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ANTI-CORRUPTION VALUES IN THE SYSTEM OF BRITISH POLITICAL AXIOSPHERE

Purpose of research. The purpose of the article is to investigate the features of the British axiosphere as an
example of public attitudes to political and other forms of corruption. Methodology. The research methodology is the
neo-institutional analysis that considers corruption as a destructive informal institution with a devastating effect on the
stability of the state. Scientific novelty. The scientific novelty lies in the author’s original analysis of the problem of the
lack of "zero tolerance" for corruption among the British people, who continue to tolerate it, as well as of the corruption
pragmatism of the policy makers. Conclusions. The article states that, despite significant progress in combating all
forms of corruption, a peculiar value confrontation of the “anti-culture of corruption” against the “culture of anti-corruption”
is characteristic for the Great Britain. It is proved that, despite a large number of strategies, concepts, doctrines etc., a
successful anti-corruption policy is impossible without fundamental changes in the social and individual consciousness,
significant positive adjustments in norms, rules, and behavior of all kinds of political actors. It is argued that the modern
British anti-corruption policy matrix, in order to be effective, should base the fight against corruption not only on the
institutional mechanism, but also on formation of a high level of anti-corruption culture among the public, which should
become the basis for building the whole system of corruption practices counteraction.
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KywHapboe leop Bonodumupoeu4, kaHOuGam ropuduyHUX Hayk, OokmopaHm 8i0diny npasosux npobrem rno-
nimonoeii Inrecmumymy Oepxasu i npasa im. B. M. Kopeuskozo HAH YkpaiHu

AHTUKOpYyNUiHa KynbTypa y cucteMi 6putaHcbKoi akcioccepu

MeTa cTtatTi — gocnianti ocobnueocTi akciocdepn Benukoi bpuTtaHii Ha npuknagi ctaBneHHs rPOMaaChbKOCTi
00 pi3HMX bopM KopynLuii 3 npoekuieto Ha HeobxigHICTb hopMyBaHHSA aHTUKOPYMLiAHOI KynbTypu. MeTopgonoria gocni-
AXEHHS I'PYHTYETLCA Ha MiXAMCUMNMIHAPHOMY MOEAHAHHI HU3KW NIAXOAIB: HEOIHCTUTYLIMHUI aHani3 gae 3mory poarns-
HYTW KOPYNUit0 K HehopManbHUiA AeCTPYKTUBHUIA IHCTUTYT, WO PYVHIBHO BMNMMBaE Ha CTabinNbHICTb AepXaBu; KynbTypo-
NOriYHUIA NigXia y NOEAHaHHI 3 aKCiONOriYHMM YMOXIMBIIHOE aHani3 LiHHICHOro NPOTUCTOSAHHS "aHTUKYNbTypy kopynuii" Ta
"KynbTypu aHTukopynuii". HaykoBa HoOBM3Ha nondrae B aBTOPCLKOMY aHanisi npobnemu BiaCyTHOCTI "HynbOBOi Tonepa-
HTHOCTI" B BpuTaHUiB 40 KOpynuii 3a 36epexeHHst TonepyBaHHSA i, a TakoX KOPYNUiMHOro nparmatuamy cyb’exTis noni-
Tukn. BucHoBku. [Ing Benvkoi BpuTaHii, nonpu 3HayHi ycnixu y npoTuaii ycim cdhoopmam Kopynuii, xapaktepHe cBOeEpigHe
LiHHICHE NPOTUCTOSAHHA "aHTUKYNbTYpPK Kopynuii" Ta "KynbTypu aHTMKopynuii". YcniwHa aHTUKopynuinHa nonituka, nonpu
3HAYHY KiNbKiCTb CcTpaTerii, KOHLENUin, JOKTPUH TOLWo, HEMOXNMBa 6e3 yHAaMeHTanbHUX 3pyLleHb Y CYCMiNbHIin Ta
iHOVBiOyanbHil CBIQOMOCTI, iICTOTHUX MO3UTUBHUX KOPEKTVMB HOPM, NPaBUI | NOBEAIHKN BCiX NONiTMYHMX akTopiB. CyyacHa
maTpuust 6opoTebu 3 kopynuieto y Benuvkoi BpuTtaHii noBMHHA OpieHTyBaTMCA He nue Ha 3abe3neyvyeHHs aHTUKOPYNLin-
HOro iHCTUTYLINHOIO MexaHi3aMy, a Hacamnepes Ha OpMyBaHHSA Yy rPOMaACLKOCTI BUCOKOrO PiBHA aHTMKOPYMNUINHOI Ky-
NbTypW, Ha OCHOBI SKOI AOLINBHO BUOYAOBYBaTW BCIO CUCTEMY NPOTUAIT KOPYNLUIMHAM NpaKkTKaMm.

