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When Stefan walked into the beech, oak and firsksreurrounding Dragomite in 2004, he
could not help it but be impressed. One row oidsioées lined up against another. The trees
— ordered in neat stands of homogeneous age clagsegated the sound silvicultural
practice applied by th@colul SilvicMihaesti during socialism. Yet Stefan also discovered
clearings that dissected the forests. Ranging fxa@imgle ha to several dozens, the clearings
attested to recent logging. Moreover, the loghexs perplexingly left tree trunks of
approximately one meter height in many clearinge (Sigure 1). Why had the loggers left
valuable wood behind? When Stefan asked villagkosit this he got a unanimous reply: it
was Rudari who did the logging. They left stumpsduse “Rudari are too lazy to bend down
for cutting a tree near the ground”. Moreoverageérs explained, Rudari were not only lazy
but also thieves, as it was villagers’ forest thaty had logged over without permission.

When Stefan went on to Dragova, he did not find staynps of similar height in the oak and
fir forests there. There were also clearings,thetioggers had made sure to remove every
possible inch of wood from the forest. Talkingvtbagers, Stefan learned that a single local
firm was behind most of the logging. The firm veggparently eager to make as much profit
as possible, as revealed by the missing stumpgdiwhted by villagers’ resentments against
the firm. The firm may not have stolen the woadeaRudari in Dragomirgi, but forest
owners in Dragova felt just as much robbed of thatitlements. Many new owners felt that
the firm took advantage of them unfairly.

In both Dragomirgti and Dragova people had lost much of the euphpeaailing when they
became owners of forest just a few years earlley. and elation had given way to
disappointment and frustration. The majority ofn@ns in neither commune felt that they got
a fair share in the financial benefits derived frimrests. Moreover, they felt cheated just as
much by the promises of private ownership as byptkdatory practices of Rudari and of the
logging firm. This chapter examines the reasonséw forest owners’ frustrations in
Dragomirgti and Dragova. How were Rudari able to exploregts in Dragomirgi even
though villagers held titles to the forest, anthaligh there were forest guards and policemen
in place to protect private ownership? What alldwree logging firm to take advantage of
new owners in Dragova even though the mayor andgtdmspectorate had the mandate to
enforce regulations on its operations?

Searching for answers to these questions we coioekat the predatory practices of
policemen, forest guards and mayors, as they tagetw owners as easy prey. We also
examine their efforts to develop relations of pa&ige with owners and other villagers. Our
account thereby uses insights from earlier reseamgbatron-client relationshigsThe
concept may have dropped out of favor in the mecemt literature, but we find certain
insights from the literature on patron-client redaships very useful for making sense of
forest dynamics in Dragomit and Dragova. The insights include the obseovathat



Figure 1: Tree stumpsear Dragomirgti

relationships between patrons and clients devehojhe basis of unequal power relations.
They tend to involve exchanges of economic andipaliresources, generating benefits for
all involved parties even if only nominal in sonmeses. Moreover, patronage relations are
intimately interwoven with the role of the stat®ur interest in forest property thus makes us
connect with another debate about the nature dRthveanian state, in particular the notion
that powerful actors “capture” the local state (uwnPippidi and Althabe 2002).

Forest restitution in Dragomiresti: the seductiveness of individual private ownersip

“It is my forest. Why does the state regulate hbe/forest should be used when the
forest belongs tone?” (Complaint heard frequently in Dragomitiin 2004

Villagers in Dragomirgti received forest the first time in 1993. The Romnan Parliament

had passed Law 18/1991 in 1991, entitling histboegaers or their heirs to a maximum of
one ha of forest each, regardless how much theypWwaed in 1948. People responded
enthusiastically in Dragomigg, as many filed a claim with the Restitution Comsmon in the
commune. As a result, the lo&@tolul Silvic Mihiesti, a division of the National Forest
Administration, met with villagers one day in 19@3sign a protocol about the transfer of 172
ha. TheOcolul Silvicmade sure to log over some of the transferred ftwefere passing it on
to the commune. Most of the other forest it gavéhe commune was young forest, which
did not contain any valuable timber but only firewdaat that time. Nevertheless, people from
Dragomirati did receive some forest, as did some other ZEDRomanians.

Villagers’ forest holdings more than tripled in tearly 2000s, after Law 1/2000 expanded the
maximum forest area that could be restituted taeafe owner to ten ha. Villagers received
another 428 ha, giving them a total of 600 ha. d&@ple could prove ownership of more
than one ha in 1948 and received additional fdrest theOcolul Silvicto make it a total of

up to ten ha. They joined hundred thousands ard@omanians who lodged similar claims
after 2000. In the process, Romania’s NationaéSoAdministration passed close to two



million ha of forest to non-state actors, decregisive percentage under its management to 65
per cent

The language of private ownership proved very si@geito villagers in Dragomiggi.

Whoever considered themselves entitled to forest alout to get together the required
documents and file a claim with the Restitution @assion after Law 18/1991 and again
after Law 1/2000. Restitution signified a sigréfit departure from the exclusive state forest
management under socialism for villagers. Theyegaly embraced the ideas of private
ownership and private enterprise, even though arilgction actually received titles to forest.
Moreover, people cherished the notion of individmahership. To them, the move away
from socialism was only complete if private owneosild exercise their new rights
individually without any restrictions imposed byetktate or collective.

The seductiveness of individual ownership becarmardafter thécolul Silvichanded the
forest over to villagers in 1993 not in individyzdrcels but as a collective holding. The
Ocolul Silvicassigned a large tract of forest to the entitildgers but did not designate the
boundaries of individual holdings. The communermilyin turn, decided to regulate the
extraction of timber and firewood from the forestidnired a guard to enforce the regulation.
The regulations required the new owners to seakigsron from the guard if they wanted to
exploit their forest. Many new owners resentedrégilations and the guard, as it smacked
to them like the intrusive state from the socighast. Private ownership meant to them that
they could exploit their own forest at their wéls much as they wanted, at the times they
preferred, and in the ways they liked. In shdmeytdid not feel like owners despite their
titles. In reaction, some owners lobbied the cdureavily to abandon the communal
management. They eventually succeeded, causirgpthreeil to dismiss the guard, delineate
individual parcels and pass those on to indivisdmahagement (see Figure 2).

Even after the dismissal of the guard, there weareraber of local state officials with a legal
mandate related to the management, exploitatiansprort and trade of forest products. They
were in charge of exercising state oversight aés$ty as defined in Law 26/1996, which is
known as the “Forestry Code” in Romania. In Dragesti, the officials included Marian,

the local forest guard reporting to the chief ofd3b Inspectorate located in M#gti at some

30 km from Dragomirgi. Marian enjoyed police-like powers, as he \trybody know by
carrying a gun around. Another important officka&ls George, a policeman stationed in
Dragomirgti. In addition, there was the mayor’s office, ainiadministered local records on
forest ownership.

