board members declined a
request from a board member for full informatiogarling TV advertising expenses of all

presidential candidates. Although the member hgdllgghts to this information, the board

decided against it. The author of the request wdplihat the board was protecting the
candidate of the ruling party; the one who spenteriban allowed and then misreported the
budget. Additionally, the text criticised other foalists for failing to properly investigate the

case and present it to the public. Further dat#é deth the plea of the President for the new
Law on the Financing of Electoral Advertising ineBidential Elections. The two possible
motives being discussed were the same as alreadyiomed: (a) the restoration of the

President’s credibility and (b) the hindrance diestcandidates (see IV.1). A final relevant
topic in the media was the criticism of the newl Bit the Financing of Presidential Election,

being aptly described as useless.

In the case of Zagreb HEs, the perception of ctimopresented in the media reports was
primarily latent. Although the recipient could sertbat there was something going on, the
journalists who wrote the analysed articles refdinfrom explicit accusations or
condemnation. Rather, they subtly suggested tleae tihay have been a backstage of hidden
activities. Occasionally, the articles would namens of the key players pointing to several
inconsistencies in their statements. In this whg,journalists managed to convey the feeling
that someone was trying to mislead the public &edntedia. Also, their texts suggested that
no institution or individual seemed eager to urmertrigorous measures that could reveal
corrupt activities in HEs. This stands in contrédigion to the surface, where the authors
were trying to give a fair, impartial and compleieerview of the case.

Overall, the media expressed a highly alert anticalistance toward corruption. Although
our analyses were not able to reconstruct opemtidefinition(s) of corruption used by the
journalists, by implicitly and explicitly focusingn the public as the main victim of corrupt
dealings, the media shared at least some commampsiens about corruption and its impact
with the NGO. Unlike the involved activists, theujoalists did not display a similar

commitment toward investigating the case. It issngprise, therefore, that their articles did
not uncover any new details regarding backstageities.
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4.5 Target Group Civil Society

Concerning the first case study we analysed two BIGGONG (“Ggradani organizirano
nadgledaju glasovanje” or “organized citizens faerseeing voting”) and Transparency
International Croatia (TIC), respectively their eeans to the hastily passed Bill on the
Financing of Presidential Elections. They were higtritical of the adopted legislation.
Nevertheless, they differed in suggesting how thertsomings of the new law should be
corrected. Although the term corruption was mergonly once in the pertaining data, it
was implicitly defined rather widely — anticipatirey wide range of possible misuses. All
analysed reports criticised the Bill for failing tetroduce sanctions for breaking the rules,
either explicitly or implicitly. Furthermore, pradins deriving from failing to set the limit for
donations were emphasised.

Referring to the case of the homes for the eldevly,focused on documents issued by the
PSD which is the NGO that systematically dealt wité problem of corruption in HE in the
City of Zagreb. The position of PSD is clear an@liext. The NGO insisted that a number of
corrupt activities were taking place in HE on tegular basis and with “all the characteristics
of organised crime”. Moreover, PSD also implicated City Office for Health, Work and
Social Care, the Ministry of Health, Work and So&are, and the management of HE in
Zagreb and the judiciary, claiming that they atenatworked. The tight structure, within this
informal system based on mutual interests, woutiteat those involved and would render
legal sanctions virtually impotent. Thus accordiod®SD, the scandal in HE has highlighted
corrupt networks of power — the existence of wiaahnot be easily proved — that effectively
victimise ordinary citizens. The appropriate coumieasure was seen in exercising public
pressure on the pertaining groups, and, with tinls BSD promoted the necessity of adopting
the Bill on the Access to Information (the Bill wéimally passed in 2004). PSD has also
focused on socio-cultural ramifications of the attan describing an alarming and deepening
apathy among Croatian citizens, the true victimallofinsanctioned corrupt activities.

In the both cases, the civil society representatiisplayed a highly critical approach, based
on what seems to be a comprehensive understantficagraption. Their criticism, implicitly
(the case A) or explicitly (the case B) based angtinciple of the centrality of human rights,
openly dealt with political corruption. In the firsase, the criticism pointed to a lack of
political will to set up an efficient prevention pblitical corruption, while in the second case
it implicated a wide network of powerful people @srupt or protective of those who are
corrupt. The prevailing understanding of corruptianthe target group civil society could
therefore be described as the one anchored in huiglais paradigm. Occasionally, at least,
the approach entails an almost automatic susptoward those in power.

4.6 Target Group Economy

As in the target group police we did not differatgi between our two empirical cases since
the analysed documents did not deal with any pdaticase of corruption, but provided some
insight into general attitudes towards and peroagtiof corruption. The relevant institutions

were the Croatian Employers’ Association (CEA) ahd Independent Croatian Unions

(ICU). The CEA believes that corruption is a systephenomenon and that one of the most
troublesome aspects in combating corruption iscthiural tradition that supports and shields
corrupt behaviours. The association emphasisedirttportance of mobilising citizenry

139



> 4 [ crime )
C [ culture

against corruption through efforts that would sssbally encourage civic responsibility and
pointed to the lack of political will responsiblerfthe inefficiency of the existing legal
framework. The ICU material, on the other hand,tamed only general comments about
corruption. It emphasised the need for separatoligigs from the economy and the related
importance of restoring citizens’ trust in instituts. In discussing anti-corruption measures,
the regulation of responsibilities of civic servam@ind the control of political power was the
main focus.

All in all, the target group economy shares simparceptions of corruption with the target
group judiciary. Within both target groups the adrruption steps taken so far were
recognised as important, but insufficient. The latkelevant documents produced by the two
target groups suggests that corruption is placdakrdow on their priority lists.

4.7 General Findings

After reckoning the different target groups one dne, we may eventually adopt a more
general point of view and state some typical fesgtwf perceptions of corruption in Croatia at
large. Definitions of corruption vary between th#edent target groups, but not profoundly.
Representatives of different social domains basiegree referring to the question of what is
to be identified as corruptive behaviour. Thusytfeeus all about the same phenomena when
discussing corruption, anyway they emphasize diffeaspects. Whereas representatives of
the media or of NGOs tend to refer to abstract eptelike “public interest” or “human
rights”, e.g. policemen usually resort to speciimas which are more concrete and more
easily transferable into institutional practice.wéwer, this observation does not deny the
basic convergence, comprising elements like theaking of legal rules, the breach of
procedural norms like transparency, the object rofape benefit and correspondingly the
disregard of the welfare of society.

As these definitions already indicate, most acétiare about the same opinion with regard to
the negative relevance of corruptive behavioursTarception hints at the supposed harmful
consequences of corruption: erosion of social nprimereasing mistrust in institutions,
increasing inequality as well as poverty, distorsedials priorities, insecurity, slowing down
of economic development — in sum, the suboptimdbp®ance of the whole social system.
Furthermore, there is a widespread public beliet torruptive behaviour could be found
almost everywhere in the society, it is regardedesly ubiquitous. Nevertheless, there is a
certain focus within public perception directed &wds those domains where big business is
decided upon, where power and authority are at thighest level, that is, politics and
judiciary. These are seen as the two areas in wétoctuptive behaviour is, if not the most
frequent, the most significant. This perceptiomcales with a specific belief concerning the
differentiation between low and high-level corrgpti In Croatia, one can observe a certain
tolerance towards petty corruption whereas higlelleerruption is seen much more critically.
On the contrary, people belief that exactly pettyraption is the one form of corruption
which is more likely to be prosecuted in Croatia.

The preceding remarks concerning the social ‘platecorruption, hint at another general
characteristic which we called hyperopic (mis)pptima of corruption (HMC). This notion

describes the phenomenon that the majority of d&tes in the Croatian discourse on
corruption is critical of corruption in other sexdar groups, but tends to ignore or mislabel
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corrupt acts within their own institution or socgbup. This behaviour applies mainly — but
not exclusively — to target groups which are suppgds act as some kind of sentinel watching
other social domains, like judiciary or police.

5. Causes and Counter-Measures

In the previous chapters we reflected on the hbibackground of corruption in Croatia
(I1), gave account of our case studies (lll), amdspnted the most significant features of
perceptions of corruption in Croatia, with regandtiie different target groups as well as in
general (IV). In this way, we have collected thecassary items to give by now an
explanation of the phenomenon in question anddoudis possible counter-measures.

Turning towards sources of corruptive behaviouCinatia, we may at first point to a cluster
of causes which Croatia shares with similar coastaf South-Eastern Europe and which can
be termed as a ‘misuse’ of traditional communitagm: pre-modern patterns of social
behaviour originating from intimate social relastips, like kinship or friendship, are
transferred to non-personal, systemic domains astdrtd the functioning of the latter. The
according tradition of tolerating corruption wassdabed by a participant in the following
manner: “Society as a whole has a habit of solwragy things either with bribe or corruption
and that is deeply embedded into the system”.

In the Croatian case this common source meets avitfore specific factor, that is, with the
historical setting as described above (see chélpt&ne main cause of corruption in Croatia
is the process of state building that was acconggarily the war against Serbia; the
transformation crisis that came over all post-dastiaountries after 1989 was enforced by the
separation from the former State of Yugoslavia tnedhence resulting war. Thus, the passage
from socialism to capitalism in Croatia was comgted by specific circumstances that
promoted those powers that were interested to atentipe former socialist “war economy”.
The necessity to procure weapons through illegahobkls enabled criminal elements to gain
access to and influence on political institutiothgreby establishing a corrupt network which
was to be expanded in subsequent years. This geweltt falls under the topic of grand
corruption which was thus heightened by the wasepfaration from 1991-1995.

A second specific source of corruption in the Geratcase is the Tudjman-era from 1990-
1999. As the first president of the sovereign s@Gteatia, Franjo Tudjman administrated an
authoritarian and autocratic regime in which piaadty all political power was concentrated

in the hands of his Croatian Democratic Union (HDR)is one-party rule was characterised
by favouritism, e.g. in connection with the numerquivatisation acts that took place during
the transition from socialism to capitalism. A ctenacting reform process, i.e. institutional
reform and cultural change started not before titea# the war in 1995 and did not take real
effect before the death of Tudjman in 1999. Thigwnstance explains very well the

institutional shortcomings which are effective up how (wrong employees, over-

bureaucratisation, low salaries, etc.) and areetbez frequently criticised in our data. One
consequence is the public perception that hightleggruption is not being prosecuted the
way it should be. In this regard, we can state, tt,acomparison with other post-socialist
countries like Bulgaria and Romania, Croatia isadetomer” in the process of modernization
and this situation has its costs.
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Pushing this line of argument further, it can atfue an explanation for the peculiar
observation mentioned at the beginning of our reparCroatia, the public perception of
corruption increased during recent years, whereasctime statistics suggest a decrease of
corrupt activities. The key to understand this gaxais the differentiation between petty and
grand corruption. What we can generally observpast-socialist countries is a decrease of
petty corruption, but an increase of grand corauptiOr to put it differently, the number of
cases shrinks (quantitatively), whereas their sges (qualitatively). This displacement was
initiated by the war of separation and the Tudjmegime, two incidents which both
promoted high-level corruption and it is this kiodcorruption which, according to statistics,
is less tolerated by the Croatian populace, wheped/ corruption is seen as a minor
problem (in relation). In this specific sense oreyreay that the public notion of corruption in
Croatia is ‘exaggerated’ since it perceives theblem through some kind of magnifying
glass: negative personal experiences and the dcangaf corruption (and, in consequence,
the focussing on grand corruption) by the medidema an increase of corruptive behaviour,
whereas statistics suggest the contrary.

Another feature of the Croatian case was the phenomof HMC, where actors are critical
of corruption in other sectors or groups, but témdgnore or mislabel corrupt acts within
their own institution or social group. Reflecting the remarks already made, we are able to
give a better explanation for HMC than the mereuaggion that it could be based on an
inadequate understanding of what constitutes ctomipespecially in regard to conflict of
interest and the abuse of public office. Such dpalroach is more adequately understood as a
cultural habit developed in the past circumstareed social practices. This interpretation
converges with the one which sees HMC as a consequ# a strategic action of protecting
one’s reputation — and the reputation of one’s amstitution — by covering up corrupt
behaviours of one’s closest associates.

Keeping in mind the described reasons for perceptad corruption in Croatia, we may make
the reflection on adequate counter-measures a tmef Generally, most actors see the fight
against corruption as a long-time affair, as a takich cannot be fulfilled just like that. In
order to go more into detail we can again applydisénction made above between petty and
grand corruption. Concerning the former, the stisassually on the importance of citizens’
cooperation. This presupposes a principal consoegsss an awareness of corruptive
behaviour and its negative consequences for Croawiety, as it shall be secured by
appropriate information campaigns. These would haveounteract the feeling of futility
described above and strengthen citizens’ senseisbic¢ and the importance of whistle-
blowing. All in all, this approach aims at civiciezhtion, at the improvement of individuals’
morals. Concerning the issue of grand corruptioanynparticipants identify a deficit of
political will to fight corruption, caused by laclg independency of state institutions: exactly
those who are supposed to watch conflicts of istesiee subject to such conflicts themselves
(e.g. politicians constituting the Parliamentaryn@uittee for Conflict of Interest who are
supposed to supervise members of their own pdlifpzaty). Therefore, aspirations are
foremost set on the juridical system, in spite tsf gurrent shortcomings, like insufficient
legislation and inefficient courts. This unsatisfyisituation shall be improved by establishing
clear rules and sanctions, by broadening juridecahpetences, and by simplifying juridical
processes.

Most actors agree that the EU is principally aldeirtfluence positively the fight against
corruption in Croatia. This appreciation, which wasstly expressed by representatives of
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the target groups civil society and economy, refaanly to positive pressure on local
institutions and decision makers, education ableeitcosts of corruption, and transfer of the
know-how relating to anti-corruption measures. Resi®ons existed primarily among
politicians and were associated with the EU intepmablems and the notion that corruption
can be efficiently combated only within Croatigelts Referring to this national combat, most
relevance (apart from the judiciary already mergtbabove) is given to the media, although
their positive influence is seen as potentiallysbi by lacking expertise, economic interests,
the practice of scandalisation and therewith the-sidedness of news coverage. Less
importance is accorded to NGOs because of than@ial dependency.

6. Main results

We conclude with a brief summary of our main firginFirst, we found a certain perception
of cultural generators of corruption. In most expgroups we encountered numerous
references to socio-cultural history of corruptitirwas pointed out that corruption in Croatia
can not be properly understood without taking iatcount the cultural legacy of the former
socialist regime: persistence of traditional negtiloyalty to local community, reliance of
personal networks and mutual obligations, etc. Tiamsitional context of the 1990s,
characterized by the 1991-1995 armed conflict,drgpivatization, increasing inequality, and
the authoritarian political clientelism, was mengd even more frequently. Both periods
were seen by experts as crucial for moulding specifitural habits and structural factors that
reproduce corruption on different societal lev@ls.sharpen this result: sources of corruption
in Croatia are of political rather than of economature.

Referring to the issue of defining corruption andcdssing efficient society-level anti-
corruption activities, expert and pragmatic apphesc were found predominant. This
encouraging result suggests a rather high levehderstanding and awareness of corruption
among the interviewees. Less encouraging was tiinfj that in most target groups the
importance of internal mechanisms of control ancevention of corruption was
underestimated. Interviewees were highly criticl tle lack of proper anti-corruption
measures in the society, but tended either to disthie need for such mechanisms “at home”
or to consider good intentions and informal chegkserfectly good substitute. This attitude
coincides with the hyperopic (mis)perception ofraption (HMC). The phrase denotes a
phenomenon where actors are critical of corruptiother sectors or groups, but tend to
ignore or mislabel corrupt acts within their owstitution or social group. Unfortunately, the
data collected in our study proved insufficient pampointing the causes of HMC which was
least present in the media and civil society exgestips. What seems clear, though, is that
the social embeddedness of corruption in Croatudes a differential perception, and, most
probably, evaluation of corruption, which is depemidon social proximity with the implied
actors.

Finally turning towards the issue of combating aption, there is a frequently encountered
disbelief in the existence of genuine political Iwih Croatia to fight corruption. The

widespread suspicion that the political class iswitling to establish strict procedures rules
for democratic power-control, but still beliefs time privilege of an elitist access to and an
exclusion of the people from political power, bisngith it that governmental campaigns and
proclamations, as well as national strategiespties dismissed as window-dressing intended
for the EU decision-makers. Accordingly, estimasiaegarding the role of the EU are not
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unanimously positive. In addition, anti-corrupti@ctivities and efforts were frequently

perceived as misguided, i.e. focused on the lowHeorruption and ignoring or carefully

avoiding political corruption. Representatives loé imedia and civil society were most vocal
in expressing this viewpoint. As expected, the neosisistent confidence in the national anti-
corruption strategy was observed among the reptasess of the police and legal system.
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Perceptions of Corruption in Greece
1. Introduction: Ambivalences

What is striking about the question on how far gption is spread in the Greek society, but
also the nature of its causes, is #mbivalencehat characterises the beliefs of all the target
groups. This means a certain uncertainty underlyiregattitudes towards the phenomenon.
They generally oscillate between stark beliefs &lootruption being widespread and diffused
in the social fabric one the one hand, and equalhvinced claims on the other, according to
which the level of corruption is no greater than ather western democracieqd).(
Furthermore, they are also uncertain concerningainestion whether there are systemic
reasons or rather simply contingent causes, thapa#tical-economic determinations or
merely moral-behavioural norm deviatiory. (It is not clear where to locate the springing
sources of corrupt conduct: (for example) in thélgy or rather the private sphere, in the
methods of state resource allocation, the typditf eompetition, the role of the media, etc.
(3) “Corruption” as notion is questioned regarding dbjective validity: Is it a graspable
social facticity or rather a discourse item deptbye certain ends?4) After a summary
presentation of corruption perceptions within teious Target Groups (TGsj)(various and
often incompatible suggestions over the questiomdivis to be done?” are examin&)l (This

of course comes as no surprise considering the idemable heterogeneity of the
aforementioned perceptions.

To group together the various corruption percegtionthis way does not mean that the four
groups are clear-cut defined fields, but ratheatr@hal categories.
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2. Everybody takes it for granted, but nobody (asdr as one knows) does it

Following the first line of perceptions in (1.) coption should indeed be considered as a
dominant social attitude and acceptable behavmueyen as one of the main evils in modern
Greek society. In order to underline the seriousreasl scale of the diffusion of corruption
these perceptions deploy biological metaphors, haowruption being a “disease”, “social
iliness”, “social sickness” or “pathogen”. Giveretlwide spread propensities to embark on
illegal practices perceiving corruption as an alé@mnpassing phenomenon can be expressed
by deploying the even more sweeping metaphor afotfl threatening to drown society.
However, casting corruption in such highly alarntistms entails the possibility that the
agents of these perceptions themselves come tedeortke phenomenon as somehow lying
in the ‘usual’ course of events, which means thaytmay concede to the belief the overtly
criminal conduct rests upon a widely shared anthis way “usual” social behaviour. The
latter should of course not directly be associ&beor even identified with criminal action — it
rather refers to how easily in everyday life “appd social-moral standards” are disregarded.

