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Abstract 
 
The research project aims to develop means to optimise corrup-

tion prevention in the EU. The urgency of such a project is re-

flected in the fact that corruption holds the potential to retard 

seriously the process of the Community’s enlargement and inte-

gration, even to the extent of threatening the very core of its 

concept of social order. The prevention policies that have been 

developed by the EU and implemented so far within individual 

member countries have in general been characterised by legisla-

tive, administrative and police force measures. These are based 

on a definition of corruption prevention developed in political 

and administrative institutions that, for its implementation, rely 

on a “top-down” procedure. The research project purports to 

conduct not an inquiry into the nature of corruption “as such”, 

but rather into the perceptions of corruption held by political 

and administrative decision-makers in specific regions and cul-

tures, those held by actors representing various institutions and 

authorities, and above all by the citizens and the media in Euro-

pean societies. The project proceeds from the assumption that 

the considerably varying perceptions of corruption, determined 

as they are by “cultural dispositions”, have significant influence 

on a country’s respective awareness of the problem and thereby 
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on the success of any preventative measures. For this reason, the project investigates the “fit” between 

“institutionalised” prevention policies and how these are perceived in “daily practice“, as well as how 

EU candidate countries and EU member countries as a result handle the issue of corruption. In a final 

step, the research project intends to make specific recommendations for readjusting this “fit” and to 

investigate which role the media play within this process in each individual country. 

 

Objectives of the Project 
 
The goal of this sociological research project is to deepen the knowledge of the phenomenon of cor-

ruption in the countries designated above. In doing so, it follows a twofold line of inquiry:  

 

• The objects of the project are both the conceptual preconditions of the expert systems as well as 

the socio-cultural conditions under which these systems are put into to effect. The project‘s first 

and second empirical phases focus on the reconstruction of the cultural patterns underlying the 

perceptions of corruption among institutional actors (in the spheres of politics, the judiciary, and 

the police forces), among multipliers (the media, etc.), as well as within the groups targeted by the 

prevention measures in the countries being studied. 

• Expert systems will be evaluated during the project’s first empirical phase by means of a socio-

logical analysis of documents. In the second empirical phase, interviews will be conducted with 

persons active in institutions and civil society, including representatives of the media, who are en-

gaged in efforts to prevent corruption. Through the analysis of the data generated in this fashion, 

the common-sense definitions of corruption that hold in the respective countries will be recon-

structed.  

• In the third empirical phase, ‘bottom-up’ strategies for the prevention of corruption are to be de-

veloped on the basis of the empirical findings from phases one and two. These will serve as sup-

plements intended to improve the effectiveness of the existing expert systems, which are presently 

limited to a ‘top-down’ approach. The existing prevention policies and procedures within the 

given society (‘expert systems’) will be submitted to a systematic strength-weakness analysis.  

• On the basis of the findings from the phases one to three, points of departure will be delineated for 

the revision of the existing expert systems. In the project’s concluding phase, these will be dis-

cussed together with policy-makers within the framework of a scholars-experts conference in 

Brussels and then applied to the design of new preventative policies. 

• Via contacts between the project consortium, anti-corruption initiatives in the public sphere and 

the media, the ‘common-sense perceptions of corruption’ reconstructed in the first three phases are 

to be communicated to the interested public. On the basis of the discussion of this concrete issue, 

the project will foster the development of civil-societal culture in the participating countries.  

 

 

Members of the Project Consortium 
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University of Tübingen, Germany 
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Galatasaray University, Istanbul, Turkey 

University of Zagreb, Croatia 

National School of Public Administration and Local Government, Athens, Greece 

Panteion University, Athens, Greece 

South East European Studies at Oxford (SEESOX), United Kingdom 
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OVERALL VIEW OF THE KICK-OFF-MEETING 
SOFIA 1-2 FEBRUARY 2006, CENTER FOR LIBERAL STRATEGIES 

 
During the preparation of the proposal of the project submitted in April 2005 and until the 

beginning of the project in January 2006 the consortium partners agreed on the overwriting 

guidelines of the research work. 

Accordingly, the meeting featured five topical foci, the content of each of which is as 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 pro-

ceeds from the assumption that the ‘bot-

tom-up’ definitions held within ‘everyday 

theories’ of corruption are anchored in 

social patterns of perception that actors 

apply unconsciously. For this reason, 

they cannot be polled in the direct 

method commonly used in opinion re-

search, but rather must be reconstructed 

from administrative and other official 

documents and recorded statements of 

those persons interviewed. Building on 

this insight, both the documents as well 
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as the expert interviews are to be subjected to a computerised qualitative content analysis 

(content analysis software Atlas-ti) according to the principles of grounded theory methodol-

ogy.  

