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RESEARCH PROJECT ‘CRIME AND CULTURE’

OPENING ADDRESS TO THE CONSORTIUM MEETING IN BUCHAREST

Prof. Zamfir, Prof. Marginean, Dr. Precupetu

Ladies and Gentlemen, Dear Colleagues 

I am very happy to welcome you to the second regular meeting of the EU-Project Crime and Culture at the Institute for Quality of Life of the Romanian Academy of Sciences here in Bucharest.

Thank you, Iuliana and Ioan, for inviting us and organising this meeting. I promise you as a German protestant  that we will try hard to contribute to the program of your institute.

Especially for those participants of the meeting not belonging to the research consortium I will give in my talk a short overview of the research project. I sketch up the project design and will finish with some remarks on its implementation – always a critical procedure – into the research process of the first phase (from January to October 2006).

I fear that I will again torture my colleges with a sermon they had to listen several times. I am really sorry. Please don’t see is as a penalty, but only as a friendly gesture for our guests. At the end of my talk you might find something new for you, too (I hope).

Overview of the research project ‘Crime and Culture’

Our research project aims to develop means to optimise corruption prevention in the EU. 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 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’. 

Theoretical Background

Efforts to prevent corruption within the EU and in the EU candidate countries generally consist of a set of administrative measures oriented to institutionalised values and goals, put into effect by experts ‘from the top down’.

But, neither in the elementary 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. Therefore, countermeasures undertaken at a general societal level must rely on our knowledge of these modes of perception and reasoning.

Although our research is empirically grounded and has definite practical goals, there is, obviously, some theory behind the research design. 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. As I mentioned before, 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 and communication. 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 defines problems 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.

Cultures and life-worlds are different relevancy systems, but cultures and life-worlds also contain within them different relevancy systems, as well. Furthermore, even so-called common knowledge is distributed unequally between different social classes, milieus, generations, genders, professions, and other social categories, as for example Pierre Bourdieu has shown in his famous works.

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

Methodological preliminaries

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 real actors under pragmatic conditions. Corruption 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 historical product of an expert discourse. From such 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 social groups.
A cultural definition of crime and corruption implies a relativist concept, relative to the different modes of perception and recognition of the phenomenon by different social actors from different societies. 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 objective perspective of a theoretical observer. The project 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 corruption. Further more, 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 our empirical cross-cultural comparison.

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 protocoled statements of those persons interviewed. Building on this insight, all our data will be subjected to a qualitative content analysis according to the principles of grounded theory methodology as developed by Anselm Strauss. 

Findings of the first research phase

The projects started in the first research phase with an analysis of documents from the six target groups: police, judiciary, politics, economy, civil society and media. The aim was to generate objective, i.e. in documents objectively manifest (not ‘objective true’) data of the institutional framework and of the specific rationality in the field of action (‘professional habit’) in contrast to the subjective intentions of individual actors. 

A leading assumption of the project’s approach lies in differentiating the general institutional function, an actor has to fulfil, from the specific subjective perspective, in which these functional imperatives must be translated by the actor under concrete action contexts. Access to the documents was considerably more difficult than the consortiums has planned. Regarding data generation most problems were encountered in the target groups police and judiciary not only in EU-access and candidate countries but also in EU-member states. Although in EU-access and candidate countries regulations on public access to information are legally in force, the implementation there is still lacking, whereas in the EU-member states exist legal restrictions such as fiscal secret. We had to compensate these deficiencies by drawing upon supplementary material that though not being specific to the cases under study nevertheless was very informative and suitable to our research purposes.

With regard to the research process the document analyses carried out in the first project phase has a twofold function. The document analysis provides us with first insights to the field and helps to generate issue sensibility. On this basis concrete questions for the expert interviews in the second phase shall be developed.

Applied empirical method of the project

Methodologically the research project follows Anselm Strauss’ concept of “Grounded Theory”. To support (but not to replace) our interpretation, we work with the qualitative data analysis software package Atlas-ti, that is a technical instrument designed for qualitative social research following the principles of Grounded Theory.

Grounded Theory is not a strict method, no formalised approach, but, as Anselm Strauss said, a “style”, a mode of perception or a habitus. Explaining how theory is generated out of empirical data Grounded Theory is nothing else than a theory of the practice of qualitative social research. The difference to standardised (not only quantitative) research methods that are obliged to Francis Bacons’ principle of objectivity, qualitative social research following Strauss’ idea of Grounded Theory underline the subjectivity of the social constructors of reality – a differentiation that was well known for example for Karl Marx as the founder of the so called sociology of knowledge and the social constructivism (the latter often misunderstood as a post-modern idea). In his famous thesis against Feuerbach Marx proclaimed: “Feuerbach wants sensuous objects, differentiated from thought-objects, but he does not conceive human activity itself as objective activity.” Even sensual perception is no passive reproduction of reality but its active construction. Reality is objective because it is constituted and constructed by the subjectivity of a socialised human being. 