For the Target Groups Police and Justice for exartimbk inclination to violate normative
standards is caused by the general collapse obwval@reek society suffers an erosion of
culture and therefore the ‘usual’ corrupt condum¢sinot coincide with the explicitly illegal
action. To be sure, it goes against ‘approved tetiacal standards’, but these seem to have
lost the binding force required to keep law-dewias at bay. This assessment is indirectly
shared by the TG Media for they claim that the ®eixtd corruption in Greece is inversely
proportional to the social reaction it provokesisTimeans that the degree of tolerance has
significantly decreased over the years, the soesibtance against law-violations is low and
what politicians generally proclaim as commitmentldunch anti-corruption strategies is
merely lip of service.

A similar strain of argument is deployed by the P@litics: “Culture of corruption” means
that citizens view corruption as a normal way oftigg things done and that this way of
thinking and practice is becoming deeply embeddéal the conceptual, moral and practical
attitudes of everyday life. However, it is not alwaobvious how to grasp the cultural
dimension of corruption. For one thing, the ‘sodm@kness’-attitude suggests that prior to
succumbing to the ‘virus’ of corruption Greek cudiwas somehow intact. This conception is
possibly suggested in the TG Police: Corruptionuredoubtedly expanded over the years and
this owing to the fact that the Greek society hagressively ‘acclimatised’ itself to it.

In the TG Media this perception is radically putoimuestion. The counter-argument is
twofold: Firstly, corruption is inherent in the capitalist systefmwestern democracies.
Therefore taking it to be merely a social diseabéuscates matters, or even worse, it
represents a trivial justification of wrongdoingesf used by the mass media and politicians.
Secondly one should take the cultural determinants acoogrior the spread of corruption
more seriously. This means perceiving the “cultafreorruption” not as something that could
have been avoided, but rather inherent in the @lluivilisation of the Eastern Europe: “the
eastern you move, the bigger the problem”.

According to this line of thought Greece shouldskeen as a country of semi-Western/semi-
Eastern type. Although the outlines of the West/Egide are quite nebulous, one thing
seems to lie beyond doubt: Other things besidesnthin determining difference between
East and West consists in the “rules of the garéiereas in the latter corruption follows
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certain patterns or rule-sets that being stableenitakontrollable, in the former there are no
such rules. Culture is in such degree permeateddoyn-deviating practices, customs and
attitudes that it is almost impossible to drawlthe between norm deviation and corruption.
Perceiving corruption rooted in the cultural aliggmhto the Eastern civilisation type reflects
a national-ideological discourse that has acconguh@Gireece ever since the formation of the
nation-state in the fcentury. The political and economic modernisatias always been
seen as supervenient upon the autochtonous cuttevalopment. One of the pillars of this
national-conservative ideology consisted in clagnihat having been alienated from the
European awakening of the new ages by the centlamgs ottoman occupation modern
Greece could not any more catch up with the spiritnodernity. Neither should Greece
aspire to do so mimicking the western ways. Ondbtrary, every attempt to implement
socio-economical modernisation should be considaseclltural imperialism.

Now, corruption awareness in these culturalist geproves in a curious way to carry an
exculpatory function. To be sure, corruption shobéd considered as widespread or even
omnipresent in the social fabric of modern Greetlis acknowledgement is however
immediately blocked off by denying any personalexignce of overtly criminal behaviour in
ones own field of action. Thus it is quite tellitmysee how representatives of all target groups
claim that they hardly know cases of illegal at¢ies observed in their professional group,
although they all perceive corruption as a deepiremched social problem that being a
“mortal sin” undermines societal cohesion and causké sorts of damages. Raising the
diffusion degree of corruption thus helps this vadyseeing things (i.e. corrupt conduct) to
carry the matter of concrete cases of criminal el off well.

It can of course not be disputed that the diffugpenception rests upon the sound insight that
corrupt conduct extends well beyond the scope @twwknal law defines as criminal conduct.
It can even mobilise to its support a kind of esten of this insight: the difference between
what isjudicially sanctionableand what is merelynoral-socially illegitimatecan be extended
to include the difference between what is alreaefyinéd as falling under criminal law and
what is still not. Thus perceiving corruption aseply diffused phenomenon helps to
distinguish between the conventional, that is cedifcorruption definitions from some
potential targets of anti-corruption prosecutiokelifor example the activities of various
lobbies, the role of off-shore companies etc.

Nevertheless, confronted with the question abouicke cases the attitude of taking
corruption to be a ubiquitous phenomenon in solifi@lis obliged to limit the extent of
corruption down to well-known criminal cases. This “everybody-knows-nobody-does-it”
(diffusion-)perception must account for the sweggudgement of corruption deeply rooted
in social life by relativising it: For the Targetr@ps Justice and NGOs for example one
ought not to fall pray to the Greek custom of exaggng the problem, because it works like
a self-fulfilling prophecy Presenting corruption as all-encompassing helpate that social
behavioural climate in which everybody takes itgaanted and acts accordingly — making
ultimately ubiquitous corruption true. For the NG@s particular corruption is indeed
alarmingly widespread, but it has taken controlyamler the one half of the Greek people:
there are ‘two Greeces'.
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3. Only some people do it

The second major line of perceiving corruption ire€&e consists in disputing the claim it has
taken control of the whole society, or, to put itldly, that there is an extended, all-
permeating corruption ‘culture’ in Greece. For diéng, the easiest way to refute the
diffusion-perception is to claim that should this the case, then all modern societies suffer
more or less under corruption. Which developed tguis not regularly confronted for
example with political corruption, corruption of ssamedia and illegal party financing? No
Target Groups groups apart from some represensatfethe Economy and the NGOs
accepted that corruption in Greece is higher omaweich higher than in other developed
European countries. Perceiving things in this wagsdnot of course mean to obliterate the
difference indicated by the North/clean-South/cptraontrast. Nevertheless, none of the
target groups seems to adhere strictly to thisadahy — the TG Economy for example
espouses the concept about the more corrupt Eurdpeath and the less corrupt European
North. Therefore the relative negative ranking eééze should not be overestimated: After
all the various Corruption Perception Indices arttleo indicators may be questioned
regarding their integrity and credibility [Targetrdsips Justice, Politics], but also on the
grounds that they reflect subjective opinions aod‘lmard facts’ and purport to present trends
that are not (may not prove to be) quite reliabbesum they provide additional reasons to
succumb to the self-fulfilling fallacy of the ubidous corruption. For the representative of
the Public Administration (TG Politics) this appebais quite convincing. Material about
corruption perceptions generated by internationejawisations does not reflect the
“peculiarities” of the Greek case, although thdelatire not specified and furthermore it is
taken for granted that the extent of corruptioGheece and its social tolerance is high.

Consequently, instead of perceiving corruption duome as a disease that has affected the
social body producing a corrupt culture, one oughbe more careful to pin down clearly
definable sites of corruption. To begin with, ttesiest and regarding the corruption-all-over-
perception diametrically opposite way of perceivoagrupt conduct is to deploy the black-
sheep-theory. Consider for example the case ofigallicorruption (TG Politics): For some
politicians neither capitalism or distorted devetgnt, nor decadent culture or wide-spread
mentality of law defiance is to blame for corrupnhduct. Not even the usual motivations for
violating social norms (like egoistic individualismuthless competition, greed for money and
power, etc.) can immediately be held responsiblecfiminal deviations in the political
sphere. It should rather be linked to the persomhlidual ethos, in other words to the ethical
standards and the morals of the individual. Theteiad of false generalisations that but come
up with a deeply corrupt culture one should ratdpt a strict moralistic and ethicist stance
paying close attention to personality charactesstihis way of perceiving corrupt conduct is
to be observed in the TG Justice as well: No oramsewilling or able to justify the
involvement of judges in corruption cases (200570M@bedient to the esprit de corps that
demands the independent function of justice indd@ocratic system one must but consider
such affairs as accidental attributing their causesolely character defects. In the TG
Economy some bring into playstight variation of the strict individualist causan: “Private
individuals” are the wrong-does, albeit this is betause they lack morals, straight character
or integrity, but because they strive to attainrteals through illegal practices.
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4. Structural or contingent?

The equivocations regarding the extent to whichugmion is spread in the Greek society
function as a kind of frame in which the questidio@ the causes the perceptions of
corruption hold to be responsible for the Greekaisal can be dealt with. In a certain sense
there obtains a correlation between perceiving uption as all-encompassing owing to

structural causes on the one hand, and persontedieorruption-perceptions that can but
solely see continent reasons on the other. Of epurgtters are not straight forward co-

extensive, because some structural reasons supgptine perceptions of corruption diffusion

can also be mobilised to buttress the person-@tkeones.

Consider for example theultural-heritage-argumentSome take it to be the structural cause
of the high degree of diffusion of corrupt practida the Greek society. For others it rather
helps to account for the defects in the personatifke-up of the wrong-does. Furthermore,
considering corruption to be a serious structurablem does not automatically entail calling
for structural changes, control mechanisms and nisgdonal reforms. It is often
accompanied by individualistic-ethicist appellagdo character improvement.

5. Where and what is petty corruption?

Trying to account for corrupt practices by refegriio certain causes, be they of structural or
individualist nature, presupposes a sufficientlgaclidea of what corruption is. Therefore,
before looking for what the current opinions andcpptions claim to know about the issue of
why corruption occurs, it is worth noticing the ltaling fact: However different the
perceptions of corruption across the Target Graupg be, they all subscribe to one ground
distinction, namely the difference between pettgt grand corruption. However trivial at first
glance this distinction may sound, it characterig®s dominant way of being aware of the
seriousness of the phenomenon, for there seemset@ lbasic consensus that what
differentiates Greece from other (especially dewetb countries) is the widespread
phenomenon of ‘petty’, ‘everyday’ corruption.

Although the term ‘petty’ corruption normally depst small-scale (illegal) exchanges of
favours, there is a noticeable uncertainty amorgTiarget Groups about the question how
exactly to define such “pettiness”. In the TG Eamyofor example perceptions of what
should be termed “(petty) corruption” varies ac@ogdo which side in the social antagonism
and class struggle one finds himself on. The bgsirdass favours a “bottom-up” approach
that situates ‘ordinary’, widespread corruptionsirciety at large confining ‘extraordinary’,
I.e. large-scale corruption to the realm of pdditin the form of illegal party financing. The
representatives of the working classes perceivasthee the other way round: viewed from
the position of subalternity corruption can butitigerent in the practices of the ruling classes
— “top-bottom” as it were. Although it is not speil whether the ruling economic and
political interests are involved in petty (“everydaor grand corruption, the Union of the
Employees considers corruption to be a structuratponent of the Greek economy owing
the fact that being non-compettyive the privatet@ecelies on the state for public
procurements. This existential dependency and ¢hemapanying phenomena of merging of
public and private interests are of course idealigds of all shorts of law-deviating practices.
A similar pattern of distinguishing petty/grand mgation according to class divisions it
observed in the TG Police. Petty corruption is aisged to the lower and middle social strata
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while grand corruption to those at the top of theig-economic pyramid. Two other criteria
that justify this social class linkage of corruptiare a) the amount of money involved and b)
the kind of services exchange. Although it is neady stated what the motivation for grand
corruption is, petty corruption is for the loweastes unavoidable — it represents a form of
‘survival’-strategy against the odds of class stdsalty. For the TG Justice petty corruption
has also taken grips of the middle classes andcpkamtly the lower middle stratum of
administration employees: Embarking on illegal fices is among the clerks and civil
servants a kind of way out of the miserable remaiiem conditions.

In the face of this petty corruption is across Tragget Groups often perceived as not only
unavoidable, but almost justifiable. It comes asuarise then that in the TG Politics the so-
called avant-garde of the working class, the Gi@ekimunist Party, considers it as quantité
négligable and focuses fire on the grand corruptibithe ruling classes. Apart from this
rather oversimplified approach there seems be armmopinion among the Target Groups
that petty corruption is not a contingent occuregrtaut rather fulfils a kind ofedistributive
rationality in the frame of class antagonisniisshould be not considered a real redistribution
of resources in favour of the socially disadvanthgad poor population though, but a way
through which a certain segment of the middle ctakes advantage of a ‘grey zone’ in the
public sector through corrupt exchanges and mudealices (bribery, clientelism and the
like).

Generally speaking, petty corruption is normallylezh “everyday”. A notable difficulty
among the Target Groups consists in coming to gwgh the ‘everydayness’ of the
phenomenon though. Like the diffusion-perceptiois ttne lacks the power of clarity and
distinction. Petty, ‘everyday’ corruption is penoed to be out there, a kind of elusive facticity
larking everywhere in social life, but when it caangown to pinpointing sites of everyday
corrupt conduct only public administration is pidkeut. Now, the peculiar thing about it is
that not the whole of the administrative state apjos is considered as being corrupt, but
(possibly) only those segments of it, where “thég)lmoney is”, which in turn arises
associations of rather grand corruption!

A similar equivocation can be observed regardimgghestion how serious petty corruption is
perceived to be. Some (for example TG Media) umierthe multifarious aspects of

corruption (political, social, cultural, etc.) and doing so they seem to incline to the
diffusion-approach. However, they all the same Ughlmoscheme of gradual gravity increase
from petty to grand corruption. This probably medinat however extensive-diffuse petty
corrupt conduct may be, corruption at large onlgdmees quite serious, when “big money” is
involved. Additionally, they suggest that the pregg from petty to grand corruption

correlates with the development of the politicad @eonomic system.

6. Where and what is grand corruption?

Coming now to perceptions of grand corruption kagaially difficult to discern where exactly

the phenomenon should be located, what dimenstomsist have in order to be defined as
such and what the driving forces or causes learigare. For the TG NGOs the perceptions
of grand corruption are obviously guided by an @#ddal amendment to the development-
thesis: In developed societies it emerges only @rtba elites, but in contrast to the Greek
case there are sufficiently robust control mechasiso sanction it. This of course leaves
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open the question, how far-reaching the relatiomaérweavement of socioeconomic
development, grand corruption and prosecution &¥iéc should be thought of, because in
these terms Greece is either a) an exception ardemgloped countries (grand corruption
occurs, but it is not sanctioned), or b) not a ttgyed country at all exactly out of this reason.
This ambivalence is reappears in the question @revko locate it. In the discourse of NGOs
grand corruption is limited to party financing amnansparency in electoral expenses, illegal or
extra-legal exchanges between politicians and f@isactor, mainly mass media enterprises.
One the one hand illegal party financing is comnammong western democracies: in this
respect Greece is no exception. On the other Hamdlégal transactions between state and
media enterprises are indeed a distinguishing tfagrand-scale corruption in Greece. Ever
since the great scandals of the late 1980s, inhwthie socialist government aligned itself with
a media tycoon and bank owner ordering state coiepda deposit funds with his bank and
taking bribes from stolen money, the interface leetwstate economic policies and business
interests of the mass media sector has been aacbrssue of concern regarding corruption
dangers. The situation became even more aggralkgitéae fact that the entry of construction
companies, ship-owner companies and various busigescerns in the media market
provided them the opportunity to use politics tlglouhe influence of public opinion, in order
to serve their entrepreneurial interests and gfiete

In the TG Economy the question of the context @ingr corruption is equally disputed. The
representatives of the employees seem to be awatkeophenomenon in terms of the
diffusion-approach, albeit only in its semantic dmsion: As an ‘elastic’ terminus whose
exact semantic core is not at all clear “corrugtiisrntoo grave a notion to be applied to what
otherwise is normally called petty corruption ahérefore only grand corruption deserves
that name. This of course corresponds to and eeglitectly from the attitude of the
employees to downplay the phenomenon of everydaygbconduct, either by ignoring it or
by rendering it an unavoidable (or even justifijlsleeans of social survival of the subalterns.
However extensive corrupt conduct in social lifegeneral may be, what counts as grand
corruption are only the (illegal) machinations loé¢ tvarious ruling elites.

In the TG Politics (Public Administration) it is dicated that the difference grand/petty
corruption can be attached to the two levels of agament of public affairs: high level

(national government) and low level (communal adstiation and services). Whereas in the
former illegal party financing, norm-violating camtt of the MPs and a certain kind of
interweavement of public and private interests (&xample the state procurement of
military/arms equipment and public works) have |lagp become a close-circuit rendering
the governments’ anti-corruption strategies povesilef not hypocritical, petty corruption

generated and reproduced at the lower level of comanadministration is particularly

repugnant and therefore the main target fightingugdion. Perceiving corruption according
this two-level schema raises the question of theive significance: What is the main source
of corruption in public affairs? It is not unreasbfe to conjecture that trying to allocate
responsibilities in this manner complicates matteswofold respect: Firstly, it seems to

regard political corruption fatalistic as impervioto control and sanction policies. Secondly,
it suggests that despite the various illegal prements ‘grand’ corruption does not really
take place at national level, but on the basishefdveryday contact of the citizens with the
local administration.

For the TG Media on the contrary it is beyond dowlbere grand corruption should be
situated: in the ‘political-economical system’ Ifsé'he latter does not primarily mean the
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capitalist mode of production, but designates theupar form of power relations the Greek
course of modernisation and integration in the @aodpitalist economy has established. The
‘peculiarity’ of the Greek power structure liestime fact that the protagonists of this system
(i. e. the powerful economic and political groupise organized pressure groups, and the
economic and political oligarchy) not only revedcasionally to law-violating means, but
systematically reproduce corrupt practices in ongesecure the rules of domination and
expand the power basis.

7. Fighting back: Corruption as ‘class struggle’

Turning now to the question how the structural/cagent distinction qualifies the
perceptions of corruption there seems to obtainredgminance of those patterns of
arguments that buttress the widespread charactiegshenomenon in the Greek society by
mobilising a socio-political and socio-economiocahsoning. Leaving the second term of the
distinction by side, it should be noted that viegvicorruption as structurally embedded in
social practices can be shown to rest upon two skiofl arguments: either a systemic-
functional and/or one in terms of the social-cdghasis. According to the first corrupt
conduct can exhaustively be explained by taking adcount the determining causes dictated
by or resulting from the frame conditions of thagitalist) mode of production. The second
highlights behavioural patterns or dispositions tlegoresent ways of ‘translating’ systemic
imperatives in individual experience and action.

The great part of corruption perceptions is basethe first type of argument and runs across
all Target Groups. The main elements of thinkingcofruption as structurally rooted in
modern Greek life are: a) Corruption is inherentha capitalist mode of production being
steadily reproduced through commodity exchangeiogls; b) It is rooted in the Greek socio-
economic and political structure; c) Petty/grandrgation are due to state-capital relations
(interface between modern state and capitalistrasts); d) the reproduction of the power
elites runs also by the way of corruption; anda@juption is one modus operandi of the state.
Now, all this raises the question of where exathHg systemic place or the structural
operational value of corruption lies. The main #trof the arguments underlying perceptions
of structural corruption situate it in a functionabntext: corruption fulfils functional
requirements of economic and political nature. Bgib with, there is a way of viewing
corruption as part and parcel of what in Marxistnte is called “primary (primitive)
accumulation” of capital: It entails all forms ofiolent and ‘corrupt’ processes of
appropriation of value and income (for exampletthdéceit, use of position power to extract
value etc.), till capital is expanded enough teetak on its own. From the oldest (England) to
the latest (Russia) all capitalist countries haasspd this stage — some less developed (like
Greece) are apparently still not able to dispene itv

8. Corruption as ‘redistributive justice’

The functionalist explanation shows a wide rangeyefspectives. For some the mode of
capitalist production of surplus value per se stidag called corruption (TG Politics, Greek
Communist Party), because it represents an expatapriof labour power. However erratic
this viewpoint may at first look like, it certainlgoes not lack a certain affinity to the
dominant current definition of corruption deliverdy Transparency International: The
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misuse of entrusted power for private gain. Acaaogdio a Marxist reading the social powers
of productive labour are exploited for private joFor others on the contrary it is rather
restricted to specific fields of power relationsy Example to mechanisms of regulating the
succession of power elites.

