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1.
YBOAHE HAIIOMEHE

Introduction
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O ucTpaKuUBaY

['xobarnm Gapomerap xopymmmje, xoju je ocmmcano Transparency International,
cupoBoan ce oA 2003. roanne. OBe roAuHe je CUpoBeAcH y capaamu ca TNS. O6paAy
ITOAATAKA j€ U3BPIINO CEKTOP 32 HCTpakuBama 1ransparency International, a Tymadema
3a Cpbujy u nmopebema Tpancmapentaoct — CpOnja.

I'A0DaAHm OapomeTap Kopymmdje je Hajsehe CBETCKO HCTpaKUBarbe O HMCKYCTBHMA
rpabana ca kopymmmjoM, IHepueniujoM rpabaHa O KOPYMIIMPAHOCTH IIOJEAHMHHX
WHCTHUTYLIH]a U IbBHXOBO] CIIPEMHOCTH A2 CE VK/oyde § OOPOY IIPOTHB KOPYIIIIH]E.

V Cpbuju je TEpEeHCKH A€O UCTPAKUBAA CIIPOBEACH V IIEPHUOAY OA 26. HoBemOpa 2015.
AO  22. cbe6pyapa 2016. ma mHammmoHAaAHOM V30pKy oA 1508 wmcnmranmka koju

pEIpe3eHTyje IIEAOKYIHO CTAHOBHHUIITBO (IIEHTPAAHA Cp6H) n Bojpoauna).
Hcrpaxusame je capoBeacHo CAPI meTroaoM ,,anrtem y anre”

[Torrro ce Heka OA TUTAKA § UCTPAKHUBAYKUM I[IMKAYCHMA IIOHABADAjy moryha cy
nopehersa ca pannjum bapomerpuma 3a Cpbujy (2012/2013, 2010/2011, 2008/20009,

2007, 2006 m 2005), ka0 m ca HCTPAKUBABIMA Ca CANYHHM IIHUTAHBHUMAa KOje Cy

cuposoherna y mehyspemeny (3aBoa 3a cratuctuxky 1 UNODC, UNDP, LIAAC u
ApyTH).

[Topehema ca Apyrum 3eMmmama pernoHa peactasrhemo y Hopemopy 2016, a raobaaue
Tperaose y 2017, 3a xaaa je 3aka3aHa CBETCKa IIPOMOIIH|a HAAA3A.

® Transparentnost Srbija
Transparency Serbia



About the research

* Global Corruption Barometer, designed by Transparency International, has been implemented
since 2003. This latest survey was conducted by TNS. Data processing was organized by
Transparency International’s Research Department. All interpretations for Serbia and
comparisons with previous research rounds are sole responsibility of Transparency Serbia.

* Global Corruption Barometer is the biggest global research on citizens experiences with
corruption, their perception of corruption of institutions and sectors in the country as well as

their readiness to combat corruption.
* In Serbia, field work was conducted between November 26" 2015. and February 2274 2016. The

sample was national, with 1508 respondents representing whole population of central Serbia and
Vojvodina. The method was CAPI, “face to face”.

e Since some questions are repeated from the earlier research rounds, comparisons are also partly
possible, both with previous GC Barometers for Serbia (2012/2013, 2010/2011, 2008/20009,
2007, 2006 and 2005), and with researches of others that asked similar questions (Statistical
Office of Republic of Serbia and UNODC, UNDP, CLDS and other).

* We will present comparisons of these results with other countries from the region, as well as

global trends, in November 2016 (together with global launch of results in 2017).
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2.
[Tpuopurern 3a Cpounjy

Country priorites




Tpu HajpaxkHM|a IpoOAeMa Koja 61 Baaaa CpoOwuje
TPEeDAAO AA PEIlTaBa
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Three most important problems that

Government should address

Figure 4: The most important problems the government should address.
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[Ipumopurern / Priorities

* I'pabanm oumraearo cmarpajy Aa je 6opOa IPOTHUB KOPYIIIH|e ONTHH]A
HETO IITO TO YMHE HOAUTHYAPH HA BAACTH. 1aKO, OHH CBPCTaBaJy
OOpPOy IPOTHUB KOPYIHIIH|e Mehy Tpu HajBaKHM|a 3aAaTKa 32 Baaay (3a
HHUJAaHCY BHUIIle Hero cas ocraau kpumuHaal). C Apyre crpane, 3Ha4aj
KOJU CE€ IIPHUAaje OOPOHN IIPOTUB KOPYIIHjE y ITAaHOBIMA BAaae omaaa
(excrrose mpemmjepa u3 asrycta 2016 y mopebemy ca onmma u3 2014,

2013 (pexoucrpyxumja) u Hapounrto 2012).

