SHS Web of Conferences 95, 01005 (2021)
RebCos'20

https://doi.org/10.1051/shsconf/20219501005

Considerations regarding the risk of integrity –
Romanian developments within the European
framework
Mihai Mieilă1, Georgiana Vlad (Vasile)1, , Alexandra Sima (Niţoi)1, Anda-Ileana Necula1,
Mirela Roxana Bărbulescu (Niţa)1, and Florian Iancu1
1

Doctoral School of Economic Sciences and Humanities, „Valahia” University of Târgovişte,
Romania.
Abstract. In the process of risk management process implementation and deployment within the
organizations, both public and private, the applicable standards outline the role played the human
resources, as the key issue in this respect. Following the standards and the practice in the field, the
integrity risks are considered within the framework of a holistic approach. The paper tries to
introduce and address the main features of the integrity risks, considering the European approach,
based on the quantitative and qualitative measurement through some specific indicators. Besides,
the joint-approaches of the developments in the legal framework, and the other international bodies
involved in regulation of the field, namely the Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development and the United Nations Convention against Corruption are outlined. In addition, the
public perception indicators regarding the integrity are presented through the comparative
examination of the local findings amongst the other European countries and averages, pointing out
the specific evolutions. The conclusions highlight the favourable changes and some of the actions
required as prerequisites for necessary further improvements.

Research background: Defined as the abuse of power oriented towards gain of private benefits, the
corruption is a phenomenon that affects the economies and the fair distribution of welfare. Although
there is a regulatory framework both at national and international levels, measuring of corruption
remains a difficult task, as it often relies on public perception.
Purpose of the article: The objectives consist in identification and assessment of integrity risks,
besides the implementation of the adequate control tools, in order to ensure their proper monitoring.
Methods: Employing the data from the international surveys and indexes used in measurement of the
corruption perception, and considering the applicable legal framework, there are examined both the
specific trends in Romania, compared to the general developments in the European Union .
Findings & Value added: Amid a general improvement trend, there are highlighted some slight
backward steps and the necessary actions for future improvements. Considering the weak parts
specific to the perception surveys, besides their further usage, results the necessity of fostering the
using of special designed indexes, which rely, in addition, on aspects that mainly remain out of public
perception.
Keywords: Integrity risks, corruption measurements, European framework on corruption
JEL Classification: D63; D73; K42; O15.

Introduction
The etymology of the word integrity comes from the adjective “integer”, originated in
Latin, of whose initial meaning is whole or complete. The transformations of this concept
over time have added new significations, which refer to the totality of the qualities of an
individual, expressed by honesty and consistency of character [1].
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The integrity is a concept that resides in actions consistent to own individual and societal
values, methods and metrics, as well as related to principles and expectations, which can be
verified though the outcomes [2]. Other authors consider that the system of values and
principles issued through the social mechanisms is subject to validation over time,
traversing an adjustment-and-review process, driven by the intermediary outcomes [3]. This
statement does not enter in any contradiction with the objective necessity of a system of
principles and values, as the absence of this type of arrangement would invariably promote
the inconsistency and confusion.
Implementing of the concept of integrity within the professional relations imply [3-4]:
- being fair, truly and earnest;
- acting honestly and in accordance with the objective reality;
- refraining from using the information that were provided imprudently;
- refraining from using the information containing false or misleading statements, which
could mislead consumers;
- refraining from the imprudent using of the acquired information.
The fundamental principles of integrity are the following [5]:
- Honesty is a virtue which resides in support of the truth, is a human quality manifested
through integrity, honesty, credibility and honorableness;
- Trust is a sense of security, a sense of dignity, justice and conscience, which serves as
a guide in human behavior. The unit of measurement for trust is integrity;
- Justice is a fundamental, moral and legal principle of the society, it is the way in which
an individual is treated by other individuals or by the general society;
- The respect is a manifestation of appreciation and esteem for a person, institution, or a
community;
- Responsibility is a task of liability; a commitment that relates to the obligations of the
individual to the actions taken.