The socioeconomic deduction of corruption represehtourse a theory informed stance. All
the same, what perceptions of all Target Groupsnste converge on is a functionalist
awareness of corruption as a means of compensétingarious shorts of distribution
inequalities: corruption as form of redistributio@haracteristic for this attitude is the
consensus in TG Media that corrupt practices (npgweltty corruption) may operate for the
‘redistribution of wealth’, thus qualifying it asunctional’. Viewing things this way can be
said to combine the diffusion-perception with wiglesad beliefs about redistributive effects
that (petty) corruption may be called to have. Rink of corruption as functional in this way
means to confer upon it the status of a compensat@chanism that is motivated by
perceptions of re-establishing social justice.

In the TG Economy this corruption-as-redistributjgerception is attached to the notion that
being underprivileged certain parts of the popalatresort to law-deviating conduct not
because they are driven by criminal energies, iooplg in orderto have access to that they
feel entitled to Speeding up an administrative process for exaripleugh illegal actions
does not necessarily mean that the individual§@reee themselves as) law-breakers — on
the contrary: they act upon the premise that exgstegulations function to their disadvantage
and the latter is a form of injustice. Becauseha short term there is no perspective of
structurally cancelling this injustice the only wasyto circumvent existing rules. However
blurred the distinction between this art of circienting rules and ordinary economic crime
(fraud, tax evasion, market abuse and manipulatitay) be, wanting to see (petty) corruption
as a kind of redistributive justice, ‘bottom-up’ iasvere, seems to rest upon the widespread
feeling of injustice in the relations between @tiz and state. Another variation of
perceptions of ‘justified’ (petty) corruption in ith TG is delivered by deploying the
neoliberalist arguments against the ‘overstretctatdte: in the face of heavy bureaucracy
corrupt methods are in a certain sense justifieca aveans to bypass bureaucracy and
legislation shortcomings, although they shouldairse be rejected.

In the TG Justice this perception of corruptiomafation to felt injustices is further explained

in terms of a general public discontent with angrdeiation of the state authority after the
reestablishment of democracy in 1974. This is ahmaore complicated issue though, as it
looks at first sight. To be sure, ever since theo8d World War the state was perceived by
great parts of the population as a mechanism @ésspn, political exclusion and ideological

authoritarianism. The seizure of power by the dmtiparty at the beginning of the 1980s

signalled in a certain way the break up of the eorative status quo and the reintegration of
the masses in the processes of parliamentaryqsoéitid civil society organisation. However,

the Socialists soon established their own partiestrough cynical nepotism, boundless
clientism and populist demagogy.

Thus, corrupt conduct soon came to be perceivedalso practised as something lying ‘in
the course of events’. The ambivalence observatiamttitudes towards corruption reflects
among others the twofold citizens’ perception a #tate: On the one hand it is approached
with reservation and cautiousness, because oveydaes the citizens have accumulated a
considerable amount of experiences of whimsicahttnent, arrogant attitudes, irritating
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unprofessionalism, lack of manners, or even alnmgsinnical dispositions (of the civil
servants). One the other hand, (almost) everybbdks of himself either entitled to or
gualified enough for a job in the public administya. Therefore the feeling of an all-
encompassing, diffused corruption can also be deghmas product of this ambivalence:
Everybody can consider oneself a victim of bureaticrmistreatment against which only
‘deviating’ methods can bring about the desireda#. Nevertheless it is equally true that
nobody can exclude the possibility that once inliguliffice he would not himself reproduce
the attitudes he now criticises which provoke ‘@ains’ in the first place.

Put in more general terms, the wide social disaunfielt by the citizens against what they
perceive to be inequality and discrimination pieadi by the state apparatus cannot but
reasonably articulate itself in law-deviating cooduGiven then this ‘equalising’ effects of
(petty) corruption it comes as no surprise thdtalgh dysfunctional because of all shorts of
damages it causes, corrupt practices have somestalished a state of equilibrium in the
exchanges between citizens and state. This haldfrorganised economic interests as well.
Taking advantage of the protectionist ‘umbrelladyided by the state the environment of low
competition has lead to an oligopolistic structoféusiness and industries that often operates
on the basis of corruption.

To sum up, this type of functionalist reasoningwhetty) corruption shows the following
traits: It presupposes a matter-of-fact approact thsts upon the diffusion-perception. It
connects both to a structural characteristic inréiation between state and citizens, namely
perceptions of injustice and unfair treatment. Gfuthis all it deduces in a way the ‘justified’
attitude of corruption as means of redistributionreclaiming justice, but at the same time
rejects all law-violating behaviour.

9. Social capital

A closely connected aspect of perceptions of fameti corruption is the notion that corrupt
practices do not only represent a kind of reacéigainst what is perceived as detrimental to
or, worse still, inimical to individual interestbut in addition a form participation in the
system of power relations. Seeing things this waams that the functional perspective does
not exhaust the social significance of corrupt earidbecause the latter is much more than a
mechanism of redistribution. In a certain sense itifermal and law-deviating social
networks of corruption represent a form of socagital.

Some elements how to approach this issue are dedivie the TG Media. Contemporary
Greek society has incorporated corrupt practicescaspted social behaviour, because given
the set of power relations corruption has comeet@ ltomponent of the life-world, namely a
peculiar form of solidarity among the various formisreciprocities and mutual services.
Indeed, a quick glance at how social capital isceptualised, namely consisting in social
trust, institutional trust, social networks, socrarms and political participation, helps to
convince that informal networks of corrupt pracsiceust but play an important role in Greek
society. The lower the level of these variablesthg, greater the relative value of informal
networking including corrupt practices. Generalpeaking, all South European countries,
Greece included, show similar tendencies regardiexgls of social trust, political
participation and involvement in social networkarthermore, even within Southern Europe,
Greece presents the lowest stocks of social capital
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The issue of social capital boils down to the rolecivil society in contemporary Greece.
Across all Target Groups the dominant view is tifad considerably weak civil society. This
is generally attributed to the ubiquitous presewmicparty-politics and as well as the financial
and administrative reliance (i.e. professional fatdens, labour unions, some NGOSs) on the
central government. Regarding the parameters oélsoapital the Target Groups agree upon
that decreasing citizens’ trust in the state andemse of corrupt practices are parallel
phenomena. In a certain sense “corrupt exchangegeaaceived as trying to cover up the gap
or breach of trust between citizens and state hedaw trust between state institutions and
civil society in Greece is viewed as lack of a pesiform of social capital. However, there
seems to be a considerable amount of uncertaimggrdeang the question of what causes
citizens’ mistrust: The inability of the state apdas to effectively control law-deviating
conduct or rather the fact that the state itsedfeisply involved in corruption? In any cases the
low level of social capital must be seen as a teduhe state being totally controlled by party
politics and populism.

10. (Political) corruption: who does it?

In the face of all the divergent and sometimes nmgatible beliefs about how to come to
grips with the phenomenon of diffused corruption@reek society a renewed approach that
concentrates on springing sources of corrupt canducertainly worth undertaking. This
makes it possible to tie corruption perceptionspecific areas of socio-economic and socio-
political life highlighting at the same time how the different Target Groups corruption in
their own field, but also in the others is percdiwé. Taking political corruption as a starting
point has the advantage of examining corruptiorcg@ions centring on a set of rules, for
example public versus private spheres, methods tafe sresource allocation, elite
accountability, mass political participation, typkelite competition and the role of the media.

The uncertainty that generally characterises ctiongerceptions in Greece turns up again in
regard how to reliably determine the economic erghlitical reasons of political corruption.

It seems that the phenomenon is inextricably etsi@rosso modo, one can however
distinguish between economic and political causegshe following manner: Exchange

relations taking place between the social sphefesconomy and politics consisting in

granting advantages, no matter whether the lateeroh monetary nature or not, constitute
grounds of corrupt conduct. On the contrary, thesfyupolitical reasons of corruption in the

political sphere are much more difficult to tracensh. One way to do so could be to link
corruption to the degree of democratisation. Theeef corruption decreases as
democratisation increases, where democratisatioanshaot only the establishment of
democratic institutions but the way of functioniofythose institutions (consensual power,
legitimisation, political development along withdralisation).

Now, turning to the corruption perceptions in thed of politics one observes that contrary to
the general attitude of perceiving corruption agdespread phenomenon in Greek society, in
the TG Politics and especially regarding the twgomaarties that have ruled Greece ever
since the 1970s there is no such mention and gallitorruption as such evaporates. For
obvious reasons here dominates the black-sheepythEollowing a strict moralistic and

ethicist stance associated only with personalitgratteristics politically corrupt conduct is

attributed to individual deviations from the ‘prapethical values. As mentioned above the
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grounds of these ‘deviations’ must but remain nathtescure, lest it turns out that the norm
deviations rest indeed upon material interests.

For the other political actors in the field, maitdft-wing parties, it is on the contrary obvious
that corruption in Greece lays deep rooted in tbktigal system of the country. For one
thing, for them the pure fact that two parties nmoise the rule of power constitutes a
sufficient ground of supporting the corrupt natafeGreek politics. Thus far from being
merely an aberration of wrongdoing individuals,ificdl corruption is perceived as a modus
of reproduction of the ruling elites. Accordingtteem this holds also true for the economic
underpinnings of political corruption. Given thetur@ of the Greek state-economic
development, that is the systemic merging of puatid private interests that has formed the
current system of state-capitalism, or state-sp@uscapital, it is not surprising that the
political-economic system is seen as not only peodycorruption (mainly grand corruption)
but also reproducing it on constant basis. Thugigall corruption appears — not only to some
segments of the political landscape, but to otlfensexample TG Media) as well —, as an
effective instrument to remain in power by all meand without scruple.

On these grounds political corruption can also inéked to the type of (power) elite
competition prevalent in Greece. Although the iteorruption’ or ‘merging of interests’ is
not absent from political discourse, when a spedfise emerges, the debates of the ruling
parties turn to be mostly party-political. More eft than not corruption charges against
members of the elite mostly by other elite-membeli®w when power is transferred from
one to the other. In this way corruption accusaticarry a great part of the competition
discourse between the main political parties. Gahespeaking, as soon as a corruption
scandal is made public the attitude that informes plerceptions and argumentations of the
political actors is one afmutual delegitimizing and discrediBince both ruling parties have
been involved in such affairs they try to outbidteather raising continuously the claim that
the opponent, being oneself morally disqualifiedlamking the integrity, can by no means
have the right to castigate the wrongdoings of dtfeer side. In this senseorruption
(discourse) functions a means of party competitiimus corruption rhetoric, such as often
deployed in corruption debates, offers a broad &weaymbolic politics, which has often
been used by the Greek governments to serve palitical and commercial interests.

Apart from this awareness that corruption has becam stable component of party
competition there is another way to link percepdioh corruption that refute the black-sheep-
theory to those beliefs that are based on thedgidfuthesis and consider political corruption
as inherent to the Greek political system. AcrbgsTarget Groups one encounters the widely
shared view that the one of the main springing aeiof political corruption should be seen
in those informal networks through which a greadlds the state resource allocation takes
place, namely clientism. Clientelism is considetedbe the illegal, or better, the non-
institutional communication between the politicalwer and the citizens/'clients’ through
rent-seeking. Although clientistic networks aregegred to be a kind of functional mediation
between state allocation supply and societal denardl therefore a mechanism which
absorbs social inequalities, they are all the seegarded as the site of norm-violating, even
illegal behaviour. How is this ambivalence to belaxed?

In the Target Groups Politics (and Public Admiradtn) and Media the ambivalent

perception of clientistic relations can be attrézlito the possibility of a twofold explanation:
According to the traditional approach they shoull deen an ‘instrumental relationship

156



> 4 [ crime )
C [ culture

between patron(s) and client(s)’, operating in favof both sides ‘as contractually founded'.
Obviously, these informal contracts are the noumghgrounds of corrupt practices. The
second one operates on the lines of a functioneiogmlitical integration: It considers
clientism as a modus of political participationtbé masses, which are otherwise excluded
from the mechanisms of interest articulation. AS/ertical’ political participation of the
citizens it is regarded as an institutionalizedrfaf social organisation and behaviour which
is indirectly legitimised.

Taking both as sound ways of explaining one possburce of political corruption helps to
elucidate theambivalence characteristic of the attitudes to miigtic networks On the one
hand there obtains a wide consensus that such farmis system of non-institutional
‘contracts’ should be castigated as the one of‘déhiss’ of modern Greek society. On the
other they are taken to have legitimacy in the eofs a) providing routes of political
integration and b) filling up the gaps where th&testmechanisms of redistribution of social
wealth, welfare benefits and social protection ftailwork, or worse still, are missing. This
ambivalence can shed additional light on the patadbfact at first sight that perceptions of
corruption in Greece are guided by the assumphanit is deeply diffused in the social body
and therefore to be taken for granted, althouglodglin particular (except perhaps the ‘poor
devils’, i. e. the civil servants) seems to be ogsible for it. Cast in terms of clientelism as
political corruption the paradox dissolves in a w&jnce a considerable part of the Greek
society has probably been (still is) involved irentistic relations — although it regards them
in the third-person perspective as norm-deviatingt €an but acquiesce to the belief that
corruption through clientelism is ubiquitous. Fenimore, since everybody can be possibly
the beneficiary of the clientistic system, it isybed doubt difficult for somebody to point to
concrete cases of clientistic violations of theesuthat are normally supposed to regulate the
relations between state and society or state ambety.

11. Who does it? The others, of course

This diffuseness in perceiving concrete sites adiaors responsible for (political) corruption
is reflected in the various waye phenomenon is ‘displaced’: Across the Target Graups
seems to be a commonly shared attitude to ‘outeberruption either by a) relativising it,
b) redefining responsible actors or ¢) removinghibeden upon others. Take for example TG
Economy: For the Hellenic Federation of Enterprisgsruption as a socio-cultural
phenomenon of norm-violating exchange relationagpgars behind a nebulous discourse of
economic rationality and the citizens involved greesented as ‘private individuals’
apparently driven by the only motivational forckelial economics seems to know: rational
choice to achieve economic (i. e. income) endsiatteploying illegal means. At the same
time the responsibility is put on public adminisma — economy itself is presented as the
main ‘victim’ of corruption. Although according tihis perception corruption is harmful for
competition and business ethics, curious enougls not the economy itself where this
competition principle is violated, but the statdiieh does not function ... compettyively,
meaning in the effective allocation of resources.

The same line of argument is deployed in the TGtiP=l Aiming to defend the political
sphere the main responsibility for corruption isg&d over to other Target Groups, such as
the media, justice and NGOs. For the two greatiggrh particular the case is obvious: the
media are the most corrupt institution of the cogirand the bigger their businesses the more
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the products of corruption. For their own good ogesthey promote the view and reproduce
in public opinion the diffuse feeling that ‘everyhois a crook, everybody steals’, thus
discrediting political life.

In the TG Justice the responsibilities are allotate a broad manner: there is of course
political corruption, because politicians decidetle basis of party political criteria, political
cost and re-election interests, thus making themsdblerant of corruption, but all the same
there are also various other culprits to be hedgaoasible as well: public administration, local
authorities, mass media and trade unionism. Whaenies corrupt conduct in all these fields
is the collapse of the traditional values togetiwéh the collapse of the classic bourgeois
family and that now most people (in power) areiftigdl peasants’, where only money counts.
In the TG Police it is by way of relativising thedrruption in the police force is dealt with:
Although corruption is at first taken to correspdndhe legal concept as defined in criminal
law, when it comes to give an broader account efghenomenon, the perceptions oscillate
between a sociological description (social ‘phenoomd and a medical one (social
‘sickness’). In any case, corruption in the polie@stimated to be limited, not higher than in
other public services.

What seems to unite all Target Groups regardingatbeementioned argumentations to the
end of ‘outsourcing’ sources/sites of corruptionhie perception and belief that the discourse
on corruption in the mass media tends to or hetpseproduce patterns of societal self-
perceptions that are highly ‘constructed’. In aihj attributing corruption liabilities to the
whole society the mass media reproduce those psattefr self- perception in which the
“miserable” state of societal affairs is perpetdateast but not least, the media discourse
functions as a mediating instance with the helpwdfich corruption accusations can
effectively be launched.

12. The medial ‘construction’ of corruption

Considering the almost unanimous condemnation @fntledia on the grounds of launching
representations of corruptions that are perceigduktoffering a totally distorted image of the
Greek society can help lirk) the examination of corruption perceptions centonga set of
rules (i.e. in this case the role of the mediap)the question how they take “corruption” to
be: a graspable social facticity or rather a disseuitem deployed to certain ends. The general
tenor of the media-bashing seems to be that theamemgbresentation of corruption reflects
social realities, but in a rather distorted wagtéad of a level-headed treatment the media are
charged with all shorts of defaults ranging frortaligsing gloominess and oversimplification
to inflationary scandal mongering.

However, given the fact of corruption being taken granted and perceived of as an all-
encompassing phenomenon by almost all Target Gyoups not easy to discern what the
inflationary treatment of corruption scandals cetssin. To begin with, the most frequent
criticism levelled at the media is that excessaising of public awareness against corruption
helps ‘normalising’ the phenomenon. How is this @®rMainly by the way of a self-

referential outdoing affirmation: For example, wheéne Press presents International
Organisations’ reports on the rank and scores efcibuntry on corruption, the discourse
reverts to a kind of universal miserabilism agaitig#¢ whole society, thus reproducing
everyday theories and stereotypes in the worst Whig affirmative reproduction of what in
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everyday life is perceived as diffused corruptioginforces these perceptions thus
‘constructing’ a mentality habitus tolerant to qpaoving of corrupt conduct as basic fact of
social relations contributing at the same timeutthfer eroding ethical values.

Along these lines of seeing things the overrepiasi@m of corruption cases by mass media
during the last decade has created a false imamgé #ie seriousness and size of the problem
in Greece. Now the question arises, how and why image is false. Regarding both
questions it is not easy to discern a clear-cutvansSometimes it is claimed that the media
tend to over inform the public producing feelindshelplessness and disillusionment without
delivering any constructing proposals to fightiragraption. Media reports just confirm what
everybody already knows, or has serious reasofelieve. Alternatively, the view is put
forward that media representations do not just Biroper inform, but rather ‘create’ issues
thus launching distorted images of social realitiésvertheless, it makes no difference which
should be held more responsible, for both are gadit parcel of an escalation spiral: medial
representations conjure up the image of an all4epessing corruption, the citizens for their
part take this for granted and behave accordinglgveryday life, which in turn fuels the
sensation greed of journalism..., etc. At the enthefday perceptions of diffusive corruption
seem to be indistinguishable from those offerethieymedia.