* While citizens percetve need to fight corruption more effectively as one
of top three priorities for the Government (it is considered slightly
bigger problem than all the rest of crimel), in Government plans the

level of prioritization significantly decreased (expose of prime minister
in August 2016, as compared with exposes from 2014, 2013 and 2012).
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3.

| lepmenmmja HampeTka

Progress perception
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ma An KOpyHIuje Mambe HETO IIPE YeTHPU TOANHE
(2015/2016 y opmocy ma 2011/2012)?
There is less corruption now than around 4 years ago

30%
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25% 24%
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5% +— ————— ————— —_—
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YonuwrTe ce He He cnaxem ce HeoanyuyHu Neither Cnaxem ce Agree  Beoma ce cnaxem He 3Ha DK/ Not
cnaxem Strongly Disagree disagree nor agree Strongly agree applicable
disagree
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IMa AU KOpYIIINj€ MAaEbE HEIO IPE YeTUPU
roanne? There 1s less corruption now than around
4 years ago
* AOK HEIIITO BHIIIE OA YETBPTHHE Ipahana cmatpa
A4 CaAd KOPVIIIIH]jE MMa MAarmb€ HEro IIpe YeTHpPH
roaue, 40% mBHUX je yBEPEHO Yy CYIIPOTHO.

l'otoBO jeaHa TpehmHa HE Aaje jacaH OATOBOD.

* While 26% of citizens believe that corruption
level decreased since 2012, as much as 40%
considers it in opposite way. Almost one third
provided no clear answer.
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[Toacehamme — KaKO Cy HCIIMTAHUITA PaHH]e
IIPOLICEbUBAAN HUBO KOPYIIIIH]E
Reminder: how citizens estimated changes in
corruption level
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Kaxo rpahanm caaa Buae mpomeHe y HUBOY KOPYIIIIHje?

How are changes in corruption level percetved now?
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m Nosehao ce nau ocrao ucru/
Increased or stayed the same

B Cmambuo ce/ Decreased

 He 3Ha/ Dont know



Aa AT ce KopyHnImja cMarbyjer
Does corruption decreaser

* V nperxoanom bapowmerpy, 320€AEKEH |€ HATAU CKOK OIITUMHCTHYKUX
npojexknnja. Mcnurusame je 2012. Bpmeno HakoH IIPOMEHE BAACTH U
BUIIIEC OA ITOAOBHHE HUCIIUTAHUKA j€ OHAO YBEPEHO AQ je CTarbe 0O/dE HETo
y mporraocta. Capa ce Opoj OHUX KOJH BEPYjy Ad je OCTBAPEH HAILIPEAAK Y
OAHOCY Ha CTAamE€ N3 HIPOIIAOCTH, TO JeCT Aa KOPYIIIHje HMa MAaIbe,
pertoAoBHO (26%), AOK 49ak ABe TpehmHe rpahana cmarpa Aa HarpeTka
Hema. imak, mpolieHaT UCIUTAHUKA KOJU CY 3aA0BOAHU PE3YATATHUMA |€
1 Aa/sce 3Ha9ajHO Behu Hero 1o je oo 2009. m 2005. (13%).

* In GCB 2012/2013, there was sudden increase of optimistic projections.
2012 research, conducted soon after government changes, reflected trust
of more than half citizens that situation improved. Now, such confidence
level split. Only 26% citizens believe that there is progress in place, while
almost two thirds don’t see any. However, the share of satisfied
respondents is still significantly higher than in GCB 2009 and GCB 2005
(13%).
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4,

BaAaaa mpoTtus kopytiimje

Government against
corruption




Kaxko ce akTyeAHa BAaAA OOPH TPOTHUB
KOpYIILIHjer
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How well or badly would you say the
current government is fighting corruption?

Figure 5: How well or badly is the current government fighting corruption
in the government
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32A0BOACTBO paaoM Baaae
Satisfaction with Government work

* Dbpoj rpabana koju cy saaoBosHM yumHKOM Baaase y 60pbu nporus
KOpyILHje je 3HATHO MambH OA OpOja OHHUX KOJH CMATpPajy U3BPIIHY
BAACT HeycuernHoM (28% crupam 44%), a OUTHO je MambK 1 OA Opoja
/OVAUL KOJH HWHAYe IOAPKaBa)y BAaAajyhe crpamke. Aa je Baaaa Beoma
JCIIEIITHA HA TOM IIOCAy cmarpa camo 2% I/ICIII/ITaHI/IKa AOK je BeoMa
He3aA0BOAHEX 11%.

