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Burcaucracy and Corruption as Anthropological
Problems:
A Casc Study from Romania

By Steven L. Sumpson

Introduction

Burcaucracy and corruption are two fundamental fucets of modern social
life. Yet despite their nearly univessal presence, it is curious that neither
bureaucracy nor corruption have become valid objects of anthiropological
research. Anthropologists have used burcaucracy as a backdrop for more
detailed analyses of informal or ritual behavior. Corruption has been
reduced to the level of supporting data, or reified 10 the point of all-purpose
explanation. Development experts who once complained of “tenacity of
tradition” now cite “endemic corruption” in explaining why deveiopment
plans fail or why whole countries seem 1o be falling apart.

The tack of anthropological theorizing on burcaucracy and corraption is
all the more curious because of the apparent linkage between the two phe-
pomena. This is illustrated by the fact that the same places which furnish
accounts of brazen corruption are also known for oppressive burcaucracy
and red tape. It is the purpose of this paper to claborate the linkuge between
bureaucracy and corruption and to apply the analysis to the countries of
“yctually existing socialism™ (Bahro 1978). in particular, the cmpirical data
focus on Romania, a socicty which possesses the organizational forms com-
mon to Eastern Europe, but which has historical conditions, developmental
goals and socio-cconontic problems greatly resembling those of the Third
World. By analyzing the interaction between tornal organization and perso-
nal relations in Romania, we can help bridge the artificial gap which sepa-
rates models of burcaucractic structure from the harsh realities of corrupt
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It is this artificial separation that has hindered us from explaining eith
) z:,r:;u;;acydgr corr;pliun in a satisfactory fashion. Bureaucracy h;%s corflr
cn discusse in terms of highly sophisticated models and d ia ‘
frqn norms, while corruption has been trivialized to the leve "L cedate o
;Zlf'le:'i as a resitlllual explanation when nothing elsle stc:]ecn:;:it:ouiw‘::'rdl::ii(r)t:
cieties were thus interpreted as either “bureaucratized” or “c¢ ipt”
“loosely structured” (E:I)lbrcc 1950) ;r a:u{:s‘l‘:;;d"zu‘l Or” st
by y systems” (Rotenberg
Cia’:;l;emt:rl:(dzn.cy :10 forT s‘uch all~c.ncompussing characterizations is espe-
oaly e“ in t c.rescarth on Eastern Europe, where large-scale bureau-
Eur{l);secm;;:t]:\::: ln:Ez?lfcefa (,)f inefficiency and corruption. Within Eastern
appears, st bu:;;‘:u:l?- d:ll cxamp[.c o.f a developing society which
S erier Gy I e w;':lr:hu; C(Tr:,;:hmfl 1« riven with anti-bureaucratic
‘ s . of course). is seemi
::I(:nlradlctory situztion, Romanian society, like lht:) rc':tTn(()jfe;Ez:::r:Ll;:}rlgsly
manages to reproduce its basic conditions of existence. In coli 1al ,
it “muddles through™. This paper suggests that Rom: - bi T ta e
through can be explained by the specifi ally-Aialech :""‘1‘5' a‘““_t)’.“) s
bureaflcratit.: organization afu] thcprcali'tcv;l I(I)}f( :l(l)‘:lrt:;::;::l el etsen
; Sulcm‘] s%‘lentisls hfwe been all too -quick o cqua;w the presence of
‘ (L)lrrl?:::;d:i {:))‘;:Iuo\:i:: ‘h"j bure:‘iucrutizz‘uiun ut‘sucm! relations. They have
s L Uf‘edl'!Cf‘al_izﬁd society”™ with the reality of a “society
wih @ burea [y : y.uTtLgr‘azmg formal organization and informal rela-
e a single .umlytu:all framework, we can reconcile the gap between
tie;lxlis_t‘c:lhc.e c;t bilfffhfiucml.w hicrarchics and the presence of corrupt activi-
s ;.15' is telgtngal unity of bureaucracy and corruption which helps us
“mud[:“.:nt:rt;\;;c;ﬁlclrj;; that uf)pear l.u he "!'dl!illg apart” somchow seem t(;
addle houg . e pzu‘)'u begins h\ .dlfscuqsing “burciucracy” and
P as anthropological concepts. This is toliowed by a discussi
Romam.an “bureaucrats” and the way they balance their fo ‘l" dinf o
mal obligations when dealing with rural localities. i nfor:

Is There an Anthropology of Bureaucracy?
The : ical s ' f "
e .mlthr();.mlug(u,dl study of formal organizations has tended w center on
e domains: (1) studying form: izati 4
CH s wrmal organizations as uasi-tr
! ‘ : s as quasi-tribes or i
communities: (2) examini { i . ‘ et
st (2) examinmg the effect of colonial admini i
| g nial administr;
e IS () e ! h stration on local-
o social .sltruuuru, and (3) analyzing the impact of modern development
schemes « al communnities 15 1
- s ;n ocal communities, The emphasis in ai! three domains has been
c l L . . . . 1c 2 & !
nformal sociul mechanisms which presumably lic just beneath the

formal, institutional “shcll™ i

al, l'nSllluthl'ld] shell™ of an organization “tidies of Japancse bank
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integration, social solidarity and ritual symbolism to modern institutions
(see, respectively, Rohlen 1974, Schwartzman et al. 1978 and Schwartzman
1980, Britan 1981, Serber 1981, Goffman 1961). The organizational hierar-
chy is duscribed but not uestioned. The organization becomes merely a
forum for what are considered more profound (or at least more interesting)
social processes. Burcaucracy becomes merely a context (Handelman 1976)
or a ficldwork obstacle (Serber 1981).

Analysis of the impact of colonial administiation has a long tradition
within British social anthropology (cf. Richards 1939). Lloyd Fallers (1955,
1965) elucidated the role conflicts imposed on local chiefs, while Gluckman
extended the analysis to include white district commissioners. Yet in both
cases, burcaucracy is reduced to a problem of individuals in the middle,
rather than a structural problem. In Indonesia, however, Geertz {1963a,
1963b) and Wertheim (1963) analyze the interaction between Dutch and
local bureaucracies on the one hand. and the pressures of natonal and local
corruption on the other. For both Geertz and Wertheim, the lack of effective
bureaucratic organization enables “primordial loyalties™ to surface, leading
to political corruption. Wertheim provides a listing of corruption’s functio-
nal and dysfunctional aspects, but he fails to analyze the way in which
bureaucracy and corruption are integrated into a single social system.

Finally, several works in applied anthropology, development studies and
program evaluation have provided elegant analyses of the effect of
bureaucratically administered projects on local communities. Yet few of
these analyses have turned upward to study the dynamics of project admi-
nistration (cf. Britan and Chibnik 1980, Sampson 1982b). For most
anthropologists, bureaucracy has provided an arcna for research but has
rarely been the focus of research.

Corruption seems to have been as taboo a subjcct for anthropologists as it
has been for other social scientists. Corruption provides cvidence of the
importance of informal tics such as patronage and friendship (Galt 1974). It
can be the indicator of the “sloppiness” of a social system (Rotenberg 1977),
an index of culture clash between different cultural groups (Smith 1964), or
proof of underburcaucratization and weakness of state penetration (Blok
1974). Corruption’s relation to  burcaucracy is conceived by one
anthropologist as the relation between the “official system™ and the “real
system” (Galt 1974). Yct in no case has corruption itself been the object of
anthropological theorizing.

The traditional social science division of Libor can partly explain the lack
of anthropological researcii 0% bureaucracy and corruption. Formal
orranizations (even in their mo corrupt forms) have been considered the
i+ once of sociologists. pottwil scientists and economists. Anthropologists

-onles. strange customs, deviant cases, and
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otherwise anomalous social groups. Anthropologists themselves seem to
insist on this division of labor, such that our own cultures are transformed
into something exotic; hence, Weatherford’s book on the U.S. Congress is
entitled Tribes on the Hill (1981). Similarly, a programmatic statcment on
anthropology and formal organization (Britan and Cohen 1980) emphasizes
the need to expose the informal structure of bureaucracy.

Since most social scientists are aware of informal structures. [ would
suggest that the anthropological contribution to the study of bureaucracy
could be more valuable: namely, in showing how bureaucratic ideology and
informal organization realities fit together. Anthropologists possess both the
conceptual apparatus and the methodological techniques to discover why
the myth of formal organization maintains such a hold on those who work
within and those who study bureaucracies. The anthropological concept of
!mlism, the emphasis on intensive and qualititative field data, and the
interest in trying to demystify seemingly sacred social hierarchies can help
explain how formal organizational myths can coexist with the realities of
pfarsonal networks and corruption. To do this, we must make fundamental
distinctions between the typical social structures studied by anthropologists
and “administrative forms of social organization™ (Wallace 1971}).

