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Institutional nature of the mechanism of negative control
In this article the author examines the institutional nature of the mechanism of negative control, gives different points of view of researchers to the work of state- bureaucratic apparatus and tries to determine, how unsave is the confrontation between authority and the administration for the society.
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The term “negative control”, first of all, at the ordinary level is examined in the context “of the correctness” of the behavior of any authority. And there are two extremities in the judgments - “correct” or “incorrect” behavior of authority. The third is not given for the understanding, when they speak about the authority, about control. However, such extreme points of view hamper the objectivity in the science. Therefore historians and sociologists do not give similar “objective correct evaluations”, that are observed, often, by the average men. Jurists use the category “correct behavior” from the point of view of the observance of law, and therefore, in their opinion, if negative control is the unlawful activity to the state power, then the discussion must deal with the juridical responsibility. However, the complexity is in that, that this concept (negative control), is not accepted to use in connection with the state administration. I.e., it turns out that this social phenomenon exists, but it is not considered as objective reality, and as the officials say, it goes about the negative tendencies in the organs of state administration. However, the analysis of such negative tendencies shows that they (tendencies) have not random nature, but on the contrary - they have institutional nature in the system of state mechanism.
The centre of this mechanism is the dialogue between the corresponding sides, administration and power about the state problems. The problems of reforming the post-Soviet Russian society made actual the theoretical searches of mechanism, power and means capable to remove negative tendencies in the activity of the institutions of executive power.
In the history of Russia, in contrast to western liberal states, the feature of the society- machine where the man was an object of manipulation, as the the component of mechanical as a whole, began from the Petrovsk times. For the control of this whole the mechanism of control was created, special feature of which was the destruction of the daily life of series person, its way of life, the attachment of the values, alien to Russian consciousness. This mechanism of the control, let us name it negative control, was directed to the jamming of rights and merit of the citizens. In this connection the negative control must be examined in the context of the state administration with all its organizational, legal and social mechanisms. To understand the complexity of state administration, without separating it on the poles, is practically impossible at present time. Examining the negative administration, it is necessary to think not two polar institutes, but two sides of one institute. In this dual opposition the specific administrative paradox is hidden, since two poles of administration – the result of duality, dual determination of the human activities, thinkings, cultures, are more precise, one of the most important manifestations of this integrity. As A. Akhiezer notes “The subjects of administration are the specialists (in a considerable degree amateurs, but the carrying out functions of specialists), organized into the specialized institutes of authority (often carriers the significant load of syncretism, only partially separated), including the institute of the state” [1].

Examining the institutional nature of the mechanism of negative control, one should pay attention to the uncertainty and discrepancy in the sociological science of the definition of institutsionalism, under which we understand “institution as organization, organization defines as institute, and the latter treat as a tool, organ or mechanism” [2]. As far as the social institute, here the sociological science represents it as the regularity of social prerequisites, the content and the results of administrative activity [3]. As a result of the fact that researches of social institutes considerably advanced, then first of all it is necessary to focus attention on the rooted non-formal practitioners in the formal institutes. Also it is necessary to mark that in sociological literature the mechanisms of the creation of non-formal rules are described not enough.

Enlarging the sociological understanding of the institute, the scientists underline that “any typification is an institute”. So, Yu.G. Volot’ and I.V. Mostovaya [4], understand under the social institute “the steady complex of rules, principles, standards, installations, which regulate different spheres of human activity and which organize them into the system of roles and statuses, which form the social system: the totality of roles and statuses, intended for the satisfaction of the specific social need”. A.I. Kravchenko defines social institutes as “the relatively stable and integrated totalities of symbols, beliefs, values, standards, roles and statuses, which govern the whole spheres of life…” [5].

