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A substantial body of literature considers excessive corruption an indicator
of a weak state (Almond & Coleman, 1960; Anechiarico & Jacobs, 1995;
Johnston, 1986; White, 1996). However, the opposite may well be true. In
nondemocratic societies, corruption—whether informally approved, im-
posed, or regulated by public authorities—is often an indicator of a vertical
power rather than an indicator of a wcak state. Corruption could be used on a
systematic basis as a mechanism of direct and indirect administrative control
and redistribution of wealth that operates on the state level and all the way
down to local authorities and administrations of public and private institu-
tions. Control and redistribution of wealth are then based on blackmail and
selective justice. Informal approval of corrupt activities in exchange for loy-
alty and compliance with the regime is broadly practiced in many countries.
Vertical and horizontal structures of corrupt control allow ruling regimes to
sustain themselves and exercise coercive power over their constituents.
This article explores the interrelations between the state and higher educa-
tion institutions based on corruption as a mechanism of administrative control.
It presents definitions of corruption, describes the concept of corruption and
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coercion as mechanisms of administrative control, offers a simple model, and
develops model extension that accounts for peer pressure in academia. Higher
education as an industry and universities as institutions or entities have cer-
tain essential features uncommon to other industries and institutions. Hence,
theoretical frameworks should be adjusted to capture the specific features of
higher education. Universities encompass the academic elite of society, set
the agenda for education (including political and ideological aspects), direct
students, and represent a substantial voting body of the population. University
autonomy, financial independence. and accountability are used to investigate
corrupt higher education institutions in nondemocratic regimes. In this article.
the relations between the state and universities in nondemocratic regimes
are analyzed using the case of higher education systems in the countries of
the former Soviet Unton, with a special focus on the Russian Federation and
Ukraine. This region was chosen because of the rich and dynamic change
experienced in the environments of higher education systems and political
structures of the countries 1n postsocialist transition.

The nature and scope of corruption in higher education

Corruption in higher education has existed since the emergence of first me-
dieval universities in the early Middle Ages (Osipian, 2007b). When the first
institutions of higher learning emerged in medieval Europe, there were no
nation-states and social institutions in our contemporary understanding. Me-
dieval universities did not play a significant role in social life, and the state
did not pay much attention to politicization of these institutions. Vagueness
of the social role and functions of the early European universities and their
loose relations with the states are certainly not a characteristic of the Rus-
sian university system. The university system in the Russian Empire was
developed under a different scenario. From the beginning, the state was the
sole initiator, promoter, financier, controller, and benefactor of the university
system. Therefore, the university system in Russia has been traditionally
centralized. Flynn describes the position of the state authorities in relation to
control over universities:

Tsar Nicolas I meant clearly to answer the university question by block-
ing the university’s ability to promote change. He wanted the universities
to serve the common good by supporting the autocratic Russia he had
inherited from Peter the Great and his successors. This proved difficult,
perhaps impossible, even in the short run. It was difficult even to find
new rectors, unless the government was willing to pass over the men
obviously best qualified for the posts. Thus, the rectors appointed were
the same men previously elected. (1998, p. 19)
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The Soviet system of higher education inherited some of the essential
features of its predecessor—the university system of the Russian Empire.
Weak university self-governance was counterbalanced by strong state con-
trol. As Coleman states: “The Soviet Union has built up a single monolithic
educational system under omnipresent party control with heavy inputs of
political indoctrination at all levels” (1965, p. 226). The problem of corruption
in higher education persisted throughout the Soviet period and was openly
acknowledged by the Soviet state officials. For example, the Soviet leader
Nikita Khrushchev addressed the problem of corruption. including corruption
in higher education, in his speeches by stating “*Bribes are given for selling off
state resources, for granting permits for apartments, for allotting plots of land,
for granting pensions, for admission to higher educational establishments, and
even for the awarding of diplomas™ (Staats, 1972, p. 43).

Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, separation of powers between
universities and the state has not been considered an option by the political
regime of Russia, and the government has continued to develop new mecha-
nisms of control. One of the recently planned higher education reforms
includes introduction of new admission policies based on the results of the
standardized computer-graded examination (i.e., the Unifed State Examina-
tion [EGE], which would allow the state to interfere in the sphere of inter-
est of the university faculty and administration in determining state-funded
higher education placements.' Presently, faculty members in higher education
institutions make decisions concerning the selection of prospective students
and decisions about higher education admissions. However, if decentralized
higher education entrance procedures are abolished and the standardized
examination became the main mechanism of determining higher education
admissions, higher education faculty and administrators will likely lose control
over admission outcomes and, by extension, over their illcgal income from
admission processes. Since higher education faculty and administrators are
interested in defending their monopoly over state-funded higher education
admissions, it is not surprising that they strongly opposed the proposed reform.
Most likely, higher education faculty and administrators will preserve a cer-
tain level of discretion over the admissions as well as illegal benefits derived
from such discretionary power in exchange for the loyalty and compliance
with the state authorities.