New forest owners quickly learned how importantaffecials were for them even after they
had acquired individual ownership titles on foreSetting out to harvest timber or firewood
they first had to send a written request to theariayoffice for verification of forest
ownership. As a second step, they had to hir©twul Silvicto prepare an assessment of
their forest and to determine the harvest potentiaice the study was complete, @eolul
Silvic would notify the owner and the forest guard Masarthey could mark the trees to be
felled. Only then owners were allowed to harvhsirtforest. The procedures proved very
cumbersome and expensive, a fact that was deeggnted by new owners. There were often
prolonged delays in the process, which could meaha request for firewood submitted to
the mayor’s office in June may not have generalle@g@uired permits until the end of
October. Moreover, the procedures were clearlyensambersome for some than for others
who were on good terms with the involved officiats'lubricated” the process through



additional payments. Marian, in particular, digeld little eagerness to do the required
marking if there was no bribe.

When Stefan conducted his fieldwork in Dragostiren 2004, virtually every forest owner he
met complained about the restrictions on their ogime rights. As Stefan has highlighted at
another place (Dorondel 2009), owners perceivadrét discrepancy between the idea of
private ownership and their limited ability to hass the significant value of the forest. To
them, forest was one of the most valuable locatasg-orest covered some 60 per cent of the
commune’s territory, including many stands withHagtimber volume. Wood was important
for heating, helping owners save valuable caslotloer expenditures. Moreover, the
potential sale of timber was a significant sourteash income, especially when timber prices
rose in the late 1990s and 2000s. Timber and wata$ offered a welcome complement to
their wages, pensions and social assistance pagm¥et many new owners felt that state
regulations threatened to turn the presumable agsed liability, just as Thomas has
observed in other settings (Sikor 2006).

Nonetheless, people’s commitment to private owngnsent beyond an interest in financial
returns. New owners were not ready to give updba of private ownership, as they
understood it. To them, forest restitution sigedfa move away from state management.
They had become owners and managers of foreskibgeato the monopoly held by the
Ocolul Silvicin the past. In people’s views this promise atitation to restore private
ownership — seen in opposition to state ownershis-in direct contradiction to the
regulations defined in the law and implementeddmgl officials. People rejected the
legitimacy of state regulation, as indicated bydhete cited at the beginning of this section.

Figure 2: New forest owneshowing Stefan his forest



Moreover, many asserted the primacymafividual ownership, as it meant a departure from
collective ownership and collective organizatiomairk during socialism. Even though they
had problems to exercise their new ownership rigtdividually, they did not want to

consider cooperative approaches to managemens. sEhDragomirgi’'s new owners apart
from those in Bulgaria discussed by Cellarius (30@ho embraced cooperative management
for its technical and economic superiority. Iniéidd, Cellarius’ villagers invoked social
memory on pre-socialist forest cooperatives, ahistl experience that villagers did not
possess in Dragomit

Rudari: out of the woods and back into the woods

“The forest guards are as bad as dogs.” (Rudamgay the 1930s; Chelcea 1940:
120)

Logging became a more frequent phenomenon in tiestiin the commune from 2003
onwards. When Stefan stayed in Dragostiri@ 2004, he often heard the sound of chain
saws from the forest. Also, he noted clearinghéforest evidencing recent logging. Yet
much of the logging did not involve new owners appened without their endorsement.
When Stefan asked villagers about the loggingebeived the unanimous reply that “the
Rudari cut our forest”.

“The Rudari” referred to a small settlement atrierrgins of Dragomirgi. Its inhabitants
were Rudari, a relatively small ethnic group in Rmia considered to belong to the Vlax
Roma? Neither Romanian nor foreign anthropologists hspent much attention to Rudari.
One of the few exceptions is lon Chelcea, whos&®tal us about Rudari history and lives
in the 1930s (Chelcea 1940, 1944). Leaving aadeegacist interpretations, Chelcea
provides us with an ethnographic account of howdRiugbught to eek out a living at the
margins of Romanian society. We learn that Ruldaed in or next to the forest, as they did
not possess any land and did not have any othetavanake ends meet. “We have no
country of our own; we settle wherever we find &ttea Rudar told Chelcea (1940: 76). His
account matches the stories Stefan heard in tharRsettlement. “We used to live in the
wood”, an elderly Rudar told Stefan. They lived anly in the wood, but also half
underground in holes dug into the ground coverdl wiofs. They did not possess any land
or forest, many of them working as laborers in@lamobleman’s forest. Rudari collected
branches from nut trees to weave baskets, used gieats of wood to make handles for
knives and agricultural implements, and gatherdd strawberries, bilberries, apples,
raspberries and mushrooms to sell on weekly mafketsFigure 3). Rudari referred to
themselves as “worms of the wood”, the Rudar cedfidith Stefan.

The relations between Rudari and the forest guamgdoyed by forest owners were
apparently loaded with tension according to Chedcaecount. Rudari cut wood and timber
in forests, even though that was deemed illegaitate regulations. They demanded access to
forests with the argument that it provided themhweésources vital for their living.

According to their own regulations, access to fovess open to everybody, and there was no
such thing as theft from forest. Rudari also oppabe efforts of forest guards and
policemen to enforce their exclusion from the faresn informant complained to Chelcea
that “you can’t go in the forest because they f{thest guard, my note) would catch you”
(1944: 124). He continued that similarly, “if ygo to the market to trade your wooden stuff
they (police, my note) ask you for the permit.” dwoid detection Rudari resorted to
clandestine practices. They would go into thedbadter midnight and wrap old blankets or



Figure 3: Rudari loggers in 1930s a2®00s

clothes around the trunk of a tree to minimizertbise of their axe. At other times they
bribed forest guards, as “for half of kilo of liquitve forest guards would turn a blind eye”
(Chelcea 1944: 120). Overall, Rudari were in peremd conflict with forest guards, as
highlighted by the quote cited at the beginninghas section.