 

2. The Atlas-ti software programme to be used by all project participants for their data analy-

sis was introduced and tested through a joint analysis of speeches from an EU Parliamentary 

debate. Much of the discussion revolved around details of the program’s functioning, above 

all with reference to the coding procedure and how memos reflecting the coder’s insights into 

the text can be recorded and represented while using the software. A matter of great interest 

was the depth of analysis necessary to obtain codes that plumb the material of a sufficient 

breadth and depth. 

 
3. Each project team presented a comprehensive account of the actual state of corruption and 

anti-corruption measures in the countries involved. In the discussion that followed the presen-

tations were embedded in a comparative 

reasoning that revolved on the condi-

tions 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 own context and work within 

the range of possibilities available to it, 

provided of course that the overall work 

planning in all its details is observed. In other words, the project groups are free to define their 

own priorities for data collection.  

 
5. Finally, technical and administrative aspects of the project have been also discussed.  The 

session directed the attention of the participants to the detailed work-plan contained in Annex 

I, pp. 30-32. Detailed points of discussion have been: contacts to key persons in each target 

group, contact to national and international organisations involved in anti-corruption policies, 

administrative aspects such as reporting, audit certificates, presentation of the reporting tem-

plate. 
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‘Crime as a Cultural Problem’ 

Key note from the Scientific Co-ordinator of the project Dr Dirk Tänzler 

 

The study aims to develop means to optimise corruption prevention in the EU. The urgency of 

such a project is reflected in the fact that corruption in all its phenomenological dimensions 

acts as a hindrance to the process of Europeanisation of South Eastern EU-candidate coun-

tries. Corruption holds the potential to retard seriously the process of the Community’s 

enlargement and integration, even to the extent of threatening the very core of its concept of 

social order. The project contributes to the overcoming of such blockages in that it traces 

those attitudes, determined by mentality and specific socio-cultural conditions, that constitute 

barriers to the transformation of these societies into modern European states. 

 

The prevention policies that have been developed by the EU and implemented so far within 

individual member countries have in general been characterised by legislative, administrative 

and police force measures. These are based on a definition of corruption prevention developed 

in political and administrative institutions that, for its implementation, rely on a ‘top-down’ 

procedure. We believe that this concept of corruption is both in the theoretical as well as the 

practical sense insufficient. To optimise corruption prevention, we vote for widening the 

scope of how we define and approach the problem. 

 

Our project proceeds from the assumption that the considerably variable perceptions of cor-

ruption, determined as they are by ‘cultural dispositions’, have significant influence on a 

country’s respective awareness of the problem and thereby on the success of any preventative 

measures. 

 

For this reason, the project purports to conduct not an inquiry into the nature of corruption ‘as 

such’, but rather into the perceptions of corruption held by political and administrative deci-

sion-makers in specific regions and cultures, those held by actors representing various institu-

tions and authorities, and above all by the citizens and the media in European societies. 

 

As a consequence, our research will have a dual focus: it operates both at the formal, institu-

tional and at the informal, practical level. We will analyse the counter-corruption policies and 

the social-cultural contexts they work in. And we will investigate the ‘fit’ between ‘institu-

tionalised’ prevention measures and how these are perceived in ‘daily practice’, as well as 

how EU candidate countries and EU member countries as a result handle the issue of corrup-

tion. In a final step, we intend to make specific recommendations for readjusting this ‘fit’ and 

to investigate which role the media play within this process in each individual country.  

 

Media do not have only a ‘passive’ technical role in ‘neutrally’ transmitting information. In 

modern societies, media have substantial influence on the social patterns of perception and 

recognition, for example on the definition of problems like crime and corruption. Hence, an-

other crucial goal of our research project is to demonstrate that the media must be recognized 

as a powerful instrument in combating corruption. 
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After this short sketch of our project, I now come to the first question: 

 

Why Culture? 
 

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

and Romania has stated in an interview: “There are serious efforts of reform (…). Corruption 

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

be achieved totally (FAZ from the 28.01.2006; Translation by the Author).” 

