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1. Introduction

This paper emerged as a result of the authors' warkhe projectCrime as a Cultural
Problem: The Relevance of Perceptions of CorruptionCrime Preventidh which was
simultaneously conducted in Bulgaria, Romania, &yrkCroatia, Germany, Greece, and the
United Kingdom. The aim of this cross-national egsh was to provide a comparative study
of culture-specific perceptions of corruption anal éxplore corruption as a cultural
phenomenon, rather than only a socioeconomic,igallior legislative one.

In the last 12 months, the Croatian media repaoatedimber of major corruption scandals in
which political dignitaries and high-ranking statiicials were implicated. Many more were
alleged and discussed on local leVelthough Croatia has somewhat improved its ranking
on the Transparency Internation@orruption Perception Indexn 2007, the European
Commission repeatedly expressed its dissatisfaotith the current state of the affairs
regarding fighting corruption in Croatfaln December 2007 the European Commission
announced that the Chapter 23 on judiciary anddomental rights would not be opened for
the EU accession negotiations with Croatia unté thational anti-corruption program is
substantially revised.

In this paper we aim tge-construct the dominant expert language(s) ofugation (Shore &
Haller, 2005.) using data collected in interviewshwhigh-positioned representatives of the
six target groups (the media, legal system, thee@opolitics, economy, and civil sector). The
paper is divided into three main sections. Thet fitsals with methodological issues and
presents the Grounded Theory approach (Corbin &Ss, 1990.) to studying the perception
of corruption, as applied in this cross-nationaeaach study. The second part presents our
findings regarding expert definitions of corruptioassessments of its seriousness and
dynamics, identification of the most affected arests. Finally, the third part of the paper
discusses the findings and introduces several-igpal models of understanding corruption
that facilitate a systematic assessment of the iolmmbiexpert perceptions.

! In the second half of 2007 USKOK (the State Ateyta Office for Combating Corruption and Organized
Crime) continued its high-profile activity with fogpectacular anti-corruption cases.

2 The present index value (4.1) positions Croatiselto the bottom of the European states
(http://www.transparency.hr/index.php?id=}.71

® On September 21, 2007 the European Commissioredhaih official proposal to the member states, which
warned Croatia that it needs to implement tougnéirarruption measures, carry out a thorough rafof the
legal system (judiciary), and improve its recordtloa rights of national minorities and refugees.

* Seebusiness.hrhttp://business.hr/Default2.aspx?ArticlelD=b94a938I31-46e7-ac9d-
b5fe0a305f3b&open=sgd0/01/08).




Crime
Discussion Paper Series No 11 | 2008 m

i)

2. Methodology
2.1 General Outline of the Research Methodology

Public opinion research on corruption conductedinatia has provided some general but
fragmentary insights into public sentiments, fegdinand attitudes regarding corruption.
Although the opinion polls offered some insightoirthe perceived dynamics of corruption,
detected groups that are perceived to be espegailye to corruption, and provided some
indication about the levels of petty corruptionpm@important questions remain unaddressed:

° Why are some types of behavior (but not others)gieed as corrupt?

° Is there any change in the social context of ustdading corruption?

° Is there a general, common, socially agreed upsfimitdon of corruption or do
different social groups promote specific (and oftenflicting) definitions?

° How are various patterns of understanding corompgéimbedded in societal and group
norms and values?

° Is a success in combating corruption dependeittudding a common perspective of

corruption? Etc.

It could be argued that answers to such questimd@a significant extent, out of the reach

of public opinion polls and other similar quantiat approaches, because they are mainly
focused on testing some pre-established ideas ygpatheses, which may be blind to some
(unexpected!) aspects of the phenomenon under .sfuoly this reasons, this project —

interested primarily in discovering various patgeof perceiving corruption among the most

influential social actors — has adopted a qualitatesearch agenda.

The general methodological outline of the projectbased upon the main canons of the
Grounded Theory Methodology (Corbin & Strauss, )9%uch as: theoretical sampling;
interrelatedness of data collection and analysselbpment of concepts that become basic
units of analysis; development of categories thhoube comparison that establishes
similarities and differences among concepts; dgraknt and verification of the hypotheses
regarding the relationship among categories; cenattbn of the broader structural conditions
relevant to the analyzed phenomenon; and developwfethe theory through the above
mentioned procedures.

Grounded Theory Methodology (GTM) is a highly deysd and satisfactorily verified
approach suitable for the analysis of "culturaéfatts”. It was expected that the TM would
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enable the discovery and description of variousepas of corruption perception and help in
analyzing their consequences on the existing amtisption measures.

i)

Although all senior researchers in the project tdwd qualitative research experience, none
had previously utilized GTM. Therefore, the preparations for the study includé)
extensive study of the "classical" GTM literatu@lgser & Strauss, 1967), as well as the
more recent GT approaches (Stern, 1980; Corbinr&uSs, 1990; Strauss & Corbin, 1990;
Glaser, 1992pPandit, 19961995, ,Kelle, 1997; (b) a review of the examples of the GT research
applied to various social problemBldse, 1982;Kylma et al., 2001; Ricketts & Macaskill,
2004: and (c) training in the ATLAS.ti software Use

2.2 Materials and Procedures

Two types of research materials were collectednduviarious stages of the project. In the
first phase, the materials collected during the dldvlay 2006 period included various
documents related to two case stuti®¥ide range of documents were collected, including
newspaper articles, the parliamentary and a mualicgssembly proceedings, strategic
analyses, annual reports of various state offitestext of the new National Anti-Corruption
Program, public speeches made by the PM, Minidtdustice and the leader of the largest
labour union, NGO publications and reports, etcthiea second phase of the project, which
this article reports on, empirical data had beejuimed through semi-structured interviews
with the representatives of the following targebups: police, economy, legal system,
politics, the media, and civic sector (Table 1).