The problem of corruption in the former Soviet Union is reflected in a
number of research studies. For instance, a poll developed by the Ukrainian
Institute for Social Research showed that 78 percent of the respondents be-
lieved that all or most government officials have accepted bribes (Woronow-
ycz, 2003). In addition, more than 80 percent of the respondents stated that
corruption was prevalent within the judicial branch of government, and 71
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percent reported they believed that most government officials were tied to
the mafia or private family business relations. Moreover, many Ukrainians
are inclined to accept bribery as a normal part of everyday life (ibid., 2003).
Solomon and Foglesong (2001) note that the number of reported corruption
incidents in Ukraine more than doubled between 1990 and 1998 to 2,449,
and these incidents led to 1,641 convictions.

Numerous surveys in the Russian Federation reveal similar corrupt situa-
tions. In 2001, entrepreneurs paid approximately US$33.5 billion to officials,
slightly less than the total revenue of the federal budget in that year (Popov.
2005). This figure does not include bribes that consumers pay for access to
healthcare services, social services, and educational services or ordinary
bribes to traffic police paid on a daily basis. More than half of all Russians
had to pay a bribe at least once in their lives, while 19 percent report doing so
quite often. Most often, Russians pay bribes for medical services (51 percent
of the respondents), traffic violations (31 percent), and educational services
(20 percent) (Newsru, 2006). In 1999, James Leach, chairman of the United
States House Banking Committee, conducted a study of the most corrupt
regimes, including the Philippines under Marcos, Zaire under Mobutu, and
Indonesia under Suharto. Each of these very corrupt regimes was outdone
by the “pervasiveness of politically tolerated corruption” in postcommunist
Russia (Leach, 1999; Shleifer & Treisman, 2003, p. 27).

According to the Transparency International Corruption Perceptions
Barometer (2007), only 13 percent of the world population believe that the
education sector in their country is not at all corrupt, while 16 percent perceive
that it is extremely corrupt. In the Russian Federation and Ukraine, 15 percent
of households admitted to paying bribes in educational institutions at least
once during the past twelve months. This figure indicates a very high level
of corruption in the education sector of these countries, which is at par with
India (14 percent), the Philippines (16 percent), and Moldova (17 percent).
Additionally, this figure is much higher than that of Western Europe, where
corruption perception varies between () percent and 3 percent and that of the
United States, where corruption perception is 2 percent. However, the figure
from the Russian Federation and Ukraine is less than that of Cameron, where
47 percent of households admitted to paying bribes in the education sector
(Transparency International, 2007).

A 2005 study on corruption in education in the Russian Federation (Satarov,
2006) revealed that parents’ readiness to pay bribes in schools declined from
76 percent in 2001 to 61 percent in 2005, while the demand for bribes from
schoolteachers and administrators increased. In addition, the likelihood of
being subjected to any kind of extortion increased from 13 percent in 2001
to 41 percent in 2005. In higher education, the percentage of parents and
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students who were willing to bribe the faculty declined insignificantly from
67 percent in 2001 to 63 percent in 2005. At the same time, the risk of facing
the necessity to bribe a college instructor or administrator increased from
36 percent to 52 percent (Satarov, 2006). The data from a 2003 Ukrainian
survey (Shaw, 2005) of 1,588 freshmen and sophomores in twelve cities
throughout the country revealed that “56 percent of students bribed to enter
their educational establishment, 22 percent bribed to pass exams, 18 percent
bribed for credit, and 5 percent bribed on term papers. Over 35 percent be-
lieved their educational establishment was “very corrupt” or “rather corrupt”
while 48 percent of students viewed teachers that accept bribes as *“corrupt,”
“criminal,” or as “bribe-takers.” Finally, 27 percent of students bribed on their
final exams during secondary school (Shaw 2005, p. 6).

Hallak and Poisson (2002, 2007) present an exhaustive list of the ways in
which corruption manifests in the education sector. Types of corruption in
higher education in the former Soviet Union include bribery in admissions
and grading, unauthorized private tutoring, embezzlement, fraud, nepotism,
clientelism, patronage, cronyism, favoritism, kickbacks, cheating, plagia-
rism, research misconduct, ethics and sexual misconduct, bypass of criteria,
ghost instructors, breach of contract, provision of false information, abuse of
public property, monopolization in academic publishing and distribution of
textbooks, misallocation of public resources, and gross waste. Furthermore,
Heyneman, Anderson, and Nuraliyeva (2008) point out that the large-scale
corruption in higher education is a serious obstacle for the integration into
the Bologna process, including mutual recognition of academic credentials
and degrees within the European educational space.