The operational concepts of the integrity risks
The adequate understanding and management of the integrity risks represent an essential
task deployed in order to ensure the effectiveness and the long-term impact of risk
mitigation measures. In the area of integrity, the ideal features of these measures are the
following:
- clear objectives and demonstrable results;
- trusted, credible and responsible participants;
- inclusive, transparent and responsive processes and governance, leading to informed
and balanced decisions;
- the managers play a central role in ensuring and improving the ethics within the
organization.
In the field of ethics, the integrity is considered through the personal honesty and the
actions consistent to this feature. As in the literature is also pointed out, the integrity is in
antithesis with dissimulation, that is, judging through the standards of integrity implies the
internal truthfulness as a virtue, and suggests that people holding within antagonist values
have to respond to the gap or modify their own beliefs [6].
The sense of the word integrity has evolved from the Latin adjective integer, of whose
initial meaning was whole or complete. In this framework, the integrity represents the
external reflection of the inner sense that derives from personal qualities as moral probity
and consistency of character. Thereby, the integrity of the individuals can be considered
through the external reflections of the integrity characteristics, as far as they act in
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accordance with the values, beliefs and principles they claim to have [6]. However, the
integrity represents a personal choice, a firm engagement in respect of ethical, moral,
artistic, and spiritual principles and values [7].
From this perspective, honest behaviuor is that type of conduct ethically evaluated as fair,
and the integrity represents an individual value, which refers to ethical fairness, and which
cannot be bounded through the professional and legal honesty. Ensuring the institutional
integrity requires the design and implementation of an integrity plan comprising the set of
necessary actions identified by the entity’s management as remedies for the institutional
vulnerabilities and corruption risks.
The adequate measures to be planned and implemented aimed at preventing the integrity
risks consist in: the internal and external communication with regards to the activity
deployed by the public entity in the filed of fight against corruption. Thereby, the provision
of the good practices guides on ethics, internal control, and compliance has to be included
within the integrity plans of the legal entities, both public and private [8].
One of the latter developments in the field of integrity risks is represented by the so-called
phenomenon of panouflage, that is, the migration of the civil servants from the public
service jobs, particularly the high-ranking ones, towards the private sector. The official
position documents consider that this type of situation represent a particularly risky, in
terms of exposure to corruption [9]. In view of new approaches in the management of
public sector, together with extensive work opportunities, there may be observed a shift in
the relationships between the public service and private sector, on the one side, and the
public perception of these relationships, on the other side. There is an objective need to
maintain the public confidence, in particular during periods of change, which increases the
importance of design, deployment, and maintaining of the systems in order to address the
conflicts of interest, including those arising from the migration of civil servants to business
sector.
The most common objectives of a system projected to address the possible risks arising
from the migration of public servants to economic sector are to ensure the following [8]:
- the proper usage of the specific information acquired during the deployment of the
public service;
- in the exercise of authority a public servant should not be influenced by personal
interests, including the expectation for future employment within the economic sector;
- the personal contacts of actual and former civil servants are not used for undue benefits
for themselves or for others.

