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At first,  I’ll try to make some observation of different theoretical presumptions and to attract your attention to a couple of peculiar, paradoxical, provocative things in this context.  

I would like to start with formal thing. What is an independent variable in this pair?  I guess, it is difficult to determine it for all cases. It would be more convenient to consider both corruption and trust as dependent variables from other points and broader categories of political analysis, like constitutional norms, public policy, etc. I think.  But, certainly, in any case it would be a kind of over-simplification. Reality is much more complicated and needs more specific clarification in each case, more detailed sub-divisions of trust, for example, and so on.  

Now let me turn to some more substantial points. As we know, in the most approaches level of corruption and level of trust have clear negative correlation: less trust - more corruption, more trust – less corruption. Fore example, in frames of so-called new institutionalism, in Public Choice Theory, the negative influence of corruption to economical development considers in terms of transaction costs, rent-seeking behavior of bureaucracy, prisoner dilemma and so on. One of empirical arguments is that raise of public trust level just to 1% brings in five years distance growth of GDP per capita at $660. Francis Fukuyama, whom I suppose as a scholar who made one of the major contributions in the analysis of this problematic, considers the prevail of social distrust as additional tax to all national economics. (My reservation in this context is that it is correct in general but nor for all countries: in totalitarian and post-totalitarian states, the situations are more ambiguous there. Mistrust is not always a bad thing I’ll return to it later.)

We remember, that Fukuyama picks out in his analysis different types of trust and emphasizes that they tend to bring different consequences for economic development. He is rather reluctant to the kind of trust what he marked as a family trust. He considers family in a broad meaning of word, as a sort of clan, not in modern narrow, nuclear-like meaning of word. His point is: if trust is limited only by trust between relatives, it is an obstacle for modernization. Moreover, he even introduces the notion of immoral familism. That seems to me, however, a little bit too strong allegation and neglectful in terms of whole moral problematic of politics as such. (But it is beyond of my current topic.)  More interesting that he joins in this respect in one claster, in one group,  such different societies as mainland China and Southern Italy. In both societies people suppose to believe to nobody but only members of own families what restricts severely a social capital and prevents this way to develop modern entrepreneurial organizations. His point is absence in these societies of some intermediate voluntary associations as a channel of contacts between individual and state. (I am not sure that it is completely correct and comprehensive explanation, but let me put this question aside.)

Now I would like to turn to another, so-called “revisionist” approach to the problem of corruption. Just several names of scholars connected are Seymour Lipset, Rose-Ackerman, Scott, Satarov. In terms of it, corruption treats not as a pathology, not as a deviation from norm, but as a kind of norm, of standard, inherent to transit societies, as appropriate and essential form of social exchange for societies of uncompleted modernization. They introduce the notion of so-called administrative rent as supposedly the appropriate mechanism for regulation of relations between state institutions and business. (It is about so-called “grease money”)  Otherwise, this is a kind of institutionalization of corruptive relationships as supposedly inevitable practice. It figures out as inevitable essential consequence of specific form of state-society relations not as a principal-agent model but as a patron-client model. 

This position definitely has some empirical proofs and might be confirmed by many examples, unfortunately. It contains a danger, however. Some scholars and especially practitioners use it as an argument in favor of legitimization of wrong, even criminal practice. This is a step from one position – position of analyst, to another one – position of apologist of existing, but definitely bad, inappropriate order. By the names of tradition, mentality, historical circumstances, etc. everything can be justified, including even massive crimes against own nation, like mass murders of people, deportation, concentration camps, and so on. And corruption is not the last point in this list. It is not by chance that the reactionary part of society likes very much this pseudo-Hegelian displacement or substitution of positions. As a matter of fact, it is at least half-justification of everything, proceeding from state, including corruption. For example, “greased money” in this logics just renames in administrative rent and considers as more less appropriate, even useful in some borders ptenomenon. Good trick, is not it?

Unfortunately, it is a rather common practice for post-totalitarian states, in Eastern Europe, in particular. Putins’ Russia, I afraid, is not a last actor in this process. 

I guess it is a common problem for many transit countries. For most of them the typical rule is – more state – more corruption. There are some exceptions from this general regularity, like Singapore and a couple of other countries but they don’t refute general tendency. Even so effective and honest state administration like in Singapore, to be really effective, needs cooperation with civil society, civil associations, etc. Otherwise even very severe administrative measures, any strong, brutal sanctions in criminal code might bring not much positive effect or, moreover, might be counter-productive. Singapore is good positive case. But it looks more as a kind of exceptions from general rule being explained by some specific circumstances. We face much more negative examples when blind selfishness, egoistic self-interest of political and administrative elites prevails over public interest. Political corruption is one of malignant examples of it. 

In this context let me turn again to the problem of trust. The crucial question is: trust to whom? Answer depends on object of supposed trust or distrust. There are different. For example, trust to partner in business is a positive point. Trust to ideal things like democracy, to social justice, to some good public institutions, etc. are the same. But trust to corruptive state, to crooked bureaucrats, to predatory government, why? I call it negative paternalistic feelings. In modern context, at least, it looks as a self-recognition of being enslaved, of disability to make difference. But we know that attitude, readiness and intention to make real differences is one of crucial points for development in any modern society. 