Selection of interviewees was based on two materai (1) high position within institutional
hierarchy, and (2) professional experience with loatimg corruption. Sixteen individuals
have been interviewed in the period between Decer@gb®6 and April 2007. Prior to
interviews, all the interviewees have been perspnabntacted by the national project
coordinator and given necessary information abloeitproject and the forthcoming interview.
All the interviewed persons have agreed to eleatrmtording of the interview.

® We are not aware that GTM has been applied irabscience research in Croatia.

® ATLAS.ti is one of the software packages suitdbleGTM.

" In the first phase, the project design required tase studies to be selected, one representintpia@l
corruption and the other high-level corruption. Tokkowing case studies were selected for the aisilya)
financial issues related to the last presidentatgaign and (b) a case of corruption in homeshferetderly in
the city of Zagreb.
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Table 1: The Sample

Target group  Interviewed person was a representative of:

Police Ministry of Interior

City of Zagreb police

Economy The largest Croatian labour union

Business (a medium-size company)

Croatian Chamber of Commerce

Legal System | Ministry of Justice

State Attorney's Office for Combating Corruption

Ombudsman’s Office

Politics The ruling party (high-positioned member and MP)

The strongest opposition party (high-positioned fmenand MP)

Local government (City of Zagreb; high-positiondtiomal)

Media The largest state radio

National weekly with the highest circulation

Croatian Journalists’ Association

Civic Sector | Transparency International

The Partnership for Social Development

The interviews were semi-structured, meaning thastnof the topics to be discussed were
pre-determined. Some of the topics were relatetiéanain axes of the ideal-type models of
corruption that have emerged in the first phaseéhefproject (Stulhofer et al., 2007). Some
others were introduced with the idea of extendimgrhodels with new elements that were not
present in the data analyzed in the first stageallyi a number of topics had no clear and
immediate relevance for the models, but were judgezbrtant regarding the project subject
and related policy issues. The following topicsevieccluded in the interview:

* Interviewee's personal definition of corruption;

» Assessment of corruption in Croatia (significareodent, types, dynamics);

» Assessment of the new national anti-corruptiornetrg

* The role of the EU in combating corruption in Craat

» The role of NGOs/civil society in combating cornapt;
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» Treatment of corruption in the media;
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» Assessment of the public perception of corruption;

» The role of cultural/political heritage in the dynias of corruption;

» Description of the dominant understanding of calinrp in the interviewee's
profession/institution/professional environment;

» Existing anti-corruption mechanisms in the intevwee’s institution/organization.

Although the interviews were aided by an intervigsetocol in which the above mentioned
topics were further elaborated, the protocol wasnided mainly as a checklist. Interviewers
were instructed to follow interviewee's line of @ngentation and to adjust the formulation of
questions to the situation and/or the interviewetspn® Also, they had to be responsive to

any relevant topics that could emerge during threvecsation.

Before the interview, interviewees were given a-fyvage description of the project, as well as
the written statement of anonymity and confideritiabf data collection and use. It was
clearly stated that the collected data will notpilicly available in a form that could reveal

interviewee'’s identity.

The interviewed person was reminded that they shexpress their personal impressions,
assessments and opinions, and not those of thditution/organization. It was explicitly
emphasized that the interviewee is not considavdoketa representative of their institution,
and that their words would not be taken as institil opinion. However, interviewers have
noted that not all of the persons interviewed Hasen fully able to discard their "institutional
role”. Some of them remained very conscious of itlterests and general position of the

institution they belong to.

The duration of the interviews was between 22 ahanéhutes, 40 minutes on average. All
the interviews were conducted in interviewee'sceffiexcept the two that were carried out in
a cafeteria and interviewee’s home, respectivelyorly one case a third person was present
during the final part of the interview (the respentls spouse joined in at the final stage of the

interview). All the interviews were transcribed sgon as possible, in most cases by the

8 All authors of this paper served as interviewers.
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interviewer. Full transcript of every interview wasade to ensure that no relevant

i)

information would be left out in the analysis

2.3 Data Analysis

The transcribed interviews were raw data for thalymms performed with the ATLAS.ti
software package. For the initial coding, everyeimiew was treated as a separate
hermeneutic unit. First-level analysis of the doeuais was performed using open coding, and
carried out by the interviewer together with anotteam member. Such a coding procedure
was established to improve the validity of the &gptodes, since all the codes attached to the
documents had to be jointly agreed upon. In thetetrat an agreement was not reached, the
difference of opinion between team members wasrdecbin a memo and discussed later

during the team meetings or resolved during tha fioding of the document.

Since the possibility of comparing the documents. franscribed interviews) was crucial for
higher-level analysis and theory building, the assce was needed that all the documents
were coded following the same general procedureagptying a common concept regarding
the level and extensiveness of the codes. To enisistehe first three coded documents were
extensively discussed, code-by-code, during seveestings. As a result, the codes were
revised and jointly agreed upon. The general coditgs were applied in the analysis of the

rest of the interview transcripts.

When all the documents from the same target grawve been coded, they were joined in a
single hermeneutical unit. When necessary, thesodg®e revised to avoid purely linguistic
differences between the essentially identical coddthough it was possible to join all the
documents in a single hermeneutical unit, this n@isattempted. It was judged that such a
procedure would make the analysis more difficultntgking the differences between the six
target groups less clear. Comparisons betweeratgettgroups were, thus, carried out using

six hermeneutical units.

