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ABSTRACT 
Th is paper examines Russia’s 20 years of experience with budgetary reforms. Th e authors 

focus most of their attention on the introduction into Russian budgetary practice of special-pro-
gram methods, which is a key feature of the ongoing budgetary reform in the country. Th e main 
phases of the reform of the budgetary process are analyzed, from the formulation of programs for 
socio-economic development and the fi rst attempts to apply the tools of program budgeting (the 
formulation of special federal programs) to the preparation of the federal budget on the basis of 
government programs and the transition to a program-based budgetary format for constituent 
entities of the Russian Federation.

Keywords: budgetary reforms; special-program methods; special federal programs; special 
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The purpose of the article is to analyze the key results of current budgetary 
reforms; to diagnose and identify the strategic problems impeding the pro-

cess of introducing special-program methods into Russian budgetary practice; 
and to propose a set of practical measures to streamline the administration of 
government programs.

Th e paper accomplishes the following tasks:
– assesses the phases of the introduction of special-program methods into the 

budgetary process of the Russian Federation (RF) in terms of successes and 
failures;

* Translated by Steven Shabad.
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– identifi es the major fl aws in government programs stemming from the unsat-
isfactory quality of their formulation, including the absence of a direct link 
between the objectives, actions, and performance indicators of government 
programs, and by the choice of tools for evaluating them;

– defi nes the key elements of eff ectiveness and proposes criteria of eff ectiveness 
that should be applied when evaluating the results of the implementation of 
government programs;

– examines the specifi c features of various groups of indicators in the case of 
concrete government programs, proposes model indicators, and formulates 
an algorithm for evaluating the eff ectiveness of environmentally oriented 
government programs;

– identifi es key problems that arise in the process of formulating and imple-
menting the government programs of constituent entities in the RF and the 
factors preventing their transformation into an eff ective tool for achieving the 
strategic objectives of the country’s development;

– formulates practical recommendations aimed at making government pro-
grams more eff ective at the federal and regional levels, including recommen-
dations for increasing the transparency of budgetary procedures.
Th e massive scale of the budgetary reforms makes it diffi  cult to describe in 

detail all of the actions that have been taken to modernize public fi nance. Th ere-
fore, this paper will focus on the introduction of special-program methods into 
budgetary practice, which the authors believe is the key aspect of the ongoing 
budgetary reform in Russia.

Th e prerequisites for the transition to program budgeting

Th e starting point for the transition to program budgeting was the entry into 
force of Federal Law No. 115-FZ of July 20, 1995, “On Government Forecasting 
and Programs for the Socio-Economic Development of the Russian Federation,” 
which defi ned the objectives and content, as well as the general procedure, for 
drawing up forecasts and programs for the socio-economic development of the 
RF. Th is law subsequently became the foundation for creating a legal framework 
in this area.

Socio-economic programs for the medium term (Afanasiev & Shash, 2014, 
p. 56) began during this period to be based on data from the long-term forecast 
and strategy for socio-economic development. Th ese documents were used as a 
guide in drawing up regional socio-economic programs, which were supposed 
to become tools for a comprehensive analysis of the situation in the constituent 
entity of the federation and for formalizing the priorities of socio-economic de-
velopment and the planning of key activities to be funded by budgets at all levels 
in the medium term. Th us, the use of comprehensive programs of regional devel-
opment in present-day Russia developed steadily; in 2008 the number of regional 
programs in eff ect in the country reached 50 (the most since the reforms began).

Th ese regional programs were expected, on the one hand, to be organically 
built into the documents that defi ned the priorities for the development of the 
country as a whole, and on the other, to make it possible to coordinate sectoral 



114

Public Administration Issues. 2014. Special Issue

priorities within the region. During this period the transition to special-program 
methods of administration allowed planned budget expenditures to be linked to 
the priority areas of the country’s policies by shift ing the focus from managing 
costs to attaining important socio-economic objectives. 

Th e next phase in Russia’s budgetary reforms  – in the late 1990s and the 
2000s – was the implementation of a whole host of special federal programs (SFPs), 
for which the regulatory framework derived from Resolution No. 594 of June 26, 
1995, of the Russian Federation Government, “On Implementation of the Federal 
Law ‘On Deliveries of Goods for Federal Government Needs,’ ” and Resolution 
No. 842 of December 25, 2004, “On Revisions to the Procedure for Formulating 
and Implementing Special Federal Programs and Intergovernmental Special Pro-
grams to Which the Russian Federation is a Party.”

Th ese programs became one of the most important means of pursuing the 
Russian state’s structural policy and of actively infl uencing socio-economic devel-
opment, since they were focused on implementing the most important, large-sale 
investment and scientifi c-technical projects for the country that are aimed at solv-
ing systemic problems that fall within the jurisdiction of federal authorities.

