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Lenv smoii cmamvu — oyenumo, AGIAEMCs AU MOOEIb UOCANbHOU OPeAHUIAYUU
COBPEMEHHOU aoMuHucCmpayuu 6 coomeemcemeuu ¢ munonocueti Maxca Bebepa 603-
moocroil 8 Eeponetickom corose, 6 ocobennocmu 60 @panyuu, a maroice 803MOACHA
U peanusayus makou mooenu 8 Poccuiickou @edepayuu. B cmamve ananuzupyemcs,
Kaxk omo oyenugaiom cmyoenmvl ToMCKO20 20CyOapcmeeHHo2o yHugepcumema
(TT'Y), esponeiiybl u poccusne, u HACKOILKO UX MHEHUE COBNAOAEm ¢ OPUYUATLHIMU
Odanubimu 6 cocyoapcmeax-unenax EC u ¢ Poccuiickoti @edepayuu. B cmamve pac-
cmMampueaemcs, Kak cOOmHocumces uoeanvhas mooens Makca Bebepa ¢ mpemsa avi-
OCNeHHbIMU UM YZPO3AMU: IPPeKmusHocmuio, npo3paunocmoio u koppynyuei. Iony-
ueHHble OAHHbIE CPABHUBAIOMCS C OAHHBIMU UCCAEO08AHUS, NPOBEOCHHO20 MENCOYHA-
POOHBIMU OP2AHUZAYUAMU.

KimoueBsle cioBa: modepruzayus, zocyoapcmeennvie aomunucmpayuy, Eeponeii-
cxuti coto3, Poccus, @panyus, s¢hgpexkmusrnocmo, mpancnapenmnocms, KOppynyust.

IS THE MODERNISATION OF PUBLIC ADMINISTRATIONS
A REALITY IN EUROPEAN UNION MEMBER STATES AND
THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION?

LOLA ROUZE

The purpose of this article is to assess whether Max Weber's ideal-type construc-
tion of a modern administration is a reality in European Union (EU) Member States,
especially in France, and in the Russian Federation. Moreover, do Tomsk State Uni-
versity (TSU) students, Europeans and Russians, conclude the same as official data in
both the EU Member States and the Russian Federation about it? Thus, this article
examines the proximity between Max Weber’s definition of a modern bureaucracy
through three of its main features, namely efficiency, transparency and corruption.
Official data is then compared to TSU students’ perception of the application of those
three principles in both the EU and in Russia.
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The 2017-2018 World Economic Forum Report about Global Com-
petitiveness Stated that in 2016, one of the Russian Federation’s major
problem for doing business was « aspects of institutional quality such as
property rights (106th), judicial independence (90th), and corruption »
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(1. P. 25). It is important to add that the 2005 Report already classified
Russia as the ninety-first country out of one hundred and seventeen in
terms of quality of public institutions. One of those problems, corruption,
also concerns the European Union', as France, for example. Indeed, its
Ex-President faces corruption charges and was placed under formal in-
vestigation on Wednesday, the 21* of March 2018. He is blamed of hav-
ing received illegal financial support from Libyan and its leader in 2007,
Muammar el-Qaddafi (2).

This puts into doubts public administration systems in the Russian
Federation and in the European Union, and brings us firstly to define
what is a public administration and the bureaucracy it is linked with, sec-
ondly to consider the limits of their modernisation. An administration can
be generally defined as “the entire class of public officials and employees
managing the executive department” (3) and, at a governmental level, as
the management and supervision of departments or agencies. Therefore,
in this study, a public administration is to be considered as the implemen-
tation of the government policy “so that government can function” (4).
Max Weber defined how it should function to be considered as modern,
but this will be explained in the chore of the article. Nonetheless, study-
ing Russian and EU Member States public administration means studying
the officials and civil servant’s organisation, as members of “a body of
non-elective government officials” and/or "an administrative policy-
making group” (3), that is to say, a bureaucracy. According to this same
Encyclopaedia, it is indeed “a system of administration wherein there is
a specialisation of functions, objective qualifications for office, action
according to the adherence to fixed rules, and a hierarchy of authority
and delegated power”. The bureaucratic form of administration had been
theorised by thinkers like John Stuart Mill and Karl Marx, but this study
will focus on Max Weber’s theory as he specifically studied its link with
modernity. As a historical term, modernity is associated with “scientific
and technological progress and human perfectibility; rationalisation and
professionalisation [...] the development of the nation-State and its con-
stituent institutions” (3).

By considering those definitions, bureaucracy and therefore, public
administrations, appear to be tightly tied with modernisation, especially
because their progress influences the one of the institutions of a nation-

! The European Union will be designed as the EU.
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State and allow the induction of a modern bureaucracy. Thus, the aim of
this article is to compare public administration’s modernisation of both
the European Union Member States and the Russian ones by setting side
by side their potential evolution or dysfunctions. For that, three major
dysfunctions have been identified that are corruption, lack of efficiency
and transparency. Their level will be discussed in both areas and com-
pared with Max Weber’s definition of a modern bureaucracy. A survey
has also been made among Tomsk State University students from Russia
and the European Union to evaluate their opinion about the existence and
intensity of those criteria among public administrations of both territories.

Indeed, asking them how they perceive public administrations in their
countries of origin and in countries they may have travelled to allow a
comparison with official data from the European Union and Russia. This
has a particular interest given to the very purpose of the administration
modernisation, which is to improve its organisation, operation, efficiency
and the quality of its public management. Indeed, it could balance the
critics directed to the administrative machinery, its slowness and cost,
and help governments to improve the relations between administrations
and administered, and therefore the services the first ones furnish to the
second ones. Nonetheless, even if governments tend to want to establish
reforms and to modernise the administration, this is not always efficient
and breaches can be found, not just in its establishment but also in the
will to put it in place. Finally, even it has evolved, young people may not
perceive any difference.

Consequently, two main subjects are going to be discussed. The first
one is a data comparison obtained on sites as the OECD, Eurostat, the
FSSS, the World Bank and the European Commission ones about EU
Member States and Russian public administration characteristics. The
second one will be their comparisons with the results of the survey con-
ducted among Tomsk State University students. Its goal was to evaluate
their opinion on public administrations of European Union Member
States and in the Russian Federation thanks to a questionnaire. This
would allow the examination of their possible similarities. Indeed, the
employment in general government' represents 20% in the Russian Fed-

! «The general government sector comprises all levels of government (central,

State, local and social security funds) and includes core ministries, agencies, depart-
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eration and 16% of the labour force in the OECD countries (5. P. 104), so
Russia proportionally employs more civil servants than the OECD coun-
tries, but does it mean their administration is more efficient?

Accordingly, this article addresses the following points: Marx We-
ber’s definition of a modern public administration; the actual level of
modernisation of EU Member States and the Russian Federation public
administrations according three main benchmarks, namely corruption,
efficiency and transparency and, finally, a comparison between opinions
of TSU students from both areas about them.

A Modern Administration According to Max Weber

Before addressing the influence of the European Union‘s administra-
tive system’s modernisation on the Russian’s, it is appropriate to assess
its definition, that is to say, to define what are the key elements of a bu-
reaucratic model. For that, we will rely on Max Weber’s explanation.
Firstly, it appears that a bureaucratic model organises its administrative
matters as a company. Therefore, it is possible to identify clear and linear
rules the administrative management can apply. Thus, its action appears
to be more impersonal and organised according to the principle of divi-
sion of labour, which implies there is an administrative hierarchy. More-
over, the administration’s means are not the bureaucrats’ personal prop-
erty, so they cannot appropriate it to themselves. Furthermore, as writing
requirements prevail, records shall be archived. Finally, it is possible to
say that officials of such an administration, considering their submission
to an administrative discipline, must obey only to the obligations that go
with their office. To occupy this last, they should hold a professional
qualification, a diploma attesting successful examinations and once they
are recruited, they can be controlled. Nevertheless, a proof of the recruit-
ment must exist, in the form of a contract which entitles the official to
privileges, such as a life job, treatments, specific career perspectives de-
pending on seniority, pensions, etc. Finally, it is possible to say modern
bureaucracy distinguishes itself by the fact that a group of people are
used to obey to the chief’s orders and is always available. The exercise of
power of commandments and constraint is divided in between them to

ments and non-profit institutions that are controlled and mainly financed by public
authorities » (5).
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maintain domination. Indeed, for those officials, this power of command
is approved because an order considered as compulsory and exemplary
should exist. Therefore, this order appears to be legitimate and, in a mod-
ern State, dominants should also obey to this law order. Thus, administra-
tive officials have to comply to the objective duty of their function, with-
out taking into account who is the person in front of them (6). Nonethe-
less, Russian citizens should face different problems when dealing with
their public administration. As such, it is possible to quote its “ineffi-
ciency, corruption and lack of accountability” (7 p. 117). On its side, EU
Member States administrations, as different as they can be, may face
rather similar problems. Indeed, “in the EU there are at least 20 million
bribes paid (petty corruption experiences) every year” (8. P. 2). There-
fore, is Max Weber’s ideal-type construction a reality in EU Member
States and Russia?