Concepts of Bureaucracy

I?ureaucracies are distinct because they link social roles, duties and obliga-
n.ons with an explicit organizational objective. For this reason, bureaucra-
cies cannot be interpreted simply as quasi-tribes or quasi-communities. The
objectives of any bureaucracy are codified in an organizational charter
which is much more explicit than the charter of other social groups such as
clans, tribes or ethnic groups. The origin myth of a clan, for example
ordinarily explains how that group arose. The charter of a burcaucraC);
explains why. The purposive character of bureaucracies thus gives them an
eminently arbitrary character. To make this arbitrary character somehow
“natural”, to legitimize the bureaucratic hierarchy and purpose, requires a
considerable amount of sanctification. Unlike kin or clan groups, bureau-
cracies cannot use biological events such as birth or death as a basis for this
sanctification; unlike community groups, bureaucracies cannot link them-
se!ves to common territories. Thus, there is a need for a burcaucratic con-
sciousness and even a mythology to legitimate the bureaucratic structure.
This is especially problematic because bureaucratic tasks can usually be
performed by a wide variety of social arrangements (Wallace 1971). Indeed
most bureaucracies are enormously flexible, ‘'with constant rcorganizalions,
consolidations, expansions and contractions. It is this flexibility that makes,
the inculcation of a bureaucratic ideology so important. The myth of
bureaucracy lies in its presumed necessity: that bureaucratic ob}ectivcs can

be achieved only by the existing hierarchical organization, by the present
specificity of duties, rational administration, written records and other attri-
butes popularized by Weber's famous essay on bureaucracy (1958).

With its teleological covenant and its mythical importance, it is no acci-
dent that bureaucracy has been viewed in a variety of conceptual, theoreti-
cal and methodological perspectives. Albrow (1970:84-105) lists seven dis-
tinct concepts of bureaucracy: Weberian rational efficiency, as inefficiency
and red tape, as the rule of elites, as governmental administration, as admi-
nistrative science, as formal organizations in general, and as a metaphor for
society. Yet these perspectives fail to make systemic linkage between the
nature of bureaucratic organization and the overall functioning of social
systems. Popular notions of “how the system really works”, remain incom-
plete without a thorough understanding of how inefficiency and corruption
are reproduced within bureaucratically organized systems. How does red
tape coexist with formal, rational authority? Why does corruption coexist
with bureaucracy? How do the “official system” and the “real system” form
part of a single social whole? Can we speak of a “corrupt society” or must
we talk only of “corrupt behavior within society”? Studying the specific
features of burcaucracy certainly helps to elaborate bureaucratic organiza-
tion, but such a strategy tells us little of how social systems actually work.
For this we need a framework which can integrate bureaucracy with its
corresponding “informal structure”, or what Page (1946) has caiied
“bureaucracy’s other face.”

Bureaucracy’s Other Face
The informal organization of bureaucracy consists of those social relations
not recorded in organizational codes or official blucprints. Organizational
theorists such as Page and Blau (1955, 1956) have tended to define informal
organization as the parallel social relations which exist solely within the
bounds of the organization. Typically, such informal structures involve ties
of friendship, patron-clientage, coalitions, cliques, factions, action-sets or
other types of non-corporate groups (Wolf 1966, Boissevain 1968, 1973). Yet
the informal organization should also be understood to include relations
which members have with the world outside: via kinship, friendship, patron-
age, ethnicity, community affiliation, common group identity or common
interest. Hence, in addition to having an official bureaucratic role, each
member of an organization is also involved in both types of informal struc-
tures; that is, the parallel structures within the organization and the connec-
ting networks outside it.

In functional terms, the informal structure of an organization provides a
channel for circumventing formally prescribed rules and procedures (Page
1946:90). Yet the existence of informal structures poses two theoretical
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problems. First, why is it nccessary for formal rules and procedures to be
circumvented in the first place? Second, why are informal structures so
effective in accomplishing these tasks? The first question can be approached
in terms of the propertics ol formal organizations. Bureaucracics tend to
have long-term goals which make them inflexible for coping with certain
short-term tasks. Because intormal structures are ego-centered and uncodi-
fied, they constitute a flexible means of bypassing organizational bottle-
necks without threatening the fegitimacy of the organization itself. In Roma-
nia, for example, a collective farm organization may ask that the members’
families help with the harvest; or a village mayor may ask his brother to
assist him in mobilizing villagers for a voluntary work brigade. In both cases,
organizational goals can be achieved by mobilizing informal or unofficial
social ties.

These two examples are also applicable to answering the question of the
effectiveness of informal structures. This cffectiveness is based on the moral
authority of kinship, friendship and community relations. It sceme that such
moral authority can mobilize far more resources than any administrative
authority. Hence, the informal organization can lubricate the burcaucracy,
helping it to achieve goals more efficiently while leaving intact the legi-
timacy and structure of the formal organization.

From Informal Structure to Corruption
So far I have been discussing informal structure as a benign supplement to
the formal, rational organization. However, organizational goals may also
be achieved by methods which are not just informal, but illegal, illegitimate
or improper. For example, factory managers in the Soviet Union often
resort to off-the-record pay-offs and unotticial “expediters™ to secure scarce
supplies (Berliner 1957, Grossman 1977). Such procedures arc technically
corrupt, but are overlooked as long as the factory achieves its plan, even
when the managers extract a small portion of the factory’s profit as personal
rewards. It is the extent of these rewards that defines the borderline
between benign informal organization and corruption.

Informal structure thus poses a complex problem: as a supplement to
bureaucratic resources, it can help the organization to achieve its objectives.
At the same time, the flexibility of informal ties may operate so as (o
impinge on bureaucratic roles and subvert organizational goals. From being
a benign supplement, informal structure can become the core of the
organization. Primary-group strategics will be pursued at the expense of
organizational objectives. It is this transition — from functional supplement
to central core — that denotes corruption. To tiii 1
examples: the Romanian tamily members who arc
the collective farmi’s “rops may instead decide to -
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own livestock. The mayor's brother, instead of helpilllg to mob:.lizef'fetl(l;;w
villagers, may use his position to sell in!_lucncc. And in 1h<, Snvtetd ‘dtco thy;
the “family circle” of managers may dec@e to increase thclrr rew:u s. © the
extent that the factory fails to achieve its plan. .C()fruptfor‘l (')(;ICUI;‘b‘- |
individuals or groups start to exploit fu mal organizations nlahtea fo slrzptg)
working for them. Organizations are lraflsformed from placefs 0 hv:pr o
resource bunks whereby individuals and informal groups pursuc their o
gO;ltls;huuld be emphasized that informal 0rgapizalion in itself .is notht.hg
same as corruption. Informal structurcs are simply the rficzms. by \\; 1;:l
individuals and groups can pursue their own goals alongside tfm)s:l, o{ tmcé
organization. It is only when these persliun:-Jl gnal‘s are %ulrsu:h : e
organization’s expense that informal organgu-on hlcgo.mes L(jl:ﬂl[?}dl‘l : e
distinction between private and public goals is implicit in Nye's widely-ci
efiniti i htion: .
ddlnl“g‘;:ﬂl]‘;{t’lg: ;is behavior which deviates ﬁ'om the formal quu.cs of a
public role because of private-regarding (pcrsunal, close I.M.n‘“y' p:’l-
vate clique) pecuniary or status gains: or vu')lzllcs rules.a%d}ns‘.lt ‘tj 1€
exercize of certain types of private-regarding influence. '-Ihlbllllt udes
such behavior as bribery (use of a reward to pervert the ;udgcn‘wm ';)f
a person in a position of trust); nepotism (hcsl‘owal of patronage -'y
reason of ascriptive relationship rather than mcm‘); and. mlsupf)r.o%r-m-
tion (illegal appropriation of public TESHUTCES for pnvute-'ru%d; mﬁ
uses).” (Nye 1967; reprinted in Heidenheimer 1970:566-67 and Sco
il
Usinglgl;zi);]efinition and the dislin_ction between infumlml .slructure and
corrupt behavior, we can dislinguis.h tour levels of corf.l?pl-u)\n-. o
1. corrupt procedures — when informal means of souiai d.(_tl‘()n‘ ; dmsf o
being used alongside administrative procedurcs,'are. used ln?t?df 0 b‘.n.
The use of such procedures may prevent orgzml'.'.atlonul‘g()dvlb rom ;z g
achicved, or cause them to be achicved in a manner which is regarded as
i sct, improper or illegal.
mc§ r;:—:;atr;d;:]s:‘dit:’:duufs - sersons whose behavior clevates pcr(m.t.]fﬂ Ignals.?trl
the goals of their primary group above the goals of the organization wi
ic are affiliated. _ ’
Wh;}:w:?fu{n: z;;anizatiuns ~ formal organizations which fail to achllcYe’ t.hmr
goals because of corrupt individuals and pru_ccdurcs. Such orgamzim(l)lns
have become resource banks for their constituent mm}.l.her?;.. ‘.(E\k?u: lba:
organizations may fail to achieve their goal.s because of “inefficiency”, bu
inefficiency is not always causcd by corruption).
4. corrupt systems — socin! systems whose lciaiy ! e
have bocome dominated ! rupt procedures and :hie goals of primary

formal organizations



groups; systems whose formal organizations function principally as
resources for realizing personal or group strategies.