Addressing of the integrity risks – an European approach
In the framework of the European Union, the member states agreed for a set of regulations
on promoting the integrity, both in public and private for or not-for profit organizations.
Since the end of the 1990s, the Council of Europe has provided several measures, actions,
and tools aimed to address different aspects of corruption, including the Criminal Law
Convention on Corruption [10].
The Convention includes articles with regards the corruption in the business sector,
distinguishing between the active corruption, provided by the Article 7, on the one hand,
and the passive corruption, provided by the Article 8, respectively. In the comparison to the
approach considered within the Joint Action and the subsequent framework decision, these
articles represent a step forward, that is, their formulation is more comprehensive, as they
do not provide any restriction regarding the conduct which may lead to distortions of
concurrence [11-12]. However, within the provisions of the Article 18 of the Convention,
regarding the corporate responsibility, the passive corruption is not included.
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Although the framework decision and the agreement introduce the expression "legal
entity", based on the applicable definitions in the national legislation of each member state,
the context is potentially broader in the framework decision, as the latter expressly extends
the field of passive corruption offenses and activities within both profit and non-profit
entities.
The Criminal Law Convention on Corruption was signed initially by all the member states,
but only 19 of them have ratified the agreement. Some member states, according to the
specific allowances of the ratification process, have expressed reserves regarding one or
more of the aforementioned Articles. The second assessment of the Convention deployed
under the aegis of the Council of Europe mechanism (GRECO) (2003-3005), included
Article 18 on corporate responsibility within the action sphere of the convention; however,
the Articles 7 and 8 on corruption in the private sector did not received a similar attention.
In this context, the Council of the European Union promoted and adopted the framework
decision 2003/568/JHA on combating corruption in the private sector, according to Title VI
of the Treaty on European Union [13]. The objective of this document is to pursue and to
guarantee that both active and passive corruption in the economic sector constitute criminal
offenses in all Member States, as well the legal entities may be subject of law liability for
the corruption offenses, which are punished accordingly by real, dissuasive and
proportionate penalties [14].
The framework decision 2003/568/JHA defines and criminalizes as lack-of-integrity
behaviours, and consequently as offenses two categories of behaviour, which can be
summarized as following:
 to offer, to promise, and to give undue advantages to a person employed by a private a
entity as an incentive for performing an action or to refrain from performing an action,
thereby in contradiction with normal job obligations;
 to claim or to receive undue benefits or to promise undue benefits in the exercise of
normal job obligations in private sector, in order to deploy or to refrain from carrying
out of an act, thereby in contradiction with normal job obligations.
The integrity risks in both the public, economic and business sectors have a direct impact
on welfare, economic development, and competition. Preventing and mitigating the
integrity risks is one of the key priorities of the national regulatory authorities, as these
risks are often associated to the elements of corruption. The European regulatory
framework encompasses a series of important legal instruments to fight against corruption
beginning with the year 1995, prior to entering into force of the Joint Action on corruption
in the private sector.
However, there is not yet any mechanism to monitor the existence and to evaluate the
effectiveness of anti-corruption policies at Member States and EU levels, in a coherent and
cross-sectional approach. The main international mechanisms aimed to monitor and assess
the corruption are the following: the United Nations Convention against corruption
(UNCAC), the OCED Bribery Working Group, and the Group of States against corruption
(GRECO).
The OCED working group on bribery in international business transactions focuses on the
specific issue of bribery with regards to foreign officials engaged in international
commercial transactions [15] and cannot be extended to other areas of importance for the
fighting against corruption in the EU.
The United Nations Convention against corruption (UNCAC) started its activity in
December 2005 and the EU joined the initiative in September 2008. The Conference of
Member States to UNCAC adopted the mandate of the review mechanism for the
implementation of UNCAC in November 2009.
However, as long as the UNCAC review mechanism is, in fact an intergovernmental
instrument, this is a feature likely to limit its potential to address corruption-related issues at
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EU level, as the cross-review system may not address the policy areas of particular
relevance for the EU. Besides, some of the Member States of the initiative could have anticorruption standards lower than the rest of the EU member states.