Defining corruption in higher education

While the problem of corruption in higher education has been well docu-
mented, defining corruption remains a challenge. Waite and Allen charac-
terize the difficulty: “Definitions of corruption are problematic. Agreed-on
definitions are rare, and definitions of corruption run the gamut from being
too narrow and thus applicable to only limited, rare, well-defined cases”
(2003, p. 282). Furthermore, lack of actual data on the cost of education cor-
ruption as opposed to corruption perceptions poses a significant obstacle in
studying this phenomenon (Weidman & Enkhjargal, 2008).

Education corruption includes the abuse of authority for material gain
(Anechiarico & Jacobs, 1995) and is broadly defined as the abuse or misuse
of public office or public trust for personal or private gain. The terms “abuse”
and “misuse,” “public office” and *“public trust,” and *“personal gain” and
“private gain,” are often used interchangeably. Heyneman adds that “because
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education is an important public good, its professional standards include more
than just material goods: hence the definition of education corruption includes
the abuse of authority for personal as well as material gain” (2004, p. 638).
Some of the definitions of corruption take a political-economic perspective,
including rent-seeking behavior (Buchanan, et al., 1980; Klitgaard, 1986;
Krueger, 1974; McChesney, 1997). the rise of state bureaucracies (Weber,
1978; Wilson, 1975). and cross-national characteristics (Treisman, 2000).
Nye’s definition is most cited in political science literature:
Corruption is behavior that deviates from the normal duties of a public
role because of private-regarding (tamily. close private clique), pecuni-
ary, or status gains, or violates rules against the exercise of certain types
of private-regarding influence. This includes such behavior as bribery
(use of reward to pervert the judgment of a person in a position of trust);
nepotism (bestowal of patronage by reasons of ascriptive relationship
rather than merit); and misuppropriation (illegal appropriation of public
resources for private-regarding use). (1967, p. 419)

Sayed and Bruce (1998) and Waite and Allen (2003) present a broader
social approach to defining corruption. In particular. they distinguish between
formal (legal) and social approaches, the latter allowing for broader moral
considerations to be applied when examining corrupt and noncorrupt acts.
Importantly, some of the corrupt acts in education are not subject Lo prosecution
but are still considered inappropriate, unethical, or immoral. This approach is
grounded in the nature of corruption and coercion that anticipates blackmail
on the basis of the risk of accusation and administrative sanctions, public
condemnation, or legal prosecution of a corrupt official by the state. For this
purpose, corruption in higher education is defined as a system of informal
relations established to regulate unsanctioned access to material and nonma-
terial assets through abuse of the office of public or corporate trust (Osipian,
2007a). This definition points to the systemic character of education corrup-
tion, extends the realm of corruption in education to both public and private
higher education institutions, and allows for research of corruption and its
impact on access of, quality of, and equity in education.

The concept of corruption and coercion

The concept of corruption and coercion is based on the idea that some states
might deliberately underpay their public employees, force them to get in-
volved in corruption to supplement their income. and then collect evidence
of wrongdoing, or so-called kompromat, to coerce them into compliance.
These four steps (creation of a priori tough living conditions, involvement in
corruption, collection of kompromat, and coercion) are well described in the
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works of Darden (2001) and Karklins (2005). These corruption and coercion
steps anticipate the corruption of the judicial process and misuse of auditing,
investigatory, and oversight powers, and the media. While the ruling political
regime that monopolizes the state condones corrupt activities and indulges
the corruption of bureaucrats and other public servicemen, it also coerces
them into compliance. Karklins addresses the issue of the usage of kompro-
mat for political blackmail and coercion: “A politically damaging practice is
to misuse investigative and judicial power to intimidate citizens and politi-
cal rivals™ (2005, p. 36). She refers to Rose-Ackerman (1994) in suggesting
that *‘this is a concrete legacy of the Soviet-type systems where lawbreaking
became a means of coercion in the sense that everybody was bound to break
the law somehow to survive and then could be picked out for prosecution if
needed” (Karklins, 2005, p. 36).