 

Mr. Rehn’s statement is an expression of realism. Corruption is a universal problem even in 

the modern states of the West. What Mr. Rehn also suggests is that corruption is a much big-

ger problem in some regions than in others. – But a problem for whom and of what kind? An 

example from another continent may help us to look at the subject of interest from another 

perspective: 

 

One of the most recent prime ministers of the Philippines lost his office because he was too 

honest and avoided strictly all illegal behaviour. In the eyes of a Western observer, he incor-

porated all the liberal democratic principles modern citizens believe in as preconditions for 

‘good practice’, if not, like Voltaire’s Candide, for the “best of all possible worlds”. 

 

In the eyes of the Philippine people and voters, this honest man appeared incompetent and 

immoral because he proved himself unable to look after the members of his immediate and 

extended family and his friends. Why should people without personal relations to this prime 

minister have trusted him, seeing as he did not behave responsibly and loyally even to his 

intimate relatives and companions? In the Philippine case, the Western model of democratic 

institutions and political culture does not fit with the expectations and the social practice of 

the people in everyday-life. 

 

The conflict here results from the incompatibility between, on the one hand, the paternalistic 

habit in a traditional system of moral reciprocity combined with substantial benefits still alive 

in the popular imagination and, on the other, the individualistic habit of competitive actors in 

a modern, functionally differentiated system based on the anonymous principle of formal le-

gal rights as represented by the unhappy prime minister. Not only the Philippines held nepo-

tism and gift exchange for ‘good practices’. What we subsume under the category ‘corruption’ 

may be a universal type of social practice, but it also holds different cultural meaning. 

 

In the current process of enlargement and integration, the EU acts like the Philippine prime 

minister and then wonders why people so ungratefully persist in their bad practice. This mis-

understanding is the starting point of our research; our task will be to reconstruct the motives 

and causes behind the conflict. 

 

Efforts to prevent corruption within the EU and in the EU candidate countries generally con-

sist of a set of administrative measures oriented to institutionalised values and goals, put into 

effect by experts “from the top down”. The experts do their best. But, neither in the elemen-

tary definitions determining existing counter-corruption policies nor in their implementation 

are those everyday life orientations rooted in socio-cultural contexts and conducive to corrupt 

behaviour taken into account. Here, we see the structural causes of the limited effects of the 

counter-corruption policies currently being applied within the EU and its candidate states. 

They do not reach the ‘bottom’ at which corrupt behaviour and its social legitimation prosper 

and which is constituted by cultural modes of perception and reasoning on corruption. 
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Therefore, countermeasures undertaken at a general societal level must rely on our knowledge 

of these modes of perception and reasoning. But we cannot develop an ‘easy’ solution where 

we ‘add’ some ‘forgotten’ aspects to the existing procedures because these new aspects con-

flict with the ‘logic’ of these procedures. If this is true, a practical consequence of our theo-

retical assumption on corruption as a cultural problem is that change in the current situation 

presupposes a preceding change of mind. 

 

Experts must gain a better understanding of the social contexts they work in. Our cross-

cultural comparison will deliver empirically grounded conclusions about the way corruption is 

socially perceived and valued. Its first goal is to examine specific countries and determine 

which patterns of everyday life perceptions of corruption are currently dominant. 

 

In a further step, in co-operation with policy-makers in the field, our research aims to opera-

tionalise the knowledge gained through employing a “bottom-up” strategy. Putting our con-

clusions to discussion with experts from the EU, the NGOs, and the national agencies dealing 

with corruption raises the potential impact of expert knowledge on corruption in a twofold 

way: 

 

On the one hand, it helps them gain retrospective insight into the specific shortcomings of 

current anti-corruption management. Indeed, it may be that aspects of corruption perception 

not susceptible or even resistant to administrative measures may to date not have been suffi-

ciently taken into account. 

 

On the other hand, it provides foundations for prospective, long-term action, as it supplements 

existing policies with regulatory strategies that incorporate the specific contexts of the percep-

tions of corruption in each individual country. Very often, the experts have informal insider 

information, but then the institutional programs hinder them from following their better 

knowledge. The revelation of this ‘inner-organisational’ conflict and the stimulation of a dis-

cussion about it among representatives of institutions and politics will be another crucial goal 

of our research project. 

 

I have attempted to demonstrate the usefulness of a cultural approach to corruption. Doing 

this raises question two: 

 
What is Culture? 
 