Statistics, researches, and measurements used in assessment
of the integrity risks
According to the Corruption Perceptions Index in 2019 [16], the top of the countries
perceived as least corrupt are the following: Denmark and New Zealand with a score of 87
points out of 100 possible, Finland (86 points), followed by Singapore, Sweden, and
Switzerland (85 points). The ranking is done by assignment of points from zero to 100, in
which 0 means “very corrupt” and 100 means “not corrupted at all”, respectively. For every
country, there are used a different number of sources, which may vary from three to
sixteen; the employed methodology is supervised by Transparency International in order to
ensure the meeting of the appropriate quality standards. The region with the highest average
is Western Europe and the European Union (66 points), whilst at the opposite pole SubSaharian Africa is placed. For a score of 44 points, Romania is placed the 70th out of 180
countries, 9 positions lower than in 2018. The deterioration in the quality of the Romanian
business environment is reflected also by the diminution of the score in absolute value,
from 48 points in 2017 and 47 points in 2018, and thereby reaching the value from 2012.
The performance in 2019 is equal to that of the Hungary, whilst Greece with 48 points is
ranked the 60th, and Bulgaria (43 points) is placed the 74th. The performance of Western
Europe and the European Union of 66 points is unchanged since 2017 [16-17].
However, beginning with 2017, the top countries of the hierarchy gather scores under 90
points, which may be considered as an overall trend of falling scores in the leader board. In
this context, the evolution in Romania may be considered as an alignment to slight
downward trend. In order to improve the situation, particularly in Romania, the authors
consider that, besides the means of coercion, there is necessary a systematic approach to
limit the corruption, by empowering the decision makers and fostering the involvement of
local communities.
The possible solution resides in implementation of certain proposals, for the attention of
both the business environment, and the central and local public administration [18]:
 the improvement and updating of the applicable standards in the field of local
governance, through implementing the integrity system within the local administration.
A functional system of this type can play an important role in fostering the integrity
and, thereby in preventing of corruption. Such a project has to be assumed by every
person involved in the development of the local communities, starting from the mayors
and local councilors, to businessmen, NGOs and ordinary citizens;
 developing and fostering the ethics and compliance management systems within the
organizations, through the identification and implementing of the ethics and ethical
values necessary to ensure the effective organizational functioning, good governance
and increase the stakeholders’ trust with regards to the specific brand.
Consequently, appears necessary to foster the role of prevention within the public
administration, through the implementation of transparent and reliable mechanisms, aimed
to limit the integrity vulnerabilities, for the efficient expenditure of the public funds, in
order to improve the level of integrity in public institutions as a whole. As the economic
sector plays a key role in shaping of the societal response to corruption, considering that an
integrated and transparent business environment can decisively contribute to economic
development of every country, in our opinion, there are necessary meliorations in
compliance and integrity mechanisms within the private sector, as a prerequisite for the
economic competitiveness.
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It is widely considered that there is a strong relationship between the quality of the business
environment and the economic freedom. Thereby, in the Economic Freedom Index 2020,
developed by the Heritage Foundation, Romania is placed on the 38th place in the world,
out of a total of 178 evaluated countries, for a score of 69.7 (out of 100), corresponding to a
level considered "moderately free"; this score is just under 70, from which the economy is
considered "mostly free". The latest index reveals that in Romania it is more difficult to
develop a business than in countries like Cyprus, Bulgaria, Armenia or Rwanda, but easier
than in Kazakhstan, Botswana, Poland, Belgium or Portugal. The evolution is positive, in
both relative terms compared to the 61st place occupied in 2016, and both the score,
compared to 65.6 points in 2016 [19-20].
In addition, regarding the quality of the economic environment, the findings of the
European barometer of 2019 on the perception of corruption, at the question “How
widespread is the corruption (in our country)” the perception reported a ratio of 83% (80%
in the previous report in 2017), whilst the European average is 71% (68% in 2017) [21-22].
From this perspective, the most widespread perception is in Croatia, Cyprus, Greece, Spain
and Portugal, for ratios over 94%. However, 64% of the pooled Romanians declared that
they consider as the corruption affects their daily life. This is the highest national reported
level, with this respect, followed by Cypriotes, Portuguese, Spaniards and Greeks. The
corresponding values are presented in the fig. 1.

Fig. 1. Source: Authors, based on [21].

According to the aforementioned research, for a considerable majority of Europeans, the
corruption is unacceptable (69%), tolerated (27%) or even acceptable (4%), whilst the
analogous ratios in case of Romanians are 49%, 38%, and 13% respectively. It is noticeable
that this represents the highest ratio of the opinion according to that the corruption is
acceptable amongst the other European member states, followed by Austria (9%) and
Hungary (8%). (fig. 2.)