Th e guidelines for implementing SFPs provided for an open tendering proce-
dure for allocating funds, experts’ assessments of the results of project implemen-
tation, a clear-cut defi nition of areas of activity, and earmarking of government 
investments, which was supposed to promote the development of competition 
among the recipients of budget funds for additional funding sources and more ef-
fi cient utilization of budget funds. Th e structure and phases of the formulation of 
SFPs are shown in Figures 1 and 2. 

Figure 1
Structure of a special federal program (SFP)

Source: Afanasiev, Shash, & Belenchuk, 2012, p. 157.

I.  Description of the problem that the program is intended to solve

II.  Th e program’s key objectives and tasks, including the deadlines and phases 
 for accomplishing them and target parameters and indicators

III.  List of the program’s actions

IV.  Justifi cation of resource support for the program

V.  Mechanisms of program implementation, program administration and interaction 
 among government customers

VI.  Evaluation of the program’s socio-economic and environmental eff ectiveness
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Figure 2
Phases of formulation and implementation 

of a special federal program

PHASE 1 Choice of a problem for program formulation

PHASE 2 Decision-making to draw up a program and its formulation

PHASE 3 Expert review and evaluation of programs

PHASE 4 Program approval

PHASE 5 Program administration and oversight of implementation 

Source: Afanasiev, Shash, & Belenchuk, 2012, p. 160.

However, an analysis of the experience of introducing SFPs in the Russian 
Federation in the early 2000s suggests that they have not become truly effec-
tive and have been transformed from a tool for consolidating resources in pri-
ority development areas into a means of justifying additional funding for the 
current activities of government authorities (Afanasiev, Shash, & Belenchuk, 
2012, p. 161).

It should be stressed that the ineff ectiveness of SFPs stemmed mainly from 
the unsatisfactory work of government customers at every phase of the life cy-
cle of these programs, that is, during their formulation, implementation, and 
working-out of oversight mechanisms. Nevertheless, at that time special federal 
programs were the most transparent and refi ned tool for implementing public 
policy by using special-program methods. 

Medium-term budget planning and results-based budgeting

The need for modernizing special federal programs in the mid-2000s in 
order to make them more effective and productive was dictated both by the 
tasks of achieving a high rate of economic growth and by the restructuring 
of the system of government that was in progress during that period. As a re-
sult, the Russian Federation Government adopted Resolution No. 249 of May 
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22, 2004, “On Measures to Increase the Productivity of Budget Expenditures,” 
whose implementation included approval of the Framework for Reforming the 
Budget Process in the Russian Federation in 2004–2006 in the areas shown in 
Figure 3.

Figure 3
Key areas of the framework for reforming the budget process 

in the Russian Federation in 2004–2006

Source: Produced by the authors on the basis of the provisions of Russian Federation Government Resolution 
No. 249 of May 22, 2004. 

Th is became the foundation for building a legislative framework for a tran-
sition to medium-term fi nancial planning and results-based budgeting (RBB) 
(Afanasiev & Krivogov, 2006, p. 36).

Th e transition to multiyear budget planning, which marked the beginning 
of the next phase of the budgetary reform, created new opportunities for in-
creasing the eff ectiveness of program methods. Th e annual cycle of budget plans 
was coming into confl ict with the ideology and practice of using program tools, 
which made it necessary to expand the horizon of budget planning. In addi-
tion, the introduction of RBB required the establishment of clear-cut rules for 
modifying the amount and structure of budget appropriations during a regular 
budget cycle, which made the Russian budget more predictable and hence more 
stable.

 AREAS OF REFORM OF THE BUDGET PROCESS

REFORM OF BUDGETARY CLASSIFICATION AND BUDGETARY 
RECORD-KEEPING

SPLITTING OFF A BUDGET OF “CURRENT” COMMITMENTS AND THOSE 
“TO BE ASSUMED”

REFINING MEDIUM-TERM FINANCIAL PLANNING

IMPROVING AND EXPANDING THE SCOPE OF SPECIAL-PROGRAM 
METHODS

REGULARIZING BUDGET COMPILING AND REVIEW PROCEDURES
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The effectiveness of new reporting requirements, however, did not meet 
expectations, and as a result, as part of the implementation of the Framework 
for Reforming the Budget Process, the Russian Federation Government ad-
opted Resolution No. 239 of April 19, 2005, “On Approval of the Statute on the 
Formulation, Approval and Implementation of Special Government-Agency 
Programs.”

A special government-agency program (SGAP) contained a set of inter-
connected actions aimed at accomplishing a concrete tactical task described by 
measurable indicators – quantitative characteristics for each year of its imple-
mentation. In addition, these budget programs were to include indicators for 
determining the degree of attainment of planned results and objectives, as well 
as the planned level of budget appropriations.

An analysis of the use of SGAPs as a tool of budget planning in all of the 
constituent entities and in more than thirty of Russia’s municipalities identifi ed 
problems in a number of important areas (Fig. 4). 