Rudari told Stefan that their living conditions imped under socialism, resonating with
broader accounts of rising Roma living standardingdtthat time> The Rudari of

Dragomirati continued to make brooms, baskets, pitchforid@her wooden implements.
They also helped the forest guards employed bptdwul SilvicMihaesti to plant trees,

weed between newly planted seedlings and condunttitly. The guards called upon their
help and, in return, turned a blind eye on theilection of dry branches and firewood in the
state-managed forest. At the same time, Rudarifoerd work in Dragomirgi’s

agricultural cooperative or in those of other comesj as cooperatives were chronically short
of labor. A few women even found formal employmanthe nearby Dacia plant as janitors
or in other low-skill positions. In this way, ti®70s and 1980s brought improvements to the
livelihoods of the Rudari in Dragomigt

Yet as they were coming out of the woods duringadisen, they were thrown back into the
woods after 1990. Above all, the government’s sieai to restitute agricultural land and
forest to historical owners meant that the RudatieAback to nothing. In 1991, they had to
hand back the small parcels of agricultural larat they had just received a year before. The
mayor’s office had given each household 4,000 ni®®@0 in line with national policy, but
withdrew that when Law 18/1991 mandated the retmiimstorical landholdings. More
importantly, they were not entitled to any of tligieultural land and forest restituted to
villagers in the 1990s and 2000s. Moreover, theneto who had found employment in the
Dacia plant were the first to be laid off when piant trimmed its labor force. Just as Roma
in many other places, Rudari were the ones in Draggsti who experienced the most radical
declines in living conditions and highest ratesioémployment among all kinds of people
after 1990°



Once again, Rudari had not choice but set out teradiving from the woods. Just as in the
past, they went into the forest and cut wood imaésstine ways. Men banded up in small
groups, each typically consisting of one persomaihorse cart and chainsaw and one or two
additional woodcutters. They went into the for&ed up the horse cart with firewood and
returned to their settlement. There the cart ovgoéd the wood to other Rudari engaged in
firewood trade. The traders, in turn, sold theviood in southern Romania, where people
were in desperate need of cheap fuel. Firewoodrbedhe key source of income for the
Rudari of Dragomirgi, even though its collection and trade was deeiteghl by

Romania’s laws.

Restitution thus recreated pre-socialist pattefnisemuality and injustice. The institution of
private ownership, so enthusiastically embraceddw owners and ethnic Romanian
villagers more generally, implied flat-out dispossien of Rudari. No Rudari received a
single ha of forest during restitution because e based on historical ownership patterns
in 1948. Yet the Rudari’s dispossession went bdyuoatters of asset distribution. As noted
by Kaneff (1998), the turn to private ownershipaestituted historical cleavages between
ethnic groups. Just as land became ethnic tegriathe village studied by Kaneff, private
forest ownership was essentially an ethnic Romainistitution in Dragomirgti. In other
words, restitution ethnicized private ownershiprégreating pre-socialist inequalities.
Moreover, the ideology of private ownership devdlgecial norms and ways of life
important to Rudari.

The predatory practices of local state officials
“The forest guards are worse than dogs.” (Rudaingan the 2000s)

Besides the new owners and Rudari, there wasaghiup laying their eyes on the forest
riches: local state officials. In Dragomite these included the forest guard Marian, the
policeman George and the staff of the mayor’s effithe new owners had to deal with them
when they sought to comply with legal procedurggiiaing forest exploitation, as discussed
above. And it turned out that they also assumeidh@ortant role in Rudari logging

activities, even though those were deemed illegahb law.

Rudari were only able to extract firewood from Doauresti’s forests because Marian and
George encouraged that actively. Marian madetsupemp into the horse carts returning
from the forest in regular intervals. Every timedncountered a cart he fined the owner a
small amount of money (around 14 Euro). This watsemough to stop them from exploiting
the forest, but it sufficed as a reminder of hipamance. After all, Marian wanted them to
know that they risked a fine or even a prison sergef he reported them to his superiors or
the Prosecutor’s Office. But he rarely reportegbaaly. Instead, Marian expected the Rudari
to return his favor by delivering logs to his housdis father ran a small saw mill, producing
fence posts and wooden elements used in the intbegdgn of houses. The biggest cost to
his business was the raw material. Not havingapfpr the logs made his business highly
profitable’

Marian felt very sure about his influence over Ruttggers, as Stefan learned one day when
hanging out with him. When they heard the noisa ofiain saw emanate from a nearby
forest, it did not seem to concern Marian at allhey [Rudari] won't dare to cut trees in the
state forest”, he said on prodding by Stefan. daisfidence rested on the fact that so far no
logging had occurred in state for@stt was astonishing given Marian’s own admissioet t



he possessed very limited means to enforce hisalortie was responsible for around 600 ha
but had no off-road vehicles available. It wasrewere noticeable if one knew that the
Ocolul Silvic Mihiesti held him financially liable for unlicensed loggingle had to pay for
every single tree found to be missing from thedoreanaged by th@colul Silvic Yet

Marian was sure that Rudari would not go into statest, neither this time nor other times.
After all, Rudari did not have to go into statedsiras there was plenty of private forest now.
He had always made sure to explicitly warn Rudgaiiast logging irstateforest. He had

also made it very clear to Rudari traders that bald/only turn a blind eye on their activities
if they helped him protect the state forest.

Just Marian, the policeman George made sure tsmrtaly remind Rudari loggers of his
importance. Every other week or so George demaadeibe from one of the horse carts
coming from the forest loaded with firewood. Evence in a while he also levied a fine or
initiated legal prosecution procedures againstraeéhoart driver. In one case, for example,
his report led to the arrest of a young Rudar categithanded in the forest. It did not matter
that the Rudar had a small cart only and was amahggoorest in the settlement. The poor
chap received a prison sentence of six months.wifés who had just given birth, had to sell
the cart in order to survive. In contrast, Geargeer went after the more wealthy and
powerful Rudari engaged in the firewood trade. i¢th@red the trucks parked right in front of
their houses, even though between five and teheshtdid not possess the mandatory
registration (see Figure 3). George even accomepdahem sometimes for part of their trip to
southern Romania in order to protect them agaimstics by the highway patrol — for a fee of
roughly 40 Euro per truck.

Neither Marian nor George could have engaged isetlaetivities without protection from
their superiors. The chief of the regional Fotaspectorate looked away from the practices
of local forest guards. The guards would in reignore the chief's manipulations of timber
auctions and logging in the state forest. Theyldialso campaign for the political party of
the chief in local elections. The head of the d¢gyoolice, in turn, not only ignored the
practices of local policemen but also benefitteshfthem financially. The bribes paid in
illegal logging operations raised the amount of eyohe could extract from anybody who
wanted to become a local policeman. Lucrative opdties such as the presence of local
wood trade raised the amount job applicants wexdyréo pay for the position of a local
policeman up to 5,600 Euro.

As a result, the new forest owners in Dragogtirended up empty-handed where Rudari
descended on forest with the sanctioning of loffatials. All profits accrued to the
woodcutters, cart owners, firewood traders anctigiis. Comparing gross margins for an
average truck, we find that the firewood traderused almost two thirds of the pie for
themselves (190 Eurd)The cart owners (60 Euro) and state officialsE4®0) also derived
significant benefits from the firewood trade. Woatters, in turn, reaped only meager
benefits from their involvement (12 Euro). Morepwautting trees was a dangerous activity,
as many of them contracted serious injuries. ‘©ballmedical worker told us at the end of
2004 that he had treated 14 woodcutters for serguses in that year.