By conceiving of corruption in terms of scale, it can be seen that state-
n?ents such as, “Thailand is a corrupt society” need to be made more pre-
cise. In reality, corrupt systems are extremely unstable, since they reflect an
fmbalance between the formal and informal structures. Instead of condemn-
ing whole societies for being corrupt, it is more productive to determine how
corrupt individuals, procedures and organizations help systems to endure
despite their systematic contradictions.

This .strategy is especially necessary in view of prevailing explanations for
cqrruptmn which tend to view it as complementary or mutually exclusive
with bureaucracy, such that the absence of one implies the presence of the
other. Galt’s analysis of patronage in Haly speaks of “parallel systems” of
formal rules and informal action. Anton Blok (1974:228) attributes mafia
and corruption in Sicily to the “early phases of state formation”, while
Myrdal (1968:950) sees corruption in India as the consequence of a “soft
state” and “low level of social discipline”. These kinds of explanations rely
on an “underbureaucratization thesis”; corruption fills in gaps left open by
the “weakness” or “softness” of formal organization. Following this logic
:.tronger states and more bureaucracy would presumably eliminate currup:
ion.

ln.opposition to the underbureaucratization explanation, I would suggest
thzft it is bureaucratization which itself creates the conditions for corruption
It tshonly after state bureaucracy begins to dominate aspects of social liff;
preylously governed by personal or market ties that the opposition between
“private-regarding” and “public-regarding”™ criteria can emerge. It is this
opposition which forms the basis of Nye's definition of corruption. Hence
the relationship between bureaucracy und corruption is not complementar&
!)ut dialectical. This dialectical relationship appears even while burecaucrac
itself undergoes internal changes, the most pertinent of which is callcg
“debureaucratization”.

Bureaucratization, Debureaucratization and Corruption

Since Weber's seminal essay on bureaucracy (1958), bureaucratization has
been regarded as an inevitable concomitant to modern society (cf. Eisen-
stadt 1?65). The evidence for “the bureaucratization of the world” (Jacoby
1?73) is undeniable: personal relations and tree market transactions have
given way to formalization, regimentation, hicrarchy, task specificity, admi-
nistrative procedure, rational goals, written records and the anonyr’nity of
“the case”. Bureaucratic organizations have penetrated widely difterin
cullura!_ settings. (Crozier {1964:227-37] provides a quasi-amhropologicagl
comparison of French, Soviet and American bureaucracies.) Bureaucra-
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tization has selected for particular personality types {Merton 1940) and has
influenced our cognitive processes (Berger, Berger and Kellner 1973:44-61).
A superb example of the penetration of “bureaucratic consciousness”
(ibid.:49) is the middle-class family whose members communicate to each
other via handwritten messages on a family bulletin board, much like a
small, multi-purpose organization.

Yet not all social change has been in the direction of bureaucratization
and formalization. Nonbureaucratic manifestations arise even in the most
administered societics (e.g., prisons). Official regulations, formal roles and
bureaucratic hierarchies can break down due to internal contradictions,
external pressures or unusual working conditions. Katz and Eisenstadt
(1960) have referred to such phenomena as “debureaucratization”, i.e.,
“the impinging of nonbureaucratic foles on the specific bureaucratic role in
question” (p. 129). In their study of the Israeli welfare bureaucracy, Katz
and Eisenstadt found

“officials relating to their clients personally,... not confining them-
selves to their officially relevant roles, ... trying to get their job done
not so much by means of the power and symbols of office, but on the
basis of exchange of services, persuasion or personal charisma”
(1960:114).
Debureaucratization is not corruption, for it can occur at the same time as
organizational goals are being achieved. However, debureuacratization may
provide the social context whereby individuals rethink their obligations to
the organization and whereby corrupt procedures can emerge. Corruption
usually entails some form of debureaucratization, but not all debureaucra-
tization is corruption.

Like informal relations, debureaucratization is also a two-edged sword.
Insofar as it transforms anonymous bureaucratic “cases” into unique indi-
vidual persons, debureaucratization could be said to “humanize” the
bureaucracy. Yet it is precisely this humanizing individuality that opens the
door to corrupt procedures, stimulates individual bureaucrats to rethink
their allegiances to the organization, causes organizations to degenerate into
resource banks, and pushes social systems toward decay. Debureaucratiza-
tion is the process whereby bureaucratic relationships become personalized,
but it is with personalization that the potential for corruption also emerges.

The dual character of informal relations is also seen in the literature on
the causes and functions of corruption. In the introduction to his book of
readings, Heidenhcimer (1970:4-6) classifies definitions of corruption into
three categories: (1) those emphasizing deviations from the norms of public
office (Nye 1967), (2) market-centered definitions in which administrative
services are transformed into “black-market bureaucracy” (Tilman 1968)
and (3) definitions stressing corruption as a violation of accepted community
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:S;:l)l.ldc‘l‘;::e:‘)r E)::;c mlere'st.(Friedrich ll‘)hh, Rogow and Lasswell 1963:132-
wotislin, they r}gk I::{r‘mat‘we conceptions are applied to non-Western
e Lc,ys 1%5):A";Ll:);ailvncgl,yn:::{‘ c1>|1dcmnaa::()ns (Wraith and Simkins
ik ; f piton may be scen as a soci -
?Kd ;rsd :lsylglﬁpg};r;] t)sf'/?“rd '\v\forld inlstability. and its “lack of social (ljlas[i?sll::;’
A puwer. . ';m . url.ds' a cynical tactic by which undeserving regimes
il — t:iCd :upu ating a system of spoils (Waterbury 1973). Other
ol to) emphasge the pos'ilive tunctions of corruption in
. (, nmd)ermt;_;: cu‘rnfpltum presumably encourages capi-
v ot AL r’n,‘prc'm-urshtp, le-umshcs red tape, mitigates ethnic or
i S;qtemg a‘l;sljmrmh groups mto society, and gives more people a
Schwartz 1972;; for(tc'riti:f:e!s%:f’ ?l?z!ci):; wt(?h, \:3“ g e L
oparartz ! s he tunctiona approach, sce Myrd:
- iﬁ:’!i :::(:)f fzilggn:hfs:urbury 1973). [jr‘om this perspective, behavior \:h(ijcdl:
i ok cv(:(rrupt (c.g: !urmg kinsmen) may be both moral and
o o lh‘orF(ll cgndlttong A similar sensitivity toward social
ety Sgcmt 1972%2h15l()r1cal studices of corruption (Wertheim 1963
e am,;hcr\ o, .|'. 5-56, SL‘hl!"C-r ?983), such that one man's a:urrupj
o > ano typi.cal e;d |ty.I l\./l.“(:. .Slmll? s discussion of corruption in West
T mid::pht.:. What Britons saw as corrupt and Hausa as
- ght have regarded as both necessary and traditional”
T ivi ¢
Cialll;e‘liz;:];:);\;:li:ﬂ':{(lz dhou; lhe causes and functions of corruption is espe-
el A alyses o Edstc.m European states, for these socicties seem
pervaded by both oppressive burcaucracy and endemic corruption

i&ltr}:aucmcy and Corruption in Eastern Europe
thou ch i ; |
= egg muc}h anthropological research has been carried out in Easter
V Ay TN v . n
ol ;)ave dt; lttxe‘pdst 15 years (Halpern and Kideckel 1983), very few stu
fhes have ,d- w!lh the nature of socialist bureaucracy or even the impact of
o Irgal!;zatums on community social life (cf. Kideckel 1977 9‘1973
- 0 e . i 3 ’ p ,
reqea,rCh c kfOT :9?:2{,) Sampson 1980, 1982a). The lack of anthropological
s on socialist burcaucracy means that
iy ol it & T cans that we must rely on top-dow
: Yy h()l:l()](')glblh and political scientists, most of which tend fI 3 son
ormal organizations. e on
The social science i
e ]Ucnnl science study of the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe has
” , “ 5 . )
e g way from the “totalitarian™ models of the 19507s Convclr :
3 ] LS Y > 7 H 5 ) N ° = i
Y, mlc,,m{-groups, instituttonal pluralisn: i*ic micreasing i jon of
state and society, corporatism, and ! e e ot
employed as explanatory frameworks in d: -