Figure 4
Key problem areas in the implementation of special 

government-agency programs (SGAPs)

AREA PROBLEMS

Regulatory and legal 
framework

legislative support not fully worked out lack 
of methodological guidance

System of assessing 
eff ectiveness

Indicators do not fi t objectives fl awed methodologies 
for assessing eff ectiveness lack of clarity of procedures 
for assessing eff ectiveness

Human resources Inadequate level of professional training of specialists 

In addition, the analysis showed that the ineff ectiveness of SGAPs derived 
in large part from the fact that regions directly duplicated the federal experience 
without taking into account the characteristics of their specifi c regions and with-
out linking them more precisely with their own powers, spending commitments, 
and project funding (Afanasiev & Shash, 2014, p. 51). For example, when many 
Russian constituent entities worked out a methodological framework, they took 
RF Government Resolution No. 239 of April 19, 2005, as a basis, which repro-
duced defects and outright errors that were made at the federal level. Moreover, 
despite the fact that this type of program was created in order to regularize the 
budget’s current spending commitments, in practice the authors of government-
agency programs oft en used them as a means of arguing for obtaining additional 
budget funds.
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None of these setbacks, however, led to an abandonment of introducing 
special-program administrative methods into the budget process, the next phase 
of which was the appearance of government programs.

Th e formulation and implementation 
of government programs

Th e formulation of new budget programs was launched in August 2010 
with issuance of the Russian Federation Resolution (No. 588) “On Approval 
of the Procedure for Formulating, Implementing, and Evaluating Government 
Programs of the Russian Federation.”

The formulation of government programs may be regarded as an attempt 
to consolidate all previously used tools for achieving the objectives of public 
policy. Russia at present has a whole host of high-level government tasks that 
can be accomplished only with the participation of several ministries. Such 
tasks cover integrated currents in public policy that are pursued specifically 
in the form of RF government programs, whose principal indicators must be 
reflected in a medium-term forecast for the country’s socio-economic devel-
opment.

Beginning in 2011, the rendering of the expenditure portion of the federal 
budget in program format became one of the main tasks of the RF Govern-
ment Program to increase the eff ectiveness of budget expenditures for the pe-
riod up to 2012 (approved by Directive No. 1101-r of June 30, 2010). As a result, 
the expenditure portion of the budgets of all subsequent periods – 2011–2013, 
2012–2014, 2013–2015, and 2014–2016 (along with the traditional one) – was 
partially presented in program format (Table 1).

Table 1
Program expenditures and nonprogram expenditures 

in the RF budget, 2011–2016 (billions of rubles, %)
RF federal 

budget 
expenditures

2011–2013 2012–2014 2013–2015 2014–2016

bln rubles in % bln rubles in % bln rubles in % bln rubles in %

program 
expenditures 27,392.2 80.4 38,447.2 93.8 20,753.1 48.1 25,161.7 56.5

nonprogram 
expenditures 6,679.9 19.6 2,522.7 6.2 22,467.5 51.9 19,348.0 43.5

Totals 34,072.1 40,969.9 43,220.6 44,510.2

Source: Offi  cial website of the Ministry of Finance of the Russian Federation (ww.minfi n.ru).

Th e program portion of the Russian federal budget over the past four bud-
get cycles has been presented in the form of the totality of government pro-
grams, grouped into fi ve main blocks. In addition, the number of programs be-
ing implemented and the amounts of their funding have been updated in each 
subsequent budget cycle (Table 2).
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Table 2
Allocation of budget funds by key blocks 

of government programs, 2011–2016

Program block

Number of government 
programs by blocks Funding, billions of rubles

2011–
2013

2012–
2014

2013–
2015

2014–
2016

2011–
2013

2012–
2014

2013–
2015

2014–
2016

Innovative 
development 
and modernization 
of the economy

17 17 17 17 4,710.7 5,982.7 5,594.3 6,210.7

New quality of life 11 13 12 12 14,495.5 18,500.8 9,749.3 10,279.0

Effi  cient 
government 5 5 5 4 4,890.3 4,412.7 3,378.5 3,549.2

Balanced regional 
development 4 4 5 5 782.5 1,890.3 2,008.7 2,262.6

Safeguarding 
national security 2 2 1 1 2,513.2 7,660.8 22.4 5.3

Expenditures 
on activities 
in RF government 
programs that 
are state secrets

2,854.9

TOTALS: 39 41 40 39 27,392.2 38,447.2 20,753.1 25,162.2

Source: Offi  cial website of the Ministry of Finance of the Russian Federation (ww.minfi n.ru).