By the analysis of given definitions of social institute all sociologists accentuate attention to the criterion of stability, invariability of standard, regardless of the fact, if it is fixed formally. In the determinations of social institute given above, one characteristic feature is seen. It consists in the fact that non-formal components of the state administration play essential role. But, as A.G. Efindiev notes [6], the analysis of any formal institute assumes a study not only of the formal-fixed standards and rules, but the whole system of the standards, which include also moral standards, customs, traditions, which are inherent and constant elements of the regulation of institutional interactions. In this case the authority itself cannot ensure the acknowledgement of these changes as necessary, i.e., to provide their legitimization, but it separates their models of status- role behavior. Therefore, jurists use the right and legal practice not randomly, because sometimes the application of a law is blocked by the standards of morals, by customs and traditions.
Social institute can fulfill the irrational function also, i.e., to satisfy mercenary interests. In particular, the professor A.P. Prokhorov [7] writes about the model of Russian administration as about the combination of rational in the irrational. He notes, that in Russia occurred, at first glance, the absurd situation in control, whose existence, in principle, is impossible for the survival and development. But Russia proved and proves, that this model has right to the life. Actually, the advantages of this system are obvious, since rationality, understood as general and universal rules and laws, are more preferable than any other system, in work of which random factors interfere, the results of work of which cannot be completely counted and rationally planned. But this does not concern the negative control, since it is not a series of errors and chances in rational control. Given functionally and hierarchically fixed mechanism is sent, by the rational will, which personifies completeness and the merit of the authority, which controls the government machine. Is possible to assume that negative control is the part of state control in the concealed form, which works on the basis of general rational principles, but consciously it allows deviation in its functioning for the satisfaction of mercenary interests 
In Russia the deep inadequate relation of people to the officials was historically formed. The authority and the control were united, only when the control was the successful conductor of the will of the sovereign, the tsar, the Secretary General, the President. I.e., the control was here the mediator between the authority and people. But this inversion never existed in the pure form. Therefore there is a deep reason of conflict between the authority and the control, which consists in making conservative organization more controlled. As a rule, the fight against the official arbitrariness ended by nothing. It was so at the times of Ivan Grozny, Peter the I, Stalin, and then, the state bureaucratic mechanism grew.
Any political solution in the country comes to this institutional system, which, being intermediate instance, possesses the specific scopes and authority, a sufficient force to impede these political solutions. And, understanding this situation, the authority, tries to adjust its relations with the administrative structures. In other words, the negative control is not the mechanism, optimized according to the principles of rationality and effectiveness. This is a system of balances, trading, dialogue, which is based on compromise and account of the concrete interests of participants. This is the institute of non-formal relations, and it is based on the idea of the interest of two sides, the authority and the administration, with the purpose of agreement of procedures between the interested sides. The idea of rational bureaucracy (by Weber) is not completely entered the realia of Russian reality. There are sufficient bases to think so. First of all, in the ideal the intermediate component between the authority and people, and these are the administrative structures, never will be such, as it can, it would be desirable to the ruler to see. Therefore, the latter, can not avoid the use of non-formal rules. By the way, the officials understood it well also. Therefore the creation of non-formal institutes ensures the system of non-formal relations. It is necessary to note that reaching the consensus between the authority and the officials is often profitable to both sides because this does not require high expenditures for the authority, than for creating of the formal institutes, based on the rational approach. Such situation is advantageous to authority, and to change it by something rational is painfully and very dangerous. Hence in order to explain the somehow prevailing situation in the organs of power of the state appeared the terms, such as overcoming the negative tendencies in the organs of state administration.
Hence the theme “of struggle against corruption” gets the well-defined response in the society, considering it as the standard populist resource of authority, which is actualized for strengthening of the existing political system. The large demonstration processes, connected with the corruption, are called to convince population that the fact that the authority is capable and ready to internal renovation. By the way, the same function has, the theme of the reduction of bureaucracy, which with the remarkable regularity and the same futility rises to the periods of pre-election activity. But, from the other side, the authority is forced to go to this step, since the grown roots of corruption can lead to the disfunction of the institutional system of state. The officials also understand it themselves, laws are made and got by them, and also all possible versions are examined, which could limit this phenomenon. Exactly this is a search for compromises of authority and a control. They explain to the population, that civil service must not be considered as the source of income or the method of obtaining the profit. But the main thing is not considered that the civil agent occurs by the distribution of resources, that he is placed practically on one level, and perhaps higher than those, who possess this economic resource. Here the value of unwritten rules is considerably higher, than formal. This phenomenon is insufficiently studied as in domestic so in foreign literature. The study of this question will make possible more to learn what stands for this or another political solution and the behavior of the leader, and also to explain the motives and the actions of different sections of society.

At present time the frameworks of the study of this question are enlarged. Thus, the researchers focus attention on the fact that attention to non-formal rules is also necessarily for explaining the institutional consequences. Non-formal structures influence the work of formal institutes by essential and, unexpected manner. Therefore it is very important by the institutional analysis to investigate together with the formal and non-formal rules. Often non-formal rules are better understood in the society. In principle, the prevailing disrespectful relation in the society to the existing laws is explained by this. Non-formal rules, often, determine the consequences of the work of formal institutes in different spheres of activity of the state and the society. There are enough examples in the past and present history of the fatherland.

Thus, determining the institutional nature of the mechanism of negative control, it is necessary to note that this is actually acting social institute it is accepted in the society in the form of unwritten rules, which are created in the state institutes of authority and extended in the form of already known and taken root out of the officially sanctioned channels. These rules are adapted and extended through the improbably wide circle of phenomena, including personal connections, clientelism, corruption, clans and mafia, civic community, traditional culture and different legislative, judicial and bureaucratic standards.
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