After a hermeneutical unit was completed, the aslproceeded to axial coding and the
formulation of categories and subcategories. THieviing categories were applied at this
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final step: (a) definition of corruption, (b) semgness of corruption in Croatia; (c) mé&ci
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of corruption; (d) dynamics of corruption; (e) reftauses of corruption; (f) consequences of
corruption; (g) public perception of corruption) @orruption and trust in institutions; (i) the
role of the media; (j) the role of NGOs; (k) measufor combating the corruption; (l) the
Role of EU; and (m) internal anti-corruption mecisams. Some of these categories were
directly related to the models of corruption (défon of corruption, consequences, measures
for combating, seriousness of corruption...) outlinethe first phase of the research study. It
should be noted that in the GTM traditi6f..) merely grouping concepts under a more
abstract heading does not constitute a categoryadtueve that status (...) a more abstract
concept most be developed in terms of its propedi® dimensions of the phenomenon it
represents, conditions which give rise to it, (.ndlahe consequences it producéSorbin &
Strauss, 1990: 7-8). In that sense, not all of ¢aeegories mentioned above should be
considered fully developed categories in the sg@ise. Obstacles for rigorous development
of categories were numerous, but were most ofteisezh by unclear, ambivalent or simply

insufficiently detailed interview data.

3. Results

3.1 Defining Corruption

Definitions of corruption given by the members bf @rget groupSvaried, but in most cases
not profoundly. For example, corruption was defiagdthe state of non-transparent business
which does not proceed according to legal procedyfgut also as something thatwards
someone for the work (s)he did not @&C1: 005§°. In most cases, corruption was defined as
the abuse of power that allows individuals and gsoto accomplish their goals by avoiding
or breaking the law, regular procedures, and, liinéhe social order (NGO2: 005; P2: 005):
“[...] corruption is any misuse of power and authorityagbublic function to ensure private
benefits (LS2: 006).

° The respective groups are Economy (EC), Legaksry$t.S), Media (MED), Non-governmental organisasion
(NGO), Police (P), Politics (POL). In the text wedfar to the groups using acronyms.

19 References to the quotes contain the title of keeutical unit (economy; EC), the number of primary
document (interview 1) and the paragraph numbes)(00

10
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Sometimes, corruption was defined overly widely {(asything that does not follow the
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regular rules and procedur&sEC3: 151) or encompassing all forms of crimirzaitivity:
“[Corruption is]any illegal and illegitimate accumulation of wealby breaking the rulés
(MED2: 005).

In defining corruption most interviewees referredpersonal gains obtained by avoiding or
breaking the law, misuse of power, and sidestepfeggl procedures. Not all respondents
perceived gifts and/or small favors for medical tdog as corruption. Butwhen someone
arranges a job for somebody without open competitiMED1: 077), was clearly perceived
as corruption. Several participants suggested thenction between “bribing”, as illegal
exchange of small favors, and “corruption”, whiclasnvperceived as more important and
grave: Wwhere the system is corrupt, politics are corrupe legal system is corrupt, and
everybody else(EC2: 010). For others, the distinction was nasleg and potentially
dangerous (LS3: 021)all forms of corruption are, to my mind, fatal etle is no difference
(EC3: 021).

On the societal level, corruption was sometimesceptualized as “a kind of evil”, a
systematic misuse of power that has anthropoloficaddations: “[It]is a certain kind of evil
men posses, to misuse their rights and authoritya icertain way, or exercise them in
exchange for personal satisfaction. (I’S1: 010).Systemic corruption is characteristic of a
society, h which things are settled by favors and coungaefs’ (MED3: 021).

Corruption as an abuse of power was often direafigociated with state officials and
politicians (NGO): “[Corruption is] a criminal activity of obtaining a certain favor,
merchandise, or anything else, by bribing the expts of social power(POL3: 005) In this
context, a politician noted that offering and takioribes remains the central corrupt activity
(POL3). An interviewee suggested that many in t@emy sector believe that corruption is
“normalized” in high politics through a system adrations which are later to be exchanged
for favors (POL1). He also stated that the accemaof certain "gifts of appreciation”

(expressing gratitude) is not corruption - as opdd®e accepting money beforehand.

11
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3.2 Seriousness and Topology of Corruption
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Another important interview topic was how seriohe problem of corruption is in Croatian
society, which areas are particularly affected byrupt activities, and what is the typical
public perception of the level of seriousness afrigation. Most respondents claimed that
corruption is a grave problem. Corruption was vidvas ‘a very serious problem because it
destroys the value systeifieC1: 013) and because it affects how citizens feel about their
country (POL2: 013) Overall, there was a consensus that corruption irmmane of the
biggest social problems (EC3: 013): “[it} at the very top, corruption is a huge probfem
(LS2: 015); “[it is] extremely dangerous even at the lowest [B@HED2: 025). As one
NGO official suggested: “..| am aware that there are countries where corrupti®e much
more developed, but | don't see it as any excusewfmat we have"(NGO1: 013).
Interestingly, a participant from the media targedup, who viewed corruption as one of the
most serious problems, judged it a lesser problemomparison to organized crime, which
“works throughout social spheres and therefore i isundred times more dangerous than

these corruptive phenomena that are not harmlesssielves MED3: 050).

Only a few interviewees did not regard corruptioseaious problem, mostly pointing out the
unrealistic public perceptionTheperception of corruption is exaggerated... politiparties
have inflated it in order to get some political pts on the issigMED1: 013). However, for
most of the interviewees the perception of coraptiemained an important social fact that
should be taken seriously. Predictably, in sevetalviews it was emphasized that corruption
IS not a country-specific problem.

Most participants, though not all, expressed tle@nthat Croatia i%a highly corrupt society
(POL3: 013). Typically, they suggested that coriauptis “everywhere” and that it exists in
many areas where the citizens cannot see it — oal, lmational and international levels
(NGO). It was emphasized that corruption exigts.] everywhere where the state does not
provide the service it should, the way it sh6uBOL3: 021) According to a journalist:
“Corruption covers all spheres, including the méqMEDS3: 040).