Although our research is empirically grounded and has definite practical goals, there is, obvi-

ously, some theory behind the research design. But we do not treat theory as a dogma and a 

set of eternally true axioms, but rather as a practical tool we use to answer empirical ques-

tions. What I want to demonstrate by the following considerations is that there is a strong link 

between our theoretical approach to culture and our empirical research method. In general, we 

do not consider ‘culture’ to be an additive factor, neither as an aspect nor a dimension or a 

subsystem of a society (as in the value-system in a Parsonian sense). Therefore, we will not 

define it methodologically as a specific variable. To the contrary, we understand ‘culture’ as a 

holistic entity that is at the same time relative in nature. 

 

Culture defines the whole world an actor lives in, but this world varies among different socie-

ties and might differ historically within a single society. In other words: Culture as a ‘whole’ 

is not the sum of empirical phenomena, but, metaphorically speaking, the ‘logic’ or ‘gram-

mar’ we use to perceive and conceptualise the world of phenomena. In former times, this was 

called the ‘spirit of the social facts’ manifested in a specific expressive ‘style’ of actors. 
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Reality does not exist by itself ‘out there’ and ‘ready-made’ for my mind to perceive. Instead, 

it is constituted by the forms of perception and recognition and, on this basis, is constructed in 

the process of social interaction. With Thomas Luckmann, we can define culture as a store of 

knowledge shared by all those participating in a single social world. This knowledge does not 

represent the world, but – following William Issac Thomas’ famous aperçu – defines prob-

lems and solutions, in other words it defines all the reality that is possible within this culture. 

As a tool to deal with practical problems, it serves to establish social order and security. In 

effect, it also guarantees cognitive reliability and affective confidence, as well as personal 

identity, and therefore enjoys high appreciation by individuals. 

 

From the perspective of the culture of another society, this cultural ‘whole’ is evidently lim-

ited, a restricted social construction of only relative truth. But what is true for each society is 

also true for the single individual. An individual does not only share a culture with other 

members of his society, made up of a stock of common knowledge stemming from experience 

handed down from earlier generations. Instead, an individual possesses a single life-world, as 

well, a private perspective on the reality that is constituted by his authentic experiences. Phe-

nomenologists speak of the horizon of one’s life-world as the world taken for granted. On the 

other side of the horizon exists an open world waiting for exploration. You can shift your ho-

rizon, but when you do, you leave a familiar home and start an adventure full of risks. Cul-

tures and life-worlds are different relevancy systems, but cultures and life-worlds also contain 

within them different relevancy systems, as well: people live in the reality of everyday-life, 

but also in the realities of religious experience and faith, of science, dream and fancy, etc. 

Furthermore, even so-called common knowledge is distributed unequally between different 

social classes, milieus, generations, genders, professions, and other social categories. 

 

One differentiation that is crucial for our research is that between experts and layman. This 

binary opposition distinguishes between two styles of perception and behaviour, characterised 

by monopolized, ‘holy’ special knowledge on one hand and ‘profane’ everyday knowledge on 

the other. Following Alfred Schutz, the perspectives of experts and laymen refer to different 

systems of relevance and perform different cognitive styles: these two groups act in different 

realities. What we will try to accomplish through our empirical research project is to identify 

the rationalities of these actors. We seek to see if they are compatible or not and, if they are 

not, then discuss how to bring them together. 

 

In short: Culture is not a specific substance or aspect, but rather the form of social reality. It is 

the stock of knowledge people use to construct their reality. And what social scientists do is to 

reconstruct this knowledge from the data, which we see as cultural products, that is as mani-

festations of social interaction. Therefore, I must now say something more about our method.  

 
How should we approach culture? 
 

We do not ask in a philosophical way what culture should be substantially and ideally. Instead 

we consider it sociologically, in other words how it ‘really’ works, how it is constructed by 

empirical actors under pragmatic conditions. We have already seen: on these grounds, our 

theory corresponds to our ‘object’. We consider social reality as an effect of something like an 

applied ‘everyday theory’, and this theory is nothing other than a tool to solve the problems of 

the human beings involved. Hence, in analogy to the pluralism of scientific discourse; we 

conceptualise the social world as a pluralism of perspectives. In our project; we proceed from 

the observation that, not only in the context of EU enlargement and integration, official repre-

sentatives of social institutions perceive corruption as a phenomenon that must be countered 

with legal sanctions. 
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This top-down perspective on corruption is not false per se. But it is only relatively true. Cor-

ruption is neither a universal phenomenon grounded in the dark side of human nature, nor is it 

an expression of pre-modern consciousness. It is, in the sense of Michel Foucault, the histori-

cal product of an expert discourse. From a legal perspective, corruption is a special kind of 

deviant, criminal behaviour. Seen sociologically, it is primarily a type of social relation that 

has specific meaning which differs from culture to culture. What is labelled as ‘deviant’, 