However ‘constructivist’ this way of viewing thinggppears at first sight, it should not be

forgotten that the great scandals of the late 198@sch laid bare systemic grounds of

political corruption preceded the vast expansionenvaf media enterprises of the 1990s. In a
way the former set up certain conditions under Wwhiee entry of big business in the media

sector took place. It comes, then, as no surphigethe perception is gaining ground of the

‘system’ operating in a triangular form: the paél and economic power is at the base, and
the mass media at the top.
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Perceptions of Corruption in the United Kingdom

The recent scandal shaking public trust in suchitin®nal pillars of the British political
system as the House of Commons, but also a nunfile¢her scandals in the last decade, in a
certain sense reveal of some important charadterief corruption. Perhaps because in the
UK societal self-perceptions are traditionally @werised by a strong sense of national self-
consciousness and perceptions of corruption-frédiglife seem still to hold sway, the issue
of corruption has usually been dealt with in a eathonchalant manner. Thus, observers are
all the more (apparently) taken by surprise byexient to which key sectors of British public
life (politics, civil service, business, the mediaje afflicted by corruption. In fact,
Transparency International-UK recently claims cption has come uncomfortably close to
the heart of the British establishment.

In the face of this paradoxical situation it is #le more fascinating to explore how the
disparity between corruption-free perceptions om ¢ime hand, and growing awareness of
corruption becoming a structural problem in Britipablic life on the other, could be
accounted for. Before embarking on an examinatiofperceptions of) corruption in the UK
it is worth reflecting on what corruption awarenessisists of, why raising anti-corruption
sensibilities has become an issue of concern andblath can be shown to be highly relevant
for contemporary British life (1). Based on thes&aductory remarks we can deal with the
question to what extent perceptions according twhvthe UK may be considered corruption-
free can be shown to be justified or not (2). Logkiclosely at possible causes for the
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persistent recurrence of corruption affairs ondoixed to ask about sites of (structural)
corruption, at home and abroad (3a-b.).

1. Corruption awareness

One crucial trait in examining corruption percepsoconcerns the question about how
subjective corruption awareness depends upon vau#lly, that is objectively, has become
to be taken as corrupt conduct. In other wordsyeaecount of subjective consciousness of
wrongdoing has necessarily to do with what at amgrgtime can be assessed as such in the
light of socially established standard$ien theinteresting thing about corruption that calls
for an examination approach based on the sociabdggveryday) knowledge consists in the
insight that a great part of what makes up theatdacticity of corruption depends on how
certain practises have progressively come to beepard as corrupt conduct. From this
perspective the question whether subjective attguceflect socially prevalent corruption
perceptions has paramount significance. This is@alby true in the case of the UK.

Reflecting on the impact legislative and discurgieselopments in the British political arena
since the 1990s have exercised on the issue obigteyn awareness, one is recurrently
confronted with the argument whether an act coddsonably have been identified as
corruption at the time it took place. Like simizases in Germany (i.e. the Siemens scandals)
one can identify the disparity between subjecticeoants of doing and social or legally
codified perceptions of wrongdoing as a cognitiag:| The perceptions guiding action
somehow fail to match up with what have become msewial perceptions determining
realities in the field of what counts as corruphdoct. Take for example the relation between
politics and civil society: Whereas NGOs workinganmti-corruption are regarded as pioneers
in developing a new understanding of what cong#utorruption, politicians’ perceptions
often lag behind what NGOs have pushed througteasiards currently to be complied with.

This of course raises the issue of responsibifity,the argument is sometimes made that
people cannot be held responsible for their shoriegs in not identifying cases of corruption
because they are not to blame for tolerating coracfivities that were not perceived or not
identified as such at the time they occurred. Thisxactly what some politicians perceive to
be a justificatory reason for not to be held resgae. They argue that NGOs have succeeded
in transforming common attitudes towards some tygfesonduct, only to redefine them as
corrupt conduct in order to catch those politiciavieo somehow fail to keep pace with the
changing shifts of public opinion.

For politicians the most irritating thing is to saetions, which were not illegal at the time
they were committed, subsequently transformed éotoupt conduct just because some anti-
corruption agencies were successful in labellingnthas corruption. Furthermore, the
argument of necessarily not being able to attentew perceptions of corruption generated in
civil society is sometimes buttressed by pointing the deficiencies of sanctioning
regulations: As legislation has developed in aeatd hoc manner over the time, there a
situation of uncertainty has arisen about whabigé prosecuted, or even worse, of certain
irrationalities characterising anti-corruption lav&esides, judicial sources themselves point
to the complexity and confusing effects in the lefgaatment of corruption that result in
raising the danger of exposing politicians or basses to criticism for being involved in acts
which were not clearly designated by lay as crimiAayway, here as elsewhere, the factor
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of time (and opportunity) plays a crucial role ionstituting what perceptions of corruption
and wrongdoing are about or refer to.

What holds true of the awareness of corruptiorhan fiolitical sphere seems to apply in the
realm of civil society anti-corruption engagementveell. Generally speaking NGOs have
played an eminent role in raising awareness of gdomg and decreasing the level of
tolerance against corruption. However, the situmbiothe UK is not as clear as it appears at
first sight because of two considerations thatrofiecompany the self-perceptions of civil
society activists.Firstly, there seems to be a dilemma concerning the dveicilre of
corruption in the country in which one must operate the one hand there is undeniably a
development towards raising corruption awarenesspbe should nevertheless not fall prey
to exaggeratedly presenting matters as worse thap actually are. On the other hand
attempts to avoid overplaying the phenomenon hawengise to certain perceptions of the
NGOs as having a rather conciliatory attitude toumder-focusing the seriousness of
corruption.

Secondly the very assumption of increased corruption amess should somehow be
relativised, because the general public does yhge play an important role in constructing
the discourse in the UK or to be a source of amtitption pressure on government or
businesses. Public perceptions are not guided éoyékessity of anti-corruption policies, but
are rather concerned with seeing British economtierests promoted — at home and abroad.
Taken together, these considerations indicate ghatarily the activities of NGOs to put
pressure on government policies that must be setnds the sole bearer of consciousness-
raising and main actor of fighting corruption.

2. How corruption-free is the UK?

In the face of the rather ambivalent stance of N@&@srding success and impact of the anti-
corruption trajectory one must pose the questiohayf much corruption is perceived to be
taking place in the British society. In rather gehderms there seems to be a consensus
among all Target Groups thBtitain has a longradition of being relatively corruption-free,
although in recent decades there has been growitageaess of the need to identify and
tackle corrupt conduct. Whether amongst the palit@dasses, the police, or the judiciary —
the levels of corruption should be assessed love €am offer a number of reasons sustaining
corruption-free perceptions: For one thing, one @iaue that petty corruption is absent in the
world of experiences of everyday people. Furtheemtire scant cases of corruption brought
to court certainly contribute to the low-profile @drruption perceptions — assuming of course
that the low number of prosecutions does not meandetection rates. After all, one can
argue that the British are culturally indisposedidads corruption because it conflicts with
their adherence to the concepts of fairness andngss (the ‘cricket’ norm).

Corruption-free perceptions need not be in conflith the fact that new corruption scandals
have emerged in every recent year. There apparsedyns to be little concern among the
Target Groups about this recurrence having stratt@asons, or being simply the result of
law-deviating habits. Rather, personal ignoranat @rersight can be viewed as explanatory
causes. Moreover, wrongdoers are not really to éJabecause bureaucratic regulatory
confusion and complications, rather than greeddewiousness are the source of trouble. To
put it another way, what all Target Groups exchpt bf Media converge on is the perception

162



> 4 [ crime )
C [ culture

that intentional perpetration of corruption is ddesably rarer than accidental forms of
corruption, where regulations are infringed upowiimgly. All in all, corruption is regarded
as an anomaly related more with individual contiridailures than systemic causes.

Theabsence of petty corruptidhat justifies to a large extent the corruptiogefperceptions
can be attributed to the wealth of British socigtyl the decent salary levels of the officials in
the public administration, both at local and natidevel. Societal affluence seems to be both
a negative incentive to embark on corrupt practasesa source of legitimacy of and citizens’
trust in the state as well. In addition, the imagésfair play that characterise cultural
perceptions and the reputation of UK abroad plasigaificant role in strengthening self-
perceptions of a corruption-free society. Thus, high standards of public office together
with the argument of affluence as deterrent to wgmiron sustain perceptions of corruption
being aquantité négligablan UK society. Besides, what additionally sustapesceptions
that standards of public life in Britain are highthe argument pointing to the recent rise to
prominence of the issue of corruption and the &fftm promote clearer and more modern
legal and political approaches to the subject. Hamethe corruption scandals of the last
years surely do not testify that considerable prsgihas been made.

This is quite probably the reason why the very woodruption is generally avoided and
people prefer more specific terms like sleaze, gpicronyism instead. Even in the recent
(and earlier ones) scandal involving Members ofli&aent (MPs) who over-claimed
personal expenses, underreported gifts and febged and over-payed family members as
personal assistants, there is a characteristictegloe to term the whole affair, which has
undeniably shaken a great deal of the beliefs ia itltegrity of parliamentary life,
‘corruption’. The latter is rather perceived of mgisomething extraneous, bedevilling other,
mostly underdeveloped, countries. There is obvipual connection between this
‘extraterritorial’ attitude and cultural self-pept®ns of British life as governed by and
complying with firm standards of socio-ethical acti and long-standing, binding
cultural/customary codes of conduct. Alone the dirg the distinction between external
corruption and internal corruption-free culture onest also consider the difference regarding
approaches to case of corruption at home and abWhde there is a strong prevalence of
cultural explanations (usually combining a dualtsysc/individual level approach) for the
perceived low level of corruption in the UK, economexplanations (also bringing together
systemic and individual levels of explanation) afeen employed to explain cases where
British or foreign nationals have been complicithe corrupt arrangements.

The perception of corruption as somehow un-Britiah thus be accounted for by using both
cultural preconceptions — that is, the more staiggtutional life is considered/felt to be, the
more inclined the public will be to perceive cortiop as insignificant —, as well as arguments
based on the reverse relation between corrupti@h adfiuence: the greater the latter, the
lesser the former. However, beyond the obvious etation between satisfactory
remuneration levels on the one hand, and dispasitio petty corruption especially in public
administration on the other, it is rather uncleawhat extent levels of societal affluence must
have an impact on perceptions of corruption. Theuargument supporting a strong positive
correlation goes like this: The more one (for exBmpne with higher educational
backgrounds) is likely to succeed in society, rdap available benefits or have reasonable
aspirations of doing so, the more positive oné&@y to be in assessing the general standards
of fairness of the system, thus diminishing theigigance or scale of corrupt conduct.
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There are sound and empirically verifiable reasooisto believe so, at least not as regards
grand corruption. First of all, socio-economic stadoes not automatically determine an
individual's perspective on and perceptions of gption. Consider for example certain
practices in the business world. As the Siemensdsddan Germany and similar ones in the
UK involving corruption abroad show beyond doubg tlevated socio-economical position
of management circles did not prevent them fronmgudiicit methods of securing business
advantages. Now, if one does not wish to immediaaétibute such practices to motivating
criminal energies, one has to look elsewhere fasiinbe explanations. The assumption of a
kind of cultural or cognitive lag as defined above, is surely one. Higher educalion
backgrounds in turn can obviously not safeguardnagghe possibility that economic agents
are not able or even do not want to accept thabitapt societal or judicial changes regarding
what has come to be corrupt conduct have takemplac

Why is this so? Pondering on this question may hilpninate an aspect of structural

corruption, which is not sufficiently being dealithvin current discourses on (economic)
corruption. To begin with, entrepreneurs and marsggoliticians too) are strategic actors
with a strong success-orientation. Apart from scibje capacities (cleverness, strategic
thinking, the power to self-assertion, etc.) andr@quisites for successful economic action,
there must be something else that can help acdouthe fact that the business class often
shows a stubborn inclination to trespass existiagulations. Now, the best candidate
explanation for rendering the close connection betweconomic rationality and corruption
propensities transparent is to point to a powdrabitus that partakes of the economic logic
itself: the commitment to permanently raising efficienBgen from this perspective, the
motivation for corrupt behaviour is by no meansomgatible with economic rationality.

3. Sites of corruption

Bearing in mind the insight of tHar more intimate relation between rationality dfi@ency
and corruption liabilitiesthan usually assumed, the question to be poséal wghat extent
relating rationalities of action to motivations obrrupt conductcan shed light upon a series
of corruption events otherwise considered contihgeurthermore, seeing things this way can
help recast the explanatory terms under which gpa@ent divergence between corruption-
free perceptions on the one hand and the persistentrence of corruption on the other, can
possibly be dealt with. How contingent are the eau®sr the corruption scandals of the last
years in the UK? In order to get a firm grip oe thatter, it is worth considering the issue of
corruption being perceived as contingent agairesbtckground of the stubborn recurrence of
corruption scandals.

3a. Corruption abroad

Let us at first consider the issue of British compa doing business by bribing foreign
officials abroad. There are some types of argumenter which perceptions of corrupt
behaviour can be examined:

(1) The dilemma argumentorrupt conduct is contingent upon the decisibthe individual

either to uphold ethical standards, that is, oleseertain rules guiding fair competition thus
declining bribes, or executing business, whereagxtyments are expected, if not lawful;
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(2) The competition argumenoing business with ‘facilitation’ briberies is mingent also

in the sense that it can only sometimes be badterdfore it need not necessarily always be
so. It just happens sometimes to depend on the ddobusiness executed. Consider for
instance the following example: In a market for slomer goods, bribery would distort the
rules of fair competition and therefore be badpif,the contrary, the multinational enterprise
gets a contract with a foreign state, that is, whbere is a limited market, giving bribes does
not do much harm. This type of corruption can dsocalled contingent because it is often
caused by lower level company staff who are inadexy supervised and overtly ambitious,
even if they are only seeking profit for the compaather than for themselves;

(3) The patriotic argumentSince facilitation payments are in some countaesormal
means of acquiring access to markets and infrastes doing no harm to nobody, they can
be seen as a demonstration of patriotic competiéiss; at the worst, they could only be
called ‘petty corruption’ — inexcusable perhaps adays, but all the same helpful in
promoting labour market policies, that is, securBrgtish jobs at home. The force of the
argument is somehow thwarted by pointing out thatruption” may protect jobs at home by
allowing British firm to win international contragtbut this is all the same bad for the British
taxpayer;

(4) The development aid argumefithe promotion of particular business intereststhsy
foreign policy-making of the government follows thegitimate double goal of observing
British national interests and helping poor cowsrio develop. Regarding arms sails this
argument is strongly questionable though;

(5) The unavoidability argumentUsing ‘facilitation payments’ as a means of sewr
business advantages must be seen as unavoidablarious reasons. First of all, as long as
rules regulating business conduct abroad are nwtistently applied amongst member states
of the OECD, it is disadvantageous for British besses to stick to ‘ethical’ requirements —
all the more so since such non-member states likmaC India and Russia have begun
competing more assertively in foreign markets. &dbg if international efforts to tie all
countries into the same standards of competitionalsucceed, then there could be a ‘race to
the bottom’ in which British, European and Americampanies could lose out — but things
being as they are, there is no reasonable groufmpt@ut’ yet. Thirdly, facilitation briberies
are a means of rendering the environment of thessimrents abroad safer and more
predictable. Last but not least, it is a cultursduie after all: in certain countries abroad
receiving bribes is what normally is expected t@b# of the business deal. Trying to impose
regulations would be something like restricting aéifiities of management to adapt economic
strategies to local cultural specificities and ous$. Far from being corruptors, managers
doing business abroad could as well be thoughsaofieims of a foreign environment that
does not care about ethical standards at all wanse still, victims of blackmail;

(6) The argument of indeterminacyhois after all todetermine whether facilitation bribes
are illicit or not? The state/law, society, business or internationgdnisations? The first and
the last do not seem to be firm candidates, siheg + if at all —, often impose legislations
only post festum, that is, after a considerable am®f norm-violation has already taken
place. Society can articulate itself solely throulgh activism of civil society organisations,
but this is too weak a basis upon which to builstamable judgements, because NGPsan
solely castigate certain practices as illegitimaiat, not illegal,b) do not necessarily reflect
wide societal attitudes, as the relative indiffeef the public in the UK shows, aoylare
among themselves not one-minded regarding how pgprépriately) approach the issue of
corruption. Some focus on bribery and contract d&anvolving businesses, while others
draw attention to patronage and interlocking irgerebetween politicians and businesses
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(‘revolving door’) and still others focussing eely on wastage and inequalities (i.e. largely
in developing countries rather than in the UK fisel

Besideswhenis something to be called corrupt®mhis question is also quite vague, since
as mentioned above there is of@rcultural/cognitive lag between doing and wrongdpi
Perhaps the most important question ofwaHat is corruption, is ridden with indeterminacy
too, because existing regulations by no means axléhat can still one day be brought under
penal jurisdiction — what currently is describedpasticularly harmful or negative, but not
corruption right way, may in the future turn outitecome codified as such. Last but not least,
why call facilitation payments corruption at all, whan private financial gain is normally
aimed at?

Apart from (5) all these patterns suggest a kincd@itingent motivation for observing the
rituals of bribe abroad. It is up to the actingiwnduals after all to decide whether it is
reasonable to embark on practices not conformirexisting regulations or not. A closer look
at the issue though reveals that the subjectiviefaeven when the individual acts in good
faith, is not as contingent as it appears at fiight (1), for we are talking abohabitualised
attitudes This means that the rationality of the type dfacin question must be situated in
the context of the compelling relation between waitonal dispositions, company objectives
and the rationality of maximising efficiency (pfiwhat this in turn implies is that the order
of justification for practices of illicit paymentbroad is much stronger than considerations of
rules for ‘ethical’ conduct. Pitted against thedatthe type of action, the rule of which can be
characterised as ‘the end justifies the means’tifofen enough) gain the upper hand. Cast
in terms of the argument patterns in question [@), (5)], this meansorruption for the sake

of ... (i.e. the long-term economic interests of the coapon, the positive effects on
employment foreign investments will have for thenpany home, the benefits for the country
as a whole in global competition, etc.) (3). Thiplains partially the reluctance, cautiousness
or outright dismissal observed in the Target Grotgpéold British attitudes and practices
towards to corruption exportable to the rest of wald — despite the widely acclaimed
fairness and openness characterising British aultur

(6) is more difficult to prevent, because it tousloa certain aspects of corrupt practice that
involve (normative) conflicts between the varioagianalities governing economic action,
state/judicial regulation, civil society engagemantd international co-operation rules and
conventions. At the end of the day, it all revolaesund the distinction (sometimes still to be
made) between the status of a (corrupt) practicethe perception of and attitude towards
this status. If the former is what is laid down agefined as corruption through legal
regulations, sanction rules, policy measures an@rnational conventions, the latter
circumscribes what is socially taken to be cormupiflegitimate. This distinction is of course
a reformulation of the difference between the ndiveastatus of a practice (usually codified
in legal causes and institutional practices) and tlormative attitude to that status
(exemplified in societal perceptions and everydanees).