* Number of citizens satisfied with Government’s anti-corruption work 1s
significantly lower than the number of those satistied (28% vs. 44%). It
is also smaller than number of April 2016 election voters supportmg
rulling parties. Difference 1s even bigger When extreme views are
compared (2% of those considering results “very well” vs. 11%
evaluated it as ,,very badly™).
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Kaxo ce Baapa 6opn mpotus kopymmjer
How well 1s government fighting
corruption?

Beoma pgobpo Very

well
2%
Beoma nowe Very
badly
11%
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Hemam aoBoO/bHO
uHpopmauymja
Haven't heard

enough
15%




Vcnemuoct Baaae y OopOn mpotuB KopymIimje
Government’s etficiency in fighting corruption
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Onena Baaae kpos Bpeme
Evaluation of Government chronology

* I'pabanu TpasunmoHaAHO oLewyy Aa Baaaa aomre
BoAH 0OOpOy mporus xopyuumje. Capallmsu CKOp e,
MAKO BEOMa AOII, JeAaH OA  HajoorHx, ca
HMCIIOAIIOAOBIYHUM VA€AOM HETATUBHHUX KOMEHTApPA U
ca APYIOM H2JOOAOM L, ITPOCEYHOM OIeHOM ™ 32 Baaay
Ha TAOOaAHOM OapomeTpy (n3a 2007)

* Government 1s traditionally evaluated as poor
performer in fighting corruption and current level of
support is, although very bad, one of the best in GCB
(with less than 50% of negative remarks and second

best average score, after GCB 2007).
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Orena Baaae
Assessment of the Government

* Ilpoceuna omena yumaka Baaae y OopOm mpotuB KopymIuje
caaa m3nocu 2.71 (ma ckaam oa 5 ao 1). Hamomena: Pauynniia
TC, uuje aco I'BK onemmBama. 32 pasAmKy OA IIPETXOAHHUX
Bapowmerapa, 2015/16 mHmje 6mo momyhen ,,cpearmu OAroBop
(omena 3), ma je IIPOCEK CpavyHAT Ha OCHOBY o1leHa 1, 2, 4 1 5).

* Average score for government’s activities in fight against

corruption 2.71 (on 5 to 1 scale). Note: TS calculation, not part
of GCB scoring. Unlike before, 2015/16 research does not
include mid-point answer (score 3).

[MpoceyHa oueHa/
Average score
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B.
[leprrerriimja rpabamna

Citizens’ perception




Vrucak rpahbana o KOpyMIIMPaHOCTH — IIPOIIEHAT OHUX

KOJU CYy CE U3JaCHUAU A2 CY KOPYMIIUPAHU CBU UAU
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Perception of corruption

Figure 1: Perception of corruption, by institution - proportion that think most or all are
corrupt

Business executives [N 35%
Tax officials [N 34%
Police NN 33%
Local government representatives [N 33%
Judges and Magistrates [N 32%
Government officials [N 32%
Parliament N 28%
President/Prime Minister [N 27%
Religious leaders [N 20%
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Vrtucak rpahamna: A2 AU Cy yMEIIaHU § KOPYIIIIH]Y
Perception: are they involved in corruption?

Bepcke Bohe / Religious leaders

OupekTopu npegyseha / Business executives

Cyaumje / Judges and Magistrates

Monuuumja / Police

Mopecku cnyx6eHunum / Tax officials

OnwTuHCKK oa6opHuum / Local government representatives
DpxasHu cayxbeHnnum / Government officials

HapogHu nocnanuum / Members of Parliament

MpeacegHuK/ npemujep u cnykbeHnum y KabuHety / The
President/Prime Minister and Officials in his Office

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

M Csu nau sehuna Most /All B Huko nnm Hekn None/Some
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[leprieniiimja rpahamna
Citizens’ perception

[lepuenmuja rpabana O KOPYMIMPAaHOCTH je MepEHA Ha
HEIIITO APYradyji HAYWH HEIO pPaHH|e, TAKO Ad AHPEKTHA
nopebera Hucy Moryha. I'enepasHo, yrucak je Aa OHHE BeoMa
CAMYHO OICEbY]y KOPYMIIMPAHOCT ITOJCAUHHX (DYHKIIHOHEPA
u cAy:kOeHuKa. AoHekAe je n3HeHaheme IITO Cy HEKH BUCOKH
3BAHUYHUIIM [IECPIHUITUPAHU KAO MAIbe KOPYMITMPAHH OA
,,OOMIHUX CAyKOeHuKa ™ (27% Hacupam 32% Ao 34%).

€

Citizens’ perception was measures differently and no direct
comparison is possible with previous GCB. In overall, there is
significant number of “don’t know” answers and scores are
rather similar for various types of officials. However, it is a bit
surprising that higher officials are evaluated as slightly less
corrupted than lower ones (27% compared to 32-34%).
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0.