The omnipresence of corruption was occasionallgelihto state ownershipCobrruption is

present anywhere where the state is still the own(&C1: 029) and the inability of the

12
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system to efficiently fight corrupt state officialsor another participant, corruption is mostly
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associated with the state serviceSofruption is most wide-spread where there is @enee
interaction between the citizens and the stgfdGO2: 023) Some areas were identified as
more corrupt then others: low-level public admiragon (“[public servantshre often these
who generate corruption, and not their supervisofMED2: 101/), health services,
construction industry, politics &‘lot of money goes missing thef®IED1: 077/), judiciary
(“the legal system is absolutely intangibl®MED1: 021/), the system of public procurement,
and local government. Overall, politics and leggdtem were considered to be the areas
where corruption is most dangerous. The polities @dosely linked to the state apparatus,
which makes corruption especially hard to root 6utwhere big business is decided upon,
and that is where the state comes in, that's whieeebiggest corruption usually takes place”
(MED2: 021). Similarly, the existence of corruption within theghl system automatically
rules out the efficient fight against corruptiondams such, is a gross violation of human
rights (LS2).

Low-level corruption seemed to be mostly assodiatéh the health care systemwg all
need health servicksMED1: 021), but some participants warned agataging the most

“visible” areas as the most corrupt ones (LS2).

3.3 Causes and Dynamics of Corruption

Major causes of corruption mentioned in the in®ms were cultural insensitivity to
unfairness and immorality, lack of professionalismmong state administration and civil
servants, uninformed and often poorly educatedipudpinion, but also the recent history.
The 1991-1995 war, for example, was stated as oileeocentral generators of corruption,
both structurally (The war is a condition in which of course war-ptetering groups
flourish, which are later hard to dismanti®IED2: 121/;The state opened itself to organized
crime in order to acquire weapons for the defengethe country. In the process, the
organized criminal took over the state and lateftea it grabbed control, it captured
everything else/NGOZ2: 083/) and culturally. The war provided asty “support” for corrupt
activities because it changed the value systeno, AReople started to believe that they can

do anything and get away with it, because the dtat& more important things than to deal

13
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with them” (MED3: 025), and because the state itself was heawolved in breaking the

i)

rules.

In a broader and more historical sense, we encmthtbe belief that corruption in Croatia is
strongly associated with a cultural legacy of (tiadal) reciprocation, that is characteristic of
South-Eastern Europe and the Balkdi@ultural and political legacy is here partially. or

in all respects negativgEC3: 109). This tradition of tolerating corrupii was described by a
participant as having almost the rational choicekgeound: ‘Society as a whole has a habit
of solving many things either through bribe or agtion and that is deeply embedded in the
system”(EC2: 019) “[...] we are still governed by that mentality...‘Don't work know him
well, we'll work it out” (LS1: 218). “A culture of corruption’ has always existed here”
(MED3: 081).

Some participants mentioned the socialist heritggel back then (in socialism) corruption
was even legalized. There were categories witherptipulation that had a certain advantage.
I'm not even sure if it can be called 'corrupti@gnit was legal (LS3: 117). But, corruption
was something normal under socialism becaeseryybody had low wage$MED1: 110).
Growing social insecurity that had replaced thditegan socialist system was also identified
as one of the causes of contemporary corruptiotimofbh corruption in Croatia has its roots
in the socialist legacy, the transition process ddded new dimensions: "one of the causes
of the destruction of trust is precisely that enous injustice which happened during the
transition” (NGO1: 101). It should be noted that the opini@®ut the socialist legacy
differed significantly. One participant stated tHpt.] in the socialist regime, there was a
minimal amount of corruption, incomparably less rthtoday (POL1: 091). Yet another
posited that “[...Jthe period of socialism was a period of corruptidmit people were not
allowed to discuss it{POL2: 103)

The majority of respondents saw structural andtutginal characteristics as more important

generators of corruption than the cultural factdradequate salaries and the negative
selection of cadres were mentioned, especiallyegard to the state-owned companies and
offices (EC2: 175): “[Corruption todayis de facto generated by financial and political

structures... the state controls almost two thirdghef capital (MED2: 013). So, it is the

state bureaucracy that is theotirce of political and economic corruptio(MED2: 013).

14



Crime
Discussion Paper Series No 11 | 2008 m

Corruption is stimulated by the lack of awarenésd &in action does not have to be criminal

i)

in order to be corrupt, as in the case of confiicinterest (MED3). Also, inefficiency and
incompetence of the state institutions “createstugion by obstructing regular procedures
(MEDS3; EC3). Structurally speaking, anrfordered and non-transparent statevith its ad
hocrules that regularly weaken norms and regulatibregds corruption (EC2).

What are the dynamics of corruption in Croatia? Farst participants, corruption is not a
fixed “quantity”, but a fluid phenomenon, with clgang features and severity. In the words of
an interviewee: Definitely there are changes... -[@orruption] is a process.”(EC1: 029).
One of the most important changes mentioned inirtteaviews was that several important
corruption cases have been processed recently fatdtiie media started paying closer
attention to corrupt behaviors. For some interviesyecorruption was more prevalent in the
past, “..at the time when transition begun in this countBC1: 029). For others, the amount
of corruption did not change substantially. What clhhange was the treatment of corruption in
the society (MED1). Another view shared by somerviewees was that the real change is
marginal and that the handling of corruption chahgenly superficially (MED2):
“Interventions within the system are not equal o ¢hange of system. The system remained
basically the same{(MED3: 027).

The participants who argued that corruption inadasointed out two factors: (a) the rising
popularity of professional political career (peoplecome members of political parties.to
become rich. Through politics they use their posgi of power to obtain personal
benefits7TEC2: 035/), and (b) greater gains enabled by ntagk®nomy (corruption is
escalating because of greater opportunities fore hognefits; LS1). During the socialism
corruption was alive mostly through “blue enveldpesd the favor-for-favor system of
exchange. The Socialist Party privileges were Bohiby the absence of private ownership
(EC2: 085).“The ways corruption was practiced before waseat#ht due to a different model
of ownership (P1: 017). With the collapse of the socialistteys the number of contenders
for power positions increased and privatization aratket economy provided a radically new

framework. All this served as a powerful generatiocontemporary corruption.