As Table 1 shows, the program portion of federal budget expenditures began 
to decline in 2013, a result of the decrease in the number of government programs. 
Th ese were programs with a large amount of funding, including the program to 
develop the pension system. Th is increased the share of nonprogram expendi-
tures, since budget appropriations for the development of the pension system were 
planned in the amount of 9,320.1 billion rubles. In late April 2013 the State Duma 
adopted amendments to the Budget Code (No. 104-FZ of May 7, 2013) that were 
needed for the transition to a full-fl edged program budget. Th ese legislative revi-
sions were expected to serve as an incentive for the Russian federal budget in the 
next budget cycle, 2014–2016, to be produced entirely in program format. But this 
did not happen. And as Table 1 shows, the share of program expenditures in the 
federal budget in 2014–2016 was 56.5 percent (an increase of only 8.4 percentage 
points over the previous budget). Th e reason for this was that two government 
programs that were intended to support national defense and develop the pension 
system and that provided for a large amount of funding were not adopted in 2014. 
Th us, 8,141.7 billion rubles were to be allocated for development of the pension 
system and 8,925.3 billion rubles for secret expenditures, including fi nancial sup-
port for national defense. In the end, these expenditures remained in the “nonpro-
gram” portion of budget expenditures.
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In addition, inattention to the Russian economy’s structural problems at 
a time of deteriorating international conditions and economic sanctions that were 
imposed became a serious obstacle to a transition to a full-fl edged program bud-
get. Th e unfavorable macroeconomic situation and the lack of incentives for de-
velopment of the real sector of the economy have resulted in a recession and have 
limited internal opportunities for economic growth. All of this has adversely im-
pacted fi nancial support for government programs due to the need for substantial 
budget adjustments, since the draft  federal budget for 2014–2016 was prepared at 
a time when previously forecast revenues were declining.

It is no accident that the idea of cutting government spending was the main 
thrust of the President’s Budget Message of 2013. Sequestration aff ected most areas 
of budget expenditures. Worst hit was the housing and utilities sector, on which 
spending was to be reduced by roughly one-quarter (37 billion rubles). Spend-
ing on education was cut by 13 percent (or 88 billion rubles). In addition, a draft  
was prepared for optimizing government expenditures that would cut them by 
1.1 trillion rubles, including by changing the procedure for funding the pension 
system and restructuring the public administration sector. Naturally, all of this, 
along with the worsening forecasts for the revenue portion of the budget, could 
not help but impact the amounts of funding and the allocation of budget resources 
for government programs in progress. Underfunding, however, is not the main 
reason for their ineff ectiveness; a number of complex problems remain, and vigor-
ous measures must be taken to solve them.

What is an eff ective government program?

Th e government programs being implemented in Russia have substantial dif-
ferences from the majority of public programs being implemented in the United 
States, Canada, France, Sweden, South Korea, and other countries. Essentially 
they are more in line with the “missions” in France and “interagency programs” 
in South Korea. Each government program in the Russian Federation has its own 
structure and may include:
– subprograms and/or special federal programs;
– special government-agency programs and/or principal measures;
– measures.

Th erefore government programs contain signifi cant variations, based not 
only on the scale of the tasks to be accomplished but also on structural elements.

Th e multifaceted nature of government programs requires that even during 
the phase of the formulation of the federal budget, they must meet certain condi-
tions, which may be regarded as the key elements of the eff ectiveness of govern-
ment programs:
– clear formulation of the program objective;
– development of a logical structure for the program;
– a sound system for evaluating program eff ectiveness.

To be fair, it should be noted that this list is by no means complete. For ex-
ample, there are a number of other requirements (including the defi nition of pro-
gram subobjectives for each participating ministry; the allocation of responsibility 
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for the results of program fulfi llment among participating ministries; the design 
of an incentive system for achieving targets) that are no less important. Th e latter, 
however, are not crucial, since without the fi rst three, it is altogether impossible 
to talk about the eff ectiveness and productivity of budget expenditures (which 
is what special-program budgeting is actually aimed at).

Th e application of special-program budgeting methods in Russia is contin-
uously developing, moving toward a modernization of the regulatory and legal 
framework. In December 2013 the Russian Federation Ministry of Economic De-
velopment issued an order approving the new version of the guidelines for the 
formulation and implementation of government programs. Th e new guidelines 
contain a list of requirements for objectives, which must conform to the priorities 
of public policy for the implementation of government programs and defi ne the 
end results of their implementation. Furthermore, the objectives of a government 
program must possess such characteristics as specifi city (the objective must be 
consistent with the domain in which the government program is implemented); 
concreteness (no fuzzy, obscure formulations that allow for an arbitrary or am-
biguous interpretation); measurability (the attainment of the objective can be veri-
fi ed); achievability (the objective must be achievable during the period of imple-
mentation of the government program); relevance (conformity of the formulation 
of the objective with the expected end results of the implementation of the pro-
gram). In addition, the formulation of the objective must be concise and clear and 
not contain special terms, references to other objectives, tasks, or results that are 
corollaries of achieving the objective itself, or a description of ways, means and 
methods of achieving it. 