Knto4yoBi cnoBa: kopynuis, aHTUKOPYNLiNHI LIHHOCTI, akciocdepa, aHTukopynuinHa KynbTypa, Benuka Bputanis

KywHapee Uzopb Bnadumupoeuy, kaHoudam opududyeckux Hayk, 0oKmopaHm omoesia rnpasosbix npobriem
nonumornoauu VIHcmumyma eocydapcmea u npasa um. B. M. Kopeukozao

AHTUKOPPYNLIMOHHAA KynbTypa B cucteMe 6putaHckon akcuocdepbl

Llenb ctaTbn — nccnegosaTb ocobeHHOCTU akcmocdepbl BenukobprtaHnm Ha npuMepe OTHOLLEHUS oOLLecT-
BEHHOCTU K pasnuyHbIM hopmMamM KOppymnuumn ¢ Npoekumen Ha HeobxoanMocTb hopMMPOBAHMSA aHTUKOPPYMLUOHHON Ky-
nbTypbl. MeTogonorna uccrnegoBaHUs OCHOBaHa Ha MEXOUCUMNIMHAPHOM COYeTaHun psiaa NoAXOA0B: HEOMHCTUTYL M-
OHamnbHbI aHanM3 Mno3BONAET PacCMOTPETb KOPPYMUUI0 Kak HedopManbHbIl OECTPYKTUBHBLIA MHCTUTYT, KOTOPbIN
paspyLMTENbHO BNNSET Ha CTabunbHOCTb rOCYAapCTBa; KyNbTypOrorMyeckMin NoaxoA B COMETaHUN C akCUONOrnyecknum
aHanuanpyeT LeHHOCTHOE NPOTUBOCTOSIHME "aHTUKYNbTYpbl Koppynuun" n "KynbTypbl aHTukoppynumun". HayyHas HOBM-
3Ha 3aknoyaeTcs B aBTOPCKOM aHanv3e npobnembl OTCYTCTBMSA "HyneBOW TonepaHTHOCTW" y BpuTaHueB K Koppynumu
npu CoXpaHeHWN TONMepaHTHOCTK el, a Takke KOPPYMNLMOHHOro nparmatnama cybbektoB nonutukn. BeiBoabl. [na Be-
NMKOBPUTaHNMKM, HECMOTPS Ha 3HaYMTENbHblE yCnexy B NPOTUBOAENCTBUM BCeM (hopMam KOPpPYMumMK, XxapakTepHO CBOEO-
OGpasHoe LEeHHOCTHOE MPOTUBOCTOSHME "aHTUKYNbTYPbl KOpPYNuMn" 1 "KynbTypbl aHTMKOPPYnuun". YcnewHas aHTuKop-
pYNUMOHHAs NOMUTHKA, HECMOTPS Ha 3HaYMTENbHOE KONMYECTBO CTpaTerni, KOHUENUWMn, AOKTPUH U T. 4., HEBO3MOXHa
6e3 pyHaaMeHTanbHbIX COBUIOB B O6LECTBEHHOM M MHAMBUOYANbHOM CO3HAHUW, CYLLLECTBEHHbIX MOMOXUTENbHBLIX KOp-
PEKTUB HOPM, MpaBuUI U MOBEAEHUSA BCEX MONUTMYecKnx aktopoB. CoBpemeHHas MaTpuua 6opbbbl ¢ Koppynuuer B Be-
NMKOGPUTaHMN JOMKHA OPUEHTUPOBATLCA He TOMbKO Ha obecneyeHne aHTUKOPPYNLMOHHOMO MHCTUTYLMOHANbHOrO Me-
XaHu3ma, a npexge Bcero Ha hopmMmnpoBaHne B 06LLECTBEHHOCTY BbICOKOTO YPOBHSI aHTUKOPPYMUMOHHOW KynbTypbl, Ha
OCHOBe KOTOPOW LienecoobpasHo BbiCTpamMBaTb BCIO CUCTEMY NPOTUBOLENCTBUS KOPPYNLUMOHHBIM MPaKTUKaMm.