While the concept of corruption and coercion may at first appear irrational,
it has deep roots and can be traced through history. Russian Tsar Ivan 1V,
Grozny (1530-84), also known as Ivan the Terrible, ignored the demands of
public servicemen for salaries and suggested that they should collect benefits
from the public. This relates to the de facto legalization of a “second salary”
(i.e., benefits, collected by public-sector workers directly from the public or
clientele). As follows from the Collection of Laws of the Russian Empire
(1630), state servicemen were sworn not to embezzle from the state and not
to accept bribes from the public (Pisar’kova, 2004). Milov (1998) asserts that
in the era of Peter the Great, material conditions of Russian bureaucrats and
state clerks were good. However, since 1723 they have deteriorated signifi-
cantly. Small salaries did not cover even the cost of living and furthermore
were never disbursed on time (Pososhkov, 1937). The chronic budget deficit
was yet another reason for state servicemen to seek additional sources of in-
come. They worked as horsemen, grooms, and gatekeepers. In 1727, salaries
for lower-level state clerks were abolished altogether. The state servicemen
were once again advised to ““feed from the service” (Solov'ev, 1991, p. 89).
According to Demidova (1987), the ruling regime was somewhat critical
only about the direct extortion from the public but other forms of corruption,
including gifts and gratuities, were allowed. Bribery in state offices was
legalized de facto while the corrupt practices led to the development of the
culture of legal nihilism. Poorly paid state clerks were susceptible to corrup-
tion, while well-paid high-ranked bureaucrats collected much bigger bribes
than did their subordinates.

The policy of the state to corrupt its own institutions may occur when the
state is captured by a group of individuals that constitute a ruling political re-
gime (Solnick, 1998). Reflecting on the nature of corruption in the post-Soviet
context, Karklins presents the following description of such a phenomenon:



34 EUROPEAN EDUCATION

“State capture is the systematic high-level corruption that establishes a hidden
political regime at odds with the constitutional purpose of state institutions.
Analysts note that the capturing may be done not only by private firms
or narrow interest groups, but also by political leaders” (2005, p. 30).
Similarly, Darden (2002) highlights the practice of state blackmail and the
vulnerability of the assets accumulated by the public officials through illegal
means. Shlapentokh (2003) reports that widespread corruption creates a paral-
lel. semifeudal chain of command that competes with the official hierarchy.
Finally, Payne (1975) describes the mechanism of subversion and corruption
in national systems as well as in international politics using a historical per-
spective based on practices of dictatorial regimes.

As such, the ruling regime is interested not only in the loyalty and compli-
ance of its constituents but also in the sharing and profiteering. According to
a study conducted by the Council of Europe in Georgia, “the police, the cus-
toms, and the courts. those very agencies responsible tor fighting corruption,
are most widely affected by it” (2005, p. 10). This phenomenon points to the
problem of control of controllers, well described in political science litera-
ture and closely related to the principal-agent problem. For example, Lipsky
(1979) raises the issue of control of the controllers as applied to the street-
level bureaucrats and argues for professionalization as a possible solution to
the problem of oversight. He states that “"the argument for professionalization
comes down simply to the realization that control of occupational groups must
come from within the individual members of the group if it cannot be dictated
from outside” (Lipsky, 1979, p. 201). He further argues that “If street-level
bureaucrats cannot be restricted in everyday f1:nctioning, then self-monitoring
must substitute for bureaucratic controls” (ibid., p. 201). In other words, *“the
watchmen will watch themselves” (ibid., p. 201).

Applying the concept of corruption and coercion to academia

Waite and Allen (2003) advance the idea of self-sustainability of corrupt re-
gimes as applied to higher education administration and present hierarchies
with the strong vertical axis of power and control. While a state is typically
interested in corrupt universities, the ruling regime has to hold corruption
in academia within the reasonable limits. This is necessary; otherwise, the
overgrown corruption will threaten the very existence of the state and, hence,
the ruling regime. Suppressed university autonomy and pseudo-accountabil-
ity are often used by the state to impose its will on faculty and control the
agenda of the universities. Liability and compliance of the university fac-
ulty and administrators is essential for the regime. Faculty members are first
placed in conditions that encourage involvement in corrupt activities and
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then indirectly blackmailed to comply. This mechanism of informal control
occurs nationwide and exists on multiple levels. Along with the level of com-
pliance, sharing (i.e., the level of redistribution of bribes and other benefits)
is an indicator of the strength of the vertical axis of hierarchy.

Biswal (1999) lists some of the conditions that encourage involvement
of educators in corrupt activities (e.g., low pay, insufficient monitoring, and
lack of accountability). The issues involved with the unethical use of private
tutoring, which is one of the forms of extortion, is addressed in works of
Biswal (1999). Brav (2003). and Silova and Brav (2006). Describing education
corruption in developing countries, Biswal notes that “*both tutoring and cor-
ruption require citizens (o pay money to receive a4 ‘free’ government service”
(1999, p. 223). Similarly, Klitgaard (1988) regards illicit payments to public
officials in developing nations as a part of their income. Similar conditions
were prevalent in the higher education sectors of Russia and Ukraine in the
1990s. when college professors supplemented their declining legal income
with bribes. This practice helped to retain faculty in teaching positions. At
the same time, it helped the government to retain its control over universities
despite the declining state funding.