To briefly summarize, we found all three possiblews regarding the dynamics of

corruption. The increase was associated with straktchanges related mainly to the
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transition processes. The decrease was explaingdebynore extensive media coverage of

i)

corruption cases'(...] | see that there is much more talk on corruptienaaproblem today
than before. In some ways the public is becomingeeensitive to corruption’LS2: 048/)
and, though less frequently, the more active rdld&JSKOK (State Attorney’s Office for
Combating Corruption and Organized Crimd@he stagnation was suggested by those who
argued that anti-corruption measures undertakenfasowere only partially efficient.
Importantly, interviewees often expressed diffi@dtin assessing the dynamics of corruption.
However, there seemed to be a consensus that ttleamsms of corruption, as well as its

characteristics, changed significantly.

3.4 Consequences of Corruption

One of the major effects of corruption reportedthe interviews was an erosion of social
norms: the values of social justice, solidarity amorality are being replaced by self-centered
ruthlessness and opportunism. Another effect ofugbion mentioned was the suboptimal
performance of the whole system, especially itsneodc and social efficiency. Also,
increasing mistrust in institutions, as well asr@asing poverty, distorted social priorities,
inefficient investments, and wasted resources werated out. Corruption clearly impedes
development ©nly knowledge, education and work can bring reSuEC1: 013) and creates
widespread discontent, insecurity and mistrusthie state institutions. The link between
economic and political corruption is dangerous heeat promotes the belief that everything
is available to those who are politically connect&ehally, corruption in all its forms
“decreases the availability of certain servicegEC3: 009). All this leads td'social

insecurity that creates a negative socio-cultulahate’ (MED1: 009).

The effects of corruption include increasing indiugcorruption negatively effectsthe
poorest and the weakestiut can be convenietfior the strongest’/LS3: 009/;" [A] person
feels abused...] if (s)he is not able to bribe somebody as otheesdoing” /LS1: 034/),
legal insecurity and a wide-spread sense of hedpéss (there is aléeply rooted awareness
that nothing can be done without brib®1: 021/) and pessimism (POL2: 009). Furthermore
corruption also affects the society by obstructithg real market competiticn(MED2: 017).

Important economic consequences of corruption siscthe reluctance of foreign investors to
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invest in Croatia, the slowing down of economic elepment, and a growing sense that

i)

everything and everyone can be bought for the pgite (LS2), were also mentionedhis
view was perceived as devastating for the legaksys“[l]t means that there are alternative
ways to get something, a favor, a good, a sendgen a certain level of social recognition.

This way corruption destroys the legal system &édaorms (POL3: 009).

As the existing research convincingly shows, latkwst is inextricably linked to corruption
(Uslaner, 2004). Most of our interviewees expredbedopinion that regaining citizens' trust
in institutions, lost through experiences with optron, will be a long and painful process.
Citizen’s trust can not be restored without thealeisshment of the system with transparent
and well-monitored rules and regulations. Buildisgch a system requires efficient and
systematic sanctioning of corruption on all levé]s:] if we could efficiently punish all those
who are corrupt, not only at low and middle levelit also those at the top level... there
should be no "untouchablefl'S2: 137) “The more we strengthen the bodies responsibsle fo
prosecution ... the bigger the capacities for fighticorruption... All this would have an
impact on the public opinion{P2: 093) Citizens will trust a government that is prepared t
penalize corruption, not the one that only decléseseadiness to do it and then does nothing
(MED1): “[W]e should start from the foundations and slowly rebthe system, not just

change something that's only the tip of an icebgrPOL1: 079)

3.5 Combating Corruption

We were interested to learn about the expert opsion how the Croatian society could
organize itself against corruption and, furthermonéhat would be the best course of
combating corruption. Almost all interviewees arguleat combating corruption is a long and
costly process. Some respondents emphasized thstt paople do not have the courage to
report corruption, and those individuals who dooréfit do not receive appropriate support
(Those who investigate corruption and organized erirmriminal activities in the system,
have no partners in the institutions of the systenthe civil society, in the public, or in the
media” /MED3: 030/) Both representatives of the target group policepteamized the
importance of citizens’ cooperation. The major peafs in reporting corruption, according to

the two participants, were personal risks of disicig corrupt activities and the fact that they
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are often hard to prove. The importance of citipanticipation and civic pressure was also

i)

stressed by one NGO representatiJe.] | believe that because of the increasing awareness
of citizens... thanks to that, the existing genesaldiness to fight corruption will transform
into the true readine§YNGO1: 021)

The central problem of the current anti—corruptedforts was described as followinfjt
should not happen that one case gets processethanother one does not — they should all
be treated equally’(EC1: 174).This partiality was primarily associated with theck of
genuine political interest in combating corrupti¢ithere is no political will for solving this
problem in general; there is a political will folaging ‘we are working on it’... That's the
whole story” (EC3: 141). The bad thing is that no political authority, notsangle political
structure has the strength or willingness to put emd to corruption”(MED21: 037). In
addition to the lack of political decisiveness,wanier of participants pointed to insufficient
legislation, inefficient courts, and various pal pressures of the police investigators,
prosecutors and judge$The problem in fighting corruption is the inexistee of a system,
any system capable of investigating corruption gmdsecuting it” /MED3: 040/). The
problem of political and financial control was peutarly emphasized in the case of the
media. Some respondents argued that these pressimele the anti-corruption potential of
the media by obstructing independent and objectyp®rting. Instead of informing, raising
sensitivity and exerting pressure on the statetutins, the media reports on corruption are

insufficiently professional, non-systematic andssgionalist (LS1).