According to Max Weber, a purely bureaucratic administration, based
on the compliance with acts, the so-called bureaucratic-monocratic ad-
ministration, is precise, permanent, disciplined and rigid. As it is predict-
able by the ones who hold power as well as by citizens, it inspires trust.
Its aims are to achieve technical perfection and to be as performing as
possible, especially because of the growing need of a mass administration
of both people and goods. This rational-legal authority can be found in
several institutions as the State, the Church, the army, economic compa-
nies, interest groups, associations or even foundations. Moreover, Max
Weber asserts that the development of those modern groups goes together
with the development and the continuous progression of the bureaucratic
administration, and the raising of this last is typical of modern occidental
States (9). However, bureaucratisation as a modern phenomenon ap-
peared in those States at the same time as a monetary economy and a
growing capitalism. Indeed, capitalism needed a more secure and predict-
able law to reinforce itself and a rational bureaucracy was the best way to
reach it. For instance, occidental States required a fiscal administration to
finance permanent armies on the continent, and thus constructed and ex-
panded a modern apparatus of administration and civil servants. For that,
they enhanced their technique in both information and transport fields as
well as they expanded the quality and quantity of the States’ missions (6).

However, Russia’s administrative system historically could not be
qualified as a bureaucratic administration as Weber defined it. Indeed,
Russia’s administrative limits can be found in its own history, starting
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with the Soviet administration. In fact, Soviet and post-Soviet State-
building strategies participated in the elaboration of a State bureaucracy
and initiated the reform of public administration in the administrative
system. Nevertheless, “The Soviet system rejected both the separation of
political and administrative spheres and the autonomy of the administra-
tive bureaucracy” (7. P. 119) as it was very much influenced by the rul-
ing party. This means officials do not necessarily have a qualification
when they are employed, contrary to Max Weber’s theory about a mod-
ern administration system, that should not be personal-based but merit-
based and impersonal. On the contrary, recruitment during the Soviet
System was politicised and led by the party-administered nomenklatura'
system, not a ruled-oriented rationality as established by the Weberian
model. Consequently, there was no clear functional division of labour,
that is to say, no clear hierarchy people could refer to. On the contrary, it
was complex and done in the aim that political leadership could better
monitor officials and “in some respects, the Russian bureaucracy today
still resembles its Soviet predecessor far more than any Weberian model”
(7. P. 119). For instance, senior officials and politicians would entitle
trusted personal associates to key posts in order to keep their authority on
the institution they are in charge of. Nowadays, in post-Soviet Russia, the
personalisation of relationships in the bureaucracy exists and weakens the
administrative system as it is neither regular nor impartial. Moreover,
those officials can turn this weakness to their advantage to accomplish
private and/or political, institutional interests and this in return cripples
even more the system. Also, this means the exercise of power of com-
mandments and constraint is not divided in between officials to maintain
an organised system but is held in a few people’s hands to maintain their
own domination, especially by the distribution of rewards. Considering
this, it is hard to consider the post-Soviet administrative system as effi-
cient and productive, as working the same way as a company would, con-
trary to Max Weber’s theories to define a modern State. This is the reason
why Russia and EU Member States may initiate reforms.

' “The privileged set of people appointed by patronage to senior positions in the
bureaucracy of the Soviet Union and some other Communist States “ (57).
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Reforms Russia, the European Union and France enforced in
accordance with the modernisation of public administrations

Firstly, in Russia, the will to associate New Public Management re-
forms in accordance with Weber’s rational bureaucracy gave birth to sev-
eral reform packages after the break-up of the Soviet Union. The Federal
law of 1995 for example started to create a Civil Service based on merit.
As it was insufficient, in 1997-1998 a new Concept of Administrative
reform was formulated but it did not pass through Parliament. Then, in
2000, President Vladimir Putin tried as well to implement a public ad-
ministration reform which had three main divisions: the Civil Service
reform, the Administrative reform and the Municipal government reform.

The first one led to a “Public Service Reform in the Russian Federa-
tion (2003—2005)” and various laws were adopted. One of them, for ex-
ample, classifies three types and two levels of Public Service, with a spe-
cific legislative framework for each type of it, according to Federal Law
#55, launched the 27" of March 2003. In 2004 as well, another federal
law' introduced important criteria the public administration should fol-
low. For example, the fact that permanent civil servants can be employed
under a signed contract is inevitably depending on their results to a com-
petitive examination. However, as this process can be long, prequalified
pools? can be appointed to occupy vacant positions in time. Also, as We-
ber asserted, their obligations should be defined and this reform estab-
lished that as a job description was meant to counterbalance the “exces-
sive administrative discretion [as it] is considered to be among the most
hazardous preconditions for corruption” (10. P. 2). For example, it re-
grouped the qualifications necessary to occupy the position but also per-
formance indicators, as an administration must be as efficient as possible
and attain technical perfection. Therefore, the most a civil servant is
competent, the most it should be remunerated and have the possibility to
be promoted. Furthermore, this federal law was the first one to implement
the term of “conflict of interest” in the law.

1
#79
2“Pre-qualified pool consists of civil servants and other citizens that have been
assessed during a competition against a standard of competence for a concrete posi-
tion within the Civil Service” (10).
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In regard to the administrative reform of 2003, its two main manage-
ment ideas were to clearly identify the different functions this body un-
derlay, especially to avoid duplications and transfer some functions in
other bodies if needed. The results were that “5634 functions were re-
viewed: 1468 of them were found to be redundant, 263 — duplicative,
868 — subject to reformulation” (10. P. 4). Thereby, in March 2004, gov-
ernment bodies diminished from six to three and their roles have been
distinctly demarcated between Ministries, Services and Agencies.

Those important reforms allowed an improvement of Russia’s public-
sector quality. International organisations gave support to Russia to
achieve this goal, “such as The World Bank, the UK Department for In-
ternational Development, the European Commission, the Canadian In-
ternational Development Agency, the Sweden Ministry of Finance and
others” (10. P. 8). Nonetheless, the country still has efforts to furnish and
a gap differentiates it to the majority of the European Union Member
States. Several reasons can explain it, and one of them is that no effective
communication between federal executive bodies, the think thanks which
are helping them, regional and other administrative levels exist with the
citizens. Additionally, there are transparency and freedom of information
issues. Mass media does not help it as it does not debate much civil ser-
vice and administrative reforms, which can explain the fact that citizens
are not a lot involved in those subjects either. Another reason is that no
peculiar main centre of control oversees and coordinates the reforms. In-
deed, even if the Administration of President of the Russian Federation
elaborates “new legislation, communicates with international donors and
coordinates the reform process” (10. P. 8), it needs an official mandate to
be able to prompt a public administration reform, which it has not. Fi-
nally, it appears people who drafted the reforms and legislation were not
qualified experts but working groups united predominantly by personal
relationships, such as lawyers, psychologists, civil servants, etc. To be
qualified as experts, those people should have studied in schools special-
ised in those topics. The problem is, even if some universities are special-
ised, graduated students prefer working in the private sector because it is
better payed.

In the European Union as well, public administrations’ modernisation
is an issue the European Commission could not ignore. Indeed, public
administrations’ organisation influences both the eventual growth and the
well-being of the citizens of a country. “This generates pecuniary bene-
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fits and enhances trust in institutions, which in turn increases tax compli-
ance” (11). More precisely, the European Commission has underlined the
importance of a cooperative procurement across the EU. Indeed, accord-
ing to her, central purchasing bodies control bigger parts of public pro-
curement reforms and can better promote them, in order to increase na-
tional, regional and municipal procurement. More generally, the Euro-
pean Union wondered itself what was the cost of European administration
and whether civil servant was the dream job or not. Indeed, approxi-
mately 6% of the annual budget of the EU is spent on staff, administra-
tion and maintenance of its buildings. For example, the European Com-
mission is divided into departments are Directorates General, which are
similar to ministries. Each Directorate General is run by a Director Gen-
eral, himself reporting to a Commissioner. Moreover, each department
embodies a specific policy area or service, for instance, trade or environ-
ment. “Around 32 000 people are employed by the European Commis-
sion” (12), that is to say, four times more than in the general secretariat,
the political groups and Members of Parliament and their staff, at the
European Parliament. But this has a cost. Indeed, 94% of the European
budget is spent in investment in Member States and Third Countries.
Therefore, the 6% spent on EU administration do not represent a big
amount of money in comparison. Moreover, the wage measured in pur-
chasing power between 2004 and 2011 evolved negatively. Indeed, if in
the Netherlands there was a rise of 2,9% of the wage and of 2,3% in Bel-
gium, the civil servants’ wage decreased in France (-0,3%), in the UK (-
3.2%), in Germany (-4,5%) and, more importantly, in the EU (-7,6%). In
consequence, the poorest evolution of wages was in the EU, but it is also
the only place among the different ones quoted before where the wage
did not increase. Indeed, it increased everywhere, especially in Belgium
(+3,6%), except in the EU'. Furthermore, civil servants’ pension contri-
bution is the highest in the EU (11,6%), while it is 0% for Belgium and
Germany. Then, the maximum pension of final salary is the less interest-
ing one, as it attains 70% in the EU and 75% in both France and the UK.
Germany is not far from the EU, with 71,25%. Finally, the normal retire-
ment age is 63 years old for EU civil servants, which can be considered
as average as in the Netherlands, the UK and Germany the normal retire-
ment age is 65 years old, and 60-62 in France (12). As a consequence,

! An augmentation of 1,7% was proposed but rejected by the Council (12).
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civil servant could not be considered as a dream job in the European Un-
ion in 2011. Nonetheless, prior to those results already took place confer-
ences to improve European public administration.