Marian and George were not the only local officaisfiting from the Rudari’s actions in the
forest. Staff at the mayor’s office had an easyetto convince some of the new owners to
sell their forest for cheap. A reference to thel&ts activities was enough to get some,
especially those living outside Dragomireto sell the standing trees in their forest atiae
much below their market value. The staff also @oced the owners to sell the trees to them



in most cases, pretending to help the owners iin pihedicament. Once the transaction was
complete, the staff would immediately sell the $rélogging firms in neighboring villages.

In this way, they often achieved unimaginable psoftithin a matter of a few days or weeks.
It was not unusual that they would sell on thedree ten times the price they had paid to the
owner.

Many of the deals involved luliana, the agricultwticer of Dragomirgti. luliana was in an
excellent position to take advantage of new owbersiuse she was the one in charge of
restitution procedures. She received the writeguests for restitution and issued the
documents certifying restitution. In one case,hbie of a historical owner filed a restitution
claim to five ha of forest. The heir did not liwveDragomirati but had long moved to
Bucharest. One day, when meeting about restitytionedures, luliana pointed the “Rudari
problem” out to him. She offered to purchase tkeg from him so he would not lose out on
the value of his new forest. Furthermore, shecaugid that, if they made the deal, she could
arrange that his forest would be located not nighdt to the Rudari settlement but at a safe
distance as a way to ensure future harvests. Mergshe would find a way to arrange the
deal in a manner that would help the heir not paytaxes or fees. Their heir decided
immediately to sell the trees on his five ha oe&irto luliana for less than 3,000 Euro. In the
next few days, luliana sold the trees on to a llegdirm for 28,000 Euro, making a profit of
almost 25,000 Euro just on this one deal.

Therefore, new owners were not able to turn thigastinto tangible benefits. As much as
they valued the symbolic significance of the titi®y quickly became frustrated with the
low financial returns. If Rudari descended ontthaiest, they ended up empty-handed. If
they sold the standing trees, they received a lagewnly. If they still held on to their trees,
they were in constant preoccupation that Rudarildvoome one day or night to cut them.
The owners also sensed that they could expeet $itthport from Marian and George. It was
too obvious that those showed little concern whin Rudari’s activities in private forest, even
if they fined a Rudar every once in a while.

The titles so enthusiastically embraced by new osvdel not translate into “effective
ownership” (Verdery 2003). Just as Verdery finust tagricultural producers in Transylvania
are unable to attach tangible benefits to agricaltiand titles, we observe a similar inability
on the side of new forest owners. Neverthelessetlvas a fundamental difference in the
processes producing ineffective ownership. Verd@e our own account in Chapter 2
highlight the workings of relatively abstract ecamio and political forces, symbolized by the
downs (and occasionally ups) of agricultural pradues. In Dragomirgi’'s forests, in
contrast, there was nothing abstract about theities of Rudari and local state officials. The
villains for the new owners’ predicament were ologdo villagers.

Villagers react: “The law should be enforced!”

How did ethnic Romanian villagers react to theaittn? Above all, they blamed Rudari and
called for drastic action against them. Many tirBésfan heard in 2004 that “[tjhe Rudari
should be killed since they are not good for amglelse but stealing our forest.” Although
villagers acknowledged that “Romanians cut foreswall” they readily blamed Rudari.
Moreover, they portrayed Rudari as people who caolddo anything else but steal from
Romanians. In addition, it was not only new owrtgesning Rudari for the loss of financial
value. But virtually all ethnic Romanian villagersgardless of whether they owned forest or



not, shared the resentment against Rudari’s imnio@iavior in the new world of private
ownership and private enterprise.

The perhaps best illustration of the resentmeninag&udari logging comes from villagers’
talk about the tree stumps alluded to in the bagmparagraphs of this chapter. Rudari
tended to leave stumps of about one meter heigbhwley logged over forests clandestinely.
For people in Dragomisé that was not only theft but also clear wastethasloggers had not
taken all potential wood. Efficient logging wouddt trees as low as possible. Villagers
explained the apparent waste with Rudari lazin&sfan often heard villagers’ story that the
loggers did not want to bend down when cuttingea tsecause “the Rudari” were lazy people.
In other words, “the Rudari”, villagers found, werat up to the new economic order because
of an inherent flaw in their character. Villagelid not consider another interpretation, that
the loggers may have cut trees at a larger helgim tisual because that was faster. As the
logging was clandestine, and mostly occurred dttpipe loggers may have wanted to finish
their job as quickly as possible. It was fastecubtrees at one meter height because the
diameter tended to be smaller there.

Villagers made Rudari the scapegoat for all thithgs went wrong in the new world of
private ownership. That Rudari loggers exploiteek$t in an inefficient manner was just the
best evidence for them that Rudari were not fitther economic order. Villagers’ talk about
Rudari thus mirrored the racist discourse agaimsh&commonly found in Romania. As
Tileaga (2005, 2006) notes, this discourse viewsateundesirable practices undertaken by
some Roma as reflective of the character and wagiofly of all Roma taken together. It
finds its expression in prejudiced and discrimimattatements against Roma found across
the whole political and civil spectrum in Romanior example, in a Gallup poll in 2003,
four out of five respondents believed that the vaajority of Roma break the law. More than
one third believed that Roma should be forcedvi® sieparately from the rest of the society
because they could not integrate. C.V. Tudorght+wing politician who achieved a 30 per
cent share in the 2000 presidential ballot, cdibedsolating “Roma criminals in special
colonies”. This racist discourse ignores the palteconomic context in which Roma act, as
it became apparent in Dragomitie Ethnic Romanian villagers readily ignored thet that

the restitution of agricultural land and forest Iveftl Rudari empty-handed, and that Rudari
had been the first to loose jobs in the down-turthe 1990s.

Villagers reacted by calling for law enforcemeiitiey appealed to the state to protect private
ownership and to prosecute infringements on prigateership — with mixed success. On the
one hand, some owners with large forests reporéedtiheft to the County Police on several
occasions. Their reports caused special poliaefoto come to Dragomiterepeatedly,

some times in the middle of the night. Yet thageilvas unable make any arrests. The
owners’ suspicion was that an insider had warnedriidari loggers to stay home when a
police raid was imminent. That insider, they sigggé, could only be George or Marian. On
the other hand, Stefan heard in 2006 that jusii@@ly caught up with George. Special police
forces arrested him on corruption charges, anddsefarced to retire.