Thus, not everything having the status of corruggcfice is also taken to be such, and
conversely, not everything perceived to be corngpiduct need necessarily be conferred that
status. The former helps explain adequately théu@licognitive lag between doing and
wrongdoing. The latter facilitates understanding fxample why what civil society
organisations working on anti-corruption put forls elements or facts of corruption
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awareness and concern often fail to be translatedstitutional action, i. e. law regulations
and policy measures.

3b. (Political) corruption at home

The somehow strong attitude that corruption as ssiciot something of serious concern in
the UK, British political and business elites eveuggesting that it should rather be
considered part of other peoples’ culture, mayhaface of the recent MPs’ expenses scandal
appear a little awkward. Perceptions of the saat the pursuit of politics is an honourable
profession held by those within it and generallyrenpositive perceptions of standards in
British public life than in other states in Eurcgre reasons why Britain might be perceived to
be a country in which corruption is a relativelyag@ccurrence affecting public life. All these
reasons seem to be in blunt contrast to the firdioiganti-corruption NGOs like that of
Transparency International-UK according to whichrgption cuts across key sectors of
British public life — affecting in considerable nrar political parties, parliament, business
life and media. These findings are all the moreaable, as they are based on evaluated
perceptions before the peers-for-sale and MPs’resggescandals came to light.

How is this discrepancy to be accounted for? Far tang, thinking of corruption as not of
serious significance must have something to do Wwithader perceptions of social stability.
Taking for granted that corruption awareness isragnather things a correlate of perceived
social dysfunctions or socio-political transfornoatiprocesses means conversely that where
society is perceived as stable — as for exampfwaden — corruption, though existing, will
not be thought of as ‘that bad’, since everythilsg és in place and works. This seems to hold
especially true of the UK where the forces of ttiadi and cultural customs, the firm hold of
parliamentary democracy and the rule of justicer@ge a powerful force in keeping the
legitimacy of the socio-political system high.

A related issue is the question to what extentguians of corruption-free public life rest
upon the fact that corruption is not overt, makihdharder to expose and people more
cautious in applying the term. This is a rathersgioaable assumption though, because at the
same time it is observed that the very high statglaf public life have sustained the recent
rise to prominence of the issue of corruption dmel relevant efforts to promote clearer and
more modern legal and political approaches to thigest. Thus, it is not that clear what
function the argument of high public standards a&nsig corruption-free perceptions is
supposed to point to — apart from the necessatindi®n between ‘corruption’ as a legal
category on the one hand, and behaviour consideaggropriate in public life on the other,
of course. This proves even truer, if one takeso& bt how the issue @litical corruption
has been perceived of and dealt with both withengblitical class and the wider public (i.e.
NGOs, civil society) as well.

How can we reconcile the two following picturespaflitics gone corrupt®n the one hand
politicians are often portrayed or see themselgesrdortunate, misguided individuals who
inadvertently break anti-corruption regulations;samply argue in all innocence that they
have been either unaware of the regulations intoumesor prompted to transgress them
because of their high complexity and burdensomereaOn the other handhe recent
account of Tl has presented politics as the UK'stnoorrupt sector? Obviously, there is at
least one possible way to explain this: Let us tddeexpenses scandals as a starting point
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and assume that the conditions of corrupt behaviawe indeed been contingent upon the
failure of certain individuals to observe existinges and therefore there was at first little
reason to suppose that corrupt behaviour rests dpeper, structural causes — at least not in
the view of public perceptions. However, given ttevelopment of growing societal
awareness of corruption as an issue to be deditavitl on the basis of perceptions of high
public standards the presumed contingencies assanwter character, that is, of regularities
(regular-structural patterns of behaviour) now pared definitely irregular or corrupt.

The crucial issue is therefore to reflect upon hibve regular improprieties of conduct
observed in previous affairs of illegitimate expemnslaims have recently come to be seen as
structural regularitiesto be called corrupt. Two aspects of the issueoofuption in the UK
may help us get a grip on the mattéor one thing,the perception of corruption as
insignificant because it is not overt and therefoaeder to expose seems to be reasonable
only to the extent that it highlights the originadplicitness(not overt, hard to expose) of
corrupt conduct. Implicit does not mean somethimagién, but rather a certain character of a
practice conducted without taking a (positive ogatese) stance towards it. Prior to being
castigated as corrupt and dangerous for the paghgamy institution in the UK illegitimate
expenses claims were perceived as just a certayn oaacting without standing under
particular justification requirements (for some Mihss is deplorably still so). Second, the
growing awareness of corruption in the British sbgipromoted among others by the activity
of Tl and sustained by perceptions of high pubt&andards, made just this ‘customary’,
implicit and, any way, rather unquestioned practeoglicit — in both ways: making
tacit/implicit regular behavioural patterns (ofetjitimate practices) public, exposing at the
same time their ‘irregularity’, impropriety or coptness.

Given the soundness of seeing things this way, aare discern the difference between
political and economic corruption quite clearly eTtationality, that is, the rules governing the
regularity of economic action can only be rendergégular’, damaging or corrupt, from

‘outside’: turning economic conduct into wrongdoioigeys, as it were, a different logic than
that of a purely economic assessment of certaiforectas unprofitable, ill placed or
insufficient. As the issue of corruption abroad whloanti-corruption regulations refer to
overall framework rules circumscribing rules ofrfabmpetition in a globalised economic
system and imposed by state political will and rimé¢ional conventions. The economic
sphere is thus progressively subjected to ‘extrasiecegulatory overseeing and control
mechanisms.

Things are quite different with political corruptiobecause the rationality of political action
can be (positively or negatively) assessed onlydbgloying standards immanent to this
sphere of action. As collective articulation, orgation and fulfilment of public interests
politics is subject to the imperative of executipglicies best suitable to serve the
advancement of public good. Therefore politicalrgption is the abuse of entrusted power
for private gain par excellence, because the intplides followed by politically corrupt
behaviour run contrary to societal perceptions rd atances towards the proprieties that
ought to be ruling politics as form of realising tbublic good.

On the basis of these considerations the allegetingency of corrupt behaviour turns out to
be either erroneous or hypocritical. Both can bestantiated even ironically by pointing to
the reactions of politicians (MPs) involved in thecent expenses scandal: instead of
conceding personal failures, something that cowle gerceptions of contingent corrupt
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behaviour new grounds, they tried to deflect sutygies of responsibility by putting the
blame on the ‘system’ or the ‘rules’thus unwittingly contributing to making the struetu
character of corrupt behaviour even more obvious

The question whether political corruption in the WKould be seen as having structural
causes can also be posed in reference to theorelagtween the spheres of politics and
economics as practically realised in such actiwitees the award of contracts and the
promotion of British industry abroad, the role afsinesses in providing funding for political
parties (party financing), lobbyism, the so-calleevolving door of consultancies with
business and the holding of political office, thiese ties between public officials and
businesses the patronage system, etc. It is thatiome that seems to be of most concern
amongst all Target Groups.

Let us begin with lobbyism as the most manifesifasf exercise of influence on public
politics by private economic interests. The inténgs thing to observe about how this
influence is perceived and valued in contemporaitaB is a kind of unanimity on whether
this influence is worth talking about at all. Onetlone hand there are some (mainly
politicians) that deny outright the claim that esxequates to influence. They attribute this
‘popular prejudice’ to the propaganda spun by latisythemselves to raise their power upon
political decisions in the first place. Businesblging of politicians is considered to rarely
confer unfair advantage, and therefore the chaoiceserting desired influence over political
decisions via corruption must be assessed to beersgly slim to non-existent. Not
surprisingly, business’ perceptions on the othemdheegard efforts to secure illegitimate
influence over political decision-making within tHéK — via bribery/‘gift-giving’ — as
negligible, putting all emphasis on the maintenasicetandards of public office instead. As
regards promoting British economic interests abrolaere is however a degree of sympathy
shown by politics towards the predicament of Bhitigisiness having to operate overseas in
corrupt environments.

The issue whether lobbyist activism must necesshabe corruptive effects revolves around
the question whether access to policy making isstedable into exercise of influence on
public agendas. One reason for being aware oh#tessity can be traced to the argument of
civil society activists who claim that anti-corrignt NGOs have successfully counter-lobbied
the UK government to strengthen anti-corruption soneas following successful industry
lobbying for relaxation, for example regarding UkKegport credits guarantee anti-corruption
measures by departments. This fact makes the clainmliticians that access does not
equate to influence and it is simply a myth propmed by lobbyists appear groundless.
Taking anti-corruption lobbying to be influentialeans inversely that economic lobbyism is
also undoubtedly powerful. Apart from the politigabmoting of economic interests abroad,
this need not however necessarily mean that lobbinghe UK should be seen as a structural
source of corruptive influences, although perceticelating to faults and shortcomings in
this realm ought to be taken seriously. In any casalo not have sustainable evidence for
believing that to lobbyist activities exercise eedt influence on public policies.

That does not mean that there is no intrusion ofapg economic objectives into public
policies though, something that can in a way hawsentorruptive effectsthe fact that
governments and public administrations themselvestei organised private interests to
participate in shaping public policietobbyists can find seats on government task fofoe
its clients partly because the government is s keanvolve the private sector in financing
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and otherwise supporting government policies. Tometext in which this occurs ia) the
scheme of PPEs (Public-Private Enterprises) @ritie strategy of using the methods of the
new managerialism in public administration in orderraise effectiveness by means of a
fundamental reorientation in law-making procedurastead of being merely responsive, the
state bureaucracy should adopt a collaborative mafdeandling an environment in rapid
change in the form of integrating various sociaygls, such as the private sector. Thus, the
state apparatus creates a basiflegitimate intrusionof private interests into the very sphere
of law-making policies, for one can reasonably ssenthat certain business interests are
being smuggled in behind the apparent objectiveedige and the professionalism involved
in drafting laws.

Why call this kind of participation illegitimater @ven potentially corruptive? In order to see
this clearly, one must make the distinction betwtwrationality and the normativity of the
rules of action Concerning the former it is certainly beyond digpthat the current trend of
‘opening up’ the public decision making proceduiresorder to enable a kind of societal
participation may be considered indispensable &sing the efficiency of administrative
performances. Given the widespread attitude td aeaever growing part of social practices
as objects ofeconomic rationality it is no surprise that administrative proceduese
increasingly subjected to the control criteria dficeent economic planning and rational
management of resources.

However, this kind of rationality is certainly notdentical with what the
administrative/bureaucratic spirit of impartial ebjive rationality issupposed to be able to
perform The objectivity of this rationality has alwayssted on the claim that decision
making processes and public policies are motivatetisustained by the orientation of action
towards certain norms, the validity of which liesybnd any particular interests. In other
words, the performances of public policies (ought have a normative status (i.e. value
orientation, the ‘public good’) beyond any specifationalities, whether procedural, party
political or economic. Thus it comes as no surptiseometimes see the rules governing the
performance of governments and public offices agftirging their normativity of attending
to the public good and b) coming under the infleent the specific rationality governing
private economic objectives. In other words comeps consists in the fact that the normative
status of state action, that is, the orientatiovarals the value of advancing the public good, is
reduced to the non-normative status of practicdgse (purely economic) rules are just
oriented at advancing private interests.

Now, granted that the issue of lobbyism indwuetof corruption is on the whole far from
clear, the situation regarding the link betweentypdinancing and economic interests is
somewhat different. As the recent loans-for-peesaffash-for-honours) scandal clearly
shows, exploiting loopholes in existing regulati@msparty financing is surely something that
transcends what can be called contingent or casaah violation. That the issue of
transgressing limits of legitimacy in the systempaity financing goes far beyond this is
indicated by the fact that although the governnsddrtly afterwards introduced legislation
requiring loans to be disclosed in the same maase@lonations, the negotiations between the
two main parties on the substance of these reftinmise down, because they could not agree
upon the limits to be set up regarding election gaign expenses and the size of law-con-
forming donations.
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If not for lobbyism, the widespread beliefs abotructural corruption in terms of access
being translatable into influence are in any camstifjed for the field of illegitimate party
financing. Now, apart from dubious and extravagdanations, one structural source of
illegitimate party financing lies beyond doubt ihet way political parties perceive the
spending requirements apparently imposed on theridayion campaigns. Of course they do
not believe that bigger spending helps win elestiand raising spending levels follows the
rules of the economic logic of increasing retuitng, they definitely assume that spending less
than the compettyor will bring them certain disateges. Thus, in a curious way
overspending has come to be considered a meansesérping equality of chances, the
political balance of party competition and fair atwal play. What this leads to is the
phenomenon of most political parties ‘overstretghitheir spending capacities, which more
often than not means deepening the economic/finhdependencies from private economic
interests. Under pains to ensure ever growing $ewl financial capacities the regular
methods of donations acquisition unavoidably becdimegular’, that is, illegitimate or
norm-violating.

Exactly here is wherperceptions of economic interests’ access as efpualfluence upon
politics and policy-makingome in. The increasing self-imposed coercion byfing on ever
larger donations is what is commonly called thenpimeenon of ‘fat donors’ referred to by all
those societal perceptions according to which partgding offers opportunities for the rich to
buy influence over policy-making. Neverthelessdefence of the political parties a kind of
unavoidability argument is sometimes put forth: &ivthe financial constraints of political
parties owing to the loss of party members anddixeine of business contributions party
funding thanks to ‘fat donors’ has become inesclpdke it as it may, the dependencies on
very wealthy donators have come to be seen by N&tspoliticians as symptomatic of a
wider political malaise in the UK.

Some consider patronage as part and parcel ofntlisise. Being a major and widely
accepted source of the Prime Minister's power withe British political system patronage is
perceived as a synonym for a state of affairs ctanged by lack of sufficient accountability,
transparency and clear-cut demarcations of comgpeterbetween the executive, supra-
national bodies, government-appointed committeesswting policy-making on particular
subjects, business and lobbyist interests. Whasoimetimes considered as illegitimate
exercise of power is the fact that the competenzidbe Prime Minister are uncontrolled by
the usual parliamentary control mechanisms. If §dd to this the elitism perceived inherent
in the attitudes of the MPs — as displayed in #eent expenses claims scandal — it is not
difficult to understand why the political malaisés@ includes the fact that politics are
perceived as the uncontrolled decision-making baradful at the centre of power. Of course,
it is just one step from the legitimation defictt the popular concerns about politicians
abusing their position to further personal intesedt is just structurally intransparent,
democratically uncontrolled politics, after all.
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Anti-corruption policies and respective discoursesvithin the EU
1. Debates of the European Parliament

As evaluation units are selected the following doeunts:
Minutes of Plenary Sessions of the European Pagidm

1. Tuesday, 3. October 2000 — Strasbourg: Progresseol2 candidate countries towards
accession [P1]

2. Tuesday, 4. September 2001 — Strasbourg: Progféke @2 candidate countries towards
accession [P2]

3. Tuesday, 9. November 2002 — Strasbourg: ProgressrRé@3]

4. Wednesday, 9. April 2003 — Strasbourg: Enlargerjfeit

5. Tuesday, 16. Mai 2000 - Strasbourg: Protection I financial interests of the
Community and fighting against fraud [P5]

6. Tuesday, 12. December 2000 — Strasbourg: Protectiaime financial interests of the
Community [P6]

7. Wednesday, 28. November 2001 — Brussels: Protectidihe financial interests of the
Community [P7]
8. Thursday, 27. March 2003 — Brussels: Protectiomeffinancial interests of the

Community [P9]

I. Outline

The parliamentary debates under examination cdweeipéeriod from 2000-2003 and revolve
around a) the progress of the 12 candidate cogrigard accession and b) issues regarding
the security of the financial interests of the camity and fighting fraud. The following
evaluation confines itself to those parts of thecpedings that deal with corruption and
corruption prevention measures.
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lI. Analysis

Along with democracy, state of law, decentralisatiobserving the EU-law guidelines,
adjustment and reform of the economic structurbethk regarding industry and agriculture —,
environmental policies [P1: 3105-3108], but alsg, jastice, bank reforms [P2: 1581-1585]
and the protection of minorities [P4: 98-100], tigly corruption belongs to the criteria to be
fulfilled in order to secure the accession to thedpean Union. Meeting this requirement
deserves special and concentrated attention, gsaaplementation carries with it a number
of structural implications in the fields of institonal, political and economic reforms [P4:
1643-1646]. There are a number of reasons why tiiecarruption dimension of the

accession process must be given a high priority:

e Corruption can neither be reduced to certain spoidgical and economic shortcomings,
nor refers exclusively to the European countrigsriaxgy to become members of the EU.
Even lesser can it be attributed to certain cultwealitions that are supposedly resistant to
reform action. It is a wider phenomenon to be metli modern societies and economies
[P1: 438-443].

» Reforming political, administrative and economicustures is bound to fail, so long
democratic system and market economy are accontpagi¢he shadow of suspicions of
corrupt conduct [P1: 1752-1755]

* The illegitimate or illegal privacy of corrupt camet goes against the establishment of a
free and open civil society [P1: 1803-1805].

e Corruption represents not only a social evil, bi#ais immediately on economic
development, which in turns is one of the pillafsh®e successful accession. Because it
scares foreign investments off [P1: 1582-1584jsit retarding factor concerning the
capacity of the economies of the candidate stateatth up with European standards [P1:
444-449].

* Anti-corruption policies do not only put to testetltapacity of the candidate states to
implement the accession criteria, but pertain &sthe administrative reforms of the EU
itself [P1: 770-773]. Fighting corruption in the mber states and the
executive/administrative organs of the Union [P877-1680] represents an important
precondition for the European integration.

Hence given the priority to be conferred upon tackkcorruption at all societal levels, there
follow immediately certain prevention measures tleder mainly to structural preconditions
for efficient public administration. In this way

» Strengthening the judicial and police infrastruettand making the public servants
working in this sector resistant to briberies megaising their salaries [P2: 1879-1884].
Generally speaking fighting to curb corrupt condsimbuld be connected to the efforts to
raise the living standard of the people and espedia fight unemployment [P2: 2497-
2499]. This holds also true of those member coestwhere certain deficits regarding
equality und public honesty can be observed: fangle the inequalities in respect to
income and education have been increased [P1: 3555}
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In order to reach the same goal the judiciary nopsin to society enabling all citizens an
easy access to court procedures giving them aaime time the feeling of being equally
and lawfully treated [P3: 589-593].

Making the judiciary stronger must enjoy high pitiprsince it is considered a crucial
precondition for establishing the institutional frawork in which the political and
economic reform can take place [P3: 846-852].

Not only should the judicial system be made indedeen [P3: 676-677] — public
administration at large must be reformed in sushag that it can enjoy the trust of the
people. It should guarantee that decisions arentakéavour of the public good. This can
be fostered by raising public participation andoart controls [P1: 1330-1334].