On the 10", 11™ and 12" of May 2000 for example, the first Quality
Conference for Public administrations in the EU took place in Lisbon. Its
main objectives were to share best practices among all fifteen Member
States and “fo explore the experiences and achievements of the public
administrations in seeking high standards in public services, using a va-
riety of approaches and methods” (13). The targeted sectors were public
management, the excellence, the use of new technology and the stress on
citizen service in public administration. The European Commission also
targeted the efficiency of public administration by setting an EU Cohe-
sion Policy fund and reforms under “Thematic Objective 11" for 2014
2020. The objective was also to furnish “Technical Assistance for
strengthening the administrative capacity for the management of the
funds” (14). More precisely, the goal of this Thematic objective 11 is “fo
create institutions which are stable and predictable, but also flexible
enough to react to the many societal challenges, open for dialogue with
the public, able to produce new policy solutions and deliver better ser-
vices”, according to the same source. The Commission specifies that
those objectives should be developed in accordance with Country Spe-
cific Recommendations, Economic Adjustment Programmes and National
Reform Programmes.

Talking about National Reform Programmes, in default of comparing
Russia’s reforms with all the European Union Member States’ ones, this
article will focus on France. The French government introduced the Gen-
eral Review of Public Policies and launched three major projects, led by
the General Directorate for Administration and the Civil Service
(DGAFP) in 2008, as an extension of the 2007 one which was notably
dealing with career paths and the renewal of the social dialogue. The
main objectives were to improve users’ reception, to simplify require-
ments and administrative procedures, to enhance administration’s trans-
parency, to encourage citizens to participate to the administrative process,
and to make the administrative justice more efficient. Other objectives
were to upgrade the management and the performance of the administra-
tion, but also to adapt it to the European framework.

For example, in order to better welcome users, this reform wanted to
develop one-stop shops. Thus are called counters where it is possible to
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ask for several public services. Similarly, as in Russia, it avoids duplica-
tions and to better reform administrations. For instance, between 2008
and 2011, Treasury and Tax Services have been merged. Nonetheless, it
should not taint the quality of the services rendered. Indeed, the State
committed itself to allow users to have an easy access to public services,
to be welcomed with courtesy and care, to receive clear answers in a rea-
sonable and advertised delay. Moreover, if they suggest improvements,
their propositions have to be listed, as well as their reclamations, which
in addition must be effectively and systematically treated. To illustrate
this evolution, a few tools have been developed. Firstly, the “Etalab
blog” suggests to entrepreneurs and administrations to build a new gen-
eration of “entrepreneurs of general interest”'. The aim is to improve the
public service thanks to numerical evolution, for example by promoting
the open source and open data culture in the State. Secondly, a national
commission of public debate was created in order to make sure citizens
take part of the development and equipment projects’ elaboration of na-
tional interest. The condition is that those projects should either have
strong social and economic stakes, either have an important impact on the
environment or on the territory development. To finish, it is also possible
to quote the Marianne repository?, which defines the commitments an
administration should take in the aim to improve the quality of the recep-
tion and of the services offered. Those engagements are taken to give a
better accessibility to services, more adapted opening hours, the possibil-
ity to make appointments and to receive clear answers in specific and
respected delays. As a consequence, the lack of coordination and coop-
eration among State institutions in the Russian Federation but also in the
European Union can be considered as one of the main brakes on adminis-
trative reforms. Nonetheless, a few of them have been launched over the
years and this emphasises the importance of the modernisation of public
administrations. The question therefore is, whether it is possible to con-
clude that this ideal-type construction is a reality in Europe, especially in
France, and in Russia. To study this question, three of its main threats
will be tackled: efficiency, corruption and transparency. Indeed, consider-
ing Max Weber’s definition of a modern public administration, those

! Site: http://www.etalab.gouv.fr/
2See:http://www.modernisation.gouv. fr/documentation/referentiels/le-referentiel-
marianne-nouvelle-version
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three elements should not exist. In order to know if they do, two major
research strategies have been used.

Sources, Measurements and Indicators

Two major research strategies have been used: (1) a quantitative
analysis of country-level data and (2) a case study: Tomsk State Univer-
sity’s students’ opinion, through a questionnaire. Data have been col-
lected from archives, surveys, published reports and articles. For exam-
ple, origins of the official date are the OECD Economic Survey about
Russian Federation, its Global Competitiveness Report of 2017-2018,
Transparency International’s Corruption Perceptions Index of 2017,
European Commission’s surveys, notably thanks to the Eurobarometer,
but also World Bank analysis and survey results such as the EY and the
Ifop ones. The Federal State Statistics Service of Russia has also been
used, as well as Russian authors and newspapers. In regard to the case of
study, two questionnaires have been launched on Google Forms. They
ask the same questions in two different languages, the English and the
Russian language. The target public is Tomsk State University’s students
from Russia and from EU Member Countries aged under twenty-five
years old. Both questionnaires are available online since the 25" of
March 2018 and until the 30™ of June 2018, forty-five students (thirty-
one Russians and fourteen Europeans) filled it out and the results have
been very varied.

In what concerns Russian students, most of them were in the third
year of Bachelor degree (22,6%) and in the second year of Master degree
(19,4%)'. They were mainly from the Faculty of history (29%) as stu-
dents from other Faculties represented less than 10% for each Faculty
mentioned®. As regards of the students from EU Member States, the ma-
jority of them also were in the third year of Bachelor degree (64,3%) and
in the first year of Master degree (21,4%)’. 50% of them belonged to the

! First year of Bachelor degree: 16,1%, second year of Bachelor degree: 9,7%,
fourth year of Bachelor degree: 12,9%, others: 12,8%.

% Russian students answered the questionnaire came from the Institute of Art and
Culture, Institute the Human of the Digital Era, Faculty of Radiophysics, Faculty of
Journalism, of Informatics, of Pre-University training, of Foreign Languages, Mathe-
matics and Computer Science, of Psychology, of Physics, of Philology, of Chemistry.

?7,1% were in fourth year of Bachelor degree and the same amount in second
year of Master degree.
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Foreign Languages Faculty, and then 42,9% from the History Faculty'. In
what concerns European students, they came from the following Member
States: United Kingdom (36,4%), Italy (27,3%), France (18,2%), Ger-
many and Greece (9,1% for each country).

An Efficiency Issue Among EU Member States and Russian Pub-
lic Administrations

As asserted by Max Weber, a modern administration should be work-
ing as a company, being_efficient and productive. Nevertheless, Russian’s
policy-makers repeatedly manifested their complaint against the perform-
ance of country’s civil servants, especially because they could not secure
the implementation of policies they enhanced. In 2015, a Russian Mem-
ber of Parliament from the left wing said that a failure to execute them
should be considered as a criminal offense. Therefore, «heavy fines for
failing to properly execute presidential orders would boost discipline
among civil servants and help the State get rid of irresponsible officials »
(15). This way, the division of labour would be respected, and the admin-
istrative hierarchy could not be irresponsible any more. Indeed, in 2002
already, solely 48% of executive orders issued by the president in 2001
were fulfilled and even if it was better for presidential decrees, the prob-
lem was still there in 2015. According to the OECD, Russia’s public ad-
ministration needs to be more transparent and its decisions should be
more disputable, especially by non-judicial means, so that citizens can
question it more easily. For the OECD, this situation can be explained by
the government’s will to intervene and control, regulate it. According to
its report, Russia’s public administration’s quality is poor and does not
allow the State to endorse the structural reforms the country needs.
Moreover, this inefficiency has a cost on ordinary citizens’ everyday life
as “the poor quality of public bureaucracies creates real day-to-day
hardships for private citizens engaged in such routine tasks as renewing
passports, registering poverty purchases or having their cars inspected”
(7. P. 118). Therefore, improving it appears to be a real stake for both the
Russian authorities and the citizens who resort to it. A reform of the ad-
ministration and the civil service have been undertaken since 2000 and

' 7,1% were in the Faculty of Geology and Geography, from the Institute of Eco-
nomics and Management, the Faculty of Pre-University Training and from the Fac-
ulty of Philology.
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renewed in 2006-2008, especially to actualise it. The first one can be
defined as “the reorganisation of executive bodies and fundamental
changes to their methods of work, particularly the way in which they in-
teract with one another and with citizens and organisations” (7. P. 119).
For its part, civil service reform is concentrated on “the formation and
management of the civil service” (7 p. 119). Moreover, 73,9% of social
services employees declared that the quality of their work does not affect
their wage, and only 15% of them declared that it was influencing it (16.
P. 20). Finally, in Russia, satisfaction with quality and efficiency of pub-
lic service delivery was 58% for the public health system, 75% for pri-
mary and secondary education, 79% for the vocational one, 41% for traf-
fic police, 68% for official documents and 74% for social security bene-
fits and 59% for the unemployment ones, 51% for civil courts. It appears
the best rate is for education in general (17. P. 32). However, those
evaluations tended to decrease as in 2016 all of them diminished of ap-
proximately 10%. The exceptions are the traffic police and official
documents services, for which it was the contrary, as well as for the un-
employment benefits, which stayed unchanged (18. P. 26).