Referring to our methodological question, we can state: Grounded Theory is a theory of understanding social reality as well as of qualitative social research. It is not a miraculous approach deviant to the scientific ‘main stream’, but a constructivist interpretation of the positivist principle of objectivity. In the background of Grounded Theory there is the assumption of social constructivism: reality is not simply there, but is a construction of social actors in everyday life and in science. Most important from my point of view is the radical un-dogmatic attitude of Anselm Strauss, to whom no golden way to the truth does exist. There is only that “truth” you generate in your scientific work – the result of a continuing process of communication with your data and your theories, but also with your colleges inside and outside of the research team.

In our first meetings the group was confronted with the paradox order of the sort: “be spontaneous”. On the one side there was the strict commitment to work with Grounded Theory (as if it were the last truth) and on the other side Grounded Theory does not offer a strict formula for the research process. 

In contrast to a linear research process based on fixed ex-ante hypotheses implying the selection of a set array of categories, the core idea of Grounded Theory is an open, inductive coding process. The categories are established during the first step of our analysis of the material, based on the semantic content of the documents and interviews. As these categories do not necessarily coincide with the argumentative patterns, as a second step, and by far the most important one, we extend our coding procedure and analysis to the argumentative constellations. In other words, the codes identified in the first analytical step are subsequently tested in the second phase of interpretation with regards to their status within the context of argumentation.

What Grounded Theory really means, is not so much defined in Anselm Strauss books, but has to be found by the researcher himself. You cannot commit to memory or teach Grounded Theory ex cathedra. It can be grasped only by “learning by doing”.

I tell you all this to bring in mind the extraordinary difficulties we had been confronted with in our project during the last months. There had been not only anticipated problems referring to the implementation of the research design. Also non-expected difficulties appeared in the process of data generation. Today I can say that we took the first hurdles with some boils, but we overcome – and only the success counts.

Today the research teams will present the findings and conclusions from the first phase of the research project. I promise you an interesting program and invite you to participate actively, because we need your critics to meliorate our work.

Session 1: Crime and Culture: Country Reports of the First Research Period of the Project

(open to students and further senior and junior researchers)

Chair: Professor Ioan MARGINEAN (Research Institute for the Quality of Life - Romanian Academy)

During this section all country study groups have presented their subprojects and findings of the first research phase of the project which has then be discussed.

9:30  – 10:30

Country Report Bulgaria: Powerpoint Presentation 

Dr Daniel SMILOV (Center for Liberal Strategies)

Rashko DOROSIEV (M. A.) (Center for Liberal Strategies)

10:30 – 11:00

Coffee break

11:00 – 12:00

Country Report Romania: Powerpoint Presentation

Dr Iuliana PRECUPETU (Research Institute for Quality of Life - Romanian Academy)

Cosmina CHITU (M A.) (Research Institute for Quality of Life - Romanian Academy)
12:00 – 13:00

Country Report Turkey: Powerpoint Presentation

Zeynep SARLAK (M.A.) (University of Galatasaray)

13:00 – 14:30 

Lunch

14:30 – 15:30

Country report Croatia: Powerpoint Presentation

Professor Ognjen ČALDAROVIĆ (University of Zagreb)

Professor Krešimir KUFRIN (University of Zagreb)

15:30 – 16:30

Country Report Greece: Powerpoint Presentation

Professor Effi LAMBROPOULOU (Panteion University)

Dr Nikos PAPAMANOLIS (National Centre of Public Administration and Local Government)
16:30 – 17:00

Coffee Break

17:00 – 18:00

Country Peport United Kingdom: Powerpoint Presentation
Dr Sappho XENAKIS (South East European Studies at Oxford)

18:00 – 19:00

Country Report Germany: Powerpoint Presentation
Dr Dr Konstadinos MARAS (University of Tübingen)

Dr Dirk TÄNZLER (University of Konstanz)

Dr Angelos GIANNAKOPOULOS (University of Konstanz)

Saturday, 4 November

Venue: Research Institute for the Quality of Life – Romanian Academy

Session 2: 
Meeting of the Network Co-ordination Board

     

(only project consortium members)
Chair: Dr Dirk Tänzler (University of Konstanz)

9:30 – 11:00

General Evaluation of the First Research Period

Technical and Administrative Aspects of the Process Ahead

1. The overall research report, deliverable 1, of the first research period of the project was assessed by the management of the project as of excellent overall quality. 

