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OVERALL ASSESSMENT (provided in English, Czech, or Slovak): 

 
The bachelor thesis looks at the topic of corruption and lobbying in contemporary Russia. The thesis 
first introduces some basic concepts, relying on existing literature, and describes also one relatively 
basic (and older) theoretical model of bribery by Rose-Ackerman (1975). The second part of the thesis 
discusses the features of corruption in Russia, reviewing the possible causes. The final part of the 
thesis is an overview of possible measures to combat corruption in Russia, arguing that because it has 
so deep roots in Russia, a successful strategy to limit corrupton must rely on a combination of different 
strategies and measures. 
 
The thesis is a valuable insight into a very important topic that lies at the cross-section of economics, 
history, sociology and political science. As such, it is very difficult to capture the problem solely via 
traditional economic modelling and instruments of economic analysis. Author presents a number of 
historical, political and socio-economic arguments why corruption is so widespread in Russia.  
 
On the other hand, this should be a bachelor thesis in economics so I would have a couple of points to 
raise along this remark: 

(1) The thesis relies to much on Russian literature and totally lacks a standard literature review 
that would review first seminal international economic papers on corruption, lobbying and rent-
seeking (for example rent-seeking is totally absent in the thesis). 

(2) The way referencing is done (via a footnote citing the complete record or giving just the 
surname without the year – p. 8 „by Orlov:…“) does not reflect the comon way of referencing 
in economics. It should be based on citing of a type Rose-Ackerman 1975), giving the full 
record in the list of literature (which should be alphabetically ordered!). 

(3) The thesis should also include a survey of findings of recent empirical papers on corruption in 
transition countries (seminal authors or Kaufmann from Worldbank or Havrylyshyn from 
University of Toronto). 

(4) Given that the topic of the thesis is empirical (corruption in a particular country – Russia), it 
should include also an empirical analysis done by the author using available indices of 
corruption and quality of institutional framework including the quality of judical system (see eg. 
Geršl (2006): Development of formal and informal institutions in the Czech Republic and other 
new EU Member States before their EU entry: did the EU pressure have impact? Prague 
Economic Papers 1/2006, pp. 78-90 or other papers using the WB Governance Indicators, 
WB/EBRD BEEPS survey etc.).Providing a list of countries with the associated corruption 
ranking in appendix 1 is not enough. 

(5) The key part of the thesis should clearly be the part 3 on how to combat corruption. I 
understand that this is a very difficult issue and I agree with the author that a successful 
strategy will have to rely on a combination of strategies. But the chapter is an overview („ a 
list“) of different measures whereby it is not clear what are already existing proposals (not 
properly cited) and what is the contribution of the author (for example the 3.2.2 strategy of 
mobilization does not have a single reference to literature and it is also not very clear how this 
strategy would work). This part could have been written better, less of an overview of all 
possible measures and more of a critical review of pros and cons of individual measures, 
maybe using other case studies (other countries‘ experience). 

 
For the defense, I suggest that the author discusses the following question: „Among all possible 
measures to combat corruption in Russia, what could be the optimal „sequencing“ of the reforms?“ 
 
In the case of successful defense, I recommend “velmi dobře” (good, 2). 
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SUMMARY OF POINTS AWARDED (for details, see below):  
 
CATEGORY POINTS 
Literature                     (max. 20 points) 10 

Methods                      (max. 30 points) 18 

Contribution                 (max. 30 points) 20 

Manuscript Form         (max. 20 points) 15 

TOTAL POINTS         (max. 100 points) 63 
GRADE                          (1 – 2 – 3 – 4) 2 
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EXPLANATION OF CATEGORIES AND SCALE: 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW: The thesis demonstrates author’s full understanding and command of recent literature. 
The author quotes relevant literature in a proper way. 
 
Strong  Average  Weak 
20  10  0  
 
 
METHODS: The tools used are relevant to the research question being investigated, and adequate to the author’s 
level of studies. The thesis topic is comprehensively analyzed.  
 
Strong  Average  Weak 
30  15  0  
 
 
CONTRIBUTION:  The author presents original ideas on the topic demonstrating critical thinking and ability to 
draw conclusions based on the knowledge of relevant theory and empirics. There is a distinct value added of the 
thesis. 
 
Strong  Average  Weak 
30  15  0  
 
 

MANUSCRIPT FORM: The thesis is well structured. The student uses appropriate language and style, including 
academic format for graphs and tables. The text effectively refers to graphs and tables and disposes with a 
complete bibliography. 
  
 
Strong  Average  Weak 
20  10  0  
 
 
Overall grading: 
 

TOTAL POINTS GRADE   
81 – 100 1 = excellent = výborně 
61 – 80 2 = good = velmi dobře 
41 – 60 3 = satisfactory = dobře 
0 – 40 4 = fail = nedoporučuji k obhajobě 

 