According to the answers given by Russian students to the question-
naire, most of them (41,9%) think that the EU moderately influences the
way public administration work. The second most important percentage
signifies that 35,5% of them think it slightly influences them. Therefore,
in general, Russian students do not perceive a clear influence of the way
EU public administrations work on the Russian ones. This can be ex-
plained by the fact that, in general, Russian students better evaluate EU
Member States public administrations than Russian ones, even if only
77,4% of them have already dealt with a public administration of a Mem-
ber Country of the EU. Indeed, 54,8% of them think that Russian public
administrations work “worse than public administrations of EU Member
States”, and only one person thinks they work “a lot better than” the EU
Member States ones. Moreover, to the question, “overall, do you think
Russian public administrations are efficient?” 45,2% of the Russian stu-
dents who answered the questionnaire said they were slightly efficient'.
Only 6,5% said they were “extremely efficient”, and more people think
they are “not efficient at all” (9,7%). In what concerns the EU Member
States public administrations, Russian students thought they are “moder-

! «He ouenb > dheKTHBHBI».
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ately efficient” (48,3%) and “very efficient” (41,4%). Only 3,4% asserted
they are “not efficient at all”. This shows that the thirty-four Russian
students who answered the questionnaire has a better opinion of the effi-
ciency of EU Member States public administrations than of the ones of
their country, even if only 22,6% of them have already dealt with a public
administration of an EU Member States.

In what concerns the EU at large, the European Commission con-
cedes that “The past two decades of reforms in Member States have
somewhat improved the cost effectiveness and efficiency of public ad-
ministration” (19. P. 1). In fact, it is one of the best reform achievements
noticed, after “service quality” and ‘‘fair treatment of citizens” (20. P. 4).
States who are members of the EU since 2004 carried out significant ad-
ministrative reforms to prepare for EU membership, but countless re-
forms across Europe are political or budgetary based more than human
based, which puts a limit to the change of the administrative structure and
culture. Even for the newly arrived Member States, reforms were hard to
carry on and “sustainability was often compromised by a lack of political
consensus about substance and direction, a failure to tackle underlying
politicisation, and weak, unstable core government institutions” (19.
P. 3). This report also underlined the gap between the modernisation
amendments and the working practices. Indeed, the executive capacity
does not always follow the legal one, especially for Greece, Cyprus and
Hungary, on the contrary of Denmark, Finland and the UK. For example,
eGovernment services have been launched but this does not necessarily
mean the country is more performing than others which did not put in
place this modernisation program. Indeed, if they are well-designed, they
can enhance the quality and the efficiency of public administrations, as
well as the services they furnish. For some EU countries, the use of
online services is compulsory (half of them have made one or more
online service obligatory), but the public does not always know how to
use it'. Moreover, countries such as Greece, Bulgaria, Turkey, Croatia,
Romania and south-eastern countries in general do not have a good per-

' “The online channel is the default channel for up to 43% of citizen services.

However, 48% of EU citizens needing to use public services are still unable to use the
online channel” (19).
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formance ratio'. Indeed, it is lower than 50%, while Nordic countries’ is
higher than 75% (19. P. 5).

In comparison, confidence and satisfaction across government institu-
tions in OECD countries is 40% for the national government, 51% for the
judicial system, 72% for the education system, 66% for healthcare and
71% for the local police (5 p. 168). As a consequence, it is possible to say
that Russian people trust better their education and social security sys-
tems in general, but that it is the contrary for the police one. In the EU,
Member States have to follow administrative procedures?, that is to say,
several steps defined in advance and easily accessed by the public. “Cer-
tain public managers tend to sacrifice the administrative procedures for
the sake of efficiency” (21. P. 3). But, to maintain equity, transparency
and the quality of public services provided or produced in those States,
those procedures shall be respected. Indeed, it allows controls during the
procedures and it is a guarantee that the public decision remains predict-
able and respects individual expectations. This control can be done ac-
cording to the administrative law which protects the individuals and citi-
zens personal rights and interests and balances public authorities will
upon them. For a long time in France, “administrative law was the law on
the administrative act understood as something awarding or removing
individual rights” (21. P. 4), and the importance of the act was prevailing
on the procedure and the Conseil d’Etat’® had to make it evolve by its ju-
risprudence. By doing so, procedures became important in the administra-
tive process. For example, the civil service has three branches which are
the central and local governments and hospitals, employing altogether 5,2
million people, mainly by the central government. Their “main obliga-
tions [...] involve professional discretion, informing the public, perform-
ing the tasks entrusted to them, following orders from superiors and dis-
cretion” (22. P. 19). Thus, efficiency and a hierarchical system are men-
tioned. Moreover, being employed according to a diploma and the com-
petences a civil servant has is also part of the recruitment system. Indeed,
civil servants can be recruited on a contractual basis but also after having

' “Performance is measured as an average of scores for top level benchmarks:
user centricity, transparency, cross-border mobility, key enablers” (19).

2 “An administrative procedure is the formal path, established in legislation,
which an administrative action should follow “ (21).

3 The highest jurisdiction in the French administrative hierarchy.
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passed a competitive examination. For this reason, they should go to spe-
cial schools and follow training in specialised institutes, such as the Na-
tional School of Administration or one of the five Regional Administra-
tion Institutes available. This ensures civil servants to have a minimum of
efficiency and productivity, and install a certain meritocracy. Nonethe-
less, in 2017, roughly 30% of French people wanted their administration
and public services to be more efficient (23). They would like it to be
done mainly by reducing the public debt, but also by taking more into
account the users’ expectations, for 30% of them as well. Moreover, 51%
estimated that local authorities are “inefficient”, 3% that they are “very
efficient” and 46% “quite efficient” (24) especially in what concerns the
transports and waste management. According to the same poll, 39% of
the asked persons, reducing the number of levels of communities is a so-
lution, as well as improving the recruitment and training of territorial
agents for 24% of them.

Many OECD countries also sought to increase their productivity, es-
pecially if they endured a crisis, and for that invested in innovative tools
to rationalise acquisition processes and achieve a better capital gain and
bigger economies of scale. “In particular, these tools include the in-
creased use of e-procurement platforms, framework agreements, pre-
qualification systems, electronic reverse auctions and contracts with op-
tions” (5. P. 134). Indeed, through them, citizens can better be informed
and have a better access to the procedures they must fulfil, and fulfil them
online. It can also reduce administrative clutter and decrease the time of
completion of the task. Those procedures are called “e-procurement” and
can be defined as “the use of information and communication technolo-
gies in public procurement”. 97% of the OECD member countries say
they tend to resort to them. Thus, among the OECD countries, twenty of
them use a national central e-procurement system and e-procurement sys-
tems of specific procuring entities to publish procurement plans about
forecast government need. Thirty-two announce tenders and sixteen re-
sorts to electronic submission of bids (except by emails). For example,
France created a specific online portal called the “French government
modernisation portal”, which gives information about the missions and
the organisation of the Secretariat General for Government Modernisa-
tion’s (SGMAP). Its aim is to “provide[s] assistance to the French Gov-
ernment for the implementation of government reform and support to
public authorities for their modernisation projects” (25). This reform’s
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objective is to encourage the public sector to implement new methods so
that it is more efficient, especially when carrying out new public policies.
For that, it is working on the development of new digital technologies in
the government, to upgrade its quality of service. Its aim is to be able to
better respond to the public’s needs and questions. Its goal is also to fos-
ter a transparent and collaborative government, with the intention of sim-
plifying it, notably its procedures. This reform is coordinated by the Sim-
plification Task Force which accompanies ministers and institutional
partners. For instance, an open-data collaborative platform' has been
launched. Finally, France is a co-chair of the Open Government Partner-
ship (OGP) since 2014 but, on the contrary, Russia decided to withdraw
from this latter. Indeed, even if Russia submitted a letter of intent in April
2012 during the first annual meeting of the Open Government Partnership
in Brazil, it withdrew it in 2017. Nonetheless, in February 2012, Russia
launched an open data platform? as well and established an “open data
council”, which counts as a step towards transparency and accountability.
Russia was willing to create an Open Government “ecosystem” (26), es-
pecially by forming, for example, a site called “Russia Without Fools”.
This site is a crowdsourcing citizens-to-government feedback portal in
case of abuse or “officials’ stupidity” (27). Indeed, as Russian Prime
Minister Dmitri Medvedev said in January 2013, “those technologies
change the status and enhance the legitimacy of decisions made in gov-
ernment” (28). However, its withdrawal from the Open Government
Partnership puts in perspective this objective he put has a priority when
declaring it as a principle of his government, as well as the one to reduce
corruption. Therefore, even if Russia committed itself to improve its
transparency, it is not clear how. Undeniably, planning to establish more
transparency is a first step towards accountability. Nonetheless, this
movement is quite recently compared to Western countries, where legis-
lation concerning free access to government information started not in
20062015, but in the 1970s.