CAyuajeBu moaMuhmusarba

Actual bribery




Hemocpeano uckycrso rpahana ca kopynmujom

* VcrpaxuBame HEIOCPEAHOr MCKyCTBa rpahana ca xopynuumjom (cAy4dajeBu
KaAa Cy rpabaHm aaan MuTO) 61AO je poKycupaHo Ha 8 cexropa (Bpcra
MHCTUTYIMja): caoOpahajHa IOAUIUjA, 3APABCTBO, jaBHE CAYKOE KOje M3Aajy
CAy’KO€He wmcrpaBe (HIIp. ITACOII, H3BOAH H3 CAYKOEHHX €EBHACHIIN],
VKEBIKEIbE), OOPA30OBHU CHCTEM, HpaBocybe (rpabamcke mapHmIE), cAyxOe
HAAACKHE 32 HAKHAAC 32 HE3AIIOCACHE M 32 APYI€ HAKHAAC Y OKBHPY
COIIHjaAHOT OCUTYParba)

* V npukasy HUCY y3eTH y OO3UP CEKTOPH/UHCTUTYIIH]E €A KOJUMA je HMMAAO
KOHTaKTa Mame oA 60 mcnnraHmka.

[[ITa TpeOa mmMaTu HA yMYy?

* bapomerap Aaje mmoAaTkKe O PaCIPOCTPAELEHOCTH KOPYIIIUje, aAu IIpe
CBera CUTHE, O K0joj rpahanmu nmMajy HermocpeAHa ca3Hamba.

* bapomerpom Huje oOyxBaheH 1eo jaBHE cekrTop, Bech camo 1OjeamHe
WHCTHUTYIIH]C.

* bapomerap He 00yxXBaTra CAydajeBe KaAad |€ MUTO TPAKEHO AW HYHEHO, aAU
HHje AaTO (IpuxBaheHo).

* Awmcra HHCTHTyIIH]a HHUje HACHTHYHA OHO] U3 IIPETXOAHOT HCTPAKUBAIbA, 114
TpeOa OnuTH ompesaH npu nopehemuma.
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Citizens experience with corruption

The survey on direct citizens’ experience with corruption focused on 8 sectors (institution
type) including the following:
Road police

—  Medical treatment in the public health system

—  Official documents from authorities

—  Social security benefits

—  Public education (primary or secondary)

— Public education (vocation)

— Unemployment benefits

— Courts for a civil matter

Bribery frequency is shown only when more than 60 persons say that they came into
contact with each institution/sector

Important notices

Barometer may indicate how widespread is petty corruption (not all), since that is what
citizens may witness about

Barometer does not cover whole public sector corruption, but only corruption in
selected institutions / sectors

The list of selected institutions / sectors has changed since previous GCB sutveys, so care
should be taken when comparing the results with previous year surveys.

Barometer includes only information about executed bribery, i.e. criminal offences,
where bribery was only offered or asked for, but not accepted (given) are not covered
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1 AaBHU TOKa3aTe dSU

Bap0MeTap Aﬁje ITIOAATKEC Ha OCHOBY KOjI/IX CC MOIKC HpOHCHI/ITI/I MHMHMUMAaAHA TaMHa

OpOjKa KPHMHHAAUTETA 32 KDUBHYIHA A€AQ KOPYIILIH]E.

68%0 mCcIIMTAaHUKA J€ IMAAO KOHTAKT Ca HEKOM OA HOCMATPAHUX MHCTUTYIIN]A

22% mux (AT YAaHOBA AOMAhHMHCTBA) j€ AAAO MHTO MaKap JEAHOM Y ITOCACABUX
TOAVIHY AAHA

To smaum aa je 15% ykymmor Opoja rpahama Aaa0 MHTO Makap JEAHOM Y
ITOCMATPAHUM CEKTOPHMA 32 IIOCACAIBUX TOAUHY AAHA

Kaaa ce oBaj mporieHar mmpeHece Ha ykynaH 0poj Aoomahmrcrasa y Cpomju (IoImc
n3 2011), aorasmmo Ao mumHEMAAHOT Opoja oA 374.205 caydajeBa cuTHE
KOPYIIIINj€ Ha TOAHUIIIHEM HUBOY, AOK j€ CTBADHHU BEPOBATHO 3HAYAJHO Behn