Within institutions and organizations corruptionssmetimes a way of “doing business” that
enables certain individuals to reap personal benéfio prevent this, internal anti-corruption
mechanisms are usually developed and incorporatatl relevant activities. In the final part
of the interview, we asked the representativeefsix target groups to identify and describe
the mechanism(s) established in their own orgaieastinstitutions. According to the
findings, the situation varied substantially. Aotirruption measures were present in some
organizations, but not in others. For example,h@ target group Economy all participants
reported the absence of internal mechanisms, sm@gtoffering a justification:1“have to
admit that | do not see the possibility for corrigutivities because we are... a non-profit
organization” (EC1: 182). Another respondent stated that althocgyruption is not only

possible, but probably present his organizatiomfhére is space [for corruption],
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unfortunately, and some cases could be provene.fa¢t is that in the trade unions a lot of

i)

money flows around7EC2: 148/), nobody seems to be concerned enaugiush for the
introduction of anti-corruption measures. Furthemmnadt was argued that one should not
expect much from such mechanism&ofmetimesthe problem is indeed in inadequate
regulation legislation, but the biggest problenthe regulatory practice and its monitoring”
(EC3: 129). Simply put, the mechanisms of interoahtrol are sometimes perceived as
complicated, expensive and inefficient.

The internal anti-corruption mechanisms in the llsgatem are mostly non-existing, too. The
most important improvement, it was suggested bwgréigipant, would be to strictly monitor

adherence to deadlines and procedut§E]he thing we want to influence the most is the
presence and respect of the procedures and of ldgablines, which would mean that

everybody is treated equallyf(LS3: 125) Among measures that would increase institutional
integrity, the interviewees have listed verticapstvision and control, as well as security
checks, institution of property cards, and fullyansparent proceedings. Obligatory
supervision, it was proposed, should be extendedl &iate prosecutors and judges (LS1) and

a much greater attention should be paid to theepsidnal code of condu(tS?2).

All respondents from the Media target group agréeat corruption in the media is a
substantial problem, partially because no efficimritrol mechanisms were ever introduced.
One respondent claimed that there is a numbergbiyhcorrupt journalists who are all able to
get away with it:*Absolutely nothing happened to any one of theneré&lare audits, some
ethical committee will analyze the work those jalists did, but not the possibility that some
are corrupt” (MED1: 182) Even when some regulation exists, nobody obsetvémiour
agencies the new rules need to be established.Thene are some rules prescribed by the
law, but nobody respects thedWED2: 125)

The respondents from the target group NGO focusedhe general situation in the civil
sector. No relevant control mechanisms were regotbeit there was a consensus among
participants from this target groups that thedus operandof most NGOs is insufficiently
transparent: "[T]hdevel of transparency in the civil sector mustitereased. Civil society,
which sounds all too good and opened to the puisiitt like that at all - it is a secret society,

instead. NGO work reports are unavailable. It iffetent with the state institutions. Their
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reports can be incomplete or badly written, butmeed them for an analysis, | can get them.
If | need a report from an NGO, usually | am noteato find it (NGO2: 091)

i)

Both respondents from the target group Police agtieat the mechanisms of internal control
are quite efficient in monitoring police personn®&e are all under their[officers of the

Department of Internal Controjontrol” (P2: 109). Policemen are well-informed about their
rights and duties, and about the fact that theirkwe systematically monitored. This has
increased awareness and, in some cases, creatgdrante toward corrupt colleagues:
“Simply, there is certain awareness present amoolgcemen; we had cases where an officer
would blow a whistle on another colleague who wdtdlater discharged(P1: 113).The

respondents pointed out that during the last y2@0&) a number of officers were reported for
criminal activities and subjected to disciplinarpgeedings, which, in their opinion, confirms

the efficiency of the present system of internaitoal.

In the Politics target group, the interviewees esped different notions about the internal
control mechanisms. One respondent stated that tixere no serious talks about the internal
control in his institution, but that everythingkspt in order by speeding up the procedures
and decision making (POL 't) Another respondent stated that standard measistesly
suffice: “Everything must be transparently registered in thmoks, expenses must be clearly
reported, and reports must be regularly sent tordevant party office. | believe that 90%
[of the political party officials]are very, very correct{(POL2: 119). The third interviewee
expressed a similar opinion arguing that the “acanimmechanism” he prefers is a careful
choice of assistants. He added that he had newsurtered corruption in his working

environmen{POL3).

4. Discussion

In a previous paper (Stulhofer et al., 2007), welyzed available documentation regarding

two case studies of alleged corruption in Croatid auggested the usefulness of six ideal-
type models of understanding corruption among @oaexpert elites. Although the fit

1 Although an internal control position was recentlgated in his institution, the participant did nonsider it
of any real importance (POLL1).
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between the data and the models was far from perfee proposed models proved

i)

instrumental in systematic comparison of the exgestips’ positions. In brief, the ideal-type

models were described as following:

(1) The Public Relations modePR) is characterized by simplified, often populisdamne-

dimensional definitions of corruption. Corruptios perceived primarily as damaging for
public image of the institution/actors in questiddeasures for fighting corruption are
evaluated according to the PR efficiency critenl ahe focus is primarily on low-level

corruption.

(2) The Expert modelH) entails complex and comprehensive definitionscofruption.
Corruption is viewed as damaging to the socialiabf society and is economically wasteful.
Measures for fighting corruption are based on lmgstnational practice(s) and the focus is on
high-level corruption that inevitably involves pais.

(3) The Nuisance modeN] is characterized by the lack of clear definiti@uorruption is a
minor and omnipresent issue that has been exagdemdeasures for fighting corruption are

short-term and mostly inadequate, without a cleaus.

(4) The Human Rights modeHR) offers a comprehensive definition of corruptidratt

emphasizes human rights abuse. Corruption is pemteas a moral, socio-cultural and
economic evil. Proposed measures for fighting qurom are systematic, rigorous, and
transparent. The focus is on both low and hightl@ggruption, and on the role of civil

society in combating corruption.

(5) The Pragmatic modéeP) is based on comprehensive legal-political defing. Corruption
is viewed as a major social problem; proposed mreador fighting corruption are systematic

and well coordinated, and the focus is primarilyyj@m-level corruption.
(6) The Ignoring modell} relies onad hog often rather narrow and confusing definitions.