Our analysis, however, suggests that in most cases government programs 
need to be further refi ned, for example, with regard to formulating objectives. 
We can cite, in particular, government program 05, “Providing High-Quality 
and Aff ordable Housing and Services for RF Citizens,” in which neither of the 
objectives – “Improving the aff ordability and quality of housing for the public” 
and “Improving the quality and reliability of the provision of housing and util-
ity services” – meets the requirements of current guidelines. All of this also ap-
plies to other government programs, since it is impossible to regard as concrete, 
achievable, realistic, and measurable such objectives as: “Making health care ac-
cessible and improving the eff ectiveness of health-care services, the amount, types, 
and quality of which must be in line with the morbidity level, the public’s needs, 
and advanced medical achievements” (government program 01, “Th e Develop-
ment of Health Care”) and “Creating legal, economic, and institutional conditions 
conducive to the eff ective development of the labor market” (government pro-
gram 07, “Support for Employment of the Population”).

It must be acknowledged that there are serious problems with the logical 
structures of programs, most of which lack sections containing information about 
their interconnection with related government programs. In addition, disagree-
ments over the approval of ceilings of budget appropriations for their implemen-
tation led to a point where a “compromise” solution was worked out in 2013 that 
provided for the possibility of formulating all government programs in two ver-
sions or scenarios: a baseline one (within the framework of the adopted three-year 
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budget) and a supplemental (preferred) one, which would provide for additional 
budget appropriations with an appropriate modifi cation of targets. Th e result was 
that the majority of approved government programs in 2013 were approved in two 
scenarios (baseline and supplemental). Moreover, the approved programs were 
formulated in diff erent formats, since substantial changes had occurred during 
this period in the regulatory and legal framework. Th is resulted in the fact that 
in the middle of 2014, all current government programs underwent a substantial 
reworking. Th e new versions of the government programs, however, are also far 
from being perfect (http://programs.gov.ru).

It must be noted that if the fi rst two elements of the government programs do 
not meet the requirements, it is pointless to speak of a system for evaluating their 
eff ectiveness, since it is impossible to evaluate a program’s eff ectiveness without a 
clear understanding of exactly what results must be achieved.

Moreover, one of the basic conditions for government programs to be eff ec-
tive is that there should be a direct relationship between actions and the parame-
ters of the evaluation. If we try to trace that relationship, a whole host of questions 
arise. Take, for example, the government program “Th e Development of Educa-
tion for 2013–2020,” whose objectives are:
– to provide a high quality in Russian education based on the changing needs of 

the population and the long-term challenges of the development of Russian 
society and the economy;

– making youth policy more eff ective for purposes of the country’s innovative 
social development.
Th e proposed indicators (there are seven in all) include those presented in 

Table 3.

Table 3 
Indicators of the government program 

for the development of education
Indicators 2013 2014 2015 2016 2020

Percentage of the total population 5–18 years of age 
covered by education 98.5 98.3 98.0 98.0 98.0

Percentage of young people 14 to 30 years of age who 
participate in the activities of public young people’s 
associations

21.0 22.0 23.0 23.0 23.0

Percentage of children in families with incomes below 
the poverty level 26.4 26.0 25.8 24.2 20.9

Total fertility rate 1.643 1.664 1.685 1.711 1.815

Source: Created by the authors.

It is not very clear how one can tie these indicators to the declared objec-
tives – specifi cally, how it is possible, by means of a reduction (even a small one) 
in the percentage of young people receiving an education and an increase in the 
number of young people taking part in public activities, to provide a high quality 
of education and at the same time promote innovative and socially oriented devel-
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opment of the country. It seems that this program needs to be seriously revamped 
with regard to developing a system for evaluating eff ectiveness.

Obviously, an indicator such as total fertility rate is not related in any way to 
the stated objectives of the government program, and therefore the eff ectiveness of 
budget expenditures on this program comes under question.

Th ere are no fewer contradictions in the objectives and indicators of the gov-
ernment program “Economic Development and an Innovative Economy.” Th e fi rst 
thing to point out is the eff ectiveness of the objectives. It is not very clear why 
one of three stated declared objectives is “to make public administration more 
effi  cient” (the other two are: to create a favorable entrepreneurial climate and con-
ditions for doing business and to increase the innovative activities of business) 
and to which objective, for example, the indicator “level of accessibility of offi  cial 
statistical information” corresponds.

Th ese examples clearly demonstrate that a number of objectives are not ef-
fective, and as is well known, objectives that are not precisely formulated oft en 
may “lead in the wrong direction.” You can be eff ective, carry out all of the stated 
activities, but move in the wrong direction. 

Constructing a system for evaluating the eff ectiveness 
of government programs

Th e question of which parameters to include in a system for evaluating ef-
fectiveness is essentially a matter of receiving feedback for the improvement of 
government programs. Besides audit functions, an important aspect that should 
be kept in mind is whether the parameter/indicator provides information about 
what is happening e.g., quality, cost, etc.). Information on the changes that are tak-
ing place are provided specifi cally by parameters of eff ectiveness that represent the 
relationship between the degree to which the planned results have been achieved 
and the use of a certain amount of budget funds. Another problem is the fact that 
the proposed methodologies of government programs do not provide an evalu-
ation of parameter levels with reference to funding amounts from each funding 
source (in addition to the variety of options for calculating parameters of eff ective-
ness and of methods of obtaining reporting data).