KnioyeBble crnoBa: aHTUKOPPYNUMOHHbIE LLIeHHOCTW, akcnocdepa, aHTUKOPPYNLUMOHHASA KynbTypa, KOppynums,
Benvkobputanus.
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Urgency of the topic. The example of Great Britain as a highly developed democratic state at the
highest level demonstrates that political corruption is a "disease" that affects all the newest states, regardless
of the level of development and political regime. However, the level of this "affliction" is correlated with a
number of factors (political, economic, legal, etc.). In general, Great Britain "reined in" a corrupt offensive on
the political sphere.

Despite its leading economic position, Great Britain is not the only leader in the process of rooting
out political corruption. Denmark, Finland, Sweden, and other states are leading anti-corruption ratings too.
Corrupt political scandals were associated with the names of the British Conservative Party P. Crades, the
former Interior Minister J. Smith, the younger Minister of Social Security T. McNulty, the chairman of the
Conservative Party, E. Pickles, and others. But the consistent implementation of anti-corruption values
ensures steady high positions of these countries in anti-corruption assessments, such as the Corruption
Perceptions Index. This index is an indicator of corruption in the public sector, government and activity of

other political actors: 2012 — 74, 2013 — 76, 2014 — 78, 2015 — 81, 2016 — 81, 2017 — 82 point.

Analysis of researches. The scientist K. Friederich emphasized that in modern Britain and a number
of other countries, political corruption is perceived as a special form of political pathology, rather than as a
global disintegration [5, 22]. D. Canache and M. Alison rightly point out that political scandals in Great Britain
have undermined citizens' credence and confidence in actions of the government, but did not destroy the
democratic system of these countries [4, 96]. The high level of legal and political culture of the states, and
the development of civil society institutions contribute to the fact that politicians retire in the context of a
corruption scandals surrounding them.

It is necessary to analyse peculiarities of forms of political corruption in Great Britain, to determine
differences of national anti-corruptive strategy and to assess experience and efficiency of their anti-
corruptive reforms.

The purpose of the research is to investigate the features of the British axiosphere as an example of
public attitudes to political and other forms of corruption.

For several hundred years, Great Britain has been trying to solve the problems of ethics, the
standards of righteousness of government officials and politicians. These issues remain on the agenda of the
United Kingdom today: public opinion polls express concern about the level of corruption, and the
government continues to discuss mechanisms for anti-corruption protection in politics. British civil society,
especially thanks to the powerful capabilities of the new media, "holds in the sight" its politicians and parties.
Obviously, this gives some positive results, considering the steady increase of the position of Great Britain in
the Corruption Perceptions Index over the past five years.

In May 2016, the World Anti-Corruption Summit was held in London, which is another evidence of
the urgency of the corruption issue for this country. For Great Britain, political corruption is the subject of
active investigations and scientific analysis. Thus, one of the latest researches of the problem of British
political corruption by the professor at Liverpool University D. White sharply states it in the title and poses a
key question — "How corrupt is Britain?" [6].