Villagers called for law enforcement even thougéytknew of local officials’ complicit
behavior and active support for illegal extractidrhey were aware of the fact that Marian’s
father ran a wood processing company out of thestagyuard’s house, despite a regulation
banning forest guards from engaging in the woodness. They were sure that the timber
stacked around their house originated from Rudaging. Moreover, villagers noticed that
the candidates in the 2004 local elections circurteatany clear statement against Rudari
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logging in a televised public debate. Three dafsere the final ballot, neither of the leading
two contenders wanted to acknowledge that theredefsestation, and that Rudari may
extract wood illegally. The race being very clog#her candidate wanted to risk Rudari
votes, as Stefan has discussed at another placern(@s 2009).

Nevertheless, a few owners initiated actions agmcal state officials to enforce their
compliance with the rules of private ownership.wHward it was for new owners to get local
officials to comply with the law became clear itegal case brought by Dr. Popescu against
Dragomirati’s bookkeeper. Dr. Popescu lived in Bucharesterg he worked at the
Romanian Academy of Sciences. In 2003, he recdamretia of forest in the village, as his
father used to own a large tract of forest in thstp Hearing about Rudari logging, he
decided to harvest the forest before Rudari coaktend on it. He went to the mayor’s office
to inquire about the applicable procedures. Atdffiee, he came to talk with the
bookkeeper, who offered to help him with the praged and, for a small payment, to connect
him with a logging firm. Dr. Popescu paid 3,000d&to get the required permit but hired
another firm to do the cutting. When the bookkedyward that another firm had started to
cut trees in Dr. Popescu’s forest, he suggest&iitari to exploit the forest. He was in a
powerful position towards them, as he was the @yeng out social assistance payments to
them. He had also become a godfather for sever@iRchildren, indicating the close
relationship. Some Rudari, in turn, did not hesitang but went to Dr. Popescu’s forest,
threatening the workers of the logging firm andciing them to abandon their job after just
one fifth of it. They finished the job within act time.

Dr. Popescu did not want to accept the accompliunlike many other owners. He went to
Dragomirati, as soon as he heard from the logging firm thay had withdrawn from the
job. Yet when he inspected his forest, he disadd¢nat there was not a single tree left. In
reaction, he filed a complaint with the police ireBQomirgti. When he saw that George had
little inclination to act on his complaint, Dr. Regzu reported the incident to the national
police headquarters and the National DepartmeAnttcorruption in Bucharest. By the
time Stefan finished his fieldwork in 2004, theiaagl-level police units had nearly finished
their investigation. They expected to try the acttant in front of a court. Other staff in the
mayor’s office commented on the case that it wasrdartunate combination of excessive
greed on the side of the bookkeeper and an unysasdertive owner. If the bookkeeper had
been a little bit more careful, or if it had beenaaerage owner, the two would have cut a
deal.

Three years later, Stefan heard that it had notedmna court case. Even more surprisingly,
the bookkeeper was now the new mayor. At the Bnd?opescu and the bookkeeper cut a
deal. Dr. Popescu dropped his case against th&kbeper. The bookkeeper, in turn, made
sure that Dr. Popescu’s request for the restitutifcan additional 900 ha was successful.
That request became possible after Law 247/2006vedthe previous limits on the
maximum area of forest that could be restituteshdvidual owners. It saved the
bookkeepers political career and personal fortubie.Popescu explained to Stefan that he
was glad to avoid the hassles of court proceedings above all, wanted to make sure to get
all of his father’s forest restituted. He allegedbld the harvest on the restituted forest for
one million Euro.

These events indicated how villagers called upersthte to protect private ownership by

enforcing the law. When Rudari loggers did not pbmwith the rules of the new economic
order, they called for an enforcement of state legguns protecting private owners. When
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they saw local officials predate on their forethigy appealed to higher-level organs of the
state to enforce the law. Their responses pordraignificant trust in the rules and
procedures instituted by the Romanian state ag80.1 Villagers, including owners and non-
owners alike, called upon law enforcement, evenghaew owners loathed the restrictions
imposed on their own forest management. With thesyant to leave Dragomite behind

and turn our attention to Dragova, our other casgysin Romania. New owners in Dragova,
we will show, also faced problems to exercise theinly acquired forest titles, yet for
different reasons.

The mayor and new owners in Dragova: predator and gy

Just as in Dragomig#, a significant number of people in Dragova rgedititles to forest in

the process of restitution. Villagers filed thelaims for the restitution of one ha with the
local land commission after Law 18/1991. Many westk to the commission in the early
2000s, after Law 1/2000 expanded the maximum aldbevarea to ten ha. 92 people received
forest titles for a total of 879 ha this way. bmtrast to Dragomirgi, they acquired

individual titles from the beginning. But justiasthe other commune, much of the “forest”
conferred to villagers in the first round was yodagest that th@colul Silvic Ruér had

logged over and replanted just a few years béfbiEhis situation changed dramatically,
however, in the second round when @eolul Silvictransferred not only a much larger area
but also significantly richer forest to villagers.

The incipient privatization of the forest sectoll@@ a middle-aged couple, Maria and lon, on
the plan. lon had managed the cooperative guesthiauDragova under socialism. After its
demise, lon and Maria opened a small store sdlicglly produced smoked cheese to
visitors. When they saw later that the state wassferring some forest to private owners and
created opportunities for private involvement inog@rocessing and trade, they sensed a
unique business opportunity. In 1993, Maria anddtarted up a private logging firm,

initially exporting small numbers of wooden logdynYet over time, their business
flourished and expanded, which eventually allowesht to purchase three trucks in addition
to several leased ones. Until 2004, when Stefareda Dragova, their firm remained the
only one in the commune. Thus, they were moreesstal than the many other private
logging firms in Romania that emerged in the 199@sceased operations a few years later.

One of the reasons why their logging firm was sufifable was that lon decided to run for
mayor in 1996 and won the election. He ran asdidate of the Liberal Party, which by no
coincidence was one of Romania’s political pariefavor of expanding the maximum area
for restitution to ten ha. lon successfully soughtextension of his term in 2000. His
reelection put him into a very advantageous pasivben it came about implementing Law
1/2000: he was the head of the commune-level uéisiit commission. It did not matter to
him that he had to formally resign from his firm1f96, when he was elected mayor the first
time. Maria took over sole responsibility for tiien in front of the law. For villagers it was
clear, however, that they continued to run the tiogether.

Maria and lon did not waste the opportunity touefhce the restitution of forest to their
personal advantage. Even though lon could notuchrabout the area that successful
claimants received, he had a lot of leverage ort whality of forest villagers received, and in
what location. Both forest quality and locationdea big difference for an owner’s
possibilities to derive financial return from fotedon used his leverage to transfer a lot of the
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high-value forest to old people in the commune tfooreasons of charity but because it was
easier to convince them to sell the harvest to &&firm.