Corruption is perceived problematic only when Nexely impedes governance and everyday

business; the measures for fighting corruptiomatediscussed.
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The logic of model fitting in this second reseapttase proceeded in the following manner.

i)

Firstly, the authors identified crucial dimensiasfsperceiving and understanding corruption
among expert elites. These aspecttggorie¥ represented empirical indicators of the main
structural dimensions of the proposed models. Afteveral discussions among the team
members, a consensus was reached that the folldaumgcategories should be analyzed for
model fitting: (a) definition of corruption, (b) ssssment of the dynamics of corruption and
general evaluation of the problem, (c) suggestiémrs combating corruption, and (c)

discussion about internal anti-corruption mechasisin contrast to asking questions about
general (society-level) anti-corruption measuresjctv might have resulted in responses
biased by social desirability and presumed expecistinquiring about internal measures (or,
for that matter, their absence) seemed less prongiases and therefore more valid and
revealing. Also, the information on internal measuwas easier to verify. Partially supporting
our methodological rationale, the answers regardigrnal mechanism were substantially

more varied than those on general or society-langtcorruption measures.

As in the first project phase, dissonant “voicesicauntered within each expert group
presented a noteworthy problem for the model fittanalysis. With the exception of the
target group police, where a high degree of siityam opinions between the two
interviewees was found, the other groups were cheniaed by different degrees of
heterogeneity. This difficulty could not always tesolved by searching for the dominant or
representative‘voice”. This is certainly a limitation of our metl fitting analysis, which
needs to be taken into consideration. Empiricalis suggests that expert group perceptions
of corruption could be best described as multi-nh@tdenposites. Keeping in mind that the
models were originally introduced as ideal-typesformed by empirical insights, but not
intended to fully explain or even describe thenuli8ifer at al., 2007) - this should not be

surprising.

4.1 Expert groups and the corresponding modelsdétstanding/perceiving corruption

The expert grouppolice was characterized by the Pragmatic (P) and Exmerdel (E)
approach to defining corruption. The E approach weéflected in the statement that relevant

state institutions use different definitions of regotion, which has negative consequences for
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combating corruption. Suggestions regarding thatf@gainst corruption were systematic,

i)

comprehensive and informed by international practibe E model), but focused primarily on
low-level corruption (the P model). Well-establidh@nternal control mechanisms were
discussed along the lines of the P model, empimasihie measures taken against corruption

in everyday situations.

The definition of corruption given by the represgivies of the expert groymolitics generally
followed the E model. However, their views on cotir corruption mostly reflected the P
model by stressing the need for more efficientesgion of low-level corruption. In addition,
some elements of the Nuisance model (N) were fopnidharily in the insistence on the
universality of corruption, which was used as 4difigstion for low personal expectations
regarding the outcomes of anti-corruption campaigine lack of dedicated internal control
and specific anti-corruption measures (the prawgitipinion among the participants from this
target group was that the existing half-measuresafficient) suggested the predominance of
the Ignoring (1) model in understanding internairaption.

The definition of corruption from the expert gronpn-governmental organizatiorsllowed

the E and Human Rights (HR) model, with the labeing expressed through suggestions that
corruption constitutes a discriminatory (or everclegionary) system. As expected, when
discussing efficient anti-corruption measures theigpants closely followed the E model.
The importance of importing the best internatiopictices was pointed out, as well as the
imperative of citizens’ mobilization through anbt¥cuption sensitization and awareness-
raising. However, the lack of internal control wast critically assessed, in spite of the fact

that both interviewees acknowledged the lack afgparency in the civil sector.

Definition of corruption associated with the expgrbuplegal systenfitted the E and Public
Relations (PR) model. This corresponded to the fiaat this group was one of the more
disparate ones, with often contrasting “voices”u3hthe definitions offered ranged from a
comprehensive and legally well-founded one to drag tescribed corruption aa ‘tertain
kind of evil that men possés#n contrast, in discussing the steps requiradefticient fight
against corruption a relatively high level of horangity was achieved. However, suggestions
provided by the interviewees often seemed to eboofficial (institutional) position. The

discussion about internal anti-corruption mechasisvas brief and lacking in substance (the |
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model). Only the representative of USKOK providedriéical and systematic account of the

i)

need for internal control in the legal system @Emmodel).

In another heterogeneous group, the expert gemgmomy corruption was defined either
according to the E model or PR model. The elementthe latter were found in over-
generalizations equating corruption with the oudesgbtem of exchanging favors (involving
primarily political decision-makers and businessgle) and describing it danything that
doesn't follow regular rules and procedute§he PR model also fitted the suggestions
regarding anti-corruption activities, which were stip vague (“[all corruption casebhve to

be treated equally, non-specific (appointing experts to importadtanistrative position) or
ideological (the importance of political will foombating corruption). No internal control or
corruption prevention mechanisms were reportedhis target group. This lack of inward
attention to the problem of corruption was justifigy (a) denying the possibility that corrupt
activities could take place in participant’s ingtibn/organization, (b) lack of in-house
support, or (c) skepticism expressed through teertien that all anti-corruption measures are
costly and inefficient. All the three argumentsrged to the N model.