It was appreciated that presentations of country reports during the previous day clarified already many aspects and discussions helped to a great extent in more understanding the various approaches by country groups.

Even though research and reports followed the same methodology and method they partially differ but differences among the country reports have been expected and are due to different preconditions regarding data generation in the countries involved unavoidable. The experience so far is, that efforts to homogenise research proceedings would not be necessarily good for the overall project research. 

2. Comments and suggestions on deliverable 1 are expected from the European Commission and reports will be revised accordingly by each group by the end of December 2006.

Financial report containing the audit certificate and activities report covering the first year should be submitted within 45 days after the end of reporting period. For all reports, British English should be used.

Reporting template will be modified and the new form has to be completed by each group by the end of the year. 

Details of reporting as they have been presented in the Project Management Conference in Brussels in June 2006 have been already sent by e-mail to all groups.

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

International organisations like OLAF and GRECO are interested in results. 

A discussion paper should be elaborated by each group every year.  It should be made available to all members of research team and allow comparison among countries.

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

4. The schedule of future meetings will be modified. Next meeting will take place in Konstanz, in February 2007. It will be mainly dedicated to training of researchers for the next phase of research. 

The meeting in Croatia will be organised in November 2007 and the one that had been initially scheduled in Istanbul will be cancelled since an additional workshop during the first research phase of the project has already been organised at Galatasaray University. 

As a matter of fact and as already pointed out in Annex I the project management at Konstanz University and accordingly the German study group undertakes inter alia transfer of knowledge within the project consortium with regard to applied methods of qualitative empirical research by means of Grounded Theory and computer-aided content

analysis on the basis of the content analysis software ATLAS-TI. Moreover, Grounded Theory and qualitative content analysis have been meanwhile integrated into the curricula of some partner institutions. On this level a European added value in educational terms in the countries involved in the project should be noted.

This transfer of knowledge was the very core of the additional workshop in Istanbul which has guaranteed a smooth research proceeding and quality findings during the first research phase of the project. An additional workshop with a training activity on interviewing and analysis of empirical interviewing material at the beginning of the second research phase of the project is supposed to be organised at Konstanz University in early February 2007 in which all senior and junior researchers along with co-ordinators of the country groups of the project will participate. 

However, in order to secure financial means for the organisation of the final project experts-scholars conference in Brussels at the end of the project in October 2008 which is of at most importance for the overall project, we are forced to cancel the last regular meeting already foreseen in Annex I. which was supposed to take place after the third research phase and after all research work has been done. To our opinion this meeting does not accordingly possess a central importance for the project. Much more important is, as already mentioned, the organisation of an additional workshop during the second phase in Konstanz, which will surely be of assistance by all project members to securing quality findings during the second research phase and meeting the stipulated objectives of the project.

Beside the workshop in Konstanz we are going to organise a third and last regular meeting at the University of Zagreb after the second research phase in early November 2007 in order to discuss findings of the second phase and prepare the comparison of project findings to take place during the third and last phase of the project.

To sum up, the following meetings and conferences are supposed to take place in the future:

1. Projekt workshop at the University of Konstanz, first week of February 2007.

2. Third and last project regular meeting at the University of Zagreb, approx. early November 2007.

3. Final project conference in Brussels in October 2008.

5. The Macedonian scholar Dr. Zidas Daskalovski, Center for Research and Policy Making, Skopje, has been integrated into the project consortium gaining the status of an affiliated scholar; he will participate in meetings and final conference. 

6. A further important event within the international scientific community has been discussed, that is the organisation of the additional conference ‘The Honorable Societies. Corruption and the Modern State. Historical and Cultural Diversity of a Global Syndrome’ in co-operation between the project management at Konstanz University and the Whitney and Betty MacMillan Centre  for International and Area Studies at Yale University scheduled in April 2008 a draft programme of which has been already submitted to the European Commission in order to discuss funding possibilities. The aim of the Yale conference is the investigation of the different conditions under which corrupt practices appear in history and in different regions all over the world. The project officer of the Project ‘Crime and Culture’ Ms. Veronica Beneitez-Pinero keeps this in track and a final decision by the European Commission will be soon announced.
7. Finally, the project management generates further research co-operations in the field such as the additional study on ‘Socio-cultural Preconditions of Political Corruption in Germany and Japan: A Cross-cultural Comparison’ supported by the Japanese government to be carried out by Dr. Angelos Giannakopoulos in March 2007 in co-operation with the Department of Sociology at Waseda University, Tokyo.