An important problem in the area of political corruption is selling of deputy seats. While looking at
historical excursus, it is important to state that by 1911 British parliamentarians had not received official
salary. Still a seat of the deputy was considered to be extremely profitable. From the end of the 18th century
and till 1911 deputies publicly sold state positions, which was announced in printed press. This was a legal
procedure, which was stopped only after increase of public indignation and substituted with remuneration of
labour. By means of it, there arose possibility to minimize corruption by assigning for state positions.

There arises an idea that separate political parties of Great Britain in modern time still practice
position "privatization", which was more characteristic for 17th century than the current law: many of them
openly sell privileged access to the government. The corruption scandal in 2006 concerning the distribution
of seats in the House of Lords (the case of "donations in exchange for titles") has become perhaps the
loudest. There fell a suspicion on the leadership of the state (the government) in giving seats in the House of
Lords in exchange for the financial support of the Labour Party before the 2005 elections. After the
investigation was initiated, it turned out that at least four candidates for House of Lords had given significant
amounts (which, moreover, were not declared) to the Labour Party fund. In this case, politicians of the
highest rank were interrogated, including that-time British Prime Minister T. Blair. It is important to note that
the practice of selling titles and positions was legally banned in 1925. And in 2000, the Law on Political
Parties, Elections and Referendums consolidated the requirement to disclose information on sponsorship.

The readiness of British justice to consider the question, in which the defendants are
parliamentarians, has sharply raised the issue of parliamentary immunity. This principle has a long history,
beginning with the Bill of Rights (1689), which had protected lawmakers from prosecution. Even the newer
legal acts were protecting parliamentarians: in 2003, the court of highest resort decided that the
parliamentary privilege should serve for preservation of the principle of separation of powers, which requires
the judiciary powers not to interfere and not to criticize the activities of the legislature.

For the past five years, the situation with political corruption in the Great Britain has shifted towards a
reduction. The jump-start for change was the large corruption scandal mentioned above in the parliament in
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2009. This led to the emergence of a new system, aimed at ensuring greater transparency of funding
allocated to deputies for the maintenance of their offices. Also, in 2010, the British law on bribery was
passed; "it demands that organizations train their employees to see the ways in which bribery can penetrate
their business practices and inform them about the steps they should take to prevent this phenomenon" [2].

Nowadays in Great Britain two problems became urgent:

1) corruption in the upper house of parliament (lords). Previously, its members were British
noblemen of their descent, but now it is possible to become the one by paying a certain amount to party
leaders;

2) financing of political parties by corporations. In the United Kingdom, there are no restrictions on
political contributions, unlike, for example, in the United States of America or France. Therefore, the
dependence of political parties on a small group of donators makes corruption possible. By threatening to
stop donations, sponsors from the business environment are pressing for making profitable solutions. Thus,

even foreigners can easily make a financial donation — they only need to be registered for "business activity"

in the United Kingdom. Among the latest examples there can be amount of 76 million pounds, spent on a
Brexit campaign. Most of these funds are donations from 10 private sponsors. It is important to note that in
public opinion polls, most British people favour a total prohibition of politicians' funding by corporate entities
and the private sector (59% according to the Transparency International Annual Global Corruption
Barometer, 2016). British people began to express dissatisfaction with the settlement of the issue of
financing the parties in the 1970s, when the report of Houghton was published and the procedure for

allocation of budget funds to the opposition parties was established — that is, "Shortage Money" [1, 121]. As

G. Monbiot states, "our system of funding political parties that has not been reformed allows very wealthy
people to buy these parties".