In the Russian Federation, the issue ol taxation and corruption in higher
education are closely linked, creating conditions that encourage faculty mem-
bers to getinvolved in corrupt activities. In particular, a flat income tax in the
Russian Federation constitutes only 13 percent, one of the lowest income tax
rates in the world. Yet people expect high-quality healthcare and education
provided at the expense of the state. Such a low income tax rate and high
public expectations of publicly available services could be explained in part
by the high oil and gas revenues generated by the state. Tax evasion and fraud
also influence the preference for keeping tax rates low. However, bribery in
the public sector in such circumstances is unavoidable. Low salaries force
educators to seek other means of financial survival. For example, Petrov
and Temple (2004) highlight the difference in the patterns of corruption in
universities in the Russian Federation and in Azerbaijan. Based on interview
data, the authors assert that corruption among faculty members in the Russian
Federation reflects an attempt to compensate for their material misery, while
university professors in Azerbaijan monopolize the functions of selection
and retention of students and extort bribes: “Corruption in the universities in
Azerbaijan is almost universal: one of our informants remarked ironically that
it would be ‘abnormal’ if a student did not engage in bribery at some point in
her or his studies” (Petrov and Temple, 2004, p. 92).

A voluntary compliance of the students with the practice of gift giving and
outright bribery in the universities no longer satisfies many faculty members.

They are not willing to wait until a student or a group of students approach
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them with the offer of a bribe in exchange for good grades. Instead they at-
tempt to initiate this process in order to maximize their “second salary” (i.e.,
informal benefits obtained from corruption). Eventually, university faculty
members become proactive rather than reactive and strive to maximize their
benefits from corruption through extortion. Indeed, in some former Soviet
republics simple acceptance of bribes offered by the students is being replaced
by direct extortion.

The state policy that targets educators and other public servants in order
to extract their loyalty and obedience to the regime unavoidably leads to
opposition educators, including university faculty and administrators. This
opposition of particular university faculty is based on the denial of corrupt
practices and pressure from the ruling regime. In this case, academic integrity,
high morale, and ethical standards must be considered. However, not all those
in opposition to the ruling regime oppose corruption. Instead, many opposing
educators may want the regime change in order to have even broader access
to the benefits of corruption. Some university professors perceive the state as
an unnecessary ‘“‘supervisor’ that looks over their shoulder and prevents them
from collecting bribes from the students and enjoying the personal benefits
of corruption at full capacity.

The model of corruption and coercion in higher education

The concept of corruption and coercion developed into a theory of admin-
istrative control as applied to state-university relations and is formalized
in a simple model. This model reflects the behavior of university profes-
sors as related to the ruling political regime under the different conditions.
The major parameters of the model include salary of the university faculty,
benefits derived from corruption, and risks incurred due to participation in
corrupt activities. The model also incorporates the concept of fair market
salary. Fair market salary as a hypothetical category is assumed to be the
earnings that faculty members would receive if there were a well-developed
labor market and no corrupt activities in universities. It 1s assumed that
initially the fair market salary of university professors is equal to the sum
of their present salary and the material and nonmaterial benefits they derive
from participation in corrupt activities. Since many of such corrupt activi-
ties presuppose a potential risk of punishment by the state, the risk has to be
subtracted. In reality, the size of the bribe includes a so-called risk premium
(i.e., each faculty member has to weigh the costs and benefits of each cor-
rupt transaction). ‘

Academic leaders, faculty members, and university administrators, whose
present salary with bribes and without the risks involved equals the fair market
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salary, are indifferent to the current political regime. This initial, potentially
unstable, equilibrium is presented in equation (1):

fins = ps + b-r, (D

where fims is the fair market salary, ps is the present salary, & is the total
sum of bribes and other benefits from corrupt activities. and r is the cumula-
tive value for risks connected with corrupt activities. The fair market salary
determines faculty members’ behuvior and shapes their perceptions about
the current political regime. On the one hand. it exists hypothetically due to
the absence of the well-developed labor market for taculty members in the
higher education sector of the former Soviet Union and the labor market in
the region in general. On the other hand. the fair market salary of university
professors plays a role of quasi-opportunity costs of being involved in teach-
ing and corrupt activities that accompany it. Academic leaders, taculty mem-
bers, and university administrators whose fair market salary is higher than
their present salary with bribes and without the risks involved are potentially
in opposition to the current political regime. These faculty members are most
likely to urge students not to support the regime, vote against the regime’s
candidates during the election campaigns, and participate in demonstrations
and other forms of civil unrest. The Orange Revolution in Ukraine is a good
example of such student activities. Professors in Kyiv and other cities urged
students to take to the streets with hope for regime change that would result
in more democratic reforms, less corruption, and better pay for educators.
This situation is expressed in equation (2):

fms > ps + b-r (2)

Academic leaders, faculty members, and university administrators whose
fair market salary is lower than their present salary with bribes and without the
risks involved support the current political regime. This situation is expressed
in equation (3):