power in the countries of actuallv ¢\
Ilanh 1077 Taoifee 1070 o0 Sl

ciatization have all been
o0 the institutionalization of
tel. Johnson 1970,

NPSTRR—————ye

A

SAMPSON Bureaucracy and Corruption 73 -
In all these studies, the bureaucratization of these societies is taken at face
value, as if the presence of large-scale Leninist organizations is proof that,
socialist societies actually function burcaucratically. The dominance of “the
bureaucracy” — OF in SOME CAses “the bureaucracies” — is a basic premise not
only among mainstream Western Sovietologists (Lane 1976, Hough 1977,
Rigby 1977) but also among Marxist critics of Eastern Europe, dissident
East Europeans and even East European “official” Marxists (ct. Trotsky
1940, Hegedus 1970, Arato 1978. Bahro 1978, Castoriadis 1979, Konrad and
Szelenvi 1979, Hirszowicz 1980, Schaff 1982). Maria Hirszowicz's remarks
on “the sovereign bureaucracy” in Eastern Europe would thus be acceptable
to all these research traditions:
“Work and leisure, mass media an
planning, travel abroad and weck-end tri
ceremonies and cducational opportunitics -
directed in one way or another by the state; i.e., they
officials and functionaries and are subject to plans, orders, rules and
regulations. The impact of burcaucratic administration is particularly
he processes of work sice all productive activi-
are integrated into the centralized

d rescarch, accomodation and urban
ps, participation in public
all these aspect of life are
are controlled by

strong, of course, in t
tics of the nationalized cconomy
system of command” (Hirszowicz 1980:134).
Yet alongside this ostensibly corporatist burcaucratic facade there exists
throughout Eastern Europe unmistakable evidence of personalistic, anti-
burcaucratic forms of social organization. Soviet industrial organization 1s
characterized not so much by blind authority and iron discipline as by parti-
cularism, improvization, semi fegal procedures and informal “family cir-
cles” of managers (Berliner 1957, Hough 1969). The daily acitivities of
Polish and Romanian planners ar¢ similarly marked by oscillations between
havior (Hirszowicz 1980:127-170;

burcaucratic procedure and informal be
Sampson 1980, 1982b). Writing within the totalitarian paradigm, Bauer,
Inkeles and Kluckhohn (1956:82-85) emphasize the contrasts between rigi-
dity and flexibility in Soviet Society. Merle Fainsod’s extraordinary analysis
of the Smolensk Party archives (1958) also shows a focal bureaucracy con-

tinually plagued by extra-burcaucratic forces, corrupt party functionaries,

recalcitrant peasants, crime, deviance and gross economic inefficiency. Stu-
dies of the so-called “second economy” and abundant anecdotal evidence of
bureaucratic dysfunctions and corrupt networks all indicate that “getting
things done™ in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe involves much more
than the use of official, adminisirative channels (cf. Bauer, Inkeles and
Kluckhohn 1956:74-82, Inkeles and Bauer 1959, Brokhin 1975, Smith 1976,
Grossman 1977, Kenedi 1981, O'Hearn 1982, Simis 1982, Sampson 1983).
Europe is this romarkable coexistence of rigid,

the paradox of Fastern
o LW + astic social relations.

. ith flavihle ners
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Much of this “flexibility” could fall under the rubric of “corruption™,
Personal linkages and informal networks are not just functioning as benign
supplements to official procedures but actually helping to subvert or prevent
the fulfillment of administrative objectives. Both empirical realities and
ideological viewpoints have thus tended to generate quite contradictory
analyses of corruption in Eastern Europe. Corruption is seen as one indi-
cator of the system’s utter decadence (Simis 1982), as a symbol of protest
against the alienating bureaucracy (Schapiro 1983), as a product of
bureaucratic misinformation and inefficiency (Hirszowicz 1980) and as a
functional component which maintains the official system in tact (Schwartz
1979). Simis concludes his graphic account of small- and large-scale corrup-
tion in the USSR by insisting on the absolute necessity of corruption for
Soviet socialism. Hence, “Soviet society will never rid itself of corruption as
long as it remains Soviet. It is as simple as that™ (Simis 1982:211).

It appears that the bureaucratic structures of socialist countries persist
both because of and in spite of corruption. Eliminating corrupt behavior in
Eastern Europe - insofar as it could be accomplished at all ~ would thus be
both helpful and harmful to these systems. This ambivalence is especially
visible in the following analysis of burcaucracy and corruption in Romania.

Bureaucracy and Corruption in Romania: the “Official” Viewpoint
Contemporary Romanian social science is replete with studies of manage-
ment, organization and worker motivation, yet nowhere in this literature
does one find the existence of bureaucriacy within Romanian society, not
among the vast economic organizations, nor among the state government,
nor in the centralized Party apparatus. Romania has no burcaucracy, only
“administration”. There are no burcaucrats, only “leadership cadres™ and
“state functionaries”.

In official use, “bureaucracy” (birocrafie) is an epithet denoting the social
pathology called “bureaucratism” (birocratisumul). According to Romanian
Party Secretary Nicolae Ceausescu, burcaucratism involves “nurturing a
real worship for all sorts of orders, instructions and circular letters, ...
neglecting on-the-spot work with the people™ (1982:592). The Romanian
concept of bureaucracy is much the same as the popular view of inefficiency
and red tape. Burecaucracy is neither a political threat nor a social science
problem but an administrative illness, in the same category as other such
iliness like “indiscipline™, “careerism”, “egotism”, “formalism” and “exces-
sive centralism”. Bureaucratism can be “cured” by ideological exhortations
to improve discipline, by organizational strbamlining and by “improving
cadre quality”, i.e., replacing the timid paper-pusher with the enthusiastic
party activist. Since bureaucracy is not at all problematic, Romanian social
scientists and managers have no hesitation about borrowing Western
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“bureaucratic theories” of management, administration and organization.
These are considered techniques for improving the scientific management of
Romanian socialist society.

Romania’s lack of a theory of bureaucracy is replicated when dealing with
the existence of corruption. Corruption falls into the same pathological
syndrome as bureaucratism. The mass media readily reveal instances of
bribery, nepotism, embezzlement, misuse of authority and failure by local
party organs to crack down on violators of the public trust. Righteous
attacks are made on corrupt individuals who put their “personal interest”
ahead of the “general interest”. Most of the culprits are low-level function-
aries, brigade foremen, and warehousemen, with only a rare case of high
level officials. As individual corruption, these are simply “abuses” or
“deviations”. The periodic accounts of high officials who extort payments or
receive large bribes (mita) have never led to a discussion of organizational
or system corruption in the mass media or in social science publications. The
Romanian word corruptie is thus never employed. The “abuses™ and “devia-
tions” are “explained” by invoking aphorisms such as, “There is no forest
without dead wood.”

Newspaper accounts, party officials and social scientists tend to explain
the presence of these “deviations” in terms of “retrograde mentalities™:
legacies from the Ottoman empire, the underside of a “Balkan mentality” or
personal egotism. Romanians particularly emphasize the Ottoman-legacy
theory as part of the popular “folklore of corruption™ (Myrdal 1968:940),
Indeed, Romanian words for petty bribe (ciubuc) and gratuity ( bacsig) are
of Turkish origin. Since corruption is considered to be an individual prob-
lem, the same methods used to combat bureaucratism can also be suitable in
anti-corruption campaigns: ideological moral exhortations, more vigilance
and strict punishment of offenders.

Coping with the Bureaucracy in Romania

For most Romanians, the notion of an efficient, Weberian type burcaucracy
scems to be a contradiction in terms. For example, a Romanian emigree
living in Zurich insisted to me that “there was no bureaucracy in Switzer-
land”, whereas Romania was oppressively bureaucratic, which forced him
to use personal relations to achieve even the most mundane tasks.

The linkage between formal and informal organization is evidenced by
the well-known joke about the initials “PCR”. Officially, PCR stands for
Partidul Comunist Roman, yet folk humor renders PCR as the abbreviation
for “pull, acquaintances and connections” (pile, cunogtiinge si relafii), which
are the foundations of corrupt behavior. (The word pile actually means
“file”, as in filing one’s way out of jail.). Most Romanians insist that
although one cannot dismiss the first PCR, it is through the second PCR that
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toward kin, friends and patrons. Yet a wide network of obligations also
enables the descurcaregi individual to make moral claims on others. By
combining strategic gift-giving aid cash payments, by cultivating patrons,
collecting obligations from friends and clients, and by skillfully employing
his connections, the descurcdrei individual can be enormously successful in
realizing personal, financial or career ambitions.