‘criminal’, and ‘unsocial’ in one discourse is qualified as ‘normal’, ‘moral’, and ‘social’ in 

another. Phenomena such as nepotism, bribery, and even blood feud (vendetta) are, neutrally 

described, mechanisms for achieving solidarity within and between kinship groups. Social 

anthropologists see them as forms of social exchange and moral reciprocity (an eye for an 

eye, a tooth for a tooth). 

 

A cultural definition of crime and corruption – I think that will be obvious – implies a relativ-

ist concept, relative to the different modes of perception and recognition of the phenomenon 

by different social actors from different societies. However, I do not mean that it is relative in 

the sense of diminishing the gravity of the problem. Trying to understand even bad things 

does not mean that we legitimise them and give up our own normative standards. To the con-

trary, such a cultural comparison might even help to clarify our own normative standards as 

well-founded and, in consequence, to enforce our own position. But this is an empirical, and 

not a theoretical question. 

 

In general, we ‘operationalise’ culture in terms of perception and recognition. Culture in this 

sense stands for a conceptualisation of society from the subjective perspective of the social 

actors, from the intentions they try to realise in social action, and not from the so-called objec-

tive perspective of a theoretical observer. 

 

The act of creating theory conceived as an explanation of phenomena by reducing these phe-

nomena to general causes presupposes a hermeneutical interpretation of the meaning empiri-

cal actors attach to these phenomena. The empirical actors’ subjective intentions ‘as such’ are 

entities that a single consciousness cannot reach. However, they are expressed and communi-

cated through social interactions and therefore are manifested in signs and symbols which 

carry objective, because societally shared, meaning. But again, this objectivity is a social con-

struction and, insofar, a cultural fact of relative relevance that must be interpreted by the re-

searcher. Our research interest is, firstly, the manifest content through which determining in-

terests are communicated, and, secondly, the latent structures of meaning contained within 

this communication structure. But the project will not follow an investigative procedure. It 

does not intend to uncover any ‘hidden truth’ and to represent unknown ‘facts’, but rather to 

reconstruct the strategies people use to define, legitimise, apologise for, criticise or damn cor-

ruption. 

 

In the end, we are not interested in the facts, the stories, that is the content of what people tell 

us, but rather in the form of their narratives and argumentations. Facts, stories, personal or 

professional secrets, insider information etc., are used only as illustrations and examples to 

make manifest perception of and reasoning on corruption. These narrative forms could even 

be fictitious – or even a projection of the researcher – and they would still not diminish the 

usefulness of the given interview for our project. This has to do with the fact that our research 

is not conceived of as an impact analysis in the sense of a quantifiable target-performance 

comparison, but rather as a reconstruction of the logic of anti-corruption measures and the 

extent to which they are appropriate to the problem in light of the results of the empirical 

cross-cultural comparison. Our research will not collect data on a defined phenomenon, but 

instead definitions of the phenomenon we are investigating. 
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These definitions of the phenomenon refer back to different relevancy systems, which we 

must reconstruct in a process of open coding. The project’s empirical approach proceeds from 

the assumption that the ‘bottom-up’ definitions held within ‘everyday theories’ of corruption 

are anchored in social patterns of perception that actors apply unconsciously. For this reason, 

they cannot be polled in the direct method commonly used in opinion research, but rather 

must be reconstructed from administrative and other official documents and protocolled 

statements of those persons interviewed. Building on this insight, all our data will be sub-

jected to a qualitative content analysis according to the principles of grounded theory meth-

odology as developed by Anselm Strauss.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Workshop 

European Anti-Corruption Agencies: 

protecting the Community’s financial interests in a knowledge-based, innovative and 

integrated manner 

Lisbon, 17-19 May 2006 

ISCTE, Auditório Afonso de Barros (Ala Autónoma) 
 
WORKSHOP DIRECTOR: Luís de Sousa, CIES/ISCTE, Lisbon (luis.sousa@iscte.pt) 
ORGANIZATION: Centro de Investigação e Estudos de Sociologia - CIES/ISCTE 

SPONSORSHIP: co-financed by the Hercule Grant Programme of the OLAF-European Antifraud Office 

COLLABORATION: The Australian National University (ANU) 
PARTICIPANTS: Heads of European Anti-Corruption Agencies (or their representatives), foreign ACA 

officials, international organization officials and academics. 