Th e specifi c nature of the objectives, tasks, activities, and results of some 
government programs is such that the benefi ts from their implementation are 
indirect, circuitous, and pertain not only to the development of the sectors in 
which such programs are implemented but also to the living standards and qual-
ity of life, the social sector, the economy, public safety, government institutions, 
and so forth. All this makes it impossible to adequately evaluate the eff ectiveness 
of government programs. In addition, when evaluating a whole host of Russian 
government programs, one must pay special attention to calculating parameters 
not only of economic but also of social eff ectiveness. If we look at Russian prac-
tice, we will see that this is especially applicable to socially oriented programs in 
the “New Quality of Life” block, such as “Support for Employment of the Popu-
lation,” “Th e Development of Health Care,” “Th e Development of Education,” 
“Th e Development of the Pension System,” and others.
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We will now examine the specifi c nature of various groups of parameters in 
the case of the implementation of the subprograms included in the government 
program “Environmental Protection” for 2012–2020 (the “New Quality of Life” 
block) with 2014 funding of 31.7 billion rubles, the purpose of which is to raise 
the level of environmental safety and to preserve natural systems.

When formulating and implementing environmental subprograms (“Regu-
lating the Quality of the Environment,” “Russia’s Biological Diversity,” “Hydro-
meteorology and Environmental Monitoring”), it is important to orient expen-
ditures toward achieving specifi c objectives and to evaluate their eff ectiveness 
on the basis of measurable indicators. One should therefore take into account 
a whole set of parameters that allow for evaluating not only environmental and 
social but also economic eff ectiveness (Afanasiev & Shash, 2013, p. 61).

Examples of parameters for environmental programs are shown in Table 4. 

Table 4
Examples of parameters for evaluating the eff ectiveness 

of environmental programs
Parameters of eff ectiveness of environmental programs

Parameters
of environmental
benefi ts

Share of solid-waste generation per capita*

% of production-waste generation

% of production waste recycled

% of consumption-waste generation

% of consumption waste recycled

% of enterprises that improved their level of hazardous emissions 

Parameters
of social
benefi ts

% of morbidity rate caused by environmental situation

% of mortality rate caused by environmental situation

Social benefi t from environmental investments

Parameters
of economic
benefi ts

Resource-intensiveness of the economy

Energy-intensiveness of production

Proportion of environmentally clean output

Economic benefi ts from environmental investments

Increase in value of lands aft er environmental-protection measures

Increase amount of fi nes for violation of environmental rules

Amount of annual economic harm from deterioration in condition of the 
environment

Source: Created by the authors.

*It is important to include this parameter, since the average generation of solid household waste per 
capita is approximately 0.4 ton. Th e levels of solid-waste recycling are no less important, since our country 
currently reprocesses less than 40 percent of industrial waste and only 7–10 percent of solid household 
waste. Meanwhile, the annual increase in solid household waste is becoming one of the major pollutants 
of the environment.
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Th e system for evaluating the eff ectiveness of environmental programs must 
also take into account parameters of environmental eff ectiveness, which must help 
to evaluate in the most objective manner possible the impact of measures taken 
on the environment, as manifested in an improvement of the composition of wa-
ter, air, soil, and the environment as a whole, including an increase in a region’s 
assimilative capacity. Th ey may also be parameters showing the downward trend 
in the amount of pollutant emissions and discharges as a result of using highly ef-
fi cient waste-treatment facilities, introducing advanced production technologies, 
and creating no-waste production lines, which can have a signifi cant positive im-
pact on the environment and on the increase in its biodiversity.

This group of parameters is of primary importance, since almost 60 per-
cent of Russia’s population currently lives in environmentally polluted terri-
tory and more than 33 percent of city dwellers live in cities with a high level 
of air pollution.

Parameters of social eff ectiveness should refl ect the degree of utility for the 
population and society as a whole from implementing environmental measures, 
specifi cally evaluate what changes occurred in the morbidity rate and the mortal-
ity rate of the population living in the unfavorable environmental zone as a result 
of reducing, for example, hazardous emissions into the environment.

Social and environmental eff ectiveness may be manifested, for example, 
in an increase in life expectancy and the preservation and restoration of natural 
resources, as a result of limiting or eliminating the negative impact of economic 
and production activities on human health and the environment.

Parameters of economic eff ectiveness should evaluate the economic eff ect from 
implementing environmental measures, such as the amount of economic benefi ts, 
both for consumers of government services (legal entities and individuals) and 
for the government agencies implementing these programs. In particular, the eco-
nomic eff ect may be manifested, for example, in an increase in the value of pre-
served natural resources and a decrease in budget expenditures on health care for 
the treatment of illnesses caused by environmental problems.