Demanding from the candidate countries to conceniva these requirements does not
mean though that the contribution to preventing dighting corruption by the
institutional organs of the EU should not also grij@h priority. For trustworthiness must
also obtain in the relations between the Europesople and the central organs of the
Union. An important step towards implementing a tdised policy of corruption
prevention through a prosecution office [P9: 428J4i3 the creation of th&uropean
Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF)[P6: 77-83]. However, efforts should be undertakgnto
guarantee its independence, b) to push furtheptbeess of establishing the office of a
European general attorney [P5: 881-883] and c)rengthen the work of Eurojust and
Europol [P4: 1680-1682]. The issue of strengther@nt-corruption policies at the level
of the central organs of the EU must be seen aselglcconnected to a more efficient
financial management [P6: 246-252]. Furthermore,effective anti-corruption policy
cannot be established through guidelines alone, fagds stronger implementation
instruments, that is, law regulations. The reasamtliis fact is that while guidelines
commit the European countries to certain goals,riegulations provide them additionally
with the instruments to achieve them [P7: 104-1lk2hddition setting up a law regulation
would have the advantage of being uniform througttwrope. Creating such a unitary
regulation basis against fraud and corruption itatds also the integration and
enlargement process.

2. Reports of the Parliamentary Standing Committees

As

1.

2.

3.

evaluation units are selected the following doeunts:

Report of Committee on Budgetary Control on the8L88nual report by the European
Commission on protecting the Communities’ finanamérests and the fight against fraud
(19 April 2000) [P8]

Report of Committee on Budgetary Control on the @ussion communication
'Protection of the Communities' financial interest3he fight against fraud - For an
overall strategic approach (4. Dezember 2000) [P9]

Report of Committee on Budgetary Control on theppsal for a Directive of the
European Parliament and of the Council on the oadiaw protection of the
Communities’ financial interests (8 November 20[)2]
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4. Report of Committee on Budgetary Control on the @ussion Green Paper on
criminal-law protection of the financial intereststhe Community and the establishment
of a European Prosecutor (24 February 2003) [P14]

|. Outline

The evaluation refers to annual reports of the Cdtaen on Budgetary Control by the
European Commission on protecting the Communitfegncial interests and the fight
against fraud (2000-2003). It concentrates on the-carruption policies needed to be
deployed and the proposals to their institutiongdlementation.

Il. Evaluation

The Committee on Budgetary Control (economic andhetery affairs) emphasises in its
2000 report the fact that for the EU institutioffifeetive disciplinary procedures and rules on
liability are just as important in deterring fraadd corruption as prosecution [P8: 209-211].
Therefore it makes certain amendment proposalsdegpathe effective anti-corruption work
of OLAF: a) the European Central Bank and the European Imesdt Bank should be
integrated in the legal framework of the Union tral®wing OLAF to carry out internal
investigations in these two bodies, with due redardheir independence and with the sole
objective of effective protection against fraud aadruption [P8: 234-239))) OLAF should
become fully operational with a view to investigais into cases of fraud or corruption within
the EU institutions. This would be for the Europgablic an acid test of the credibility of the
Community's efforts [P8: 247-2503) the control functions of OLAF should be extended
investigate fraud and irregularities relating te ®tructural Funds and expenditure managed
directly by the Communityd) the working modus of OLAF should adopt transparen
standard operating rules, including rules relatm¢he conduct of investigations, which must
be made publice) OLAF needs to expand the network of specialisk t@rces which were
established by UCLAF to address issues of smuggpirgcy and counterfeiting, bearing in
mind that these activities result in heavy losseshe EU's own resources; f) it should be
considered how far OLAF might be made responsibiecbordination of cooperative work
with the ECB, NCBs, Europol and Interpol in relatito any potential counterfeiting of the
euro [P8: 253-278]. Last but not least there mastdoperation between the national bodies
and OLAF, which must genuinely enjoy the indeperéefabove all from the Commission)
which the legislator intended it to have in ternfsstaffing and operational activity, and
whose rules of procedure must also be amended. GlbAEId be recognised in criminal-law
procedure codes as an assistant of the judicihbaties [P12: 1191-1196].

These measures should be seen embedded in anl @vdralorruption strategy that contains
mainly the following components [P8: 261-271]:

e an anti-fraud legislative policy,

* anew culture of operational cooperation,

e an inter-institutional approach to prevent and candorruption,
» the enhancement of the penal judicial dimension.

The acquis communautaire being in a process of logvent new definitions must be
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introduced in the area of corruption, for examgell{ng influence). The list of crimes must
be supplemented to include all crimes which areirdental to the Community's financial
interests, whether they are committed by econoperaiors or national officials [P12: 1243-
1247]. In this direction it should be consideredessary to bring anti-corruption legislation
closer to the criminal law [P12: 1668-1671]. Fag thefinition of fraud, corruption and money
laundering can be approximated to the substantiumiral law [P12: 1680-1684].
Instrumental in this sense would be tb#ice of a European Public Prosecutavho must
work in conjunction with the national public prosémrs in the Member States with a view to
enhancing the effectiveness of their inquiries @aking out all sorts of practical problems
related to the judicial systems of the Member Stdiel4: 921-924]. As regards his
competences he/she shall be able to deal with adtemhich are already the subject of an
agreement between the Member States (fraud, camjphoney-laundering) [P14: 928-933].

3. Reports of the European Commission

As evaluation units are selected documents from Ebeopean Commission’s Regular
Reports on the candidate state’s progress towassion to the EU.

Regular Report on Bulgaria’s Progress towards As:0ae2000-2206 [P1]
Regular Report on Croatia’s Progress towards Acme$05-2206 [P2]
Regular Report on Macedonia’s Progress towards $stae 2206 [P3]
Regular Report on Romania’s Progress towards Ame200-2206 [P4]
Regular Report on Turkey’s Progress towards Acoasad00-2206 [P5]

aokrwnhE

|. Outline

The evaluation of the Commission Reports on thegiess of the candidate states towards
accession (2000-2206) concentrates on the develdpmegarding the legal framework and
institutional implementation of anti-corruption moés. Special attention is paid to the efforts
of the candidate states to comply with internatiaral European anti-corruption standards,
but also to the shortcomings and deficits in thie-@rruption legislation.

Il. Evaluation

1. Bulgaria

Corruption has in the last years been considereldet@ major problem of the Bulgarian
society and the state, the latter seen as not gapable of guaranteeing to its citizens a
predictable and lawful environment. However, algead 1999-2000 certain measures were
taken to start tackling the problen&) a Public Register Lawinviting high-ranking
government officials to declare property, income anpensedy)) amendments to the Penal
Code to criminalise actual or attempted brib&)ytighter controls on the administration and
its staff established by Civil Service lad), a newTax Procedure Cod® detect corruption-
generated income, arg@)l the start of the implementation of the new pulpliocurement law
[P1: 82-98]. By the same time Bulgaria had ratifted major anti-corruption conventions.
The following year (2001) it made an important shepvard adopting aational Strategy for
Combating Corruptiontargeting four areas: an institutional and legavironment against
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corruption, anti-corruption reform in the judiciargurbing corruption in the economy and
anti-corruption  co-operation between government tititons, non-governmental
organisations and the mass media [P1l: 210-214].als= the implementation and
enforcement of the legal framework was not satiefg¢ further anti-corruption measures
were taken:a) the Code of Ethics for Civil Servantetting basic principles and rules of
ethical conduct for civil servants in their relatgwith the public whilst on dutyp) the
Political Parties Actintroducing clearer rules for financing politigadrties, anct) the Law
on Access to Public Information intended to incestransparency in the administration.
Taking efforts to enforce the legal framework Aation Plan for Implementation of the
National Strategywas adopted in 2002 along with a number of newewuised laws such as
the Public Procurement Law, the privatisation lamd ahe amended Penal Law. Upon
expiring (2003) the implementation plan was followep by a report concluding that the
administrative set-up of specialised structures tf@ fight against corruption should be
strengthened, as well as the overall control okeritnplementation of the Action Plan. This
was supplemented by participating in the monitoh@nti-corruption measures carried out
by theOECD Working Group on Bribery in International Comntial TransactiongP1: 637-
638]. Coming closer to the institutional and legalvironment of the EU thé&lational
Strategy against Corruptiowas 2003 further elaborated including specifid@acstrategies
in health and education. In order to consolidate itistitutional set-up in the fight against
corruption further measures were taken such asgeftpa) special investigation departments
by the Supreme Cassation Prosecutor's Offioe,a Commission for Prevention and
Counteracting Corruptiorunder the authority of the Supreme Judicial Cduaaidc) special
units within various ministries and within the paliand border guards in charge of fighting
corruption. Additionally Memoranda of understandingre signed between the Supreme
Judicial Council, the Prosecutor’'s office and thenistry of Justice on exchange of
information on corruption [P1: 802-811]. An imparteamendment of thBlational Strategy
took place in 2005 as the Council of Ministers dapyented the anti-corruption legislation
with measures to combat high-level corruption, teatorruption in the administration of the
executive power at the level of political cabinf®d: 961-965]. Regarding the organisation
and intra-departmental control of the preventiod detection of acts of corruption steps were
taken to refine the mechanism for receiving, chegkand taking action on information
concerning corruption amongst Ministry of the Imderofficials. Furthermore integrity tests
started being carried out on a regular basis. énttaining curricula of the Police Academy
were included issues related to the preventiomternal corruption.

However, in the face of the deficits regarding imgttthe legal framework to force and
implementing concrete anti-corruption measuresGbenmission puts forward a number of
requirements that urgently need to be met [P1: 1MBD]:

. Constitutional amendments removing any ambiguigarding the independence and
accountability of the judicial system

. A more transparent and efficient judicial proceg@atopting and implementing a new
judicial system act and the new civil procedureecod

. Continuation the reform of the judiciary in ordeo tenhance professionalism,
accountability and efficiency

. Conduct and report on professional, non-partisaastigations into allegations of high-
level corruption. Report on internal inspections mfblic institutions and on the
publication of assets of high-level officials
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. Further measures to prevent and fight corruptiomarticular at the borders and within
local public authorities

. Implementation of a strategy to fight organisedme; focussing on serious crime,
money laundering as well as on the systematic soatiion of assets of criminals.

2. Croatia

Corruption continues to be an issue of growing eomcin Croatia. The main areas of
perceived corruption are the health and constmcBectors, as well as the judiciary.
Although corruption ranks high in public percepspmeneral tolerance of petty corruption
appears to be widespread.

At the level of the legal framework legislation @ombating corruption seems to be
adequately established. Croatia ratified earlyd@2theAdditional Protocol to the European
Criminal Law Convention on Corruptioand in the same year amendmeajt$o the Act on
Prevention of Conflict of Interest in the Exercigk Public Officeand b) to the Act on
Financing Presidential Electoral entered into fortlee group of States against Corruption
(GRECO) of which Croatia has been a member issG@d 2 compliance report on Croatia
which concluded that half of the 16 recommendatimos its May 2002 Evaluation Report
had been dealt with satisfactorily. AdditionallpetAct on theOffice for the Prevention of
Corruption and Organised Crim@JSKOK) was amended in order to strengthen its esid
jurisdiction and provide for better co-ordinationtlwpolice and other investigative bodies
[P2: 90-104].

However, the administrative capacities in the fighainst corruption need to be considerably
further improved, not only at USKOK, but across theard including the courts, the State
Attorney’s Office and other bodies and agencieslwved in the field. Further development is
also required regarding the relevant law enforcénagencies (e. g. border police, police,
customs, and judiciary). As a successor to the 2R@8onal Programme to Combat
Corruption the newNational Strategy against Corruptiomust still be adopted [P2: 108-
115].

3. FYR Macedonia

As the Recommendations from the Council of “Eur@eup of States Against Corruption”
(GRECO) show, Macedonia has made in the last yegrartant steps in the field of fighting
corruption. For example, according to the new elattcode the political parties are obliged
to account for their campaign expenses. Last yeantar-ministerial body was set up to co-
ordinate the activities of the instances dealinthworruption prosecution — this is apparently
the cause of the relation between the State Antit@tion Commission and the Public
Prosecutor constantly improving. The same holds trfuthe cooperation between the Public
Prosecutor’s Office and the Specialised Unit faghEiAgainst organised Crime. A crucial
step raising transparency was done (2005) with lthev on Free Access to Public
Information. Accordingly the discretionary powers mainisters and other officials in the
administration have been revised [P3: 56-71].

Despite these legislative measures the actual sthtéighting corruption is far from
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satisfactory. For one thing, the legal frameworlk htle impact on the implementation of
anti-corruption policies. Important internationanwentions, such ddN Convention against
corruption or the OECD Convention on combating brip of foreign public officials in
international business transactiohgve either not been ratified or not signed. Rnoisens of
corruption cases remain at a low level and whilsoeding to the State Anti-Corruption
Commission, almost all officials have submittededsgeclarations, sentences delivered to
officials failing to fulfil this obligation have len lenient. Other fields that deserve being
taken seriously are among others [P3: 83-94]:

. Noticeable progress in reducing the discretionaytyts of ministers and other officials
has yet to be achieved

. The implementation of the regulations on politiqgedrties’ finances and election
campaign financing must be further worked on, idelg the State Audit Office
capacity to determine irregularities

. A clear policy regarding the employment of formembers of the government must be
adopted

. Tangible progress in reducing the discretionarjtagof ministers and other officials
has yet to be achieved. Incompatibility rules stdck clarity and control and
enforcement mechanisms are weak. Conflict of isteremains to be regulated and
monitored. For instance, there is no clear polisyegards the employment of former
members of the government.

3. Romania

A landmark in the anti-corruption legislation in fRania was the newaw on the prevention
and punishment of acts of corruptigdhat entered into force in 2000 and initiated a
reorganisation of the bodies responsible for tackorruption. Other institutional changes
included the establishment of a special Anti-catilupand Organised Crime Unit within the
General Prosecutor’'s office and the reorganisatibthe Squad for Countering Organised
Crime and Corruption [P4: 67-75]. In the followiygar an ordinance introducing public
procurement procedures and establishing the righappeal against the award of public
contracts was adopted. Romania signed Goeincil of Europe’s Criminal and Civil Law
Conventions on Corruptigntook part in theStability Pact Anti-corruption Initiative
supported by the OECD Secretariat and became a areofilihe “Group of States against
Corruption” (GRECO) [P4: 189-194].

2001 was also important regarding the fight agatostuption, because thdational Plan for
the Prevention of Corruptioand theNational Programme for the Prevention of Corruptio
were adopted. These two legislative measures piegha) to establish target dates for the
ratification of the international legal instrumemngétated to fighting corruptiorh) to complete
the existing legal frameworkg) to set out plans for elaborating sectoritdategies for
fighting corruption, andl) to promote Romania’s active participation in emrmational anti-
corruption programmes. At the level of institutibmaplementation a major step was taken
with the setting up of thBlational Anti-Corruption Prosecutor’s Offig@APO) the activities
of which are co-ordinated by the General Prosecottétomania [P4: 315-320]. However, a
shortcoming of this institutional act was that ttussiderable role played by the Minister of
Justice in this process could undermine NAPO'spaddence and the effectiveness of its
investigations. In 2002 Romania ratified t@euncil of Europe’s Civil Law Convention on
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Corruption, theCriminal Law Convention on Corruptigand theConvention on Laundering,
Search, Seizure and Confiscation of the Proceexs fCrime

Extending anti-corruption legislation a packagensdasures was adopted in 2003 using the
legislative mechanism of a vote of confidence. dntained requirements on the public
disclosure of assets held by elected politiciarts semior officials, the concept of “conflict of
interests”, and the expansion of the number ofidetmterests considered incompatible with
being a public official [P4: 519-526]. New legisiet measures were also taken on funding of
political parties and electoral campaigns: the ld®sae of the identity of major donors was
made obligatory, as well as the publication of #maltotal amount of anonymous donations.
With an Emergency Ordinancéntroduced in 2004 further regulations regardinmarcial
issues were established: for example the finanhigishold for wealth declarations and the
value of gifts/hospitality that may be received pyblic officials decreased and stricter
controls on share and property ownership for thoegered by the legislation were
introduced. In a general way Romanian’s anti-caraup legislation was considered well
developed and broadly in line with relevant EU as{B4: 689-695].

Intensifying the efforts to combat corruption andka it fit for the accession Romania
assessed 2005 thMational Anti-Corruption Strategy2001-2004. On the basis of this
assessment conducted by an international non-ganaral organisation, Romania launched
the Strategy and Action Plan 2005-200¥hich proposes new legislation and administrative
actions in order to enhance the capacity of th@amsible authorities and to clarify the
existing legal framework [P4: 891-900]. In the franork of this overall strategy action plans
were developed in those institutions particulatlyisk from corruption such as the police, the
National Customs Authority and the Financial Gudrdaddition, the competences of the
National Anti-Corruption Prosecution Office (PNA)eve revised in ordea) to restrict the
range of individuals that can be investigated bntb raise the financial threshold [P4: 919-
922]. Later on in the year the PNA was renamed atiddal Anti-Corruption Department
(DNA) and became a department in the General Putses Office attached to the High
Court. Besides this leading institution in inveatigg and prosecuting corruption a new anti-
corruption structure within the Ministry of Adminiation and Interior was created called the
Directorate General for Anti-Corruption (DGA).

Despite these progressive developments in estaidishin effective anti-corruption legal
framework the impact of Romania’s fight againstraption has been limited, for there has
been no significant reduction in perceived levdlsaruption and the number of successful
prosecutions remains low, particularly for highdéwpolitical corruption [P4: 886-890].
Therefore the Commission issues some requirembatsniust still be fulfilled [P4: 1018-
1027]. Thus efforts should be undertaken to:

. Ensure a more transparent and efficient judiciatess by enhancing the capacity and
accountability of the Superior Council of Magistyac

. Establish an integrity agency with responsibilities verifying assets, incompatibilities
and potential conflicts of interest, and for isgumandatory decisions on the basis of
which dissuasive sanctions can be taken

. Build on the progress already made and continusotaluct professional, non-partisan
investigations into allegations of high-level cqotion

. Take further measures to prevent and fight agaasuption, in particular within the
local government.
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4. Turkey

Turkey made an important step towards introducimgrnational standards in the field of
fighting corruption as it signed 2001 tl&ouncil of Europe Convention on Laundering,
Search, Seizure and Confiscation of the Proceeds f€rimeas well as theCouncil of
Europe Civil Law and the Criminal Law Conventions Gorruption (the latter ratified in
2002). Turkey is also participating in the moningyiof anti-corruption measures issued by the
OECD Working Group on Bribery in international comntial transactions [P5: 168172]. In
the following year the Government adoptedAarion Plan on Enhancing Transparency and
Good Governance in the Public Sectath the objectivea) of improving the performance of
public services and) of preventing corrupt practices by enhancing dpamency. To this
latter end in 2002 the Parliament adopted a hewmv on Public Procurement, a Public
Information Act and a Civil Service Code of Condi®&: 497-498], and establishedPablic
Procurement Authority5: 311-315].

Deepening the compliance with European anti-comapstandards Turkey signed in 2004
the UN Convention against corruptionratified the Council of Europe Criminal Law
Convention on Corruptiomnd joined the Group of States against CorruptieRECO). A
measure to further raise transparency in the p@ealator was the adoption of thaw on the
Foundation of an Ethical Board for Public Servamtkich provides for the establishment of
an Ethical Board for Public Servantf®5: 683-686], but also the nelbaw on Access to
Information (adopted 2003). As regards prosecution the newalR&rde punishes corruption-
related crimes more seriously and the statute noftdtions for such offences has been
extended. The Code also introduces the conceptability of legal persons in cases of
corruption and contains provisions concerning qaran in public procurement [P5: 852-
855].