 
 
The members of the project management Dr Dr Konstadinos Maras, Dr Angelos Gianna-
kopoulos and Dr Dirk Tänzler, participated in the workshop by presenting both in the ple-

nary sessions and during the scheduled roundtables the objectives of the project “Crime and 

Culture” at Konstanz University and discussed ways for the project to be integrated into the 

frame of the intended creation of a internet network of European Anti-corruption Agencies 

(ANCORAGE-Net). 

 
Objectives of the workshop in Lisbon 
In general terms, this exploratory workshop has been meant to be a forum open to both aca-

demics and practitioners in the field of anti-corruption/fraud in Europe (and abroad), where 

first-hand experience and knowledge of the role, powers and activities of anti-corruption a-

gencies can be exchanged with a view to further integrated initiatives and policy research. The 

specific objectives were: 1) the transfer of knowledge, 2) the creation of a network for further 

integrated research, 3) the design of a European pilot project to boost citizens’ involvement, 

and 4) the drafting of a best practice guide. 

 

Outline 

One distinctive feature of the anti-corruption activity of the 90s is the level of regulatory and 

institutional innovation achieved. In addition to the role played by the traditional anti-

corruption actors, we also witnessed the rise of new players, such as the anti-corruption agen-
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cies. The format of these agencies and their success in keeping up with new forms of corrup-

tion vary greatly from one country to another. But there is also a good deal of institutional 

mimetism. 

On the one hand, the creation of these agencies was the product of specific patterns of legal-

institutional development and reactions to emerging challenges. Each agency is, in that re-

spect, one of a kind. Some countries have endowed their agencies with investigative and 

prosecution powers, whereas others have preferred a more preventive, educational and infor-

mative role. There are also differences with regard to their scope of action, resources, ac-

countability requirements, etc. 

 

On the other hand, there has also been a convergence in the type of agency adopted. It may be 

improper to use the word model, but at least we could say that, since the late 1980s, we have 

witnessed an increasing cross-country transfer of knowledge about the format of these bodies. 

Knowledge of the successes and failures of foreign experiences and the importation of models 

already tested abroad is an important feature of this policy process. 

 

The raison d´être of ACAs is associated with three major policy imperatives: 1) to curb cor-

ruption in a knowledge-based and independent manner; 2) to overcome inadequacies in tradi-

tional institutional arrangements at three levels: sophistication, globalisation and inter-

institutional communication; and 3) to retain control over the chain of command and, thus, 

avoid both the inertia of conventional law enforcement mechanisms in a context of systemic 

corruption and the fear that these mechanisms may themselves harbour corrupt officials. In-

dependently of their format and competences, ACAs encounter various constraints to their 

mandate, which explains the meagre results obtained by some of them: 1) difficulties in un-

veiling corruption via complaints (technical, statutory and cultural); 2) difficulties in obtain-

ing information about corruption and its opportunity structures from other state bod-

ies/agencies and 3) difficulties in establishing a good working relationship with the political 

sphere. 

 

Moreover, certain ACAs remain unknown to the wider public and do not anchor their anti-

corruption/fraud role in civil society. This is partly due to their format and partly to a lack of 

understanding of the centrality of citizens to the whole process of control, given the obscure 

nature of these transactions. On the one hand, this workshop is meant to assess ways of in-

creasing citizens’ involvement in reporting corrupt and fraudulent practices/conduct and the 

opportunity structures conducive to that deviant behaviour and, on the other, ways of promot-

ing greater awareness of what the Community’s financial interests are and how and why they 

need to be protected. 

 
Expected results 
 

The workshop was primarily designed to create a Network of European Anti-Corruption 

Agencies (ANCORAGE-net) composed of all Anti-Corruption Agencies, represented by their 

research units, and a selected number of senior academics in the field. Its goal will be to bring 

about knowledge-based, innovative and integrated solutions to the fight against corruption 

and fraud involving Community financial interests across Europe. 