It should be noted here that the implementation of an environmental pro-
gram that is ineff ective for the environment and for society cannot be considered 
sound even if it is economically benefi cial.

Th e development of a system for evaluating the eff ectiveness of a government 
program is not especially diffi  cult, since during this phase it is usually a matter of 
evaluating the attainment of overall fi nal objectives. For example, in environmen-
tal programs aimed at preserving/improving the environment, such a parameter 
may be a number for air quality, defi ned by the amount of air per million particles 
(in %); in social-block programs aimed аt reducing unemployment and poverty, 
one can use indicators of employment and the share of the population with in-
comes below the poverty level.

At the same time, the development of a system for evaluating eff ectiveness 
at the subprogram level may involve serious diffi  culties. A whole host of experts 
point to the problem of choosing parameters for evaluation that correspond to the 
tasks of the subprogram. Th e reason for this is that in the context of subprograms, 
as a rule, there is a greater need for collecting and evaluating data.



126

Public Administration Issues. 2014. Special Issue

Th e results of the evaluation may be used to analyze the eff ectiveness of the 
actions of a program. Th is will make it possible to improve the quality of the for-
mulation of similar programs. If a program is designed for several years (which 
is typical for environmental programs), then an annual evaluation of the results 
obtained will allow for adjusting the program’s actions in subsequent years. 

For the actions of environmental programs, there should be a mandatory 
evaluation of their positive impact on the environment. In addition, the evalu-
ation of their eff ectiveness requires taking into account the natural and climatic 
characteristics of each region that is covered by the program. 

Th e evaluation of economic eff ectiveness should be preceded by an evaluation 
of environmental and social eff ectiveness, since the economic benefi t from imple-
mentation of programs is measured to no less an extent, and even more, by social 
and environmental benefi ts and losses. To this end, one should use special meth-
ods such as a cost–benefi t analysis and a cost-eff ectiveness analysis, which best fi t 
the evaluation of environmental actions.

Other methods that better suit other types of programs may also be used for 
the evaluation procedure. Th e set of evaluation methods should be formed ac-
cording to the specifi c nature of the government program.

Th e program budget from a regional perspective

Th e budget-reform process, especially with regard to introducing special-pro-
gram budgeting in Russia, is continuing to develop. As part of the transition begin-
ning in 2016 to preparing budgets in a program format, regions must do a great 
amount of work in the immediate future, including work to build the varied current 
programs (SFPs, various kinds of regional programs) into the new budgeting model.

Budgets have already been produced on the basis of government programs in 
almost twenty Russian constituent entities, including the city of Moscow; Volgograd, 
Leningrad, Kaliningrad, Penza, Rostov, Tver, Sverdlovsk, Murmansk, and Omsk re-
gions; Khabarovsk and Primorye territories; the Republic of Chuvashia; and others. 
In addition, regulations governing the procedure for formulating and implement-
ing government programs have been adopted in almost fi ft y regions. Substantial 
progress was achieved in 2013–2014 with regard to producing program budgets in 
regions, since, as data from the Ministry of Finance of the Russian Federation show 
that in 2012 the share of program expenditures in a whole host of constituent entities 
was not more than 5 percent. It can be concluded, therefore, that last year, despite the 
decrease in budget revenues and the increase in the budget defi cit, Russia’s regions 
took vigorous actions to introduce program-budgeting technology.

Russian regions take a variety of approaches to producing a program bud-
get. One of the indications of this variety is the number of government programs. 
It ranges from 49 (Republic of Dagestan) to 11 (Chukchi Autonomous Region). 
It is interesting that 16.9 percent of the budget expenditures of the Republic of 
Dagestan are earmarked for implementing its 49 government programs in 2014, 
yet the list of government programs of the Republic of Dagestan consists of 53 pro-
grams. Th ere are also signifi cant diff erences in the eff ective periods of the govern-
ment programs. Although the most common version is a government program for 
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the period up to 2020, there are cases in which programs are adopted for shorter 
periods (beginning with three or four years). 

Th e number of government programs in various Russian regions is probably 
determined by the desired degree of detail. In this regard there are attempts to con-
solidate the “uncombinable” – for example, the Tula Region adopted the government 
program “Th e Development of Education and Archiving in the Tula Region.” Here 
is an example of excessive detail: Th e Republic of Dagestan adopted the government 
program “Th e Training of Dagestani Athletes for the XXXI Summer Olympic and 
XV Summer Paralympic Games in 2016 in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, the XXII Summer 
Deafl ympic Games in 2013 in Athens, Greece, and the XXIII Summer Deafl ympic 
Games in 2017,” with budget appropriations for 2014 totaling 104,617,000 rubles. 
On a parallel track is another government program, “Th e Development of Physical 
Fitness and Sports in the Republic of Dagestan,” with budget appropriations for 2014 
totaling 94,085,000 rubles. Th is sort of “breakdown” seems highly debatable, consid-
ering the spending amounts that are provided for their implementation.