C Apyre cTpaHe, HAa TOAHIIIIHEM HHBOY, IIPEMA IIOCACAIBIM AOCTYITHHM ITOAAITIMA
(2014) 32 KpHBHUYHO AEAO 3AOVIIOTPEOE CAYKOEHOI ITOAOXKAjA j€ IIPH]aBHEHO
3014 rmyanm, 3a mpumarse murta 142; 32 AaBame muta 84, Tpropuny yrumajeMm 33 a
3AOYIIOTPEOE Y BE3U Ca JaBHOM HA0ABKOM /9. V HCTO] TOAHHU je 300T KOPYIIIIHje

onrrykeHo 1044 ocobOe.
Mame oa 1% xpuBHYHHX Ac€Aa KOPYIIIHjE HKaAd OYAE€ IIPHjaBAdEHO, 4 OpPO)
OIITYKEHHUX U KAKIbEHUX j€ AAAEKO MarbU!
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Main indicators

Barometer provide data that may indicate “dark figure of corruption criminal offences”.
* 68% citizens had contact with at least one of observed institutions during last year

e 22% of households who have come into contact with at least one public service in the
same period, has paid a bribe.

* It means that at least 15% of overall number of citizens/households paid bribe in one
of obsetrved sectors

* When calculated against overall number of households in Serbia (2011 census), there is
minimal number of 374.205 petty corruption cases on annual level, while real number
is probably significantly bigger

* On the other hand, according to the last available data (2014) there were criminal
charges against 3014 persons for abuse of power, 142 for briber receiving, 84 for bribe
giving, 33 for trading in influence and 79 for abuses related to public procurements. In
the same year, there was only 1044 persons indicted by public prosecutors.

* So, less than 1% of corruption criminal offences is even reported (and significantly
lesser accused for, not to say punished)!
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[Topehema ca panmum bapomerpuma
Comparisons with previous GCBs
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[Topehema ca panmmm bapomerpuma
Comparisons with previous GCBs

* Mako cy nopebema arpakruBHa, Tpeba UX y3eTH €a AO30M pesepse.
Hawme, Kpyr MHCTHTYIIH]a CE MEEba, KAO ¥ OPOj UCITUTAHUKA KOJU HE AQJY
OATOBOp, TaKO Aa HEKE IIPOMEHE MOIy OHMTH IIOCACAMIA THX (DAKTOPA.
O4YNTAEAHO je WIaK Aa HEMa 3HAYajHHUjEI ITaAd TOKOM ITOCAECAHHUX
roAnHa, Ha Opotus. [locTojm n TpeHA masa kopuimhema ycAyra jJaBHOT
CEKTOpa, TAKO Aa CE IIPOIEHTH IIOAMHhHBarba OAHOCE Ha MamH OpOj
CAydYajeBa.

* Comparisons are not fully reliable, since sample of institutions is not the
same in every GCB, and number of those who refused to answer differ.
However, it is clear that there 1s not significant decrease in recent years,
on the contrary. There is also a trend of decreased consumption of
certain public sector services. So, the percentage of bribery in such
instances refer to the smaller number of overall cases.
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[ToamMrmhuBame IO CEKTOPUMA - YKYITHO CTAHOBHHUIIITBO
Bribery in sectors - total population
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[ToamMuhuBame IO CEKTOPUMA - YKYITHO
CTAHOBHUIIITBO
Bribery in sectors - total population

* Kaaa ce mocMarpa Ha YKYIIHO| HOOYAALIU|HA, BUAHT CE
Aa Behuma rpahana muje y mpuanim n/mAn He Aaje
MHUTO y BEhWHHU jaBHUX HWHCTHTYIIH]A, 2 Ad j€ OpO]
OHHX KOJ{ TO YHHE 3HAYajaH W y aIICOAYTHHUM
M3HOCHMA CaMO y OAHOCYy Ha caobOpahajmuy
ITOAHMITA|Y U 3APABCTBEHE CAYKOE.

* Majority of citizens either do not bribe or do not
have chance to bribe in most of public services. In
absolute terms, the amount is high only for contacts
with traffic police and public health service.
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I'pabanm y KOHTaKTY ca IpyKaoIMa yCAyTa
Contact with public services
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KoOAHKO KOPHUCHHKA J€ AAAO MUTO Y HOCAEAEUX TOAUHY
AAHA?
Share of service users that bribed in last 12 months

Buc. obpasosare, cneyujanusaumja / Public
education (vocation)

1

%

OcHoBHe u cpegibe wkone / Public education

0,
(primary or secondary) 6%

CouumjanHo ocuryparbe / Social security benefits 7%

Cnyx6eHe ucnpase / Official documents 12%

=

3ppascteo / Public health system 4%

Cao6pahajHa nonmyuja / Road police 31%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%
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[ loaAmumhuBame 1o CEKTOPUMA
Bribery in sectors