Fig. 2. Tolerance index to corruption. Source: Authors, based on [21-23].
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With regards the forms of corruption, from the same barometer there might be observed
that the Europeans consider as "always acceptable":
- Doing a favour: 4% European average, with the highest levels in Romania, Slovakia and
Austria (8%), and the lowest in Denmark and in Portugal (2%). Nevertheless, summing
up the values of the ratios in population which consider also acceptable this type of
conduct results the following figures: 59% in Hungary, 53% in Slovakia, and,
respectively, 26% in Austria and Romania (2017). Considering the similar approach, with
respect to the year 2019, the figures are the following: 55% in Hungary, 39% in Slovakia
and Austria, and respectively, 37% in Romania. The comparative situation of the
considered researches is presented in fig. 3.

Fig. 3. The average ratios of respondents in EU and in several EU member states which indicated the
tolerance levels of doing a favour to get something from a public administration or a public service.
Source: Authors, based on [21-22].

- Giving a gift: 3% European average, with the highest ratios in Romania (11 %), followed
by Austria (10%) and Hungary (8%). As in the situation previously presented,
considering the ratios in population which consider also as “acceptable”, and summing
up the values, results the following: 60% in Latvia and in Hungary; 50% in Croatia; 46%
in Czech Republic; and 36% in Romania (2017). The findings for the corresponding
evolutions in the year 2019 are: 57% in Latvia; 56% in Hungary, 50% in Croatia; 50% in
Czech Republic; and 45% in Romania. The fig. 3 presents the situation, based on the data
acquired during from the researches conducted in 2017 and in 2019.

Fig. 4. The average ratios of respondents in EU and in several EU member states which indicated the
tolerance levels of giving a gift to get something from a public administration or a public service.
Source: Authors, based on European Commission [21-22].
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- Giving money: 2% European average, reporting the highest levels in Romania (12%),
followed by Austria and Hungary (both with 5%). The data in the graph depict a slight
increase in ratio (+2%) of the Europeans which consider that is acceptable to give money
to get something from a public administration or a public service. Following the approach
in the previously presented situations, and summing up the ratios in population which
consider also as “acceptable” this type of conduct, the results are the following: 43% in
Hungary, 29% in Latvia, and, respectively, 26% in Austria and Romania (2017).
Considering the similar approach, with respect to the year 2019, results: 43% in Hungary;
37% in Romania, 28% in Austria; and, 25% in Latvia, respectively. The comparative
situation of the considered researches in 2017 and in 2020 is presented in fig. 5.
Considering the issue of integrity risks from the three perspectives above presented, there
may be noticed that in three countries, namely in Hungary, Austria and Romania continue
to share a perception that may be considered as common in general terms. However, the
perception of the Romanians is placed against the downsizing trend in the European Union
with respect of acceptability of offering money. In addition, although in Austria and
Hungary the perception of acceptability of doing favours or offering gifts continue to be
situated above the levels specific to Romania, the tolerance of offering money is
downsizing, specifically in Austria reporting far more reduced levels.