In a society of ubiquitous shortages and interminable red tape, the descur-
caregi provide evidence that everything is available, that there is always a
short cut: indeed, that in Romania nothing is impossible. Numerous stories
recount the “amazing feats” which can be accomplished by such clever
people and their personal networks: scarce consumer goods obtained, tour-
ist passports 1o the West procured, entrance into “closed™ jobs, schools or
towns, and bureaucratic doors miraculously opened when they appeared to
be closed. -

The power of these “success stories” is so strong that most Romanians will
attribute the failure to obtain a given item or service not to the incfficiency
or injustice of the burcaucracy but v the inadeguacy of the individual. He
just was not “clever” enough to “find a solution™; he did not have the right
“connection”: he did not know how to give a gift or where to place his cash.
The last criticism is directed particularly against rural folk, who often try to
establish personal relations or give bribes to people who are without the
power to cxpedite their requests.

Payments, gifts and the ability to influence bureaucratic procedures or
obtain scarce goods involve willing parties outside the organization and
willing officials within it. Romanian society is pervaded by large and com-
plex organizational frameworks, such that even the lowliest functionaries
have control Over some resource Or 4ccess Lo Fesources (the obvious exam-
ple being the gatekeeper (portar) who stands at the entrance to every major
factory or office). Every member of an organization stands as a client to
those above him, as a patron to those below him and as a broker connecting
individuals in the organizational network to those secking the organization’s
resources. It is this linkage which provides the protective shield for low-level
bribes or high-level graft. One may thus conceive of the Romanian

bureaucracy (or bureaucracies) as overlapping structures composed of (1)

hierarchical administrative offices giving differential access to resources and

information; (2) vertical chains of patron-client relations which distribute
access to these resources and information in a non-bureaucratic fashion

(i.c., voluntarily rather than administratively); and (3) horizontal networks

of connecticns. kin, and friends which trade services and information within

and out- v urganization. The cross-cutting of parsonal and bureaucratic
relatic: 15 that the larger the burcaucricy, the more possibility exists
for oot ies to develop. These personal links can breed large-scale



corruption by subverting administrative authority.

Romania, like other socialist countries, is particularly susceptible to
corruption because its public scctor includes not only social services but the
production and distribution of most consumer goods as well. Romania’s
steel factories, gasoline stations, groce?y stores and auto-repair shops are
owned, operated, managed and monitored by state functionaries. Most sup-
plies and raw materials are allocated administratively from central state
warchouses. Most consumer goods are in inadequate supply, causing lines
and periodic shortages. Certain commodities are rationed, All these condi-
tions not only provide breathing space for personal relations but actually
nurture these relations. '

The fact that socialist states like Romania have bureaucratized material
production and distribution of consumer goods has implications for the
extent of corruption. Unlike normal public services by bureaucrats, material
goods can be passed on continuously and anonymously. That the public
sector in Romania is so large and that it contains these anonymous material
goods means that more people can partake of the personal networks neces-
sary for corruption. There is greater likelihood that corrupt individuals and
prucedu.res will lead to corrupt organizations and system-threatening cor-
rupt activities.

In addition to the extent of the public sector, there are other factors which
make Romania especially prone to corruption. First, the citizenry (and
especially the peasants) have historically viewed the state bureaucr'acy as
either foreign or parasitic, its procedures as hopelessly complicated or capri-
cious, and state/party functionaries as opportunists more than public ser-
vants. Second, the economy has an acute shortage of consumer goods and
services while there exists a surplus of cash among the population. Third,
the bureaucracy’s monopoly of resources precludes alternative forms of
personal aggrandizement such as entrepreneurship. Fourth, personal net-
works are seen as both preferable and obligatory means of obtaining scarce
resources of bureaucratic services. These factors tend to make it easier to
transform bureaucratically controlled resources into either black-market-
able commodities or into objects of personal reciprocity.

Nevertheless, there are forces which tend to keep corruption in check
and which tend to distinguish East European corruption from the more free:
wheeling corruption one finds in the Third World. Socialist bureaucracies
tend to control enough resources so that they can be re-channeled into arcas
in which system crisis has built up. Limitations on luxury goods in Romania
and on private property and spending also put real limits on the amount of
wealth a corrupt official could consume or even spend. Social and spatial
mobility among ordinary citizens and state functionaries tend to keep perso-
nal networks fluctuating so that they are not always that effective. Most
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important is the fact that self-interested individuals will avold pleylitg tov
much on their organizations, lest they deprive themselves of necessaray
resources. Even though Romanian corruption may be ubiquitous, the indi-
vidual corrupt acts remain on a small. human scale. As individual acts, they
tend to preserve the legitimacy of the various bureaucracies so that any
question as to their fundamental restructuring does not arise. It is the sym-
biosis between formal organization and the small-scale corruption brought
about by personal relations which keeps Romania “muddling through”.

The dialectical relationship between bureaucracy and corruption will now
be illustrated with two brief case studies from Romania, one dealing with
the planning process, the second with the activities of village elites. It will be
seen that what could be interpreted as cases of societal corruption are in fact
only the use of informal social ties at a much lower level. Societies like
Romania can tolerate an enormous amount of such low-level corruption
without breaking down. What appears 1o be a corrupt society should be
more aptly designated a “society with corruption.”

Bureaucracy and Corruption in Romania: Case Studies

1. The Planning Process

Romania’s development efforts include the phasing out of hundreds of
“irrational” villages and the conversion of 300 selected localities into small
towns. Since most rural investment will be concentrated in these 300 com-
munities, there arises an understandable competition among villages to be
designated as “a future new town” (for more dctails on Romanian settle-
ment planning see Sampson 1980, 1982a). The official criteria for selecting
future towns include geographic, demographic economic and social indices
which are partly quantitative and partly subjective. County planners judge
whether a locality has “central” geographic placement. a “healthy” demo-
graphic profile or “significant” potential for economic development. Plan-
ners evaluate these criteria in terms of their own notions of “rational” and
«irrational” settlements, but they must also act in accordance with national
prioritics and competing interest groups (Sampson 1982b). The complexity
and vagueness of the official criteria thus make the selection of many new
towns somewhat anomalous (Turnock 1982). One can hypothesize that a
certain number of subjective factors and outside influence cause certain
localities to be selected over others. It is a type of corruption hardly
unknown in the West.

This competition for state resources was clearly present in Romania’s
Brasov County during the mid 1970’s, where 7 new towns wcre to be
selected from 150 villages. In one case, the selection of village “J.” gave rise
to informal protests and complaints from residents in the neighboring village
of “M”. Those in M. rightly feared they would lose certain retail and trans-
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pﬂl"l.SCl'\"iCL‘S to J. The protests seem to have gone unheeded by count
offlc:a.ls until the chance assignment of a new staff member in thg Cou:ly
Planning Office. This individual happened to have been born in M. and in i
few months M. replaced J. as the selected lucality. In objective t.t;rms the
change' was due to M.’s geographic location superceding I.’s “develo 1;10 t
potential”, but the reversal of prioritics was more likely caused by thpe farc‘t
that‘a county planner’s personal relations and local patriotism Jed t
manipulation of bureaucratic procedures. | o

In this case, corrupt behavior occurs because “private-regarding criteria”

(to use Nye’s phrase) are given priority over bureaucratic criteria and publi
dum.::_;. Yet the corruption of bureaucratic procedures could not have gc ; -
red if the (.n'iginal decision to urbanize J. had not been grounded in vau::;
burcaucrallc' criteria in the first place. The formal organizational struct%.lre
and 'lhe subjectivity of the planners’ selection criteria (“healthy™, “signifi
cant”, ‘-‘ralional“, etc.) et the possibility open to exercize the ﬁ) tifn l;
corruption. This option was taken by concerned citizens of village l‘vrl’ si ‘.
thcy. feared a stagnation or decline in their living standards if {Iley d,ld lr‘:;:
receive “new town” status. Villagers thus personalized the decision-makin
process by capitalizing on the planner’s tics to his home comml‘mity ’

It should be clear that this kind of corruption is certainly not lhrc.ulenin
to the pla.nning, bureaucracy. Communities like M. seck only to mani ulauga
the planning bureaucracy because this is the only way in which they caﬁ ain
access to state resources. Corruption in the selection of new towns becu?n

a way gf influencing the allocation of these resources. By manipulatin tlfs
imprecise criteria of new town selection, what appears to be “slupp agdm;3
nistration™ or “corruption” is simply “politics”. ’

2. Local bureaucrats in Romanian villages
Qonﬂicts between bureaucratic duties and personal obligations are es
C|a_lly acute for those elites who work in Romania’s rural commt;n;s‘ ( 'isk :Jlf
unit of rural administration, each commune contains trom 1-5 villa. e; w'tle]
t(‘)tal populations of 4000-8000; local elites may live in any of the corﬁ Ao : t
villages). The mayors (who are also party first secretaries) vicc-n’il)a ’lf“
party secretaries, collective farm chairmen and consumer;’ €00 )crfuiifs’
presidents are the final links in Romania’s administrative chain. but ihe a X
npt fa_celess bureaucrats or clerks. Unlike higher level state an,d part gu e
tl.o.nanes, rural elites do not deal with an anonymous public but u‘ithyfell?):
Cme:ns with whom they live and work. Even those elites sent in f
outside are soon compelled to relinguish single-straste ::elr;linislra;' *rt(')m
for m‘ultip!ex ties combining workplace, neigh!: dship and
sometimes kinship.