When Stefan was in Dragova in 2004, villagers reggta told him the story of Angela.
Angela was already some 65 years old, lived athdngelf and did not get around much. In
2003 she was pleased when the restitution commissiadditional four ha to her. Living of
a meager pension of around 100 Euro a month, stei®even more excited when Maria
offered to buy the harvest on the five ha for acbd000 Euro. She happily took the money
and let Maria’s logging firm log over the forestéded right along the main road. The
location made it easy and cheap for the Maria’'sdeatters to get the trees out. Although
Stefan never found out for how much Maria soldtihmber harvest, she could easily have
gotten 200,000 Euro at current market prices, wiid@0 times the price she paid to
Angela!

Angela’s story thus provides another illustration iow new owners fell prey to local state
officials in the wake of restitution. lon abused bffice for his personal gains just like
George, Marian and the staff at the mayor’s offitBragomirgti. Nonetheless, the
predatory dynamics in Dragova were different frénose in Dragomirgi. In Dragomirati,
appointed local officials took advantage of thasitons to derive personal benefits. In
Dragova, a private entrepreneur decided to rupddtic office and then used his position as
mayor to promote the interests of his private bessn In this way, Maria and lon sought to
merge the public conduct of local affairs with thaiivate business dealings. They achieved

wewweeedy |l

Figure 4: A Romanian mayor taking the oath (not the oneriagova)
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their goal by influencing restitution. They alsuhd ways to use the adjacent National Park
Piatra Craiului for their personal gains, as weehdiscussed at another place (Stahl et al.
2009). lon basically suggested to the owners @stoocated in the park’s protection zone to
sell their trees to Maria’s firm before the parlultbban any further exploitation.

The shrinking collective forest

lon also found a way to twist the restitution afalective forest to some families in Dragova
to his personal benefit. After Law 1/2000 expandeditution to include collective forest
holdings, villagers filed a claim with the restitut commission on behalf of a few families.
They reported that the families had jointly owneteét on Dragova Mountain, a small
mountain within the commune’s borders. Now theytsd the commission to restitute what
villagers commonly referred to as the “small cdilee forest” to them.

The villagers even produced historical documerds $pecified the total surface of the small
collective forest as Sfartare. The problem was that nobody knew exactly howadaytar

was. In addition, the historical records accepgthe restitution commission indicated that
the small collective forest was on Dragova Mounthurt they did not show any boundaries.
Some elderly villagers asserted thd@dar was equivalent to six ha. An elderly man was
even in the possession of a technical study froB6,LB which an engineer reported Dragova
Mountain to measure 300 ha. The report statedlgldeat 52fartare were equivalent to 300
ha. The old men had hidden the report during #eman a secret place, as it was illegal to
keep old records. He had hoped that one day itdMoecome useful as evidence for their
historical forest holdings. Yet the report was remtognized by the restitution commission as
valid proof.

The restitution commission decided in 2004 thidrear was equivalent to three ha only and
conferred rights to 156 ha of forest to the famsili@he commission maintained that there was
no legally valid evidence thatfartar was six ha. Its decision received the backinthef
regional restitution commission in Pitesti, to whibe families had appealed. The regional
commission stated that they did not know the sfzefartar and referred the case back to the
local commission. As a result, the small collegtiorest got even smaller, shrinking from

300 to 156 ha. The forest thus met the same faseme of agricultural land discussed by
Verdery (1996). Land, Verdery finds, was surpgdyrelastic during restitution, expanding
and shrinking over time and between the accoundifferent actors.

As noted by Verdery, the elasticity does not warleverybody’s favor. It affords
maneuvering space to the powerful, such as Madd@min Dragova. The couple was in a
powerful position to exploit the ambiguity arour tsmall collective forest: lon was the head
of the restitution commission. In addition, thsetition of the small collective forest had
direct bearing on their interests. From an ecoson@wpoint, they had strong reasons to
make the collective forest shrink, as it was muas$ier to convince the owners of small
individual forest holdings to sell the harvesthiem. The owners of the collective forest
would have been in a much stronger bargaining iposétnd may have undergone the trouble
to approach other firms. From a political perspection also had important reasons for
reducing the size of the collective forest. Therdting collective forest created space for
political maneuvering. As nobody else could makegally valid claim on this forest, he had
150 ha available to restitute according to his pneferences. He now had plenty of
possibilities to use the remaining forest on DragMountain for creating personal
allegiances and favoring his allies — and he uketht as we will discuss a little later.
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The mayor’s manipulation of timber auctions

Law 1/2000 also led to the restitution of a commdioest in Dragova. Its origins date back
to the time after World War Il, when the Romani#ates rewarded some veterans in the
commune with small forest parcels. A few yearsrlah 1948, when the socialist regime was
about to nationalize all forest in Romania, theevas decided to jointly transfer their
ownership rights to the commune. Their actionrtbtlprevent nationalization and the loss of
the forest, yet it implied that the commune nowsessed a legally valid claim on the forest.
As a result, the commune received 70 ha of fore0D3, just as local councils received a
total of 750,000 ha in other parts of Romania. Wihderstanding within the local council was
that the forest should be used to supply fuel wiloodragova, in particular heating for the
schools, church and houses of poor and elderlggells. The commune council approved
several sales of firewood from the forest at agpbielow market rates to needy villagers.

lon was not satisfied with the subsistence usdalialed for the commercial exploitation of
the communal forest. He got his way when the comeraouncil approved his proposal to
repair local roads and raise the required finanycl®gging over the communal forest. What
looked like sensible public investment and goodafsee communal forest, however,

worked heavily in favor of lon and Maria. Theirdwy logging trucks were one of the main
causes for the bad state of the roads in Drag@eaKgjure 5). The bad state had become the
focus of villagers’ ire. In reaction disgruntleduncilors had introduced several motions to
the commune councils requesting that the commulhected the fee levied on all cars

Figure 5: A logging trucks bullies its way through Dragova
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visiting Dragova also from Maria’s trucks. Evemtigh the council upheld the exemption,
the road repair decided by the council came velgamee to Maria and lon. Moreover, it
was Maria’s firm that got the contracts to log otrexr communal forest.

Maria’s firm won all the auctions for the commui@alest. Such auctions were another
centerpiece in Romanian forestry legislation. athein 1991, Ministerial Order 572
mandated that all timber sales from state foresgsivate enterprises had to involve auctions.
Four years later, Government Decision 342 creatmhaistent and comprehensive legal
basis for the auction system. Another legal adi988 expanded the auction system to
include forest under the jurisdiction of local cois. The legislation mandated that auctions
needed to be announced at least 30 days in advamtd, at least two newspapers. They had
to include at least two registered bidders. By whthe regulations, the central government
sought to ensure that private enterprises partegpm the auctions on an equal footing. The
expectation was also that auctions would prevelision among potential buyers and
between firms and state officials, thereby minimgzpredation on the revenues from state
and communal forests.