According to the answers given by EU Member States students to the
questionnaire, most of them (35,7%%) think that the EU slightly influ-
ences the way Russian public administration’s work. The second most

! See https://www.data.gouv.fr/fr/.
2 See https://data.mos.ru/, also accessible in English.
? See http://poccusiGesaypakos.pdy.
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important percentage signifies that 28,6%% of them think it moderately
influences them. Therefore, in general, students from EU Member States
do not perceive a clear influence of the way EU public administrations
work on the Russian ones, even less than the Russian students them-
selves. It is relevant to specify that all the European students who an-
swered the questionnaire dealt both with Russian and EU Member States
public administrations. 57,1% of them think that Russian public admini-
strations work “worse than public administrations of EU Member
States”, and none of them think they work “a lot better than” the EU
Member States ones. Thus, they consider better EU Member States public
administrations than Russian students. Furthermore, to the question,
“overall, do you think Russian public administrations are efficient?”
35,7% of the European students said they were moderately efficient. Only
7,1% said they were “extremely efficient”, and more people think they
are “not efficient at all” (21,4%). Accordingly, there are more students
who thought they are “moderately efficient”, which is more positive, but,
at the same time, more than twice of them think they are “not efficient at
all”, compared to Russian students. In what concerns the EU Member
States public administrations, European students thought they are “mod-
erately efficient” (42,9%) and “very efficient” (21,4%). None of them
asserted they are “not efficient at all”. This means that the fourteen
European students who answered the questionnaire tend to think that
Russian public administrations are more efficient than the ones in EU
Member States. Indeed, even if the same number of European students
think EU Member States and Russian public administrations are “slightly
efficient” (28,6%), 21,4% think EU Member States public administra-
tions are “not efficient at all” and that Russian public administrations are
“very efficient”. Finally, a bigger number of European students think
Russian public administrations are “moderately efficient” (42,9%), com-
pared to the EU Member States ones (35,7%).

Given to the fact that the efficiency issue has been addressed, the
study will focus on the corruption' one.

! Corruption can be defined as “the abuse of power for private gain. Corruption
takes many forms, such as bribery, trading in influence, abuse of functions, but can
also hide behind nepotism, conflicts of interest, or revolving doors between the public
and the private sectors” (44).
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A corruption issue among EU Member States and Russian public
administrations

Russia is ranked is the 135™ country the most corrupted out of 180
according to Transparency International (29). This organisation evaluated
the perceived level of corruption in public sectors by experts and busi-
nesspeople. It used a scale of 0 to 100 and if 100 is very clean, 0 is highly
corrupt, and Russia has a score of 29/100. Civil service pay is an explana-
tion of this high level of corruption in Russia. Indeed, “it has long been
argued that one reason for endemic corruption is that civil service pay is
too low overall and that civil service pay is too compact” (7. P. 122),
especially in comparison with the private sector. Therefore, it is possible
to wonder if a higher pay would encourage young people to work in the
civil service, as a survey conducted in 2005 demonstrated it. According
to this last, “17% of young Russian people would consider working in the
civil service but [...] another 47% of respondents would consider a civil
service career if the pay is substantially higher” (7. P. 122). To be able to
compare these results with what Russian students from Tomsk State Uni-
versity think, they have been asked whether or not they consider a civil
service career. It appears that twice more students would consider it
(35,5%), but twice fewer young people would consider it if the pay was
substantially higher (20%, instead of 47% according to the OECD Sur-
vey). In general, it is possible to say that Russian students who answered
the questionnaire are not willing to work as a civil servant, even if they
are considerably better payed. To justify themselves, they asserted that
“That's not mine. I think that the existing system does not allow to con-
duct a correct selection, thanks to which the career would be promoted at
the expense of professionalism, not popularity, quantity of money or ac-
quaintance”'. Another said that “I prefer a public career to creative
work. First, in such activities there is great freedom to choose the direc-
tion of activity and place of work. Secondly, I negatively relate to the
rigid career hierarchy that is present in State institutions. Thirdly, my
personal beliefs often do not coincide with what is required of me. In my
opinion, one cannot be very effective and useful in a team whose values

1 .

«9Omo e moé. Cuumaio, Ymo cywjecmeylowas Cucmema He no3goJsem nposo-
oums Koppekmuwlii omoéop, 61azo0aps KOMOpoMy 8 Kapbepe Npoosuzanuch 0bi 3a
cuém npogheccuoHanuzma, a He NONYIAPHOCMU, KOTULECEY OeHes UNU SHAKOMCMBAY.



Hzyuenue monooesxncu Eeponvt u Poccuu 117

are alien to you". Others mentioned corruption, disgust and boredom, or
the current regime’. On the other side, European students equally con-
sider a civil service career (50% for both choices), but the majority would
consider it more if the pay was substantially higher (57,1%). For those
who said they would, they mentioned that “working for public admini-
stration is safe (in matter of employment), so if it could be safe and very
well paid, it’s all bonuses for me” and that “there is no pressure to de-
velop and be a better version of yourself”. For those who would not, they
asserted that they are “not interested in those kinds of jobs” and career.
Therefore, the answers appear to be less politicized and focused on val-
ues, as well as more focused on the skills and tasks a civil servant career
undertakes.

It also appears that the more the position is centralised, the more the
official occupying this position earns. Thus, officials in central federal
institutions earn more than the ones at municipal level. Moreover, Meri-
tocracy is hardly the rule as there are monetary encouragement but is not
necessarily linked to performance, and senior civil servants may complete
their low wage with bonuses and supplements that can reach more than
fifteen times their original salary, which blurs the administrative hierar-
chy as defined by Max Weber. For example, in 2017, the average
monthly nominal wage of people working in “Administrative and support
service activities”, “Public administration and defence; compulsory so-
cial security”, “Education” and “Human health and social work activi-

! «A npednouumaio zocydapcmeennoii kapvepe meopueckyio desmensiocmp. Bo-
nepavix, 8 MaKoll 0essmenrbHOCmU ecmy 6oabuas c0600a 014 6b100pa HANPABTIEHUs
OesimenvHOCmU U Mecma pabomsl. Bo-emopuix, s He2camueéHo OMHOWYCb K HCECMKOU
KapbepHoul uepapxuu, KOmopdas RPUCYmcmeyem 6 20cyypexcoenusx. B-mpemoux, mou
JUuHble YOeHCcOeHUs Yacmo He conaodarom ¢ mem, ymo om mens mpeoyrom. Ha moti
63210, Helb3si Obimb OYeHb IPPOEeKMUBHLIM U NOJE3HLIM 6 KOLIEKMuge, YeHHOCmu
KOmopozo mebe 4yHcovly.

2 «Umobbl Gblmb 20CCHYNCAUUM HYIICHO GbIMb TOSILHBIM K ROTUMUYECKOMY
pedicumy, 51 e2o He noddepaicusaio », which can be translated by « fo be civil servants
need to be loyal to the political regime, I do not support it”.