The preoccupation with formal organization-.

:oud, friendship and

~innal and national
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levels of Romanian socicty has led scholars to see the village as a microcosm
of a highly bureaucratized society. Yet the village party organization, the
people’s council, the mass organizations and the economic units function
differently in the rural setting, Weberian features such as rank order, task
specificity, universalistic recruitment/promotion criteria, written guidelines,
automatic career advancement and official secrets apply only rarely at the
village level. For the local elites who head these organizations, ranks are
often confused, tasks vague or overlapping, anonyimous criteria can become
personalistic, written guidelines uscless, careers may not necessarily advan-
ce, and official secrets are ditficult to maintain under the conditions of face-
to-face community life. Local elites are in fact compelled to relate to their
“clients” in a nonburcaucratic manner if they are to carry out their tasks. It
is the intensity of these personal relations and the tendency toward
debureaucratization in local political life that lay the groundwork for
corruption in Romania.

To the conditions of rural social life must be added the specific party
demands on local elites. Local elites are required to spread the party pro-
gram, cducate the population in the socialist spirit, mobilize villagers to
achieve state development goals and monitor their reactions. To achieve
these tasks, they are required to immerse themselves in community life. As
Romanian President Ceausescu has stated, “there is no dimension of life
which is not of interest to the party™ (1977:518).

In executing party policy, local elites are advocates of what is called “the
general interest”. However, elites reside in communities where interests of a
more specific character must also be met — interests of ncighborhoods, kin
groups, households, social classes and individuals. Achieving state goals will
be impossible for the elite if he or she does not operate on personalized
terms with these specific interest groups. This may require the elite to keep
a distance from the burcaucratic organization of which he or she is a part.
Interpreting and applying certain regulations with a degree of flexibility may
lead their superiors to accuse them of “indiscipline” or “formalism” (the
latter meaning issuing directives without seeing they are tollowed up).

Such flexibility and “indiscipline™ may help local elites to achieve the
organization’s long term goals, but it can also lead to corruption. Certain
lcaders may set their own or their primary group’s (kin, household,
neighborhood, village) interests ahead of those of the state. Bureaucratic
procedures may be violated, or local organizations turned into resource
banks for their members. Specific interests, instead of being pursued along-
side those of the state, may be pursued at state expense. Romania should
not be thought of as a “corrupt socicty”, but it is a society where personal
goals may be achieved at the expense of organizational goals. In this sense,

it e o ~wocinty with corruntion™. The local elites can be the pivot by which
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the healthy use of informal relations is turned into the subversion of orga-
nizational goals which denotes corruption.

Romanian rural cadres have not always been purely locally based. In the
early years after the war, when the Romanian Communist Party was parti-
cularly weak in the countryside, rural cadres were often sent in from other
districts or from nearby towns. Native born leaders were either politically
unreliable or simply unwilling to antagonize fellow villagers in the pursuit of
party policy (e.g. imposed quotas and forced collectivization). With the
consolidation of Communist power, the drive toward economic develop-
ment and the training of thousands of party and state activists, locally born
cadres have come to replace anonymous city-dwellers in the villages. Pure
coercion has given way to more sophisticated programs of mobilizing the
population, self-sufficiency campaigns, popular participation in certain
areas, and even competing candidates for election to local offices. Rural
elites now have a higher degree of legitimacy in their posts, but they are also
subject to village moral sanctions in a way they were not subject to them
previously.

Rural elites are neither a “new class™ (Djilas 1957) nor a privileged caste.”

Their salaries are moderate, their privileges limited, their responsibilities
wide, and their chances of enriching themselves in office minimal. Living
and working among their constituents, they are constantly “on display”.
Elites who would solicit large bribes, who trample on community sentiment,
or who misuse their authority run the risk of losing their posts. Yet it should
be emphasized that they can lose their posts not because they violate
abstract laws but because they alicnate the local population. For example,
community morality sees nothing wrong with a peasant given a “gift” to the
local mayor, but it can be ruthless if the mayor solicits a large cash bribe.
The existence of these community moral sanctions makes a local elite’s job
much less secure than that of a career bureaucrat.

The lack of a bureaucratic orientation also appears in the local elites’
work habits. Unpublished sociological studies and field observations in
several villages show rural elites working a normal 10 hour day, six days per
u'reek. Frequently there are Sunday work brigades, evening cultural activi-
ties and numerous meetings in the village or at the nearby town. According
tf’ these surveys, local mayors spend more than two-thirds of their work
time outside the office, visiting economic units, making personal calls to
local citizens, and traveling between the component villages of their com-
munes. One mayor spends each morning on the local village square as
peasants go about their business or workers wait for commuter buses. In this
way, he can “resolve their problems on the spot”. Most local elites prefer

“outside” work and complain of the “bureaucracy” of their jobs. The con-

o g e e e S A AR T R A e i B 1 . .1

SAMPSON Bureaucracy and Corruption 83
tinuous requirement to fill out statistical profiles and report to central
organs is seen as inhibiting them from fulfilling their tasks as party activists,
state administrators or as chairmen of collective farms or consumer coopera-
tives.

In addition to their formal tasks, local elites’ social position and moral
authority also give them informal tasks such as helping an enterprise to run
more effectively, helping errant youth find local employment, or counseling
married couples and resolving family feuds. As neighbors, kinsmen, friends
and moral examples to others in the community (and as party activists) local
elites cannot (and should not) be insulated from their constituents.

At the end point of the state bureaucracy and as center of the community,
elites can manipulate both types of structures to attain and hold onto their
legitimacy. A “good leader” is able to allocate state resources in return for
citizen contributions of labor, agricultural produce or political support. The
“weak leader” is unable to deal with the inherent conflicts between state
demands and local household strategies; he may alienate his constituents by
pressing too hard, or provoke his superiors by succumbing to local interests
(“indiscipline™). Finally, the “corrupt leader” manipulates local and state
resources so as to actively inhibit the achievement of party or state objec-
tives; or he achieves these by means which his superiors regard as unaccept-
able.

Local corruption may be defined differently according to whether it is the
administrative apparatus or the community which does the judging. For
example, a local leader who treats fellow villagers arrogantly violates com-
munity standards of equality and politeness, even though he achieves
“results” for the state. Such individuals may be denounced for reasons
which superiors find to be unjust. Alternatively, the local leader who via
nepotism or favoritism promotes the interests of his own social group may
be violating the code of bureaucratic neutrality but not necessarily the vil-
lage’s moral standards. In this case, only those villagers who are not benefi-
ciaries of nepotism will feel offended. Finally, an elite who uses his authority

for purely personal enrichment (embezzlement, bribery) will recieve the
moral sanctions of the entire village and the legal sanctions of the state.
Here the elite is without local “protection”. It is more likely that he will be
denounced to higher authorities and prosecuted.

For all three types of leaders, personal relations play a crucial role. Even
the good leader will try to personalize his services, so that villagers believe
they are receiving special favors when in fact the leader is simply exccuting
his ordinary duties (cf. Cole 1979). By playing on the citizens’ preference for
personal relations, the elite will elicit a moral obligation on the citizen’s part
to help when called to participate in a voluntary work brigade or to deliver
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more .Iivesmck to state acquisition agents. [n this sense, the cood leader’s
mobilization is made more etfective by supplementing legal requirements
with personal appeals.