Despite the regulations, lon arranged for Mariais fto win all auctions for the communal
forest. In charge of organizing auctions for tbenmune, lon tilted the playing field in
Maria’s favor by announcing an auction only a feaysibefore the event, and posting a small
advert in a local newspaper of limited distributmmy. As a result, competing firms had a
few days only to register their interest and getriecessary paperwork together. In contrast,
lon had informed Maria long time before, giving lfiem ample time to get a bid together.
Moreover, lon and Maria took care to organize aeobid for the auction so it passed the
regulatory requirement. They asked a friend, wieo awned a logging firm, to submit a pro
forma bid so the auction could be held. It workadthem, as it did in many other places in
Romania-?

lon thus made his position as mayor beneficiah&rtlogging business in many ways. The
benefits did not end with his influence over thgtitation process and auctions. His position
also allowed his wife to employ poor fellow villagecheaply. Maria did not give them any
regular contracts and did not register them foraddenefits. Furthermore, his position
protected him from the law enforcement effortshaf Forest Inspectorate. That was
important because Maria’s firm, just as many otheiten harvested forest without getting the
required permits, or cut a larger volume than alted in the permit. Whenever the
Inspectorate was about to send in officer, lon ammsng the first to find out. This gave
Maria enough time to send the workers home andthiglérucks. So it happened one day
that Stefan waited for hours in the commune cefores ride on one of the logging trucks,
without any one passing by. On any other day, beldvhave caught a ride within an hour.
Only the next day Stefan found out that lon andi&had expected an inspection team and
had kept the trucks in the garage.

The challenge of staying in office: the mayor’s capaign in 2004
“The mayor has high-level connections. If you fighth him you fight with the state.
You can’t win when you fight with the state.” (Allaiger involved in a land dispute

with the mayor)

His predatory actions presented lon with a massiatienge when his second term was
coming to a close: how could he get the peoplerafybva to give him another term in office?
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The situation was different from 2000, when he sgstully ran for reelection the first time.
Since then his predation on the new owners’ fdnagtbeen particularly egregious: lon
manipulated the restitution of individual foregduced the collective forest by half and
influenced the auctions for timber from the commdaeest for his personal gains.
Moreover, he and his wife were the obvious culgotsvhy many new owners derived little
financial returns from their forests. His electaampetitor announced that he would initiate
investigations on the implementation of forestiteBon and the contracts with Maria’s firm.
In addition, there was a lot at stake for thenmMasia had just taken out a bank loan over
130,000 Euro to purchase additional trucks anddridorest concessions.

lon got the third term in office that he wanteddesperately. He won the elections with the
slightest margin possible, as his Social Demociity won only three of the nine seats on
the council. lon still managed to win, partiallyaugh the political maneuvers that are so
common to local elections in Romania. lon portthlganself to the electorate as a hard
working guy(gospoda). He cut a deal with the local head of Nationideral Party, which
was not only the main opposition party nation-wie had also gotten the head elected as the
vice-mayor in 2000. He convinced the head to stayof the race and instead support lon’s
campaign. He also made another deal with a foueermayor, granting him the permission
to turn the public bus stop into a private parlioigfor his restaurant in return for political
support. So when the elections came around, hakllago count on not only the additional
support of two influential men but also their exted families in Dragova. Furthermore,
Maria and lon spent some of their personal wealtkroall presents for old people. lon
personally delivered packages containing flouraswamnd other basic food items to them,
engaging in the kind of “vote buying” that newspageported as a widespread phenomenon
in the elections of 2004.

lon did not miss the opportunity to take advantaigeis influence over forest restitution for
his political aims. Villagers generally consideteth to give preferential treatment to people
from Podu, the largest settlement in Dragova, whameand Maria lived. In this way, many
told Stefan, he demonstrated to them that theysbatkthing to lose if he was voted out of
office. How he made use of his position as thall@dhe restitution commission became
especially apparent in a case, where even a positithe mayor’s office did not protect a
woman from falling prey to lon’s maneuvers. Madamorked in the office under lon. She
tried hard to support her father’s claim for thstitetion of four ha near his house. Her father
had received one ha close to his house in the #8€0s already. The restitution commission
had also validated his right to receive another fauof forest after Law 1/2000. Her father
wanted to get all his forest right in a single koma and close to his house because that would
have made its management a lot easier. He alse@ngith the commission that it was
exactly this forest that his father had owned ptoonationalization in 1948. Yet despite
support from Mariana, the commission eventuallyidist to allocate the additional four ha to
him at a different, remote location. As MariankltStefan, the forest was too valuable for
lon to miss the opportunity. It contained matuee$ and was very accessible. So lon took
advantage of her absence from office, when shet $wenveeks on the Black Sea on
vacation. During her absence lon arranged fordkstution of the forest to a friend of his
who had supported lon during the electoral campend@®00. The friend had no proof of
historical ownership for any forest at all. Yeathlid not matter.

Finally, lon made sure to build good relations vettiernal actors — and to demonstrate to

villagers the backing he received from outside. siWéched to the Social Democratic Party,
one of the major parties in Romania in 2004. He @romised the villagers to get funding
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from the European’s Unions PHARE program to comstnew roads, something that the

hotel owners, guesthouse operators and peoplg limimore remote parts of Dragova liked

to hear. He even arranged for a visit by the desdiof Romania’s national parliament, the
second most important office in Romania, to Dragowarthermore, lon proved outstanding
diplomatic instincts in his dealings with Piatraa{iui National Park, as we have discussed at
another place (Stahl et al. 2009). He presenteddlf to villagers as a protector of their
interests against the park. At the same time, &ieaged to appease the park management by
maintaining a surface of compliance with their dadsa

These observations show how lon was able to buildsaistain relations of political
patronage. He not only built a powerful networkabiies in Dragova, but also used his
external contacts for his political purposes. Maithagers harbored a feeling of impotence,
as illustrated by the quote at the beginning of #action. They noted his “high-level
connections” and concluded that “[i]f you fight tvihim you fight with the state.” The state,
in turn, was still a powerful institution in peofdeviews. It made little sense to contest the
state: “You can’t win when you fight with the stdtd'hey were convinced that that lon
enjoyed strong support from the central governmegbserved by a middle-aged man: “All
people from this village know that he is well knowrthe central government as well. We
know his power”. To many of them, lon was theestat

Property, predators, patrons and the state in Dragmiresti and Dragova

We find that new owners embraced their forestgitteDragomirgti and Dragova, as the

titles meant to them the right to exploit an impatteconomic asset. Moreover, owners and
non-owners alike welcomed the titles as a signfbethe departure from the restrictions on
their productive activities and personal lives urstecialism. The language of private
ownership was highly seductive to them, as it pegmiunlimited freedom in the pursuit of
prosperity. Yet new owners quickly fell prey t@tactions of powerful local predators.
Despite holding ownership rights, many villagers dot derive significant economic benefit
from forests. Much of the value contained in tHierests accrued to local state officials,
wood traders and logging firms. As a result, motthe enthusiasm about private ownership
in the 1990s gave way to disappointment.