«4l Ovl He xomena, ymobvl Mos paboma ObLIA HANPAMYIO C8A3AHA C 20CYOapC-
6EHHOI 61ACMbIO, MAK KAK He XO4Y Oblib AcCOYUUPOBAHHOU C CYUECMEYIOWUM 20CY-
dapcmeennvim cmpoem », which means «I would not want my work to be directly
connected with the State power, since I do not want to be associated with the existing
State systemy.
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ties” was, respectively, 30 225 (429,06 euros), 38 897 (551,93 euros), 31
194 (442,63 euros) and 30 971 (439,42 euros) (30). Those incomes are
lower than the total wages as they averaged 38 400 roubles (539,38 eu-
ros) per month in January 2018 (31). Moreover, Russia’s average
monthly nominal wage in April 2018 was of 589,71 euros (43 381 rou-
bles) (32). Therefore, people working in the public administrations previ-
ously mentioned earn less than the average monthly nominal wage in
Russia, but three times more than the minimum wage, which was of
11 163 roubles (151, 23 euros) per month in May 2018 (33). On the con-
trary, the average income of the population aged of 18 and over in the
European Union was of 18 553 euros (1 320 960,83 roubles) in 2017 (34)
and its Purchasing Power Standard was of 17 462 in 2016, according to
the same site. Per month, in France for example, the average monthly
wage is 2 998 euros (213 443,65 roubles) in December 2015 (31), but the
minimum wage is, without taxes, 1498,47 euros per month (35). The av-
erage net monthly wage of people working in public administrations was
of 1750 euros (36) (128 703,40 roubles). Moreover, the article 20 of the
Law of the 13 July 1983 (37) states that civil servants’ remuneration and
advancement are based on the employee’s grade and the rank one has
achieved, or on the post to which one has been appointed. Civil servants
are affiliated to the special pension and social security schemes. In con-
clusion, it is possible to say that even if French civil servants earn less
than the average monthly wage, they earn more than the French minimum
wage as well. Nonetheless, Russian civil servants earn 2,94' times more
than the Russian minimum wage, while French civil servants earn 1,2
times” more than the French minimum wage, which is lower.

As a consequence, Russia launched a few laws to fight against cor-
ruption, among which a Federal Law on the 25™ of December 2008, more
precisely its article 13.3, to fight against corruption. This article asserts
that organisations are obliged to develop and to take measures to prevent
corruption. It suggests it could be done by the creation of special units or
the employment of officials whose job would be to prevent from it. An-
other way to prevent it is, as mentioned in the article, that organisations
cooperate with law enforcement bodies, but also to develop and introduce
standards and procedures aimed at ensuring a work without corruption.

! Calculation: (30 225+38 897+31 194 +30 971) /4/11 163
2 Calculation: 1750/1448, 47
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Moreover, the anti-corruption action underlies the adoption of a code of
ethics and official conduct employees can adopt. Finally, it relies on the
prevention of the preparation of unofficial accounts (38). Another law
which contributes to this fight is the article 575 of the Civil Code of the
Russian Federation, dated from the 26™ of January 1996 and then
amended on the 23™ of May 2018, which prohibits donations. Indeed, it
asserts that gifts other than ordinary gifts whose cost does not exceed
three thousand roubles, are not allowed. The concerned public is employ-
ees of educational organisations, medical organisations, organisations
providing social services or similar, people holding public office in the
Federation, notably the public offices of the constituent entities of the
Russian Federation. Moreover; are also indicated civil servants, munici-
pal employees, employees of the Bank of Russia in connection with their
official position or while practising their trade. Nonetheless, this excludes
donations in case of protocol events, business trips of other official
events. In case those people mentioned above receive a gift whose value
exceeds three thousand roubles become the property of the Russian Fed-
eration or municipal property (39). Vladimir Putin himself asserted after
the mas anti-corruption rallies that took place on the 26™ of March 2016
in Russia that “the issues of fighting corruption are constantly at the cen-
tre of public attention”. However, he added that this effort should not
serve people political personal interests, for example, to promote them-
selves in the political arena on the eve of political events, such as cam-
paigns. Indeed, he asserted that this led to a coup d’iftat in Ukraine (40).
As for Russian students studying at Tomsk State University, one third
(32,3%) of them consider that Russian public administrations are “ex-
tremely corrupted”, and almost one other third (29%) think they are
“very corrupted”. None of them think they are “not corrupted at all”.
One of them even said that corruption the reason why he would not con-
sider a civil service career, even if the pay was substantially higher. An-
other answered that he could not “adjust to the long-built system of cor-
ruption”'. On the contrary, the majority of them (51,7%) think that EU
Member States’ public administrations are “moderately corrupted”.
None of them think they are “extremely corrupted” but the same amount
(22,7%) think they are “slightly” and “not corrupted at all”. Finally,

' In Russian: “Ilpumercst MOACTPaMBATHCS MO ITABHO BBICTPOCHHYIO CHCTEMY
KOPPYIILIUN».
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only 6,9% of them think they are “very corrupted”, which shows they
have a better opinion of the EU Member States’ public administrations
than their own public administrations, in what concerns corruption.
Nonetheless, in EU Member States, corruption can be perceived as
well. Indeed, in 2012, for 74% of Europeans corruption was a major
problem in their country (41. P. 8). The most corrupted country was So-
malia, and the less corrupt nation was Denmark (42). Moreover, “the
areas in which reported petty corruption is higher, in terms of the per-
centage of bribe cases per contact, are on average: Medical services
6.2%, land services 5%, customs 4,8%, judiciary 4,2%, police 3,8%, reg-
istry and permit service 3,8%, education system 2,5%, utilities 2,5%, tax
revenue 1,9%” (41. P. 2), that is to say, areas managed by public admini-
strations, even if there can be massive differences between countries, de-
pending on the areas concerned. This has a cost, estimated at 120 billion
euros per year, which represents 1% of the GDP according to the Com-
mission Communication quoted in the same study. At a political level as
well, even if Member States tend to declare they fight those weaknesses,
“they are particularly weak when it comes to putting in place and enforc-
ing anti-corruption safeguards” (43. P. 14), which underline the division
between what the law declares and how it is implemented. The link with
public administration can be done thanks to the fact that bribery or the
use of connections is an easier way to access public services. Moreover,
it can be noted when public funds are diverted. However, the Treaty on
the Functioning of the EU in its article 83.1 asserts that corruption is a
“euro-crime” and one of the most serious one given to its international
and cross-border dimension', along with terrorism and trafficking with
human beings. To measure efforts in this field, the Stockholm Programme
has been adopted. It gives the Commission, in co-operation with the
Council of Europe Group of States against Corruption’, a political man-
date for this and allow it to develop a comprehensive EU anti-corruption
policy. For example, the Council of Europe adopted several legal instru-
ments to fight corruption, such as a Criminal Law Convention on Corrup-

! «These areas of crime are the following: terrorism, trafficking in human beings
and sexual exploitation of women and children, illicit drug trafficking, illicit arms
trafficking, money laundering, corruption, counterfeiting of means of payment, com-
puter crime and organised crime.” (58).

% See: https://www.coe.int/en/web/greco/home.
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tion (ETS 173)', a Civil Law Convention on Corruption (ETS 174)°,
twenty Guiding Principles against Corruption (Resolution (97) 24)°, as
well as two Recommendations. The first one is on Codes of Conduct for
Public Officials* and the second one on Common Rules against Corrup-
tion in the Funding of Political Parties and Electoral Campaigns’. Not-
withstanding, even if Member States can have different anti-corruption
policies, they may have a single national contact point to facilitate ex-
change on anti-corruption policy. Moreover, in comparison with the Rus-
sian law to fight corruption, the “Commission's anti-corruption efforts
are centred around the following main pillars: mainstreaming anti-
corruption provisions in EU horizontal and sectorial legislation and pol-
icy, monitoring performances in the fight against corruption by Member
States, supporting the implementation of anti-corruption measures at
national level via funding, technical assistance and experience-sharing;
improving the quantitative evidence base for anti-corruption policy.”
(44). In what concerns officials of the EU and of Member States, an anti-
corruption Convention exists, dated from the 26™ of March 1997. This
Convention mentions passive’® and active corruption’. It encourages each
Member State to take the necessary measures to avoid it. In France for

' See: https://www.coe.int/fr/web/conventions/full-list/-/conventions/ ~treaty/

173? _coeconventions. WAR_coeconventionsportlet languageld=en GB.
See: https://www.coe.int/fr/web/conventions/full-list/~/conventions/  treaty/
174? coeconventions WAR coeconventionsportlet languageld=en GB.

? See: https://rm.coe.int/CoERMPublicCommonSearchServices/ DisplayDCTM
Content?documentld =09000016806¢cc17c.

4 See: https:/rm.coe.int/CoOERMPublicCommonSearchServices/ DisplayDCTM
Content? documentId =09000016806cc]ec.

5 See: https://rm.coe.int/CoERMPublicCommonSearchServices/ DisplayDCTM
Content? documentId =09000016806cc1f1.

® Which can be defined as « the deliberate action of an official, who, directly or
through an intermediary, requests or receives advantages of any kind whatsoever, for
himself or for a third party, or accepts a promise of such an advantage, to act or re-
frain from acting in accordance with his duty or in the exercise of his functions in
breach of his official duties shall constitute passive corruption.” (59).