Other expected results: 

 

1) the creation of a portal for the research network, through which various interactive 

communication tools can be deployed in order to anchor the anti-corruption/fraud initia-

tives in civil society; 
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2) the design of a European pilot project to provide ACAs with new products, tools and 

approaches that may be useful in the development of effective control strategies, the fos-

tering of civil society engagement within a wider Europe with different administrative 

cultures and reactions from citizens on these issues, and the creation of increased EU 

funded programmes; 

3) the drafting of a European ‘best practice’ guide based on the actual experience of differ-

ent national ACAs. 

 

 

 

 

 

Workshop of the project consortium at Galatasaray University, 
 Istanbul (2-3 June 2006) 

 

 

In the workshop in Istanbul the consortium partners presented research work carried out in 

first project research phase. The presentations 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, but also the problems with generating and evaluating 

the material and d) interim conclusions.  

 

Presentations were delivered by the following consortium members: 

 

Centre for Liberal Strategies (Presentation carried out by Rashko Dorosiev, M. A.) 

University of Zagreb (Presentation carried out by Professor Krešimir Kufrin) 

Research Institute for Quality of Life (Presentation carried out by Dr Iuliana Precupeţu)   

South East European Studies at Oxford (Presentation carried out by Dr Sappho Xenakis) 

National School of Public Administration and Local Government, PanteionUniversity 
(Presentation carried out by Professor Effi Lambropoulou) 

Galatasaray University (Presentation carried out by Esat Bozyigit, M A.) 

University of Konstanz / University of Tübingen (Presentations carried out by Dr Angelos 

Giannakopoulos and Dr Dr Konstadinos Maras) 

 
In the final discussion the general agreement was made that theoretical or methodological 

discussions are not subject of an empirical research project and that only pragmatic and tech-

nical problems referring to grounded theory and Atlas-ti are of crucial interest. Questions like 

those, if grounded theory is a scientific approach or not do not answer any problem of the 

consortium as defined in the contract with the European Commission. Criteria for the evalua-

tion of the research groups’ data generation and empirical findings are those in the appendix. 

Expected are analytical and not only descriptive codings, i.e. not lists of manifest key-

concepts but a reconstruction of the relations between key-concepts (and key-passages) and 

their social meaning.  
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ORGANISATION: ELIAMEP (Hellenic Foundation for European and Foreign Policy) 

SPONSORSHIP:     European Commission, DG Education and Culture, Jean Monnet Action 
COOPERATION:   EMEDIATE, Research Project, EU-CONSENT, Network of Excellence, Istanbul Bilgi 

University 
         

 

In the frame of the “Halki International Seminars 2006” organised by the ELIAMEP (Hellenic 

Foundation for European and Foreign Policy) with the support of the European Commission 

on June 21-23 in Spetses, Greece, the Head of the Project Office Dr Angelos Giannakopou-
los participated in the annual Session 06: “Europe: Mind the Gaps”.  

 

 

Objectives 
 
Over the last couple of years, many have been proclaiming that Europe has reached its limits, 

or even that it is already in reverse gear. So, this year’s Halki International Seminar aimed at 

critically discussing the particular issues or even ‘gaps’ upon which these assumptions/ con-

clusions have been based. It has been concentrated on the role of the citizens in the European 

project and in particular the younger generations, the roots of what appears to be a pervasive 

Euroscepticism and the economic ‘losers’ of European integration. Furthermore, the seminar 

aimed to address the extent to which a European identity can exist without a European mass 

media. Against this background, one of the core exercises has been to explore scenarios for 

the future of Europe and assessing them in terms of whether they are more or less likely, fea-

sible and acceptable. 

 

The following questions have been during the seminar in three separate working groups in 

detail addressed:  

 

1) How do we handle the current crisis? 

2) How do we expect the EU to develop? 

 

� Differentiated integration scenario: The disconnect with the citizens is not dealt with, 

the ECT is shelved, the next enlargements go ahead and a diluted Union is created with a 

very large number of states. CFSP remains largely declaratory, variable integration. 

 

� Spill-over scenario or the re-invented Union: Internal political and economic reforms 

are undertaken both within the Member States and at the EU level. Efforts are geared to-

wards creating a tight EU with 25 (or less?) member states. Core EU in a wider Europe.  

 

� Spill-back scenario: Gradual weakening of the EU, Europe becomes increasingly irrele-

vant economically, demographically, and eventually politically. EU accession is less and 

less attractive for neighbouring countries. 

 
 

 

Halki International Seminars, Session 06: 
„Europe: Mind the Gaps“ 

21-23 June 2006 
Spetses, Greece 