The cracks in the image of private ownership foreftction in the forest landscapes of the
two communes. Logging drastically rose in 2003emwthe forest area and quality under
private ownership increased as a consequence ahdrp restitution. By the end of 2004,
forests had already vanished on around 130 halftp@ige per cent of the total forest area)

in Dragomirgti and another 130 ha (four per cent) in DragoVeoreover, private ownership
affected people’s visions of a desirable forestitmape. New owners and predators
combined in an unhealthy coalition that saw forasta source of short-term financial returns.
New owners wanted their forests to enhance theanres and to allow the exercise of
personal freedom in economic affairs. For the@dators, forests became a financial asset to
be exploited for maximum profit.

Underlying the unraveling of private ownership amart-term exploitation were powerful
relations of patronage. The significance of Iquattonage set the forest dynamics apart from
those observed in agriculture (the subject of Gérapin our book). In agriculture as in
forestry, many new owners were unable to transkedie rights into tangible benefits.
Nevertheless, underlying their inability in agricue was the corrosive influence of more
abstract processes of devaluation and revaluatioforestry, the exploitation of new owners
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was much more concrete. New owners struggled sigdia predatory practices of local
actors, who sought to appropriate the riches ofdhest by various means. Local state
officials, traders and logging firms accrued pofity way of influencing the restitution
process, manipulating permits and auctions andakding wood markets, even though they
did not own any forest. Struggles over forestsydfore, were about the significance of
private ownership as a means to secure tangiblefileefrom valuable resources.

The patronage relations took different forms intiie communes. In Dragomitg local

state officials took advantage of a highly unedgiisiribution of productive resources
recreated by restitution. The injustice prepahedgrounds for them to incite and exploit
practices on the side of the disempowered that deeened illegal by Romania’s legislation.
The situation was a fundamentally different on®ragova, as there was no marginalized
group to abuse and not much space for illegal dloexa In Dragova, the head of a local
logging firm felt compelled to seek election as wrayOnce in office, he resorted to tactics
that stretched the limits of his formal powers ascsioned by the law. At the same time, the
mayor never employed the illegal and violent pagiused by state officials in Dragongire

The involvement of local state officials revealssiibie negotiations about property were
simultaneously contestations over the state. hirast to the Albanian cases (the subject of
Chapter 4 in our book), property negotiations neyallenged the authority of the state per
se. Instead, people’s struggles over property &boait different forms of exercising state
authority. From the perspective of people in Dragesti, the extension of forest titles

served to reconstitute the authority of the Ronrastate over forests on a new basis. This
basis rested on the positive notions villagerschtd to private ownership and the need for
the state to enforce ownership rights. When tlaey Rudari and local officials encroach on
their rights, they responded by calling for proi@ctoy the state and law enforcement. In this
way, they separated the practices of Rudari andiaif from the law, demanding compliance
with the law. The paradoxical result was that lb#hinstitution of private ownership ad its
unraveling served to enhance the legitimacy oRbmanian state in their eyes. Villagers
wanted a state that exercises its authority owests by way of abstract rules and procedures.
Such a state was particularly important when locitials tried their best to ignore and
undermine these rules, as Verdery (1996: 213-®snather discussion of land reform in
Romania.

In comparison, new owners underwent little efforteéign in on the mayor’s practices in
Dragova. Of course, many voted for his competitorslections. Yet once he was in office
they did not think they could do much against hanipulations and maneuvers. People’s
feeling of impotence indicated how the mayor was &b move towards a personalized style
in the way he managed communal affairs. He mansegézhpture” not only the local state
(Mungiu-Pippidi and Althabe 2002) but also theesta$ an idea in local people’s minds.
Many people in Dragova virtually equated the mayibh the state, just as mayor Lupu in
Verdery’'s account (2002). As a result, the exeroisstate authority over forests took on a
different quality in the two communes: Dragova’symrawas much more successful in
making his case for a personalized exercise thawfficials in Dragomirgti.

The intimate connection between postsocialist giergjabout property and contestations over
the exercise of state authority is a theme thatnesnwith us in the following chapter.

Shifting our attention to Vietham, we may make @ical change in geographical settings.
Yet, as will soon become apparent, property dynamagarding forests were as much about
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the conflict between rule-based and personalizaddmf exercise state authority in Vietham
as in Romania.

! For useful overviews see Eisenstadt and Ronig8Q)Land Littlewood (1980). As emphasized by trenkr,
it is useful to consider patron-client relationshipt as setting up simple dyadic relationshipsasytart of
complex hosts of social relationships. See alsoyB@985) and Hart (1989) on political patronage.

2 All translations are our own unless stated othgewi

% loras and Abrudan (2006) estimate that the marenteLaw 247/2005, which mandates the restitutioallo
forest to former private owners, will further lowtlie percentage under state management to 35 ipier ce

* The Vlax Roma are most likely descendents of slavéhe Romanian-speaking lands north of the Danub
river and are different from the Balkan and Westeanopean Roma (Chaix et al. 2004). The numb&uafari
in Romania is unknown because the Romanian sta& mut recognize them as a separate ethnic grblogy
are instead lumped together with other Roma graufiee official population census, which has atidc
criticism by Rudari and scholars in Romania. Teesus yields a share of two percent for the Ronpalption
in Romania, but other counts put the share asdsdtb per cent. classificatory difficulties. Omare general
note, we recognize that the ethnic categories renglgmatic and do not want our use of the termsddiiand
“Roma’ to imply any judgment about their appropeizss.

® Brearley (2001).

® Brearley (2001).

’ Note the parallel with the practice under sodialthat forest guards looked away from Rudari firedo
collection in return for their help in forest maeagent.

8 A participatory mapping exercise with villager®guced convincing evidence that no logging hadrtatace
in state forest (Dorondel 2009).

° Gross margins are revenues minus variable costading labor. To get from gross margins to psofine
needs to subtract the costs of capital depreciatichlabor.

9 This was very apparent from a map on forest cangitand forest tenure that Stefan drew with thlagers.
All the forest that th@colul Silvichad exploited in the 1980s went to villagers ia finst round of restitution.
1 This is how we arrive at our estimate: (a) Martiaghased five ha; (b) Grodiskca et al. (2004) estimate the
average timber volume in Carpathian forests of Roaas between 300 and 400 m3; and (c), the pfitenber
was 200-380 Euro/m3 for beech and 95-140 Euro/mspoice fir. This gives a range of potential rexenfrom
142,500 Euro to 760,000 Euro. One would need Itraat costs to arrive at profits.

12 saphores et al. (2006) provide statistical evidec collusion in two forest directorates of Roriaan
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