Jins < ps + b-r 3)

Similar systems of corrupt relations in academia can exist under different
political regimes. Political regimes in the former Soviet Union are often per-
sonified. As long as the regime maintains continuity of the system of corrupt
relations, the balance of powers (i.e., the number of academics “for” and
“against” the regime) does not change. However, if other candidates for the
state leadership promise better benefits for university faculty and administra-
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tors, the supporters may be willing to overthrow the current political regime,
along with those indifferent and in opposition to the regime. The promised
benefits may be legal (e.g., an increase of existing salaries) and illegal (e.g.,
a larger indulgence for corrupt activities of university professors). Thus, a
relative stability of the political regime and continuity of its leaders indicate
that most university faculty along with other public workers, bureaucrats,
and state administrators are either indifferent to the current political regime
(as depicted in equation 1) or in support of the regime (as depicted in equa-
tion 3).

Every political regime aspires to sustain itself and prolong its existence.
As such, the primary task of the current personified political regime is the
creation and the maintenance of a system of corrupt relations in academia that
maximizes present salaries and benefits derived from bribes, accounts for risks
associated with corrupt activities in universities (ps + b—r), and minimizes
the fair market salary (fms) of university faculty. Since any positive integer
for r decreases the right side of equation 1, the task of the current political
regime is to maximize ps + b and minimize fins and . The following equation
would be the first condition for sustainability of the political regime based on
corruption and coercion:

fms+r<ps+b

The model explains a number of puzzling realities. First, it illustrates why
university faculty members continued working full-time during the 1990s
despite the arrears of unpaid salaries that used to reach up to twelve months
in the Russian Federation and Ukraine and even longer in Central Asia and
the Caucasus. The state’s informal approval of reasonable or “fair” corruption
among university faculty means decreasing the risk of prosecution to zero.
This helps the state to balance the equation. where the present salary of unpaid
faculty members is equal to zero.

Second, the model explains, in part, why the average age for faculty mem-
bers in the former Soviet Union is 55 in social sciences and 60 in technical
sciences. Aging faculty members are least competitive on the newly emerging
open labor market. Their fair market salary is quite low compared to their
younger colleagues, who often trained in the post-Soviet era. The opportunity
costs of being employed in academia are also much lower for older faculty
members, many of whom are already retired. Hence, it is cheaper for the cur-
rent political regime to maintain the equilibrium in equation 1 by employing
older faculty members in universities. One of the implications of such a policy
of double standards advanced by the state is that young faculty members have
little opportunities to be employed in universities, even though state officials
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formally encourage employment of young faculty in public higher education
institutions. Additionally, the scarce state funds allotted for young scholars
are often embezzled by the university administrators.

Third, the model provides a wider angle to view the issue of loyalty of
university faculty to the current political regime. Specifically, it explains why
the state approves de facto graft in academia in exchange for loyalty and com-
pliance. Indeed, academic leaders and faculty members are very influential
with the voters, including students and their parents. The ruling regime is
interested in gaining support from as many university faculty members as
possible. However, the regime is limited in its financial resources and, hence.
has to use so-called administrative resources (e.g.. bureaucratic pressure). [t
also uses noneconomic regulations, especially needed to control private higher
education institutions, but these measures alone are not enough to secure suf-
ficient support from the university faculty.

The state targets university rectors and other leading educators to gain the
support of the majority of the faculty. In many instances, the state appoints
leaders based on their loyalty to the regime. The fair market salary (fms) of
these leaders is often low. By reducing the risk (r) to zero, the regime can
count on the stable loyalty of the academic leaders with the relatively low
present salary (ps) and benefits from corruption (b). It should be noted that
the risk of prosecution is equal to zero (» = () only for those faculty members
and university administrators who are loyal to the regime. The risk of punish-
ment gives the regime not only loyalty but also the right to share the benefits
of corruption. A certain kind of a social contract that anticipates collusion
between the university and the state and among the faculty members is needed
for the scheme of corruption and coercion to perpetuate.

Model extension: Peer pressure

Until now, the model of corruption and coercion addressed the way the state
and the university build their relations (i.e., focusing on external relations
of the university). However, the system of relations within the university
is also important. The model of corruption and coercion, presented in the
previous section, does not account for the social environment in universities
and particular departments nor does it account for personal characteristics of
university professors. Specifically, the model does not give consideration to
such factors as the influence of the professor’s colleagues, their interactions,
and the professor’s moral and ethical beliefs. When corruption in higher edu-
cation institutions is commonplace, the non-corrupt behavior of particular
professors is not welcomed by their colleagues. Referring to Miller, Grode-
land, and Koshechkina (2001), Karklins asserts:
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Yet when there is a widespread practice of bribe giving and bribe taking,
people who do not participate can get into trouble. In a focus group in
Sofia, a university lecturer had this to say about how bribes affect the
grading of student exams: I know the price is $300, but I have not given
any mark without examining the student. So 1 have become the black
sheep among my fellow lecturers and they have become nasty toward
me.” (2005, p. 45)