The good leader can also become a broker and help villigers obtain
spc'c:.ai services or resources from the county bureaucracy. A glucul party
activist may give a villager the name of a friend in a county office, or the
name of a “very good doctor™ in town. For making available his o;vn net-
work, the activist will expect the citizen to render him some subsequent
favo.r, _eithcr of a personal nature or one which can help the activist in his
administrative tasks. That local elites can choose to use their broker and
patronage functions is not in itself corruption, but only a means of sup-
plementing administrative abilities with moral claims on their consliluc‘ms
!l seems to be tacit recognition of the population’s lack of commitment !0
intervening institutions such as the party, factory or mass organization
Poland, for example, has been called “a nation of families™ to svmboli;:e thit;
sl-ruclura! gap (The Experience and Future Discussion Gmlxp 1981:64)
Since bureaucratic coercion gives insufficient returns, personalizing the;
burcaucracy becomes the strategy which elites and citizens use 1o overcome
the structural inadequacy of organizations. For the elites, the problem is to
prevent the flexibility of personal relations trom being interpreted as‘(or
becoming} corruption.

The elite’s differential dependence on personal networks could be
characterized in terms of two “stvles™ of mobilization which I call “admi-
nl'strative-burcaucrmif" and “egalitarian™. A burcaucratically oriented elite
will tend to instruct citizens what they must do, basing the appeal on legal
authority or the threat of negative sanctions. An “egalitarian” elite will lt‘l;ld
to ask fellow villagers for their aid in accomplishing some common task
Rural clites differ from higher level bureaucrats because they have thc
p_otcmial to employ either of these mobulization styles; it is (311!y in the
village that burcaucratic and personal authority are s;) intertwined.

Not all elites can employ the cgalitarian style with equal tacility, of course
Thnsc: recently transferred into a village — or those who want to imprcsg;
superiors with quick results at any cost — will tend to act in a bureaucratic
manner. In contrast, elites in more isolated communities may be equall
compelleq to base their appeals on a more personal level. For éxampie. thg
peasants in one mountain village ignore written invitations to come to local
assemblies; they attend only if invited via oral invitation, either pcrsona!;
by the mayor or through a messenger. ‘ ‘ ’

Depe.nding on the style of mobilization used. one
cqrruptmn which will occur. Elites who rely on adi: - ative mobilizution
will tend to commit crrors of “burcaucrutism” i red t'nh')
“excessive centralizi (iaaking decisions i o S friny -;é]n:ion(;r

can predict the kind of
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These deviations do not constitute corruption, but easily lead administra-
tive-bureaucratic elites into corrupt practices, misuse of authority and bribe-
ry. This category of elites is particularly prone to converting their bureaucra-
tic services into commodities. A typical case of such “black-market
bureaucracy”™ (Tilman 1968) involved a village mayor/party chief who sold
propane gas canisters instead of distributing them to families according to a
list. The complaint of the angry widow of a villager who had paid a bribe but
never received the canister eventually led the county party organization to
start an inquiry. The mayor was removed from office.

This particular individual had recently arrived from a larger town and did
not expect to stay long in the viliage. Yet he would not have been caught if
he had maintained more personalized relations with villagers. He might
have gotten away with more corruption if instead of “commodifying” his
bureaucratic functions he had “personalized” them. That is, had he offered
the gas tanks to favored friends (of which he had few) or kinsmen (of which
he had none), his chances of receiving the moral sanction of the entire
village would have been reduced. Villagers would have been less outraged
by his behavior and the matter may have led only to local gossip instead of
an official inquiry.

Where the bureaucratic-style clite is tempted to turn his authority into a
marketable commodity, the egalitarian elite abuses his power by personaliz-
ing it, i.e., by elevating social relations over the requirements of the
burcaucracy. Corruption for the cgaiiarian elite involves not bribery and
overbearing authority but nepotism, favoritism, and “looking the other
way” (the latter known as “formalism” in Romania). It is a kind of corrup-
tion which is more difficult to discover because it violates only the
bureaucratic ethos and not the values of the village community as a whole.
Most villagers may be excluded from access to these resources, but their
indignation is aroused not by seeing their unwritten rules violated, but at not
being included in the game. (Perhaps this is why Romanian villagers are
quick to condemn market forms of corruption such as bribery and gzraft, but
seem much more “understanding” of the rampant familisi in Romania’s
bureaucratic hierarchy or the nepotism of President Ceausescu, who is him-
self of peasant stock.)

Rural elites are thus subject to different kinds of pressures: official tasks,
bureaucratic obligations, the temptation to exploit the state’s monopoly of
resources, the moral claims of kin and friends and their own carcer ambi-
tions. These pressures can be resolved in numerous ways. One strategy is to
resign or ask for a transfer. Village elites’ salaries hardly match their respon-
sibilities. and turnover among rural cadres is thus quite high. A considerable
nun:t ¢ olites suffer from classic managerial diseases such as ulcers, heart
cotie - high blood pressure (the tatter aptly catled “tensiune”).
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A second strategy is to retreat into “formalism” and routine, executing as
few sta‘le demands as possible so as not to irritate fellow villagers (both these
strategics are also employed by Soviet party agitators; see Inkeles 1950:67-
134). A third possibility is to exploit administrative resources for the benefit
of oneself or one’s primary group, usually leading to corrupt behavior
Finally some elites try to enmesh themselves with the higher bureaucracy.
hoping that the protective shield of the party will compensate for the lack o;
personal ties at the local level. Yet failure to maintain personal relations can
backfire into anonymous, bureaucratic sanctions. Consider the following
case, quoted in the Romanian Party newspaper Scinteia (Sept. 24, 1980)
about a local party activist who became “dizzy with success: , ,
“... In the course of the investigation, we discovered... that Petre
Enache had changed considerably, not being the same person of just a
few years carlier. In his first years, he was a stimulus for the collective
in their efforts to modernize production. Where there were difficulties
he would appear - with good words, with his labor and with advice —
and things would go forward. For this he was highly appreciated.
From here he rose step-by-step, becoming a member of the County
Party Committee, the City Party Committee and a Deputy in the
County People’s Council. However, without realizing it, this ascent
made Petre Enache dizzy. First he became somewhat distant, then
arrogant, less understanding of the needs of those close to him’while
very.underslanding with regard to his own particular interests. He
acquired a tone of command and began to shout at people. This is how
he behaved in his home village of Vladesti, scolding the mayor when
she transmitted an invitation for “Him”, too, to attend the meeting of
the County People’s Council. “Get out of here and mind your busi-
nfass," he yelled at her on the main street, within sight and hearing
distance of the villagers, so that they would know just how important
“He” had become.

lfeople began to murmur, however. They said that Enache was
doing things on the side. But he did not listen or did not want to listen
to what he called “envious people”. This spirit of disregard, the sick-
nesses of egotism and careerism, pushed Petre Enache toward his
abuses: Misusing his posts as party secretary and president of the
Council of Working People, he obtained advantages that others are
not allowed to have.

... It became clear that part of the construction materials he pro-
cured came from the factory’s inventories. Obtaining permission to
buy these was made easier by the fact that the sales clerk is none other
than Petre Enache’s wife,

- Although the executive committee of the People’s Council
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formally refused to grant him a building permit, Petre Enache
obtained one anyway by pressuring the vice-mayor and secretary at
the town hall. “I'm not just anybody,” he told them arrogantly. “I'm a
member of the County Party Committee.”

... If Petre Enache has changed, considerable responsibility lies with
his fellows comrades. When they saw the party secretary manifesting
deviant tendencies, why didn’t they criticize him? Neither the director
nor the other leaders at the factory manifested the necessary firmness.
In fact, they even approved certain acts whereby he obtained con-
struction materials illegally.

On the recommendation of the County Party Committee, the fac-
tory Party Committee decided to relieve Petre Enache of his post. His
case will be discussed at the plenary session of the County and City
Party Committees...”

Of course, not all Romanian local elites are corrupt. Petre Enache is a

typical case of “dead wood” in the vibrant Romanian “forest”. However, it

is equally true that not all corrupt elites arc caught. Petre Enache got caught
because he failed to maintain personal reciprocity with people who were
necessary for his advance into the bureaucratic hierarchy. Browbeating local
villagers and fellow elites and using his wife’s position to procure building
materials led to the anonymous letters to Party organs. These letters were
bureaucratic sanctions which in effect substituted for the moral sanctions
which normally work in most Romanian villages. The institutionalization of

“the informer” and the power of anonymous complaints in most socialist

societies is one way by which individuals can use the bureaucracy for their

personal vendettas.

The importance of personal relations for elites’ legitimacy is well under-
stood by rural party cadres. When asked about their “secrets of good leader-
ship”, elites tended to de-emphasize the importance of bureaucratic know-
ledge. Phrases such as “knowing the law™ and “applying the law with firm-
ness” occurred rarely in my interviews with local mayors and party cadres.
Instead. they emphasized the value of personal relations with their consti-
tuents: “to know how to talk to people,” “to come down to their level,” “to
be polite to everyone,” “to say ‘Hello’ to everyone,” “to consult with the
people,” etc. The rural cadres’ “secrets” lay not in burcaucratic propricty
but in social integration with their clients. It is an integration which has
positive and negative consequences, for it can help expedite the achieve-
ment of state objectives or corrupt them.