From this point, I would like to pay attention to productive, positive role of distrust towards “bad” state and to his representatives, officials. It is mistrust what able to push both society and government to make differences, to persecute corruptive VIP, and so on. Historically, distrust made an important part in creation of American society. Who were the several first waves of immigrants from Europe to America? There were people who ceased to believe their own governments and did not trust them more. They escaped from old Europe and took a huge risk in order to build a new way of life, at the self-governing basis. Another quite recent example is Middle East: distrust of people and their intolerance to state corruption threw down Mr. Mubarak. I could continue this list of examples at the materials of Eastern Europe, including my own country but currently limit myself just only one remark on that.

 In Poland the parallel non-government (anti-government actually) -structure – huge and very influential trade-union Solidarity - had been created long before the regime’s demolition. Nothing similar evolved in Russia, unfortunately. It explains partly the difference in results. 

In Russia we face the phenomenon of deceived trust. During the perestroika time, in the late 80s and early 90s, we had in my country clear and strong social appeal for democracy, for dismissal of corrupted officials at all levels, etc. and trust to reach it by democratic means (what is important). (I could tell you many dramatic and romantic stories on that, bur it is not the point). That trust contained a good portion of naivety, of unrealistic expectations but it doesn’t matter. What is matter, that the trust proved to be deceived. Most probably, in some degree it was inevitable. Standard thing – gap between high expectations and reality what is always far from romantic hopes and believes, dooms to bring some disappointment. However, the amount, the scale of disappointment in our case was too big. And price what have been paid for that was a loss of trust in democratic institutions, in social justice at all. One of negative consequences of it was terrible growth of corruption. 

The next point, I would like to pay your attention, is current general trend of decline of state prestige, lowering of trust in public consciousness in many countries in capacities and good will of state institutions as such. This process became especially obvious during a couple of last decades. I even think that this process might be called as a certain alienation people from state. There are many empirical data based on sociological researches in several countries what confirm this decline. 
The reasons for that are several, I just mention three of them:
 -1) growing demand from the side of people, addressing to governments in broad meaning of word and dissatisfaction of them when this new level of demands is not met; 

-2) on the other hand, growing inadequacy of government facing problems and challengers of new age, their incapacity to cope with these problems; 

-3) ambitions of bureaucracies, pretended to be the main problem-solver of  problems.

 From the side of governments there are different kind of reactions on that – from hysterical rhetoric blames kind of “how difficult to govern in anti-government era” to quite serious reforms of whole civil service system.

As we know, the Anglo-Saxon countries are the champions in this respect. The New Public Management doctrine, with all its advantages and some inevitable shortcomings, is one of the milestones at this way. I mean, first of all, the reforms in England, USA, New Zealand, etc., but I would not distract from our main theme. In general, I tend to evaluate it as a very serious, almost tectonic shift in very grounds of relations between citizens and states But what is important in terms of our topic is that a certain growth of corruption became one of counter-intentional side-effects of this shift, I guess. It is a sort of sad irony that positive, in general, changes brought such negative effect. And, naturally, this effect produced (or, at least, provoked) such secondary effect as decline of trust. Socially sensitive governments work with it, in particular, in form of special attention to ethical mechanisms of civil servants’ behavior. It is not by chance, that elaboration and adoption of ethical codes became one of major elements of civil service reforms in last decades. Canadian scholars, for example, who ran the civil service reforms, marked that ethical aspect is a 70% part of all this kind of reforms. By the way, it is one of the most important points for modern comparative policy analysis (and also one of the fields of my own professional interests).

And the final, seems very substantial, point. In order to be real incentive for development, for control on corruption, trust should be mutual, based on reciprocity. The obligations of all sides of relationships should be mutual. On one side it is citizen or business, or other NGO organization; on the other side it is state, represented by some public officials, or employer, or who else having a right to act on behalf of state. Only in this case a real cooperation is possible. I guess, it is the only one normal model for positive trust and development. 

Practical forms of it can be different. In any way, it is a kind of “covenant”, public agreement. It might be either completely informal, based on custom, tradition, or so, like in Japan for example. Or it might be formalized, established by Constitution, adopted by other constitutional laws, like in Western countries. Practice is different. But it should be. 

Alternative model – assumes serf-senior or patron-client relationships – is archaic and not adequate in order to achieve purposes of development in modern sense of word. The key words for me in this context are solidarity  and cooperation. 

 We used in political analysis to rely upon things like political competition, mutual control of different political forces and branches of power (in a sense “power checks power”), etc. at necessary pre-conditions for effective policy process. That is all true. No question about it.  

But let me look at it in terms of broader philosophical context. It is all within the mainstream of  Darwinist approach which considers “struggle as a major factor of evolution” and precondition for development at all. Okay. But another view also exists. I guess, is the important complimentary (probably even more than complementary) approach. I mean the view of famous Russian anarchist Petr Kropotkin. His idea formulated clear in the title of his book “Mutual Aid as a Factor of Evolution”. He outlined in it different forms of aid and cooperation both among human societies and in animals’ world and emphasized its significant role in survival, development and progress. (Sure, as an anarchist, he put limits at his analysis and excluded capitalist societies from this general regularity as supposedly “bad exception”. But it is another story out of our current topic.) 

What seems to be important for us that mutual trust is basic factor for mutual aid, for effective and honest mutual cooperation in result. I understand that someone  can be skeptical on all that and wave away from it as from “idealistic stuff”.  But I suppose myself as a realist, not idealist. And realism contains for me, however, a good deal of pragmatic idealism.  It is pragmatic idealism based not only on profits, not only on material interests, but also on values, can be effective counter-balance for so-called Realpolitic. Only pragmatic political idealism is able to prevent us from supremacy of political cynicism. Alternative for it – boundlessly cynical politics.

,Let me complete by the Commandment of the Testament: “not by the bread alone…