However, there are noticeable deficits that musidst with:

5. There is still no overall strategy and action glaprevent and fight corruption

6. Turkey has no specific law on financing and auditf political parties

7 The efficiency and effectiveness of governmentallipmentary and other bodies
established to combat corruption remains a matteorcern

8. The consistency of policies and the degree of dmmation and co-operation is weak

9 Institutions relevant to the fight against corroptishould be strengthened and in
particular an overhaul of the inspection systemdsessary to increase efficiency in
the fight against corruption

10. The dialogue between the government, public admnatien and civil society needs
also to be strengthened

11. More action should be taken to raise public awasgmé corruption as a serious
criminal offence

12.  Continuous support at the highest political lewelthe fight against corruption would
be welcome.

3. Final plan for using and disseminating the knovddge

3.1 General remark about project dissemination actiities
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The plan for disseminating knowledge within theessh project ‘Crime and Culture’
foreseessix levelsof dissemination covering a range of activitiesalhinvolve: the project
consortium itself, the scientific community, academducation, experts and policy-makers
and the civil society. However, dissemination atigg have started even before the official
start of the project in January 2006 by publishing concept of the project and his overall
approach to corruption ( see below Publicatioi$le consortium was well aware of the
fact that dissemination does not begin after the eh of the project and therefore
generated a range of publications and applied conete dissemination activities during
the whole course of the project which especially wolved policy makers and the civil
society.

3.2 Project publications

After submission of final versions of scientificpgts to the European Commission the
research findings of all subprojects have beeredigsated within the scientific community in
the following manner: In addition tarticles in scholarly journals the findings have been
published in form of the projediscussion papergeach participating institution) in both print
and electronic versions and distributed to schplaesearch networks and presented in
conferences.

Additionally, the project management at the Uniitgref Konstanz has established a series
on Crime and Culture by the renowned PublishingugréAshgate” by which first two
volumes, currently under preparation, will publidhie March and May 2010 based on project
research and findings.

Except dissemination of project results on natiolealel project results from project’s
research phases in form of the discussion papetspalicy briefs have additionally been
targeted disseminated to representatives of thiewimg international anti-corruption
agencies with which the project maintains regutartact:

* OLAF-European Anti-Fraud Office, Brussels

* European Crime Prevention Network, Representatiéarmany

*  UNODC-Global Programme against Corruption, UN Gffan Drugs and Crime
» SPAI-Anti-corruption Initiative: Stability Pact fadouth-Eastern Europe

» OECD-Direction for Anti-corruption

*«  GRECO-Group of States against Corruption

e SELDI-The Southeast European Legal Developmenttnie

The following discussion papers have been published

Discussion Paper No 1
Dirk Tanzler, Konstadinos Maras, Angelos Giannakops:
Breaking New Ground in Corruption Research Jun& 200

Discussion Paper No 2
Dirk Tanzler:
Cultures of Corruption - An Empirical Approach tetUnderstanding of Crime
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Discussion Paper No 3
Konstadinos Maras:
Tracing the Elusiveness of Political Corruption bAscourse Analysis

Discussion Paper No 4
luliana Precupetu:
Corruption in Romania First Steps Towards a Grodndeeory of Corruption

Discussion Paper No 5

Alexander Stulhofer, Kresimir Kufrin, Ognjen Caldaic, Tomislav Marsic, Margareta
Gregurovic, lva Odak and Martina Detelic:

Chronic, Incurable or What? Perceptions of Corauptn Croatia

Discussion Paper No 6
Effi Lambropoulou, Stella Ageli, Nikos Papamanokseftheria Bakali:
The construction of corruption in Greece - A norwebr cultural issue?

Discussion Paper No 7

Daniel Smilov, Rashko Dorosiev:

Perceptions of Corruption in Bulgaria - A Contemtadysis of Documents from Politics,
Judiciary, Police, Media, Civil Society and Economy

Discussion Paper No 8
Dirk Tanzler:
Korruption als Metapher (German Version)

Discussion Paper No 8
Dirk Tanzler:
Corruption as a Metaphor (English Version)

Discussion Paper No 9
Zeynep Sarlak, Besim Bulent Bali:
Corruption in Turkey: Is the donor content when itbapient is content?

Discussion Paper No 10
Sappho Xenakis:
The Dog(s) that Didn’'t Bark: Exploring PerceptiafsCorruption in the UK

Discussion Paper No 11

Alexander Stulhofer, Kresimir Kufrin, Ognjen Caldaic, Margareta Gregurovic, lva Odak,
Martina Detelic, Bojan Glavasevic: Corruption aSwtural Phenomenon: Expert Perceptions
in Croatia

Discussion Paper No 12

Effi Lambropoulou, Nikos Papamanolis, Stella AgEleftheria Bakali: Views on Corruption
in Greece: Between "Low Morals" and a "Culture ohtpromise”
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Discussion Paper No 13
luliana Precupetu: On the Nature and Causes olu@tion in Romania Evidence From a
Grounded Theory Approach

Discussion Paper No 14
Zeynep Sarlak, Besim Bulent Bali: Corruption in Rey: Why Cannot an Urgent Problem Be
a Main Concern?

Discussion Paper No 15
Konstadinos Maras: Knowledge Transfers, Ration&itgions and Lobbyist Exercise of
Influence on Public Administrations

Discussion Paper No 16

Daniel Smilov, Rashko Dorosiev: Perceptions of Gption in Bulgaria. A Content Analysis
of Interviews with Politicians, Representativedtad Judiciary, Police, Media, Civil Society
and Economy

Discussion Paper No 17
Angelos Giannakopoulos/Konstadinos Maras/Shinya won®olitische Korruption in
Deutschland und Japan: Parteienfinanzierung undehendes Verhalten”

Discussion Paper No 18
Sappho Xenakis:The View from Above: Interviews w@brruption Experts in the UK

Discussion Paper No 19
Sappho Xenakis: Domestic Elite Perceptions of &fritCorruption

Discussion Paper No 20

Alexander Stulhofer, Kresimir Kufrin, Ognjen Caldaic, Margareta Gregurovic, lva Odak,
Martina Detelic, Bojan Glavasevic: Combating Cotromp in Croatia: From Expert
Perceptions to Policy-Oriented Action Strategied Back

Discussion Paper No 21
luliana Precupetu, Ana Maria Preoteasa: PatterReafeptions Towards the Anticorruption
Fight in Romania

Discussion Paper No 22

Daniel Smilov, Rashko Dorosiev: Anti-Corruption:éd¢sand Abuses. Findings from the
Content Analysis of Interviews with Politicians, jResentatives of Judiciary, Police, Media,
Civil Society and Businessman in Bulgaria

Discussion Paper No 23

Effi Lambropoulou, Theodoros losifidis, Nikos Papaganolis, Eleftheria Bakali, Stella

Ageli, Erifyli Bakirli, Garyfalia Massouri: Corrupin in Greece or Corruption of Greece? The
"Modern" Triumphalism

Discussion Paper No 24
Zeynep Sarlak, Besim Bulent Bali: Politics in Tuyk€ondemned to Corruption?
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Discussion Paper No 25
Dirk Tanzler/Konstadinos Maras/Angelos GiannakopsulPerceptions of Corruption in
Germany. A Comparative Study

The following articles have been (or will be soorublished:

1. Angelos Giannakopoulos, Dirk Tanzler, Konstadinklaras: Research Findings on
Perceptions of Corruption in Seven European Coesiwithin the EU-Project ‘Crime and
Culture’, in: International Crime Prevention, Gemi@ongress on Crime Prevention-Annual
International Forum, December 2007

2. Angelos Giannakopoulos, Dirk Tanzler, KonstadirMdaras: Breaking New Ground in
Corruption Research, in: Sudosteuropa, 55, 200lyve 2-3, pp. 217-254

3. Effi Lambropoulou: The Public Discourse on Ceptran in Greece, in: The Internet
Journal of Criminology, at:
http://www.internetjournalofcriminology.com/ijcprianyresearch.html

4. Kalin Ivanov, The Limits of a Global Campaignaagst Corruption & co-author of
conclusion in Sarah Bracking (ed.), Corruption aridevelopment: The Anti-
Corruption Campaigns (Palgrave Macmillan, 2007).

5. Kalin Ivanov, USA, in Karl DeRouen Jr. and PaBéllamy (eds.), International
Security and the United States (Praeger, 2007).

6. Kalin Ivanov, Central and Eastern Europe: Elit€@bstruct and Misuse Anti-
Corruption Policy, Oxford Analytica Daily Brief, 29ovember 2007.

7. Ognjen Caldarovic: Socioloski problemi integj@adiSociological problems of integration)
(2007)., in: Hrvatska i Europa- korijeni integracifCroatia and Europe-the roots of
integration), ed. D. Sergejev, Zagreb: Jesenskrk,Tpp. 23-37.

8. Ognjen Caldarovic: Javni i privatni interes bamoj obnovi (Public and private interests in
urban rehabilitation), OrjdX(43)2007:74-79.

9. Ognjen Caldarovic: An Assessment of the LongaT &ocio-economic, environmental and
political value of CEMEX/Dalmacijacement — An Assegent of Socio-cultural Impact of
CEMEX/Dalmacijacement, CEMEX, June 2007. (57 pme¥earch paper

10. Stulhofer, A., Brajdic Vukovic, M., Birkelund;. (2007): Between traditionalism and
modernization: Attitudes to women's employment ageénder roles in Croatia.
International Journal of Sociology 37(3): 32-53.

11. luliana Precupse, Corruption and anticorruption in Roman@uality of Life Journal
No.3-4/2007
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12. luliana Precupe, An inquiry into the nature of corruption in Rommathrough the use of
grounded theory, sent for publication in Dieter k&ner (ed),Global Corruption report
Cambridge University Press, 2008

13. luliana Precupe, Ana Maria Preoteasa, Cosmina Pop, Calitategai ¥leRomania 1990-
2006, (Quality of Life in Romania 1990-200@Qyality of Life Journal No.3-4/2007

14. Malina Voicu, luliana Precupe, Diagnoza problemelor sociale ih comatilgé de romisi
strategii de dezvoltare comunigiDiagnosis of social problems and strategies afiroanity
development), in Mina Voicu (ed),Nevoisi resurse in comunitile de romi (Needs and
resources in roma communistieBucurati, Soros Foundation, 2007

15. luliana Precupe, Dezvoltarea duraliil (Sustainable development) inat@lin Zamfir,
Simona Stnescu (eds), Enciclopedia dezvaitii sociale (Enciclopedia of social
development)Bucursti, Editura Polirom 2007

16. Milina Voicu, luliana Precupe, Metodologia cerceétii (Methodology of research), in
Malina Voicu (ed),Nevoisi resurse in comunitile de romi (Needs and resources in roma
communistiesBucurati, Soros Foundation, 2007

17. Rashko Dorosiev, Global Integrity: Global Inigg Report on Bulgaria, Washington,
2007, at: kittp://www.globalintegrity.org/

18. Rashko Dorosiev, Nations in Transit: ReporBaigaria, Freedom House, 2007.

19. Effi Lambropoulou: “New wars, organised violerand criminal activities”. lilonorary
Volume2 for Prof. Dr. loannis Manoledakis, Athens, Tladssiki: Sakkoulas 2007, pp. 1107-
1127.

20. Dirk Tanzler: Transparency International: Voner d Moralinstitution zur
Politikberatungsagentur — Professionalisierungssiren in einer globalen Non-Profit-
Organisation, to be published in: Jahresband ,Trarenz“, Zeppelin Universitat, ed. Nico
Stehr, VS-Verlag fir Sozialwissenschaften, ReihehyBten der Zeppelin University*,
Wiesbaden 2010

21. Angelos Giannakopoulos/Konstadinos Maras/ShiAyaano: Political Corruption in
Germany and Japan. Party financing and ‘deviantgoh Research Project “Crime and
Culture”, Discussion Paper Series, University ofristanz Discussion Paper No 17, 2008.
Japanese Version:,Seikei Kenkyu* (Studies in RdditiScience and Economics), Journal of
the College of Law, Nihon University, November 2008Iso published in: Electronic
Journal of Contemporary Japanese Studies, at:
http://www.japanesestudies.org.uk/articles/200MBakopoulos.html

22. Angelos Giannakopoulos/Konstadinos Maras/Déikzler: Tentative Research Findings
on Perceptions of Corruption in Bulgaria, Romaiiiarkey, Croatia, Greece, Germany and
the United Kingdom. In: Documentation of the 2ndetnational Anti-corruption Summer
School, Austrian Federal Ministry of the Interidienna, Austria, pp. 30-65

23. Angelos Giannakopoulos/Dirk Tanzler: Deutscimsigéhten zur Korruption. In: Aus
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Politik und Zeitgeschichte. Supplement ,Das Parlaiyé/2009

24. Angelos Giannakopoulos/Konstadinos Maras/Dakzler Comparing Perceptions of
Corruption in Germany: An Empirical Study in thelgis of Politics, Judiciary, Police,
Media, Civil Society and Economy. In: Internet Jualrof Criminology (under peer
reviewing)

25. Effi Lambropoulou, Nikos Papamanolis, Erifylarli, Stella Ageli, and Eleftheria
Bakali, “The public discourse on corruption andpé&ceptions”, inScience and Socie®p,
Autumn 2008: 219-240.

26. Effi Lambropoulou, “About corruption and antingption”, in: Penal sciences, Theory
and PracticeHonorary Volume for Prof. Dr. Anna Psarouda-Benaktinens, Komotini, A.
Sakkoulas 2008: 1275-1303.

27. Effi Lambropoulou, “The perception of corruptim Greece and its public discourse:
‘public vices’ and ‘private virtues™, inWirtschaftskriminalitdt und die Rolle der
Strafverfolgungsorgane. Beitrage der FachtagundNiovember 2007 in Rothenburg/OL
Karlhans Liebl & Eberhard Kuhne (eds.), Eigenveer Hochschule der Sachs. Polizei (FH),
Rothenburger Beitrage Bd. 46, Rothenburg/Oberlau2@08: 203-236.

28. Contrafactio.Effi Lambropoulou, “The ideological and gnoseol@icneutrality’ of
multiculturalism in scientific representationsMark Mazower (2007)Salonica, City of
Ghosts. Christians, Muslims and Jews 1430-1280don: HarperCollins 2005, to the Greek
translation of the book, Athens, Alexandria, 8cience and Society9, Spring 2008: 369-
388.

29. Effi Lambropoulou, “Correctional policy in Gre Prison policy and prisoners’ rights”,
in: Politiques pénitentiaires et droits des détenusesdu Colloque de la FIPP, Stavern,
Norvege, 25-28 Juin 2008lijmegen, Wolf Legal Publishers 2008: 391-406.

30. Effi Lambropoulou, “The new social control”; idoinwniko kentroCrisis of policies and
governancelssue 4, March 2009: 129-140.

31. Effi Lambropoulou & Erifyli Bakirli, “Executivesummary of country’s findings on
Crime and Culture Project”, itkoinwniogrammalssue 83/2009, Hellenic Sociological
Association. To be published also in:

Youth, Crime and Socief@ctober 2009), journal of the Sociology Dpt., bedtory of the
Sociology of Youth, Leisure and Sports of the Unsity of Aegean/Lesvos.

The e-journallhe art of crimgwww.theartofcrime.gr) of the Laboratory of Peaal
Criminological research of Law School, UniversifyAthens, (September 2009).

32. Effi Lambropoulou, Correctional Policy and cemontrol”, in:Honorary Volumdor
Prof. Dr. Stergios Alexiadis, 2008(be published

33. Effi Lambropoulou, Police missions, Public Qr&elicing and the Olympics 2004”, in:
Honorary Volumdor Prof. Dr. James Farsedakis 2009 (to be puddish
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34. Effi Lambropoulou, “Alternative dispute resotut and restorative justice schemes for
juvenile offenders in Greece — Potentials and apestions”, inHonorary Volumeéor Prof.
Dr. Calliope D. Spinellis 2009 (to be published).

35. luliana Precupe, Patterns of perceptions towards the anticorapfight and policies in
Romania. Balancing between facade and ess€ngity of Life Journal No.3-4/2009

36. Ana Maria Preoteas&rime as a Cultural Problem. The Relevance of Raroas of
Corruption to Crime Prevention the third meeting of project’s members Dubr&vd@nuary
2008, Quality of Life Journal 1-2/2008

37. loan Mirginean, luliana Precupe(eds), Calitatea Vietii si dezvoltarea durabileolfci

de intarire a coeziunii sociale (Quality of Life c&rsustainable development. Policies for
strenghtening social cohesigrucuresti: Editura Expert, 2008

loan Marginean, luliana Precupe (eds),Diagnoza Calitatii Vietii 2007 (Quality ofifé
Diagnosys 2007Bucuresti: Editura CIDE, 2008

38. luliana Precupma, Calitatea vigi si dezvoltarea durakil Cii spre coeziune socil
(Quality of Life and sustainable development. Patbwards social cohesion) in loan
Marginean Iluliana Precupe (eds), Calitatea vigii si dezvoltarea durabi. Politici de
intarire a coeziunii sociale(Quality of Life and sustable development. Policies for
strenghtening social cohesionBucuresti: Editura Expert, 2008, pp. 6-25

(Evaluations of social protection and health cane)Joan Mirginean, Iluliana Precupe
(eds),Calitatea vigii si dezvoltarea durabidl. Politici de Tntrire a coeziunii sociale(Quality
of Life and sustainable development. Policies fogrgghtening social cohesion)Bucuresti:
Editura Expert, 2008, pp. 111-120

40. Ana Maria Preoteas@naliza nevoilor de politici sociale (Social poliogeds analysis),
in loan Marginean, luliana Precupe (eds),Diagnoza Calitatii Vietii 2007 (Quality offé&
Diagnosys 2007Bucuresti: Editura CIDE, 2008

41. Ana Maria Preoteasa, Ocuparea si dezvoltareabiin (Quality of employment and
sustainable development) in loanafginean, luliana Precupe (eds), Calitatea Vietii si

dezvoltarea durabila. Politici de intarire a coemiusociale (Quality of Life and sustainable
development. Policies for strenghtening social sain®, Bucuresti: Editura Expert, 2008

42. Ana Maria Preoteasa, Flexicuritatea, princi@iu politicilor moderne de ocupare
(Flexisecurity, the principle of modern employmaptlicies) in loan Mrginean, luliana

Precupeu (eds), Calitatea Vietii si dezvoltarea durabilaolfici de intarire a coeziunii

sociale (Quality of Life and sustainable developmd?olicies for strenghtening social
cohesion)Bucuresti: Editura Expert, 2008

43. luliana Precupe, Subjective wellbeing in Bulgaria and RomaniBgciologiceski
Problemi no 1-2/2008n Bulgarian)

44. loan Marginean, Quality of society in Bulgaaiad RomaniaSociologiceski Problemi no
1-2/2008(in Bulgarian)
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45. Ana Maria Preoteas&enomenul ocuparii si dezvoltarea durabila ( Enyahent and
sustainable development), Revista Calitatea Mi&iuality of Life Journal) no 1-2/2008

46. Dirk Tanzler: Korruption als Metapher, in: Mittveg 36, 1/2008, p. 69-84.

47. Caldarove, O., Stulhofer, A., Kufrin, K., Glava3eyi B., Gregurou, M., Odak, I.,

Detelic, M. (2009). Combating corruption in Croatia: Frampert perceptions to policy-
oriented action strategies and backRevija za sociologiju 40(39): 3-22.