The state’s interest is to have clites who are reliable and efficient execu-
tors of state and party policy. At party truining schools throughout Roma-
nia, rural cadres learn the ethos of administration, the fundamentals of
management and “leadership science” (gtiinge conducerea). The principal



88 FOLK 25, 1983
emphasis is on applying Party policy and state laws. Nowhere is the basic
structure of village social relations discussed, although it is these social
relations that enable local government, party organizations or collective
farms to operate in the day to day setting Yet it is the party cadres who lead
these organizations who themselves emphasize the importance of personal
relations for good leadership, even though there is the risk that these rela-
tions can lead to corruption of individuals, procedures or organizations.

Since informal social relations can help achieve state goals or subvert
them, state measures to limit corruption may unintentially reduce the posi-
tive functions which personal relations play in accomplishing Romania's
development objectives. Eliminating corruption in Romania would be disas-
trous for the bureaucracy.

Discussion: Corruption as a Transformation of Social Relations

The examples from Romania have revealed several types of corruption:
payments of money or gifts, nepotism and favoritism, misappropriation of
public resources and misuse of authority. It may be instructive to see these
forms of corruption as the result of the interaction between three general
types of social relations in modern society: administrative authority, market
transactions and personal relations.

What are called “bureaucratization”, “commodification™ or “corruption”
are nothing more than transformations of administrative, market or perso-
nal ties. For example, burcaucratization occurs when either personal rela-
tions or market ties are replaced by formalized, hicrarchical arrangements.
Alternatively, personal relations may become subjected to market transac-
tions (eg.. dating services, prostitution) a process which could be called
“commodification”. Bureaucratic relations may also be “commodified”,
either legally as when public services are privatized, or illegally as we saw in
Romania, when the mayor sold the gas canisters instead of allocating them.
The case of rural elites gave examples of deburcaucratization, in that
bureaucratic relations were continually being personalized. In cases where
debureaucratization led to nepotism, bribery and misuse of authority (the
case of the errant Party activist), then we are speaking of corruption. A final
transformation of these relations is also possible: market relations may
become personalized, as when one friend says to another, “I can get it for
you wholesale”. These kinds of relations can exist in the contrived bidding
for construction contracts as occurs in the West, or holding scarce items
under the counter for {riends, as is ceimmonly the case in many Romanian
shops. In such cases, the potential profits derived from black-market sale
are sacrificed in favor of the personaliz: . :
social economy.

The following chart illustrates the

- ionpe of scarce items, Le., a

ns of administrative,
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personal and market ties and the processes which result in corruption. What
appear to be widely disparate social phenomena are in fact transformations
of certain basic social relations found in all modern societies. Moreover, it
can be seen that these transformations can generate processes which are
both restrictive and emancipatory. The “personalizing” of bureaucratic or
market transactions can be either humanizing or corrupting, depending on
the relation between organizational goals and the objectives of the consti-
tuent social groups or individuals involved.

Corruption as Transformation of Basic Social Relations

Basic social rela- Transformation Result Corruption
tions tactor
1. personal rela- administrative bureaucratiza- No
tions ties tion
(kin, friendship, market ties commodification  No

patron-client)

2. administrative commodification  No

market ties

authority unofficial market  “black  market  Yes
(burcaucracy) burcaucracy”
personal ties debureaucratiza-
tion No
personal ties nepotism, Yes
favoritism
3. market transac- administrative burcaucratiza- No

tions ties tion
personal ties “social
economy” Yes

The ambivalent character of personal relations has not gone unnoticed by
theorists of corruption. Van Roy (1970:109) writes:
“corruption appears to maintain systemic stability and yet it also
reflects change; it secems to be both functional and dysfunctional,
equilibrating and disequilibrating, a permanent fixture of an ongoing
arrangement and a transient symptom of changing times.”
The problem of the functionality of corruption seems to imply the existence
of an ideal or pure burcaucratic system. The implication is that corruption
causes some systems to become “sloppy” while others remain “neat”. The
Romanian examples suggest that corruption could be more fruitfully analy-
zed i1 o1 of levels of corruption and in terms of social transformations of
b atic, personal or market ties. Are we speaking, for example, of
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corrupt procedures, corrupt individuals, corrupt organizations or corrupt
systems? Are the processes involved ones of commodification of
bureaucracy or personalization of bureaucracy? By seeing corruption as the
result of transformations of fundamental social relations, we are in a posi-
tion to make more comprehensive statements not only about Romanian
corruption, but corruption in socialist states as compared with Third World
societies. By implication, such a comparison is also a step toward analyzing
how bureaucracy works in these societies as well.

Conclusion: Bureaucracy, Corruption and Muddling Through

Students of bureaucracy have continually emphasized the importance of
informal organization. Yet in studying socialist systems we have been
attracted by their bureaucratic organs and formal structures and neglected
to analyze how these structures articulate with informal social relations both
within and outside the organization. The vitality of informal social processes
was wrongly equated with system inefficiency or with corruption, such that
some systems were considered “sloppy”, “inefficient” or irrevocably “cor-
rupt”. While remarking on the sloppiness, inefficiency and corruption which
occur in East European societies, we have unjustifiably assumed the domi-
nance of bureaucratic organization in these socicties, both as an empirical
fact and as a practical necessity for modernization.

In Romania, this bureaucratization has not appeared at the level of rural
administration. Bureaucratic forms in the village quickly yield to debureau-
cratization. Villagers deal not with “the bureaucracy” but with individual
bureaucrats with whom they have varying degrees of multiplex relations.
Local elites, for their part, do not treat an anonymous “public” but fellow
citizens with whom they live and work, in both harmony and tension. Admi-
nistrative efficiency for local Romanian bureaucrats requires that they act
quite differently from organizational cogs or Weberian-style functionaries.
It is this difference that leads to “efficient leadership” and to “sloppy sy-
stems” and “pervasive corruption”. Romania is not a “corrupt society”, but
it is a society that has corrupt individuals, corrupt procedures, corrupt
organizations, bribery, nepotism, favoritism and misuse of public authority.
While not a corrupt society, Romania is, like all societies, a “society with
corruption”. Romania’s corruption is not a survival of a Balkan tradition,
but intimately linked with the contemporary bureaucratic organization of a
socialist political-economy. Indeed, Romania’s bureaucracy persists both
because of and in spite of its corrupt tendencies. Personal relations and
informal structures help the state toward achieving its goals, but prevent the
state from achieving them in rational, bureaucratic fashion.

Hence, to ask why “actually existing socialism™ reproduces itself, why it
“muddles through”, we cannot be content to describe these systems as
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«hureaucratic leviathians” (Hirszowicz 1980). Neither must we succumb ;o
categorizing them as “corrupt”, simply because a‘ctual beh;_mor does not fit
with Weberian models. Beneath the bureaucratic forms ‘hc more ‘comp_lex
social structures which integrate bureaucricy and cgrrupuon ina dlalectufal
relationship. It is these structures — and not oppresswe'bgreagcracy, fl‘ll"ll.:'tlo-
nal corruption or system sloppiness — which enable societies like Romania to
ough. .
ml}lfllijt:edtig:ect!igcal relationship between bureaucracy and .corruptlon sl?ould
become a conceptual basis for anthropologists interested in the_ d)’l’ll‘imlCS of
modern societies. In this way it will be secen that cofrupm)n is nc1‘ther a:n
organizational aberration nor social pathology, but-an integral part frt_forr::.al
organization. The real problem is not corruption but the reldUOﬂS' ip
between formal and informal organization. The presence of buregucmnc
social forms does not necessarily imply the burea'ucmhzanon‘ of social relf;-
tions. We must then ask: What are the mechamsnfls by which the forrp.ll
organization structure masks the anti-burcaucratic proccssc‘s, of wt;n.c:
corruption is simply the most obvious? What- are t'he plfocef;:es by whic
formal organization is kept sacred and corruption slngmutlzeq. | |
An anthropological approach to bureaucracy and corruption must avor
the notion of a “bureaucratized society”. Instead, we shoqld foncelve of
modern societics in terms of “societies with burcaucru-cnes..’ . Complex
societies exhibit a coexistence of formal and informal orggmzauon much too
complex to be categorized as “bureaucratic” or “corrupt”.
It is with the notion of “society with a bureaucracy” that an anthropolo%y
of bureaucracy and of corruption can begin. There are no “sloppy systems ",
sloppy models.
ongcknssfedgemem. Research for this paper was genen.)usl}f suppor.tc.d l?y
a grant from the Danish Social Science Research Council, with admlmstrfa-
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