In 2014, a scandal over D. Cameron and the British Conservative Party broke out because of
suspicions of ties with lobbying companies (in particular, New Century), from which remuneration was
received in the amount of £ 85,000, which came to the party account a few months before the 2010 election,
however such a sum is a third of the annual income of the "New Century". But at the same time it is

important to understand: 1) a new global agenda — the fight against global corruption; 2) civilized lobbyism is

an effective alternative to corruption in the case of the influence of interest groups on the state. First of all,
lobbyists should be in the official register. According to the head of research of the Transparency
International in the United Kingdom, N. Maxwell, less than 4% of lobbyists are registered in the register, and
this only concerns the lobbying of ministers and secretaries of parliament, does not take into account
lobbyists, who deal with parliamentarians and officials. Therefore, at least there arose a need to: 1) create a
register that would cover both private lobbyists and lobbying companies, and would publicize more
information about them; 2) publish available detailed information about lobbyists’ meetings; 3) create an
independent body that would monitor lobbying practices and enable compliance with the rules of civilized
lobbying.

On April 27, 2017, a draft bill "Unexplained Wealth Orders" was adopted, which is aimed primarily at
top corrupt officials. who invest illegally received funds into luxury real estate in London. This law is not less
important than the British law on fight against bribery in 2010. In 2011, the United Kingdom Bribery Act came
into force. It is based on the presumption of the guilt of the subject of political and other forms of corruption.

The innovation of this Act lies in the fact that its effect extends beyond the bounds of the United Kingdom —

the principle of extra-territoriality applies to corruption crimes.

Still, it is necessary to emphasize that despite particular problems and legal gaps even members of
Royal family do not have immunity from suspicions of being engaged in political corruption. For example, in
2010 newspaper "News of the World" accused Duchess Ferguson in organization of meetings with her ex-
husband, Prince Andrew, as representative of the state in trade issues, for an award (in one of such
occasions sum of £500,000 was fixed).

In 2017, the British parliament (at the level of committee regulating the expenses and salaries of the

MPs — The Independent Parliamentary Standards Authority) raised an anti-nepotism issue — a ban on the

employment of relatives in auxiliary posts for a MP, paid from the budget. The issue is to prohibit elected
parliamentarians to engage their spouses and other relatives to work paid from the state treasury, as this is
not consistent with the modern employment approaches, which encourage a fair and transparent recruitment
of staff. It is anticipated that this ban will take effect after the scheduled elections in 2020. The British
legislative initiatives concerning the political nepotism counteraction are caused by the fact that, as of 2017,
151 out of 650 deputies of the House of Commons were working with their family members.

Great Britain is still characterized by the situation of the corruption of a person by the government,
the belief that his high position will reprieve its bearer of responsibility, or that a state official, politician can
manipulate his authority based on his own ideas of good and evil. Therefore, in this country, the issue of
"parliamentary privilege" (parliamentary immunity), which is proposed to be cancelled or narrowed
considerably in order to fight at least the illegal lobbying of deputies remains in the centre of public
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discussion. Of course, the scale of corruption in Great Britain is not proportional to the scale of such in most
countries in the world, but at present the country cannot be considered as having "zero tolerance" to political
and other forms of corruption.

Conclusions. The peculiarity of anti-corruption policy of Great Britain is common public interest in the
issues related to lobbying and buying political influence, financing of political parties, transparency of
elections, malversation of local governmental authorities, etc. Constant awareness of public is an important
driver of anticorruption policy of Great Britain.

Morally and ethically, countering political corruption is equivalent to combating human sins, such as
greed, thirst for pleasure, as well as the desire to usurp power, to win at any price etc. In all the definitions of
corruption, the emphasis is on the selfish nature of the corrupt actions, therefore countering the corrupt
practices in politics should be aimed at the most difficult human defect associated with the selfish
motivations.

The anti-corruption system of values syncretizes the political traditions, morality, behavioral aspects
and the knowledge of legal requirements. Therefore, we believe the "cultural mechanism" is one of the most
important components of a successful process of countering corruption in politics.
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