Finally, the mediaexpert group was characterized by a set of defivst mostly associated
with the E and HR model. As in the case of the N&@ert group, the latter model was
represented by claims that corruption constituteystem of discrimination in which those
who are connected can exchange favors and prospée eexpense of (the unconnected)
others. The P model dominated the discussion orbating corruption, which focused on
what is a feasible strategy in the situation chiaramed by the lack of genuine political
motivation to tackle corruption (“.no political authority, not a single political stcture has
the strength or willingness to end corruptipnCitizens’ education and public pressure were
pointed out as the most promising long-term stsatédthough the media representatives
agreed that corruption is a significant problemtheir working environment, they seemed
highly distrustful of the existing internal safegd® The mechanisms that have been
introduced were judged insufficient and inefficieat best. Overall, a sense of pessimism

permeated the accounts on internal control.
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i)

5. Conclusions

A recent longitudinal cross-cultural analysis based the World Values Survey dataset
demonstrated that the level of tolerance towardugpdion varies substantially, both between
and within the countries (Moreno, 2002). Notewoytimg reported data pointed to an increase
in the permissiveness toward corruption in the qgostalist European countries in the period
1990-1995 (Moreno, 2002: 504), suggesting the inamae of transition costs and related
socio-cultural and psychosocial adaptations. Itggtion(s) of corruption are conceptualized
not only as moral statements but also as socigitatians?, understanding the “language of
corruption” becomes crucial for identifying cultubstacles to corruption prevention (Shore
& Haller, 2005). As Uslaner’s research suggests, plrception of corruption might be
affected more by cultural than institutional fastoprimarily through low or eroding trust
(Uslaner, 2004). Clearly, mistrust in institutiaegproblematic not only in terms of individual
action, which is guided by the imperative of degliwith heightened uncertainty and
insecurity (due to the untrustworthy or dysfuncéibstate institutions), but also as a long-

term socio-cultural obstacle to any systematic-emtiuption campaigf®

In this report we analyzed expert scripts of catinmp Collected individual opinions and
statements should be “read” as highly personaliaed, at the same time, institutionally
embedded accounts of corruption. These accounts tmeated in this study as systems of
meanings, not necessarily fully coherent, that wereonstructed or assembled through
personal experiences and perspectives (anchorgdofassional identity and moral sense),
perceived institutional rules, and dominant puldhiscourse(s). Using the Grounded Theory
approach (Corbin & Strauss, 1990) and a set ofl-iypacal models of understanding
corruption (Stulhofer et al., 2007), we attempiedeconstruct these systems of meanings and

document their multiple, overlapping, and oftersdigant “voices”.

The main findings should be briefly summarized. Expert (E) and pragmatic (P) model

were found predominant in defining corruption anstcdssions regarding society-level anti-

2 Here we refer tmperative self-positioningr actor’s behavioural strategies that are inteatily “optimized”
for operating in an environment characterized byeaspread corruption.

13 The social impact of widespread perception ofugation in Croatia was recently assessed in a relsqzaper,
which found the perception of corruption the strestgpredictor of the lack of generalized trust am$t in
institutions (Stulhofer, 2004.).
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corruption activities. This is an encouraging fimglisuggesting high levels of understanding

i)

and awareness of corruption among the interview€bese were further confirmed in the
analysis of the perceived consequences of cormptiess encouraging is the fact that the
ignoring (I) model was the most frequently encotedemodel in the discussion about internal
control and in-house anti-corruption mechanismstié@ants were highly critical of the lack
of proper anti-corruption measures in the society,seemed less observant when considering

their own institutions/organizatiors.

Noteworthy is the fact that the role of NGOs in dmting corruption was rather
marginalized. In a few cases where the topic wdsaised by the interviewer, interviewees
failed to mention it altogether. In contrast, weirid an explicit consensus regarding the role
of the EU. Although not without some critical obssions, the majority of participants
assessed the role of the EU in combating corruptio@roatia as important and positive.
Primarily, it was associated with institutional aghs, legislative initiativeg“[W]ith its
legislation, the EU simply forces us to do things atherwise wouldn't/NGO1: 049/), and

political pressure.

What are the ramifications of our findings for thiederstanding of social embeddedness of
corruption in Croatia? According to the data, the understanding of theharisms that
facilitate corruption in Croatia is rather high amgothe interviewed members of expert
groups. Different mechanism and facilitating fastarere pointed out, most notably political
clientelism and state ownership, socio-cultural nmor(social networks and traditional
obligations), and insufficiently professional andnderpaid public administration.
Paradoxically, the picture emerging from our intews is that corruption is as pervasive and

ubiquitous as its condemnation. If so, how canugion persist?

According to Miller et al. (2001), wide-spread agtion can be based either on a culture of
corruption, as vividly described by Olivier de Samd(1999.), or on a system where most

people remain victims of circumstances. The fisgil@nation relies heavily on sub-optimal

4 Good intentions and informal checks were usuallysidered sufficient.

5 In his social constructionist approach to undewditeg corruption, Granovetter (2007:2) defined abci
embeddedness of corruption through social arrangesmesponsible for shaping the incentives for wqutrr
activities and the way “they come to be endowedh e value and the meaning that they ultimateleHhar
actors.”
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social norms and traditional legitimation of cortiop — or, in Granovetter’s (2007) terms, on

i)

habitual “neutralization” principles and strategvesich aim to justify corruption. The second
explanation argues that pervasive corruption cpelsist in spite of general discontent due to
structural factors and specific strategies of dadites.  Although most of interviewees
claimed that corruption in Croatia has not morpimed a cultural system, the lack of attention
to internal anti-corruption measures encounteredhe study suggests a third possibility.
Corruption could also persist in a socio-culturgtem where most actors disapprove of and
even condemn it, but are unable or unwilling toogggze it in their immediate surrounding.
This could be called thenyperopic (mis)perception of corruptionSuch perceptual
“farsightedness” may be based on inadequate umaelisg of what constitutes corruption
and/or certain cultural norms (such as that oneillshprotect his/her reputation by covering
up immoral behavior of one’s close associates). fédrea culturally constructed hyperopic
view is an element of the dominant perception afugation among Croatian expert elites is
unclear at this stage. Collected data are insefiity detailed, but do suggest that the analysis
of social embeddedness of corruption should tak® account the possibility of differential
perception based upon social proximity with the olwed actors. Hyperopia may not
necessarily be a neutralizing strategy, but couldply reflect the way personal and

professional reputation is culturally defined igi@en society.
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