As illustrated in this example, peer pressure may be an important factor
in determining the behavior of university taculty. The environment in which
corrupt activities take place as well as the faculty member’s personal views
on corruption may be denoted as social pressure. Social pressure can be incor-
porated into the initial model of corruption and coercion in conjunction with
the faculty member’s behavior using a numerical example. Social pressure
includes peer pressure toward the professor and his/her moral considerations.
It is assumed that in corrupt universities peer pressure works toward encour-
aging corruption. Increased peer pressure results in a higher probability for
the professor to accept bribes and to comply with the demands of the current
political regime. The professor’s moral considerations, however, can work
in the opposite direction. Contrary to peer pressure, the professor’s morale
negatively impacts his/her willingness to accept and/or extort bribes from
students. Klitgaard otters the principal, agent, and client relationship model
to study corruption and described the corrupt person as follows:

She also suffers what we might call the “moral cost” of being corrupt. This
cost depends on her own ethical, cultural, and religious standards; it may
depend on what her peers and colleagues are doing; and it may depend on
how big a bribe she gets for how large a deviations from her responsibili-
ties to the principal. For an unscrupulous person in a corrupt subculture,
the moral cost of being corrupt may approach zero. (1988, p. 69)

Net benefit from accepting or extorting a bribe is a function of benefits of
corruption, including bribe size, risk of being exposed and prosecuted, and social
pressure from colleagues as well as personal ethics: N = f{(b, ¢, s). Hence:

N =b—(r,xe)+(p,—m,)

where i denotes a university faculty member, b is the economic benefit from
being involved in corruption, r is the degree of punishment defined by law
for a corrupt faculty member, e is the probability of being exposed, c is the
total cost of being corrupt, p is peer pressure, m is faculty member’s moral
considerations, s is net social pressure, and N is net benefit from corruption.

If N < 0, the university faculty member will decide to reject a bribe offered



1g,

‘en

stor
iich
2WS
>0r-
vith
ure
ns.
nr-

for
rent
‘ork
rale
‘om
ydel

This

y
on
li-

s of
ycial

rom
law
s the
oral
tion.
ered

FALL 2008 41

by a student. If N > 0, the university faculty member will decide to accept the
bribe. Peer pressure is understood as pressure of corrupt colleagues toward cor-
ruption. Accordingly, the value of p is always positive. A university professor’s
moral standards are assumed to be against corruption; hence, m is negative.
It would be reasonable to expect some faculty members to calculate their net
benefit from being involved in corrupt activities and, if the net benefit value
is positive, to act corruptly. Moreover, the shift from a reactive to a proactive
mode of behavior encourages the faculty member to seek corrupt colleagues
and develop the atmosphere of impunity for the sake of securing one’s own
position and maximize the informal benefits of corruption. A hypothetical
numerical example of defining the university professor’s decision of whether
to accept a bribe is presented in Table 1. The decision to accept or reject a
bribe is limited to bribery only for simplicity. In reality, it should be broadly
interpreted as the decision of whether to engage in illicit activities.

Table | presents eight unique settings for a faculty member i with two peers
(i-1and i+ 1). The eight settings represent all possible variations of the three
faculty members being honest or corrupt. Economic benefits from corruption
for all faculty members are taken as constant and equal to two. The degree
of punishment is taken as a constant as well and equals four. The probability
of being exposed for the faculty member /, however, varies depending on the
illicit behavior of his/her peers. Accordingly, the total cost of being involved in
corrupt activities varies (e.g., values of zero, two, and four). Peer pressure on
the faculty member i is strongest when both of his/her colleagues are corrupt.
Net social pressure varies depending on the peer pressure and the faculty’s
personal moral considerations. As a result, net benefits from being involved
in illicit behavior may be negative, positive, or equal to zero. Based on the
calculated net benetfits, the faculty member will make a decision of whether
or not to engage in illicit activities.

The numerical simulation illustrates the high significance of peer pressure
under the conditions of constant economic benefits from corruption and the
degree of punishment for illicit behavior. If the net benefits from corruption
are positive, the faculty member will decide to accept a bribe or take a part in
other illicit activities. When moral bounds are further diminished, more faculty
members will make rational choices involving in corruption. The probability
of being exposed is directly proportionate to the number of corrupt peers.
When the proportion of corrupt faculty members in the department becomes
larger, the probability of being exposed becomes lower. In our hypothetical
example, if both peers of the faculty member are corrupt, the probability of
being exposed is equal to one (i.e., the exposure is imminent). Independently
of other factors, this results in the loss of opportunity to engage in illicit
activities. In addition, an increasing number of corrupt faculty members in a
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®The notation n means that the university faculty member is not initially corrupt.
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particular department or university results in a growing proportion of faculty
willing to engage in illicit activities and, hence, further perpetuates the spread
of corruption. There is also a spillover effect that may be observed when illicit
activities are passed from one department to another within one faculty, school,
or college. Most faculty members in the Russian Federation and Ukraine, as
well as in other former Soviet republics, work two to three jobs in different
colleges and universities, which adds to the spillover effect.