" Which can be defined as “the deliberate action of whosoever promises or gives,
directly or through an intermediary, an advantage of any kind whatsoever to an offi-
cial for himself or for a third party for him to act or refrain from acting in accor-
dance with his duty or in the exercise of his functions in breach of his official duties
shall constitute active corruption.” (59).
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example, 68% of the population think corruption is widespread, which is
less than the EU average which amounts to 76% (45. P. 25). According to
this report, over the last twelve months, 2% of the respondents have been
asked or were expected to pay a bribe for somebody’s services, knowing
that the EU average is 4%. 19% of those people thought that “Govern-
ment efforts to combat corruption are effective”, and 21% that “There
are enough successful prosecutions in France to defer people from cor-
rupt practices”’. However, 90% asserted that there is a control of corrup-
tion and 88% that the government is effective in doing so. In fact, on the
9™ of November 2016, through the law Sapin II, fight against transna-
tional corruption and whistle-blowers’ protection experienced a break-
through, even if will not be enough to solve all the issues this fight under-
lies in France, according to Transparency International France'. How-
ever, it concerns French companies. With respect to people holding pub-
lic authority, a public service mission or a public elected office, the arti-
cle 433-1 of the Penal Code punishes of ten years’ imprisonment and a
fine of 1 000 000 euros anybody who offers or promises them, without
right, at any time, directly or indirectly, gifts, presents or any advantages.
Before 2013, the fine was of 150 000 euros. Nowadays, ten years’ im-
prisonment and a fine of 150 000 euros is the sanction the article 432-11
of the Penal Code applies when people previously mentioned soliciting or
accredit theses offers and promises. Finally, the Anticor association?,
founded in 2002, fights against corruption and has the aim to restore eth-
ics in politics. It wants to re-establish the trust relationship that should
exist between citizens and their representatives, whether they are politi-
cians or members of public administrations. It brings together citizens
and politicians of all political tendencies. They wrote a chart can mention
to the judiciary court facts that may receive a penal qualification, and
help whistle-blowers by the same way.

If we compare the data given by the European Commission and the
questionnaires’ answers, we shall conclude that the questioned students
are more confident about the corruption issue public administrations in
EU Member State face. Indeed, 71,4% of them think that these last are

' «Ces avanciies importantes qu’il faut saluer ne suffiront toutefois pas a elles
seules a ripondre a [’ensemble des enjeux de la lutte contre la corruption en
France. » (60).

Z See: http://www.anticor.org/.
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“slightly corrupted” and 21,4% that they are “not corrupted at all”.
Only 7,1% asserted they are “very corrupted”. On the contrary, in what
concerns Russian public administrations, TSU’s students from EU Mem-
ber States had a more diverse opinion. Indeed, the same number (28,6%)
assumes they are “moderately” and “very corrupted”. A fewer amount
but the same as well (21,4%) considers they are “slightly” and “ex-
tremely corrupted”. In conclusion, it is possible to say that EU Member
States’ students of TSU generally think that Russian public administra-
tions are more corrupted than theirs. For example, none of them think the
Russian ones are “not corrupted at all”, and, percentages added, 50% of
them think they are “very” and “extremely corrupted”. The last criteria
this study addresses is transparency, which will be seen in the next sec-
tion.

A transparency issue among EU Member States and Russia
public administrations

Transparency can be defined as “the quality of being done in an open
way without secrets [...] so that people can trust that they are fair and
honest” (46). In the same way, according to Max Weber, a purely bu-
reaucratic administration should inspire trust to the citizens it serves. For
that, even if, globally, Russian and OECD countries’ governments have
the objective to develop an open data strategy, they do not tend to always
do it the same way. For example, Russia and OECD member countries
have the objective to increase transparency' and openness’, facilitate
creation of new businesses® and facilitate citizen participation in public
debate*. However, on the one hand, Russian Federation is ready to create
economic value for the public sector, contrary to any OECD member
country. On the other hand, eleven Member Countries of the OECD are
ready to improve the public sector and performance by strengthening ac-
countability for outputs and outcomes. Fourteen are prepared to deliver
public services more effectively and efficiently by improving internal
operations and collaboration. Thirteen are willing to enable delivery from

'For 17 of them.
2 For 16 of them.
* For 15 of them.
4For 7 of them.
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the private sector through date reuse. Sixteen are inclined to create eco-
nomic value for the private sector or increase the volume of private sector
business activity. Seven are predisposed to enable citizen engagement in
decision-making processes, while Russia does not have those objectives
(5. P. 141). Nonetheless, is it possible to say that those goals are
achieved?

“Transparency is a relatively recent value in the administration of
EU Member States except in Sweden where the right to anybody to view
the files was established by a Law of 1766)” (21. P. 5). Additionally,
among OECD countries, less than 50% of citizens have confidence in
their national government. More specifically, this last was, in 2012, of
50% in France and of 45-47% in Russia (5. P. 25) but, generally, this
confidence is higher in BRICS countries that are Brazil, Russia, India and
China, than in the OECD. Moreover, thanks to the evolution of its admin-
istrative procedures, efficiency and transparency in public administrations
could be better guaranteed. Nonetheless, a 2017 poll (23) asserted that
46% of the French people questioned said the quest for a bigger admini-
stration and public service efficiency should be a priority for the next
president, that is to say, Emmanuel Macron. As transparency is also
linked to trust, it is possible to add that the level of citizens’ confidence
in EU institutions that are the Council of the European Union, European
Parliament and European Commission in 2014 was of 38% for France
and 42% for the European Union (47). Levels of satisfaction and trust can
also be evaluated in different public services. As for France for example,
75% of French people trusted the local police in 2012 (5. P. 167). How-
ever, the criteria selected to refer to transparency in this article are budget
transparency and illegal work.

First, a national budget can be defined as “one of the principal policy
documents of government, reflecting its policy objectives and spending
authorities . Therefore, budget transparency is “the disclosure and ac-
cessibility of key fiscal and budgetary information” (5. P. 144). The need
of a more transparent budget increased with the economic and social cri-
sis. It relies on the systematic share of government budgetary informa-
tion, and in particular its quality, probity and accessibility. Indeed, it al-
lows citizens to be informed and to hold government accountable if they
think those principles are not respected. Also, the best they understand
fiscal policies, the best they understand their government’s priorities and
can trust it, especially in the case when the availability of the information
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matches with its accuracy. For that, openness should come along with
easiness so that the non-expert public is not confused by the technical
language used and the quantity of information provided. Some OECD
countries ensure it by publishing citizens’ budget-easy to understand
summary documents about their annual budget, with definitions and ex-
planations. On this point, if we compare the Russian Federation and EU
Member States, especially France, it is possible to say that in 2012, the
Russian Federation had a citizens’ guide to the budget while France had
not, even if the same year was launched in France the Practical Guide of
the organic law relating to the finance laws whose aim was to understand
the State’s budget. However, once on the page, this document is no
longer accessible'. If not a document, a site’ is available to explain its
various aspects. Moreover, in what concerns the public availability of
budgetary information, the Russian Federation is the country which does
the best given to the fact that it publishes “medium-term policy objec-
tives”, “budget proposals”, “approved budgets”, ‘“methodology and
economic assumptions for establishing fiscal projections”, ‘“sensitivity
analysis of fiscal and/or macroeconomic models”, “budget circular”,
“independent reviews/analyses”, “pre-budget report” and “long-term
perspective on total revenue and expenditure” (5 p. 145). In comparison,
France publishes all those documents except the last one. Also, on the
11™ of October 2013 was adopted a law on the transparency of public life
to prevent conflict of interests. It concerns members of government, the
holders of an elective office and the people entrusted with a public ser-
vice mission. For example, members of the government must personally
submit to the President of the High Authority for the transparency of pub-
lic life a declaration of the patrimonial situation and a declaration of in-
terests, as soon as they are appointed, as well as on the occasion of any
substantial change. Their assets or the interests they hold (48).

It is also possible to consider undeclared casual work as a lack of
transparency. Undeclared work is defined as "any paid activities that are
lawful as regards their nature but not declared to public authorities, tak-
ing account differences in the regulatory systems of the Member States"