* OA 8 cexropa/cAyx0m, 3a ABa HHje OMAO AOBOMSHO OAIOBOpa Aa Ou ce
HAIIIAM HAa AWUCTH (IAPHUYHH CYAOBH H CAYKOa 32 3aIlONI/raBaIbe).
Cao0Opahajua moAunrja ce cmarpa BEOMa YMEIIAHOM Y KOPYIIIIH]Y, Ca YaK
31% oHHmX KOJI Cy ca IbOM HMaAH IIOCAA. 1O je BHIIIE HETO IITO je y
paHIjuM OapoMeTpruMa OHO YKYIIaH IIPOLICHAT KOPYIILHUJE y KOHTAKIY ca
IOAMIIIJOM. 3APABCTBO M pasHe CAyKOe KOje H3Aay AO3BOAC H
oaoOpema caeae ca 14 m 12 % moammhmBamsa, mrto je 0ose HEro mpe
YETHPHU T'OAUHE, AAH U AA/o€ AOIIH]E HETO § PAHU|UM UCTPAKUBABIMA.

* QOut of 8 sectors/services, for 2 there was not sufficient number of
contacts to be further listed (civil law court and unemployment service).
Traffic police is considered highly involved in corruption with 31% of
those having contacts with. That is higher than total % of police
corruption 1n previous GCBs. Health and Registry services are on 14%
1.e. 12 %, that is better than 4 years ago but worse than before.
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[Topehema ca paanjum roAnHAMA
Comparisons with previous GCBs

2007 5%
2008/09 6%
2010/11 4.10%
2012/13 15%
2015/16 10%

Ob6pa3soBane/
Education
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5%
8%
13.20%

18%

[MpaBocyhe/
Judiciary

13%
12%
12.70%

21%

14%

3apaBcTBo/
Medical

18%

9%

14.80%

16%

31%

[Monuuwja/
Police

2%
5%
3.40%

16%

12%

Cnyxb6e koje
nsgajy gossorne
n opobpena/
Registry service



/.
| IpnjaBrouBame kopynmmje

Corruption reporting




3aIIITO /SYAU HE IIPU|aBAoY]Y CAYUIAjeBE KOPYIIIIH)er
Why many people do not report corruption when it occurs?

1%
2%

2%

6%

6%

8%

24%

(N4
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Boje ce nocneguua / People are afraid of the consequences

B Kopynuujy je npesuwe Tewko gokasatu / Corruption is hidden/
it’s difficult to prove

B Huwra Hehe 6uTn ypaheno / Nothing will be done

B He 3Hajy KaKko aa npujase / People don’t know how to report it

B He 3Hajy rae pa npujase / People don’t know where to report it

Hemajy n0Bo/bHO BpemeHa aa npujassmyjy / People don’t have
enough time to report it

3ato wro 61 cebe 03HaUUAM Kao LA Koja Aajy muto / Because
they would implicate themselves as bribe-givers

B MHoru sbygu npujassbyjy cnydajese Kopynumje / Most people
do report incidents of corruption

Kopynuuja je HopmanHa cteap / CBu 1o page / CBU cy yK/byueHH
/ Corruption is normal / Everyone does it / everyone is involved

Cnyx6eHnum Kojuma ce npujassbyje cy Takohe Kopymnupanm /
The officials where they would report to are also corrupt /

officials are involved in the corruption
M MpeswuLe je ckyno (HNp. 360r NyToBaba UM TPOLLKOBA

TenedpoHcKux nosmea) / It’s too expensive to report (e.g. due to
travel or phone charges)



Pa3zAo3u mHenpujaBsUBama (IPYHUCAHE CAMYHIX
oaroBopa) / Why people do not report (responses with
similar point grouped)

bes ogrosopa /
No answer, 9%

Hema pasnora / No
reason to do this, 6%
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Pasaosm H€HpI/Ij AB/AoUBAHA

Why people do not report

* OuHUrAeAHO je A2 AOCAAAIIIHbA AHTHUKOPYIIIIH]|CKA IIOAUTHKA, ymbyqyjyhﬂ
Ty I AOHOITIEEbE¢ 3AKOHA O 3AIITUTH y30yEBHUBAYA U ,,HYATY TOAepaHquy ;
HH|e AOHEAA pe3yATaTe. Ap:KaBHHU OPTraHH HHCY YBEPUAH jeAHY Tpeh HIHY
rpabanga y ocHOBHy cTBap — Aa Hehe TpmeTH IITETy akKO IIpHjaBe
kopynnnjy. Caeaehy tpehumy cy Ap:xaBHH OpraHH IPOOYCTHAHT A2 yBepe
(cBOjUM ecpHKaCHHM AGAOB&H)@M) Aa he 3amcra wmcmmTaTH CAYUaj
KOPYIIIH]je KOJH UM ]e HPI/I]aBJbeH Hajzaa, jeAHa 9eTBpTHHA YaK U HE 3HA
KOME U KAaKO Aa IIPHjaBU KOPYIIIH]Y.