(http://hrcak.srce.hr/index.php?show=toc&id_broj=834

48. Kufrin, K., Stulhofer, A.,Caldarovt, O., Gregurovi, M., Odak, |., Detefi, M.,
GlavaSew, B. (2009). Corruption as cultural phenomenon: ékperceptions in Croatia.
DrusStvena istraZivanjain preparation.

49. Bali, B. & Sarlak, Z. ( (2008): Turkiye’'de Siyaset YolsuguMahkiim mu?/s Ahlaki
Dergisi, 1(2), pp. 27-38.

50. Bali, B. &Sarlak, Z.: Newspaper article to be published in¢cflAG6rs” (Free Opinion)
section ofStar Gazete

51. Bali, B. &Sarlak Z.: The report findings cited in the joinpoet prepared by the Council
of Europe and Council of Ethics for the Public \&&x, Turkey (T.C. Bgbakanlik Kamu
Gorevlileri Etik Kurulu. (2009, May). Tirkiye'de Ysuzlusun Onlenmesigin Etik Projesi
Akademik Argtirma Calsmasi: Cikar Cagmasi. Ankara: Genckaya, O. F. available at:
http://www.etik.gov.tr/duyurular/etikhaftasi2008 ritakademikarastirmaraporlar/Cikar_Cati

smasi.pdf;

52. Ahmetinsel (2009): Yolsuzluk Siyaseti ve Siyaset'in Yolkamasi. [The Politics of
Corruption and the Impoverishment of Politiditikim, 239, pp. 3-7.)

53. Precontract with one of Turkey’s most prominaumblishing houses of political and social
books, lletsim Yayinlari, related to the publication of a book “Political Corruption in
Turkey”.

54. (2009) Daniel Smilov, “Anticorruption agenciespressive, constructivist and strategic
uses”, Crime, Law and Social Change, July 2009

55. (2009) Daniel Smilov, “Designing Anticorruptidmstitutions” in UNDP/LSE Newsletter
Development in Transition, April 2009

56. (2009) Daniel Smilov and Elena Jileva, “Theiied of Bulgarian citizenship: National
identity, democracy, and other uses” in Rainer BakbBernhard Perchinig, Wiebke Sievers
(eds.), Citizenship Policies in the New Europe, ferdam University Press (forthcoming in
May 2009).

57. (2009) Anti-Corruption Bodies as Discourse-Calling Instruments: Experiences from
South East Europe, in Luis de Sousa, Barry HindedsPeter Larmour (eds.), Governments,
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NGOs and Anti-Corruption: The New Integrity WargpRoutledge, Londomespyapu
2009

58. (2008) Rashko Dorosiev, Global Integrity: Glolméegrity Report on Bulgaria, An
assessment of the strengths and weaknesses afalatidi-corruption mechanisms,
Washington

59. (2006) Rashko Dorosiev, Global Integrity: Glolméegrity Report on Bulgaria, An
assessment of the strengths and weaknesses afalatidi-corruption mechanisms,
Washington

60. (2006) Rashko Dorosiev, Grand and Petty CawapDnevnik Daily, November 25,
2006

Establishment of the Book Series ,Crime and Cultimethe Publishing Group ,,Ashgate”

Between the project management at Konstanz Untyessid the renowned publishing house
~Ashgate” a contract has been signed which estadsisa book series entitled ,,Crime and
Culture”. In March and May 2010 two books are pkahrio be published based on project
results and analysis entitled: 1. Crime as a Calltdroblem. Institutional Frame and Experts
View, 2. Perceptions of Corruption across Europ&€dmparative Study.

3.3 Project web site

The project management at the University of Konstaas since the beginning of the project
in January 2006 established a project web site lwhiakes accessible to the general public
the following:

* Information on project management: Project co-atiom board, consortium
members, contact details

* Links to the web sites of all partner institutions

* A project description including information on ‘Kégsues and project objectives’ (in
the languages: English, German, Bulgarian, Romafiarkish, Croatian and Greek),
‘Methodology and Methods’, ‘Policy and social diglo

* Project scientific and periodic activity reports

* Project publications: articles published by all nibems of the country groups

* The project’s discussion papers series

* The project’s newsletter

e Information and detailed proceedings on all propatnts, i.e. meetings, workshops,
conferences

» Information on dissemination activities of the jas well as targeted information
on project’s findings according to the needs ofc#meaudiences: politics, judiciary,
police, media, civil society and economy.

» Links to important EU web sites and web sites dieorruption agencies

* An ‘Intranet’ portal for internal project use
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The project web site has been regularly updatedtarstiructure has been improved according
to insights derived out of a meeting on dissemamatrganised by the European Commission
on 15-16 November 2006 to which Dr. Angelos Giampalos has been invited to
participate.

The project web URL isattp://www.uni-konstanz.de/crimeandculture/indemht

All partner institutions have created links to greject web site in their central web sites.

3.4 Project flyer

A flyer of the project has been created throughMeeglia Unit of the University of Konstanz
and has been distributed to scholars, researcliegaicy makers in all countries involved in
the project by the members of the consortium.

3.5 Scholarly education

* Prof. Dr. Dirk Tanzler has been teaching cultuadislogy in the frame of a short
time guest professorship at the University of Zuri8witzerland in the summer term
2007 based on project materials.

* Dr. Angelos Giannakopoulos has been invited tothtaacthe frame of a short time
guest professorshipn ‘Applied Methods of Qualitative Social Researdt the
Department of Social and Political Sciences oflitméversity of Cyprus in the winter
terms 2007 and 2008 The seminar was part of thecalum of the Department of
Social and Political Sciences and was also basedsmarch material generated within
the project ‘Crime and Culture’.

* Dr. Angelos Giannakopoulos has been teaching in gshmmer term 2007 at
Galatasaray University on ‘Crime and Culture: Inatdbve Theoretical and Research
Concepts with Regard to Anti-corruption Policiesitrwa Workshop on ‘Applied
Methods of Qualitative Social Research on the Bafsike Content Analysis Software
Atlas.ti’ in the frame of the academic exchangegpamme of the DAAD (German
Academic Exchange Service).

e Prof. Dr. Dirk Tanzler and Dr. Angelos Giannakomsuhave been teaching in the
winter term 2006-2007 on ‘Qualitative Computer-aidgontent Analysis’ at Konstanz
University offering a seminar based on researcten@tgenerated within the German
case study of the project ‘Crime and Culture’ antégrated into the curriculum of
Konstanz University.

« Prof. Dr. Dirk Tanzler offered the following semisaalso based on project materials:
a) University of Konstanz, Summer Term 2009, Semilalturen der Korruption, b)
University of Luzern, Winter Term 2008/09, SeminaRie kommunikative
Konstruktion der Korruption
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» Prof. Dr. Dirk Téanzler has supervised at the Ursitgrof Konstanz the master thesis
of Mrs. Magaly Giovanna Perez Lagos on: “CorruptionPeru. A Sociological
Analysis of the Era Fujimori 1990-2000"

» Prof. Dr. Dirk Téanzler has supervised at the Ursitgrof Konstanz the bachelor thesis
of Mr. Daniel Feist: “Perceptions of Corruption he Print Media. An Empirical
Analysis based on the Grounded Theory”

* Dr. Angelos Giannakopoulos and Dr. Dr. KonstadiNtzsas have been invited by the
Research Group “Kulturelle Orientierungen und desbkéftliche Ordnungsstrukturen
in Stdosteuropa“ supported by the German Reseayohdation at Jena University,
Germany to hold a block seminar on qualitative ro@d¢hof social research on July 6-
7,2008

e At the end of each consortium meeting or workshefd lin the partner institutions
students and post-graduate scholars from the mss$itutions have been able to
participate in the research process in the formeséarch colloquia.

 The German, Croatian, Greek and British projectnasis have offered seminars in
their home institutions based on project research.

3.6 Print and electronic media coverage of the prert

The independent Swiss TV-broadcasting “Rebell Tx8dacast one more interview about the
project and its results held by Prof. Dr. Dirk TemaAttp://tv.rebell.tv/p1138.html
http://blog.rebell.tv/20070214

The following articles and reports on the projeat &s findings have been published:

» Baden-Wirttemberg-Heute (BW-Heute): Forschen an der Vetternwirtschaft,
September 17, 2007

e Sudkurier: Der Korruption auf der Spur. Soziologen der Un#it Konstanz
forschen im Auftrag der EU, September 22, 2007

« Schwarzwalder Bote Konstanzer Forscher untersuchen die Vetternviafc
September 17, 2007

* Welt: Expedition ins Schattenreich der Korruption, &emter 17, 2007

» Badische Neueste Nachrichten(BNN): Forscher steigt in die Schattenwelt der
Korruption hinab, November 14, 2007

 Research.eu - Magazin des Europdischen Forschungsras. Die Grenzen der
Kriminalitat, No 53, September 2007
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» Schattenblick Die Grenzen der Kriminalitat, September 2007
e UNIKON : Korruption und Kultur, No 26, 2007

* Presentation of the project in the Newsletter &f DG Research of the European
Commission, Socio-economic Sciences and Humanigsge 7 - 1st quarter 2007

3.7 Radio coverage on the project (interviews)

Dr. Angelos Giannakopoulos has been giving a Interview on the project and its findings
for the German radio broadcasting SWR4 on Noverib2007.

3.8 Public lectures (broadcast by radio/TV)

* Dr. Angelos Giannakopoulos held a series of puldatures on corruption during his
guest lectureship at the University of Cyprus ie thinter term 2007 in the cities of
Nicosia, Larnaca and Limassol. The lectures haem lbeoadcast by the First Programme
of the Cypriot Broadcasting Corporation and privBt¥ebroadcastings.

* The independent Swiss TV-broadcasting “Rebell TWdulcast two interviews about the
project held by Prof. Dr. Dirk Tanzler and Dr. Aihgge Giannakopoulos
http://tv.rebell.tv/p1138.html
http://blog.rebell.tv/20070214

3.9 Lectures and panel discussions

In 2008 and 2009 the following lectures and pamsduksions in order to disseminate project
findings have been organised:

1. Congress of the German Sociological Associatiena, Germany: Organisation of a panel
discussion

In the frame of the regular Congress of the GerrBaciological Association in Jena,
Germany Prof. Dr. Hans-Georg Soeffner (ChairmathefGerman Sociological Association)
and Prof. Dr. Dirk Tanzler have organised a pamdétled: “Das Anti-Korruptions-Bindnis
und die Renaissance der birgerlichen OffentlichkeiEin moderner Kreuzzug zur
Moralisierung von Politik und Gesellschaft? (The tiAgorruption Alliance and the
Renaissance of Civic Sphere — A Modern Crusade ritsvMoralisation of Politics and
Society?) in which internationally renowned coriapt experts have been invited to
participate. The following description of the pamelGerman has been used in the volume of
the Congress published by the German Sociologisabgiation.

2. Lecture: “Corruption in Europe: Perceptions afr@ption in Germany, Greece, Turkey
and Bulgaria”, organised at the Yale Institutiom &ocial and Policy Studies (ISPS), Yale
University, USA, on March 23, 2009.
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3. Lecture: “Corruption as a Cultural Phenomenoom@arative Perspectives of Perceptions
of Corruption in Greece, Turkey, Bulgaria and Gamgiaat the Department for Social and
Political Sciences of the University of Cyprus oprih27, 2009.

4. Lecture and panel discussion on: “PerceptiongCofruption: Comparative European
Perspectives”, organised at Southeast Europe Stati®xford, University of Oxford on May
21, 2009.

5. Lecture and panel discussion to be organisédovember 2009 at the London School of
Economics and Political Science, IAA Defence Analyastitute, London, United Kingdom
in co-operation with Dr. James Ker-Lindsay.

3.10 Participation in international congresses, cdarences

Prof. Dr. Dirk Tanzler and Dr. Angelos Giannakopsu(University of Konstanz), Dr.
Dr. Konstadinos Maras (University of Tubingen), Draniel Smilov and Mr. Rashko
Dorosiev (Centre for Liberal Strategies, Bulgar@grticipated in the conference:
“European Anti-corruption Agencies: Protecting tbemmunity’s Financial Interests
in a Knowledge-based, Innovative and Integratedmé&h Lisbon, May 17-19, 2006

Prof. Dr. Dirk Tanzler and Dr. Angelos Giannakopmsupresented a paper on project
results in the frame of the Stockholm Criminologgn$osium, Stockholm, June 3-6,
2007

Dr. Angelos Giannakopoulos participated in the ,D®utscher Praventionstag® in
Wiesbaden, Germany, on June 14, 2007

Prof. Dr. Tanzler participated in a conference orruption organised by the German
University for Administration Sciences in Speyegr@any on October 19, 2007

Prof. Dr. Tanzler participated in the™4Annual European Economic Crime
Conference in Frankfurt/Main, Germany on Novembder2D07

June 2-3, 2008. 13th Congress of the DeutschereRtienstag: ,Engagierte Burger-
Sichere Gesellschaft”, Leipzig, Germany. Paper: ASL Ein innovatives Instrument
von Transparency International gegen Korruptioncduaktive Burgerbeteiligung®
(co-participants Angela Herzog-Keller, Transpareirtgrnational and Dirk Tanzler,
University of Konstanz)

June 16-18, 2008. International conference: ,Theoci8tolm Criminology
Symposium®, University of Stockholm, Sweden in quewmtion with Pennsylvania
University, USA

July 14-16, 2008. 2nd International Anti-corruptiSammer School, Vienna, Austria,
organised by the Austrian Federal Ministry of InderAffairs. Organisation of the
seminar: ,The Cultural Approach to Crime Prevertigco-convenors Konstadinos
Maras and Dirk Tanzler)
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e January 15-16, 2009. Conference: La question dabuk” dans [|”’économie,la
politique et la société. Reéalités, fictions et nmég@Es socio-politiques. Swiss
Sociological Association, University of Fribourgwizerland. Presentation: “Cultures
of Corruption. Results of an Empirical Comparisorseven European Countries”.

« May 12-15, 2009. Organisation of a poster sessioth® EU-project ,Crime and
Culture” in the frame of the First World Social &te Forum, Rokkan Institute for
Social Sciences, Bergen, Norway

e« July 24, 2009. Lecture: ,Anti-corruption through more enhanced citizens’
participation. The experience of ALACs (Advocacydabegal Advice Centres) of
Transparency International”. Conference: “Interoiaéil Anti-corruption Regimes in
Europe”, organised through the Cluster of Exceked6 ,Cultural Foundations of
Integration“ at the University of Konstanz and theuropean Community Studies
Association Germany” (AEI).

3.11 Final project conference

Beside the regular project's meetings and workshapgrucial aspect of using and
disseminating knowledge was the organisation of feject’'s final scholars-experts
conference. As mentioned above (see Section 1 jed®® overall plan for using and
disseminating knowledge) in the course of the suisekéxperts conference in Brussels, the
findings of the project have been presented andudsed with experts, policy makers and
practitioners in the field of anti-corruption (sgetails above).
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3.10 Dissemination of knowledge-Overview table

Planned/actual : . Size of Partne_r
Dates Type Type of audience Countries audience re_sponS|bIe
addressed /involved
Third project Publications Higher education,| All countries Scientists, | All partners
phase, 2008-09 Research Researchers
Since January | Project web-site General public, | All countries General Partnerl:
2006 Higher education, public, University of
Research, Scientists, Konstanz
Policy making Researchers
Policy
makers
Since January Project flyer General public, All countries Scientists, | All partners
2006 Higher education, Researchers
Research, Policy
Policy making makers
After third Discussion Papers Higher education, | All countries Targeted All partners
reporting period distribution Research, audience
(project findings) Policy making
During all project| Scholarly education Higher education Bulgaria, 20-40 P. 3: CLS
meetings and research Romania, P. 4:ICCV
workshops Turkey, Croatia| P.5: GSU
P. 6: UZAG
During third Print media General public Germany General Partnerl.:
project phase, coverage on the public University of
2007 project Konstanz
During third Radio coverage or General public Germany General Partnerl.:
project phase, the project public University of
2008-09 (interviews) Konstanz
March-May 2009 Lecture series General public, USA, Cyprus, 50-100 Partnerl:
Scientists UK University of
Konstanz
During third Participation in Higher education, | All countries 30-1000 All partners
project phase, international Research,
2008-09 congresses, Policy making
conferences
July 10-19, 2008 International Policy makers Germany 50 Partnerl:
Summer Anti- University of
corruption School, Konstanz
Vienna, Austria
October 6-10, Congress of the
2008 German Society of
Sociology, Jena,
Germany
Organisation of a
panel and ad hoc-
group
Final Conference, Dissemination of Policy makers, All countries Scientists, All partners
End of project project findings Experts, Researchers
Practitioners Policy
makers

196



SIXTH FRAMEWORK PROGRAMME OF THE EUROPEAN COMMISSIO N
PRIORITY 7, FP6-2004-CITIZENS-5

—
-
= =
=

SPECIFIC TARGETED RESEARCH PROJECT: CRIME AND CULTU RE

Crime as a Cultural Problem. The Relevance of Pergtions of Corruption to Crime Prevention.
A Comparative Cultural Study in the EU-Accession Sdtes Bulgaria and Romania, the EU-
Candidate States Turkey and Croatia and the EU-Stats Germany, Greece and United Kingdom

Members of the Project Consortium

University of Konstanz, Germany (Co-ordinator)

University of Tubingen, Germany

Police University, German Federal State of Badentiinberg (Affiliated)
Centre for Liberal Strategies, Sofia, Bulgaria

Research Institute for Quality of Life (Romaniana@lemy), Bucharest, Romania
Galatasaray University, Istanbul, Turkey

University of Zagreb, Croatia

National School of Public Administration and Lo&@bvernment, Athens, Greece
Panteion University, Athens, Greece

South East European Studies at Oxford (SEESOX}edid{ingdom

Center for Research and Policy Making (CRPM), FYRckdonia (Affiliated)

Contact
* Prof. Dr. Hans-Georg Soeffner, Person in Charge
Hans-Georg.Soeffner@uni-konstanz.de
« Dr. habil. Dirk Tanzler, Scientific Co-ordinator
Dirk.Taenzler@uni-konstanz.de
e Dr. Angelos Giannakopoulos, Head of the Projectooff
Angelos.Giannakopoulos@uni-konstanz.de

University of Konstanz

Research Group Sociology of Knowledge
=5 Universitatsstr. 10

=== | Box D 35

= — | D-78457 Konstanz

iIhIHIIt& Germany

N s e — | Phone: ++49 (0)7531 88 3129

Fax: ++49 7531 88 3194

Project Homepage:www.uni-konstanz.de/crimeandculture/index.htm

Email: crimeandculture@uni-konstanz.de

197