11:00 – 11:30

Coffee Break

11:30 – 13:00

Second Research Period: General Guidelines. Target Groups Research

1. The next research period will be dedicated to data generation by all target groups on the basis of interviews to be conducted. 

It was agreed that selection of interviewees should take into consideration that officials of organisations might not be the best persons to provide information on the subject of our research but rather those who know more about the content and form the corruption takes in organisations. For example, in case of target group economy, it is best to interview entrepreneurs. 

The guidelines used for the first part of research should be used. It is suitable to conduct interviews with persons involved in the case study that was already analysed within the country groups if possible.

Gender is an important aspect of selection.

2. The ways of contacting the persons to be  interviewed have been discussed. Letters used in the first part of research and relations already built should be used. 

3. The number of interviews agreed upon was two for each target group. If there are problems and the interviews do not provide enough information, more can be carried out.

4. At least one interview should be transcribed until the project meeting in Konstanz. Core parts should be translated in English and be ready for analysis. 

5. Analysis should proceed as in the first stage of the research, by using Atlas.ti.

6. The questions resulted from first phase of analysis should be addressed by conducting interviews.  Also, the research interest lies in the logic of argumentation of those persons interviewed. 

7. Interviews should respect ethical aspects and keep respondents anonymous.  

8. It was appreciated that second research phase is more challenging and intense than the first one and organisation of research should be done very carefully in respect to time.  

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

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

10. Some concerns were expressed about the fact that experts might be reticent to the problems addressed by interviews. It was concluded that researchers do not have an investigative approach, they are rather interested in argumentations and there are no sensitive issues. There are no guidelines for each special case.

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

12. Guidelines for interviewing have been proposed by the Scientific Manager of the project. After discussions, it was agreed upon the following general guidelines.

13:00 – 14:30

Lunch

14:30 – 16:00

Second Research Period: Interviewing - Methodology and Methods

Objective

Cultural Theory of Corruption

Research approach
Grounded Theory

Access to Data

Phase 1: Documents




Phase 2: Ethnography of Corruption

Type of Interview
Expert Interviews

Art of Interviewing
(Problem) Focussed Interview

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

The Interview

Dating

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

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

Ethical principles
Not to urge the respondent against his / her will and beliefs

Anonymous handling of the data

Attitude

Interested in his / her personal view as individual and professional,

but not in his / her person. Keep on distance

Interviewee is addressed as expert of the field (scholar is expert of theories and interpretative techniques, but not expert of reality / realities) 

Not investigation of any “hidden truth”, but elicitation of “thick descriptions” (narrative, exhaustive, typical, idiomatic, subjective..)  Not directing the interviewee but motivating his telling

Showing interest, but neither priggishness (“knowing better”) nor ignorance (“artificial performance of stupidity”)

 


Do not ask directly for his / her opinion or belief

After closing the structure of the narrative (“Gestaltschließung”), the scholar intensifies his focussed interrogation (using the guidelines)

Structuring an Interview

First phase

Opening and Narration

Second phase

Confrontation

Now, after constituting confidence and acknowledgement (“reconnaicance”) even (tender!) provoking is possible 

Final phase
At the end of the interview handing out of the questionnaire for generating the “objective data” of the person (age, sex, family, education, profession …)


Expression of thanks, small talk, farewell

Reflexive phase
After leaving make a protocol of your impressions and spontaneous understanding (“What was striking, remarkable, typical to the respondent, to the place of the interview, and the interaction between interviewee and interviewer ….”).

Later analyse the interview-piloting and your commitment in the interview-situation (your presuppositions, prejudices, projections…) 

16:00 – 16:30

Coffee break

16:30 – 18:00

Guidelines for an expert interview 

Design framing of problem centred  interviews [Second research phase] 

General guidelines have been discussed in order to draft a general frame in which the interviews take place. They do not represent a tough questionnaire but try to lay down different aspects of the problem on which an interview could be based. Furthermore, it is important to adapt the frame of the interview to be conducted to the single person who will be interviewed especially according to the institutional framework to which he/she belongs. Drafting a frame for the interview to be conducted both the function of the interviewed person and his institutional background should be considered.
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