* It is obvious that anti-corruption policy, including Whistleblowing law,
and “zero-tolerance” manifesto did not produce results. Almost one third
of citizens 1s not convinced by the state that there will be no reprisal if
report corruption. Another third is not convinced by the state that
somebody will actually deal with reported corruption case. Furthermore,
one quarter does not even know whom and how to report.
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[ TpmjaBrsuBame kopytmuje
Reporting of corruption

or VOCT VYommrre ce
ITIOTITYHOCTH

Caaxem ce / Heoaayurnm He caaxem  He caaxkeMm

ce cawxem / Agree / Neither ce / Disagree Strongly He sna/ DK
Strongly disagree
agtree

OOHYHE HYAH MOIY Ad AOIIPHHECY OOpOH IPOTHB
kopymuuje / Ordinary people can make a difference 11% 22% 19% 21% 16% 9%
in the fight against corruption
[MpuxBarsuBO je mpujaBUTH  KOPyIuwjy / .It is % 15% 19% 30% 20% 9%
generally acceptable to report a case of corruption
Oceham AmdaHy 00aBe3y Aa IPHjaBHM KOPYIIIH)Y
S CaM CBEAOK / If 1T would witness an act of 8% 26% 24% 18% 10% 1%
corruption, I would feel personally obliged to
report it
[IpujaBno/Aa  OuX KOPyHHLy ¥ IO  IICHY
nmaryomenor Aama / 1 would report a case of 8% 21% 26% 19% 1% 1%

corruption even if I would have to spend a day in
court to give evidence
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[ lorermujaa
Potential

O0nuHI HSYAH MOTY AQ AOTIPHHECY O0pOH IIPOTUB KOpyHILHje
Ordinary people can make a difference in the fight against

corruption
25%
22%
21%
20% 19%
16%

15%

11% 11%

10% +—— —
5% +— —
0% T T T T T 1

Y notnyHoctn ce  Cnaxem ce / Agree HeopgnyuHu / Neither He cnaxem ce / YonuwrTe ce He He 3Ha vnu Hehe pa
cnaxewm / Strongly Disagree cnaxewm Strongly kaxe/ DK or NA
agree disagree
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OOWYHU SYAU MOTY Ad AOTIPUHECY OOPOM

IIPOTUB KOPYIILIU|C

0%

TN

20%

Cnaxem ce,
33%

40%

60%

80%

100%

€
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AoniprHoc rpahana
Citizens contribution

Tpehuna rpabama cmatpa Aa ¥ OOMYHH ASYAH MOIY A2 AOPIIMHECY O0pOH
IIPOTHUB KOPYIILIH]E, 4 IIPHOAMKHO UCTH OPO] CMaTpa MOPAAHOM OOABE30OM Al
IIPUJaBU KOPYHIIH]Y YU j€ CBeAOK. IIpe wuermpu roamse, Kapa je marame
OMAO HEIIITO Apyraduje opOpMyAUCAHO, OpOj rpabaHa CIIpEMHHX A2 IIPHjaBE
kopymujy je omo s3uatHO Bumm (58%). Csera 21% rpahana cmartpa aAa je
IIPpHjaB/AoUBAIGE  KOPYHIH)E L APYIITBEHO IIpuxBaheHO®, IITO HE A€Ayje
ooehasajyhe 3a y30ymusaue.

One third of citizens consider that people can make difference in fighting
corruption, and almost the same amount would report corruption, as a moral
duty. Four years ago, the percentage of those willing to report was higher
(58%), and that was affected by difference in question as well. Only 21%
considers corruption reporting “generally acceptable” in society, which is
quite discouraging for whistleblowers.
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35%

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

5%

0%

V30ymuBaun

Whistleblowers

IIpuxBaTsUBO je IPHUjaBUTH KOPYIILIH[Y
It is generally acceptable to report a case of corruption

30%

Y noTnyHoCTH ce Cnakem ce / Agree Heopnyuuu / Neither He cnhaxem ce / Yonuwre ce He He 3Ha unu Hehe pga
cnaxem / Strongly Disagree cnaxkem Strongly kaxe/ DK or NA
agree disagree
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| IpujaBrouBame ka0 MOpPaAHA AYKHOCT
Moral duty to report

30% -
26% 26%
25% - 24%
Oceham Amgny 00aBe3y Aa IIpHjaBHM
200 19% KODYIITU]Y “HjH CAM CBEAOK / If I would
0 18% witness an act of corruption, I would
feel personally obliged to report it
15%
150 14%