' See: https://www.performance-publique.budget.gouv.fr/ressources-docu men-
taires/ rapports-et-guides-pratiques/guide-pratique-de-la-lolf.html.
See: https://www.performance-publique.budget.gouv.fr/budget-comptes-etat/
budget-etat.
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(49). It has bad consequences both on employers and on the State as a
whole because companies which are creating such undeclared jobs pay
fewer contributions and therefore can provide cheaper goods and ser-
vices. It creates an unfair competition. As a consequence, the State has
less money to provide social services and undeclared workers can hardly
enhance their skills and perceive training. Among the European Union, it
is difficult to evaluate it because Member States define it differently in
their national legislation. For example, in France, it is defined as fol-
lowed: “is deemed to be a hidden work when there is the concealment of
activity, a for-profit exercise of an activity of production, processing,
repairing or rendering of services or the performance of acts of com-
merce by any person who, intentionally avoiding his obligations” (50). In
comparison is Spain, it is called an irregular or a black work and is de-
fined as “all those activities that for their nature are defined as illegal,
which are part of the criminal economy”. Another definition is: “conven-
tional productive activities that are carried out in violation of tax or la-
bour legislation” (51. P. 3). In Russia, it is called the informal sector and,
in 2015, it represented 20,5% of the total amount of the labour force.
From 2006, this percentage increased, even if it slowed down in 2010. It
concerned 22, 2% of the men and 18,2% of the women. Always in 2015,
the most affected working sector was the one of “wholesale and retail
trade; repair of motor vehicles, motorcycles, household products and per-
sonal items”, and the less affected one “mining”. If added the people
working in the informal sector in the “Education”, “Healthcare and the
provision of social services” and the “Provision of other communal, so-
cial and personal services” sectors, the result represents one fourth of the
most affected sector (52. P. 98). Therefore, those areas, representatives of
the public administrations, are not a lot concerned by illegal work. In the
European Union, France is one of the labour inspectorate Member States
if the field of undeclared work. Moreover, according “A/l Member States
have in the last ten years introduced measures to step up their efforts in
the fight against undeclared work, given its negative consequences. All
Member States have made use of the deterrence measures to influence
people's behaviour with stricter sanctions or focusing on more effective
inspections. In addition, Member States are using preventive measures,
such as tax incentives, amnesties and awareness raising, to decrease the
incidence of undeclared work and facilitate compliance with the existing
rules.” (53). Contrary to the Federation of Russia, the European Union as
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the cross-border aspect of undeclared work to tackle. This is the reason
why seventeen countries are labouring inspectorates, two are social secu-
rity inspectorates and seven have a tax authority. One Member State can-
not be part of two of those groups. However, it consists more in a coop-
eration, coordination and exchange of good practices than a sanction
mechanism. In percentage of the labour force, Italy and Portugal are the
most affected by undeclared work, with a percentage of 22,4%, which is
higher than in Russia. The less touched one is Lithuania, with a percent-
age of 6,4% of the labour force. France’s percentage of undeclared work
in the labour force is 10,3%, which is half Russia’s (53). Therefore, even
if Russia and EU Member States do not have the same means to tackle
the shadow economy, especially because Russia cannot count on another
government than his to fight it, some European countries have the same
proportion of undeclared work as the Russian Federation.

With respect to the questionnaires, Russian students of TSU asserted
that Russian public administrations are in majority “moderately trans-
parent” (41,9%). None of them said they are “very transparent”, but one
third of them said they are “not transparent”. As 6,5% of them also said
they are “slightly transparent”, the percentage of people thinking that
they are “moderately” and not very transparent is very close. However,
they have a better opinion of the EU Member States public administra-
tions because most them (55,2%) think they are “moderately transpar-
ent”. Even if 17,2% of them think they are “slightly transparent”, almost
twice this amount (27,6%) think that they are. Concordantly, they trust
more the public administrations from EU Member States than theirs (at
31% for the first ones and 12,9% for the seconds). However, almost the
same proportion of them “completely trust” the Russian and the EU
Member States public administrations (9,7% for the Russian ones and
10,3% for the EU Member States ones). In fact, the decisive point is that
16,1% of the Russian TSU students “do not trust at all” their public ad-
ministrations, while none them do for the EU Member countries’ ones. It
can explain why 42,9% of them are “satisfied” with EU Member States
public administrations while only 17,2% of them are for the Russian
ones. In fact, most of them (31%) “are not satisfied” that last. On the
contrary, none of them are not satisfied with EU Member States public
administrations. The reasons they invoked are that, in Russia, “If I need
some kind of service, then on many websites of state institutions nothing
is clear and nothing really can be found. Queues, there is no clear list of
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requirements for documents. Incompetence and malevolence of people
that worked with me”'. Others said that “Getting a passport, getting a
job in a state institution, working in a state institution is a continuous
paperwork”* and that their work is unorganized”.

In what concerns TSU EU Member States students, more than the
third of them (35,7%) think they are “not transparent at all”, and 28,6%
said they are “slightly transparent”. As a consequence, students from EU
Member States think in majority that Russian public administrations are
not transparent. As Russian students, they also have a more positive opin-
ion of their own administration as 50% of them asserted that public ad-
ministrations in EU Member States are “moderately transparent”. How-
ever, a bigger amount thinks they are “slightly transparent” (28,6%) than
that they are “very transparent”. It can explain why 50% of them “very”
(35,7%) and “extremely trust” (14,3%) EU Member Countries public
administrations. In fact, their opinion about them is very positive, except
for the 14,3% who “slightly trust” them. On the contrary, the majority of
them “slightly trust” (42,9%) and “do not trust at all” (14,3%) the Rus-
sian public administrations. Therefore, the proportion of those who do
not trust the Russian public administrations is bigger than the one that
trusts public administrations in EU Member Countries. An example of
this is that one respondent “had to pay twice for the rent of [his] room in
the student dormitory, because the receipt of [his] first payment has gone
lost”. Some others said that was a “poor communication”, and pointed
out the absurdity of the system®. As a result, it is easy to understand that
61,5% of them are “dissatisfied” with Russian public administrations,
even “very dissatisfied” for 7,7% of them, while the same last number is

' In Russian in the questionnaire: «Eciu mHe HyxcHA Kakas-mo ycayed, mo Ha
MHO2UX CAUMAX 20CyYpercOeHuUll Hu4e20 HEeNOHAMHO U HUYe20 MOJKOM He HAUMU.
Ouepedu, Hem @HAMHO20 cnucka mpedoganuti no 0okymenmam. Hexomnemenmuocmo
U Hedo6POoIHCENAMENLHOCIb T00€l, YO CO MHOU pabomanuy.

% In Russian is the questionnaire: “ITonyuenue 3azpannacnopma, mpyooycmpoii-
cmeo 6 2ocyupesicoeHue, paboma 6 20CyUpextcOeHUU-CRIOUHAA OYMANCHAA 60I0KU-
ma ».

? In Russian in the questionnaire: “Bonsuiue ouepedu u Heopeanusosannasn pa-
b6oma ».

* One asserted that thanks to the registration system, “they know exactly where
we have been of what we have done but of you don't have a simple and easily fakeable
sheet of paper you make get blocked on the border, it is simply absurd”.
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the only one who is “dissatisfied” with EU Member States public admini-
strations. Indeed, 69,2% are “satisfied” of them and none of them are
“very dissatisfied”.

Concluding Considerations

The question this article aimed to answer was, is the modernisation of
public administrations a reality in the EU Member States and in the Rus-
sian Federation? For that, it was first assessed what was being a public
administration and in what consists its modernisation according to Max
Weber. This author asserted that a modern public administration should
work as a company, be impersonal, based on impartiality, objectivity and
regularity. If it is so, an administrative hierarchy can be observed and
controlled, as well as its civil servants. For their part, civil servants must
obey only to the obligations that go with their office, have a professional
qualification, work under a contract and obey to the chief’s orders when
complying to the objective duty of their function. This way, the public
administration can achieve technical perfection, be as performing as pos-
sible and inspire trust. Secondly, those standards were compared to the
ones governments in EU Member States, especially France, and in the
Russian Federation apply. For that, several media have been analysed and
compared, for example, laws, official reports, articles, etc. Thirdly, offi-
cial studies about citizens’ opinions about the application of those stan-
dards have been found. As a result, when a government declared it would
modernise its administration, polls were found to assess if people were
thinking the modernisation was actual or not, when possible. For exam-
ple, I could not find if Russian people trust their public administrations
and if they think it is corrupted or not. Fourthly, that information was
then compared to TSU’s students under twenty-five years old, Russians
and from EU Member States. In conclusion, it is possible to uphold that,
in general, Russian students have a better opinion about the public ad-
ministrations of EU Member States than theirs, even if more than three
quarters (77,4%) of the respondents have never dealt with a public ad-
ministration in an EU Member State. On the contrary, European students
have a better opinion about public administrations in the EU Member
States. It coincides with the official data found. Indeed, even if Russia
does not provide complete comparative information on such subjects, the
OECD and the European Commission does, albeit Russian is not always
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mentioned. There is only one subject where Russia does a bit better than
France, which is transparency. However, Russian students do not agree
with those efforts. On the contrary, the fourteen European students who
answered the questionnaire tend to think that Russian public administra-
tions are more efficient than the ones in EU Member States. Moreover,
on a legislative point of view, it is important to specify that the European
Union has a great influence on its Member States efforts to modernise
their public administrations, while Russia has not. Sometimes, as for cor-
ruption for example, the European Union does even more on the side than
Member States themselves. The limit is that, about corruption, the Euro-
pean Union has no systematic legal authority to convict Member States to
respect its convention, resolutions and recommendations. Finally, it is
possible to conclude that even if EU Member States and the Russian Fed-
eration tended to modernise their public administrations and improve
their efficiency, transparency, as well as reducing their level of corrup-
tion, they both still have a lot of efforts to modernise their administra-
tions, in theory and in practice. However, it appears Russia has more ef-
forts to make, as “Russia looks more interested in opting towards more
controllable, technocratic options that involve discretionary data re-
leases instead of an independent judiciary or freedom of assembly or the
press » (54). The heritage of the heritage of the Soviet State is not inno-
cent to it, as informal structures or personal network remains, especially
in the party-State apparatus to function, and the personalisation of rela-
tionships prevails.
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