Fig. 5. The average ratios of respondents in EU and in several EU member states which indicated the
tolerance levels of giving money to get something from a public administration or a public service.
Source: Authors, based on European Commission [21-22].
An interesting evolution regards the way of Romanian citizens are reporting themselves to
the phenomenon of corruption. Thereby, in 2013 Eurobarometer, there has been remarked
the relatively high ratio of respondents in expressing a point of view, with regards of all the
three evaluated dimensions (offering favours, gifts or money) (European Commission,
2014). More specifically, about one tenth in pooled Romanians (11%), Bulgarians (10%)
and Latvians (8%) declared themselves unable to express an opinion in this respect,
compared with the European average of 2%; nevertheless, in the latest survey (2019), the
weight of non-responses dropped to 3% (equal to the European average).
Analogous, the relatively high ratio of non-responses reported in 2013 in Romania (8%,
unlike any other EU country) with respect to the availability to offer a gift in exchange of
getting something from a public authority has been also abandoned in the 2019 survey.
Thereby, the rate of non-responses to this item is of 2%, consistent to the European
average.
With regards of offering money, the above findings are also maintaining. Thus, the weight
of non-responses to this item in Romania is of 2%, similar to the European average, in
comparison to 2013, when the non-responses weighted for almost one-tenth, that is, 9%
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(2% European average). It is also noticeable that in Denmark, perceived as one of the most
integer countries in Europe, in 2013, 25% of the interviewees reported their availability to
offer money in exchange of a public service [23]. On the other hand, in the survey deployed
in 2019 the highest levels of non-responses concerning this matter were reported in United
Kingdom and Malta (6%), Bulgaria and Luxembourg (4%).
Interestingly, the opinion that it is acceptable to give money in exchange from a public
administration or a public service has gained ground in 13 EU Member States in
comparison with the previous survey (conducted in 2017), particularly in Romania (37%,
with an increase of 13 pp), followed by Austria (28%, +10 pp). [20-21]. As well, from the
reported opinions in the survey conducted, results that Romania is the only EU member
state where over a tenth of respondents consider as „always acceptable” to give money in
exchange from a public administration or a public service [20].
However, the perceived corruption measurements present some lacks, which represent a
permanent source for their criticism:
- their implicit definition, based on the surveys, which are further on employed for the
subsequent construction of the measurements. This is the case of the above-mentioned
CPI [24-25];
- the changes in the evaluation of governance might occur following the observation of
some errors in the past [26]. However, the post-factum analysis represents a general
feature of economic policy measurements, largely addressed in the literature [27-29];
- another specific of the statistic measurements is their limited possibilities for action
[28-29]. The integrity measurements also inherit this feature [30].
The Index of Public Integrity (IPI) is a measure jointly-elaborated by the European
Research Center for Anti-corruption and State-building (ERCAS) and Hertie School of
governance. The IPI is based on six actionable elements, which reflect the balance of
measures that can contribute to effective control of corruption: administrative burden,
judicial independence, trade openness, e-citizenship, budget transparency, and freedom of
the press [31]. Based on previous researches, the IPI represent a valuable measure, which
tries to mitigate the weaknesses of the existing corruption perception measures [32].
According to the last three rankings within IPI, the positions for Romania are the following:
- in 2015, the 32nd of 109 world countries, and the 23rd in the EU, for a score of 7.58;
- in 2017, the 31st of 109 world countries, and the 22nd in the EU, for a score of 7.73;
- in 2019, the 33rd of 117 world countries, and the 20th in the EU, for a score of 7.69.
Although, there was a slight backward step in 2019, it is noticeable the improvement in the
score afferent to year 2017, which followed the progresses in administrative simplification
and digitization of public services processes, moving ahead of other countries in the
region, like Hungary, Greece, Croatia, Bulgaria, and Poland.

Conclusions
Overall, there may be noticed a slight diminution in the citizens’ vigilance towards unfair
practices, aiming to get something from a public administration or a public service, and this
type of conduct seems to be more spread in the south-eastern and central countries;
amongst them, Latvia represents an unexpected apparition.
Nevertheless, amongst the above corruption examined practices in Europe, in case of
Romania there has to be pointed out a negative evolution regarding giving money in
exchange of getting something from a public administration or a public service. This
development is as worse as it is evolve amid the increase of European public awareness
regarding the dishonest character of this particular type of conduct, and in obvious
contradiction with the European trend. Thereby, 7% more in those pooled in Romania
indicated the practice as one that has gained ground. This evolution is far followed in
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Hungary, where, nevertheless, the change of 2% (from 3% to 5%) represents rather a
qualitative option from those which, during the previous survey indicate the practice just as
“acceptable” (from 40% to 38%). Interestingly, the Iberic countries reached a “zero
tolerance” in the level of this type of corruption.
However, the findings of the Eurobarometer, as well as other survey-researches, are
predominantly based on the public perception and less on the concrete experiences.
Consequently, building of adequate indicators and their validation through the statistic
methods, as well as and their further employment in research and as basics for policy
measurements, represent a useful demarche in efforts of increasing the public integrity, as
prerequisites for a healthy economic growth and the fair distribution of wealth.
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