Social environment, including peer pressure in the workplace, appears to be
ever more important in determining engagement in illicit activities, especially
when norms are not set, a code of conduct for the faculty is absent, laws on
corruption are not clear and undeveloped, and possible administrative and legal
sanctions for illicit behavior in academia are not known or clearly defined.
Absence of transparency, monitoring, and accountability in the higher educa-
tion sector extends the equation beyond the borders of the “everyone does it”
approach and takes peer pressure to @ new level. When moral considerations
are weak and insignificant, peer pressure becomes the major determinant in
decision-making regarding personal involvement in illicit activities.

Further developments in the model extension that addresses peer pressure
1n corrupt educational systems may be based on the programming techniques
of cellular automata (Wirl. 1998) and its application to large educational or-
ganizations (Osipian. 2008a; 2008h).- These may include the probability of
being prosecuted in addition to the probability of being exposed. Accordingly,
the cost of being involved in illicit activities may be defined by the probabil-
ity of being exposed by colleagues, supervisors, and students; the degree of
punishment defined by the law; and the willingness of the law enforcement
to prosecute. If the state ignores the reports on corruption, it may still apply
the selective justice approach that directly reflects the corruption and coercion
policy. This may be a best determinant of the sincerity of the state in its effort
to curb corruption in education.

Conclusion

The role of the state in developing and sustaining corruption is often under-
estimated. Strengthening of state through the vertical administrative hierar-
chy is necessary to advance the state policy of corruption and coercion. This
policy, in turn, leads to further strengthening of the state machine. Sharing
and profiteering create a base for and strengthen the vertical structure of the
mechanism of corruption and coercion. The state applies the corruption and
coercion mechanism to the higher education system. Universities have in-
creasingly become important institutions for political socialization. Control
over the universities equates to control over their curriculum, ideology, and
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behavior and is very valuable for the regimes to sustain themselves. State
funding as one of the mechanisms of control over the universities is replaced
with the mechanism of corruption and coercion.

The government forces higher education faculty to seek means of survival
and encourages them to take bribes by condoning corrupt practices in the
universities. Indulgence, as a necessary detail in the mechanism of corrup-
tion and coercion, is presented here in the form of informal approval, most
often expressed as opinions and views of public officials and administrators
and tolerance of the general public. Involvement in illegal activities requires
braking personal ethics and certain norms of behavior and establishing new
types of relations with tamiliar and new people and organizations. The post-
Soviet system of higher education chooses this way of adaptation to the new
economic realities.

The adverse reactions of educators are supported by the numerous cases
when professors enter into positions of power (i.e., occupy different adminis-
trative or semi-administrative positions). They chair different state and local
committees, serve as members of the local and central administrations, and
receive military ranks for teaching part-time in military and police academies.
As a result, faculty members secure their societal positions. The concept of
corruption and coercion applied to higher education demonstrates how the
state creates, breeds, and then influences unhealthy institutional environments
in order to advance its own interests.

University autonomy can be considered a response to state pressure. The
autonomy itself will not eradicate corruption but may decrease it significantly.
Distinct from the early 1990s when the faculty demonstrated opportunistic
behavior at their workplaces, the faculty currently claim a certain degree of
ownership of higher education institutions, including the redistribution of
property rights. More university autonomy will demand greater responsibility
from the faculty over the quality of educational services provided, academic
degrees conferred, and establishment of higher standards of academic integrity.
Such a process will eventually result in a decline of corruption in many higher
education institutions and diminishing the base for the corruption and coercion
policy exercised by the state. Reconfiguring the state-university relations as
a part of a new social contract will further weaken the state’s position in the
higher education sector and the regime’s ability to manipulate its constituents
with coercive techniques.

Notes

1. About half of higher education students in the Russian Federation are funded by
the state and the competition for admission to public and municipal higher education
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institutions is fairly high, reaching 206 candidates per 100 places (Russia in Figures,
2007, p. 140). '

2. Cellular automata are simple deterministic computational machines, where
state of each cell is determined based on the state of the neighboring cells. Any large
bureaucracy or professional organization, including those with complex hierarchical
structures, can be decomposed to a simple linear one-period system. The resulting

abstraction can be processed and analyzed with cellular automata based on the set
rules of functions.
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