W [Ipujasno /Aa OHux KOPYIIIHJY U IIO IIEHY
naryomenor aama / 1 would report a
case of corruption even if I would have
to spend a day in court to give evidence

10% 17 g6 8%

5% -
0% T . . . :

Y CnaxeMm ce HeognyyHun He cnaxem YonwTte ce He 3Ha nnm
NOTMAYHOCTU / Agree / Neither cel/ He cnaxem Hehe ga
ce crnaxem Disagree Strongly  kaxe/ DK or

/ Strongly disagree NA
agree
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Copemuoct rpahama Aa y3my yuenrtha y Oopon IpoTHB

KOpYyHIIH]E

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

06uuHU /bYaU He mory HUwTa aa yuuHe / Ordinary people cannot do | | | | |
anything

29%

Oabujarbe nnahawa muta / Refuse to pay bribes 16%

Mpujasmwusarbe Kopynumje / Report corruption when you see or

. . 15%
experience it

Fnacame 3a ctpaHKke/KaHaupate Koje obehasajy aa he aa ce 6ope 89
npotus Kopynuumje / Vote for clean candidates or parties
Pasrosop o npo6nemy / Speak out about the problem 6%

Pa3srosop o npobnemy ca npujatesbuma u pohaumuma / Talk to friends 6%
and relatives ?
Motnucueare netnumje /Sign a petition 39

Mpuapyxusare opraHnsaumju Koja ce 6opu npotms Kopynuuje / Join or

. . - 2%
support an anti-corruption organization

Bojkot KopymnupaHor npeayseha / Boycott a corrupt business 1%

He 3Ha nan ogbuja / DK NA 11%
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8.
YTHuIia) HoBIA HA

AOHOIIIEHE OAAYKA

Money 1n politics and
decision making
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VTuira) 60ratux Ha OAAYINBAE
Influence of wealthy people

* 3a crpoka IIpaBUAA PAAU CMAmbCHA YTHIAjda OOraThx
II0jeAMHAIIA HAa OAAYVKE Baaae, cpeama orena je 5,1 Ha
ckaan oA 0 Ao 10, y3 gak 29% meoAAyIHUIX.

* 3a 3a0pamy dupmama A2 OHHAHCAPA]Y HTOAUTHUIKE
ITAPTH]E U KAHAUAATE Ha N300pHUMa, CPEAIba OIleHa je 0,93
Ha ckaal oA 0 Ao 10, y3 camo 5% mHeoaAayIHIX

e For more strict rules to limit influence of reach
individuals moderate support (5.1) with 29% of don’t
know answers

 For ban of corporate party financing strong support
(6.93), and only 5% of don’t know answers
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boratu 1mojeAmHIIN YecTO KOPUCTE CBOJ YIHUIIA] HA BAAAY
PaAH CBOJUX COIICTBEHHX HHTEpPECa H TPeOAAO OM Aa
ITOCTOj€ CTPOKA IIPABHAA KAKO O C€ TO CIIPEIHAO

crnaxem ce, 43%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Support for stricter lobbying rules

Figure 8: Proportion who agrees that "Wealthy individuals often use their influence on
government for their own interests and there should be stricter rules to prevent this."

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Base. All respondents

100%
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Tpebaro OM TTOTIIYHO 320paHUTH (DUHAHCH]|CKY

IIOAPIIIKY KOJY KOMIIAHU|€ HIPYAKA)Y HOAUTUIKIM
CIPAHKAMA U KAHAUAATHIMA

cnaxem ce, 60%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Support to ban corporate financing
of political parties

Figure 9: Proportion who agrees that "Financial support by companies to
political parties and candidates should be banned completely."

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Base. All respondents
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9.

[Iperropyke / Recommendations

VBep/ouBe UCTpare CBUX IIPUJaBAS>EHUX CAYYIAj€Ba CYMEbA HA KOPYIIIIH]Y U
CAOIIIIITABAIHLE PE3YATATA

[TpoakTUBHO AEAOBAIHE TYKUAAIITBA

3mene KpuBH9HOr 3aKOHMKA U AOIIYHE 3aKOHA O 3aIIITUTH Y30yEHHBaYa
udopmucame o MoryhHOCTHMA 32 IIPH|aBAUBAGE KOPYIILIH|E U 3AIITHTH
CrcreMcke IpoOMeHE HA OCHOBY UCIIHTAHHUX CAyYajeBa

€

Credible investigations of all reported corruption cases and publishing of
findings

Proactive work of public prosecutor

Changes of Criminal Code and Whistleblower law to ensure protection from
reprisal

Informing citizens about possibilities to report corruption
Conducting systemic changes on the basis of investigated cases
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