Th e experience of transitioning to program budgeting in various constituent 
entities of the Russian Federation shows that each of them, to a greater or lesser ex-
tent, has encountered a whole host of problems that seriously impede organizing the 
actual process of formulating government programs and approving the budget in 
a program format. Th ese problems are both of an objective nature, involving prob-
lems with legal and methodological support, and of a subjective nature, involving 
administrative stereotypes in specifi c regions. In addition, these problems may be 
divided into external (those directly dependent on federal authorities) and internal 
(dependent directly on the regional leadership). Despite the substantial quantitative 
diff erences in the lists of government programs, however, all of the Russian regions 
that are developing program instruments tend to have similar problems. Th e reason 
for this is that in most cases Russian regions continue, with admirable consistency, 
to borrow federal experience (which is oft en not completely refi ned), thereby trans-
ferring to the regional level budget practices that are by no means the best. Never-
theless, some constituent entities of Russia (e.g., the Tver and Volgograd regions and 
the Republic of Chuvashia) have accumulated fairly positive experience in applying 
special-program budgeting, which can be used with success by other regions in for-
mulating budgets on the basis of government programs.

Th e contours of new budgetary reforms

Th e next important area in continuing Russian budgetary reforms is a transi-
tion to long-term budget planning, which will take place within the framework 
of budget rules and the strategic planning system, since a law “On Strategic Plan-
ning in the Russian Federation” (No. 172-FZ of June 28, 2014) has been adopted. 
Its main purpose is to create a legal basis development, construction and opera-
tion of a comprehensive strategic planning system in the area of Russia’s socio-
economic development and national security. Th e law expands the period of fore-
casting and planning beyond the framework of the budget cycle (three years) and 
regulates the adoption and implementation of medium-term (three to six years) 
and long-term (more than six years) decisions.



128

Public Administration Issues. 2014. Special Issue

Th e adoption of this law requires substantial modernization of the budget 
laws, so in 2014 a new version of the Russian Federation Budget Code was ad-
opted. It was intended to be a more systematized and convenient document that 
conforms to the new economic and budgetary realities. Th e principal complaints 
about the Budget Code have been that it lacks fundamental principles and con-
tains numerous amendments. No one denies that the amendments improve the 
regulatory instruments, but there are already about a hundred of them, which 
signifi cantly complicates their use. As a rule, these amendments were a response 
to some political tasks that came out of the Budget Message of the President of 
Russia. Th erefore, two principles that are to be applied to the new version of the 
Budget Code are to systematize and codify it.

Th e adoption of these documents is of great importance, since, due to the spe-
cifi c features of the current system of public administration and budget planning 
in the Russian Federation, a number of problems arise, including the following:
(1)  diffi  culties in selecting parameters for the productivity of government pro-

grams due to their multifaceted nature and structural diff erences;
(2)  disagreements among the participants in the budget process regarding the 

composition and structure of federal budget expenditures on the implemen-
tation of government programs;

(3)  specifi c sectoral features of some government programs that must be taken 
into account when evaluating the eff ectiveness of their implementation;

(4)  the necessity of improving the system of governmental fi nancial oversight to 
further ensure the economical and effi  cient utilization of budget funds;

(5)  the selection of tools for evaluating eff ectiveness, including the determination 
of parameters for the productivity of government programs.
In addition, as a result of the slowdown in Russia’s economic growth, the allo-

cation of budget resources constantly needs to be optimized based on adjustments 
in socio-economic priorities and the goals of public policy. Moreover, given that 
government services are provided on a nonmarket basis, it is essential to con-
stantly improve work aimed at increasing the eff ectiveness of budget expenditures, 
since attaining a certain level of eff ectiveness is becoming an important phase on 
the path to improving the effi  cient operation of the public administration sec-
tor. Th is process, however, is a long way from being completed. For example, the 
transition to a full-scale program budget is postponed every year. Th e procedures 
for adopting amendments to legislative statutes that would make it possible to do 
this within the originally planned time frame have been extremely protracted. Th e 
Program for Improving the Eff ectiveness of Budget Expenditures Until 2012, one 
of the areas of which was to introduce special-program administrative methods, 
has smoothly changed into another one – “Program for Improving the Admin-
istration of Public (Governmental and Municipal) Finance for the Period Until 
2018” – most of which repeats the tasks that were not accomplished under the 
previous one. One of the important areas of this recently adopted document con-
tinues to be the modernization of the budget process during the introduction of 
special-program administrative methods.

Th ere is no doubt, therefore, that work should be continued on refi ning all of 
the types of budget programs that are being implemented in Russia, both with re-
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gard to objectives and with regard to the system of parameters for evaluating eff ec-
tiveness. At the same time, it is essential to fundamentally improve planning pro-
cedures. Above all, one should not plan what is basically unattainable: there must 
be complete conformity between the needs being planned for and existing fi nan-
cial capabilities, since for a whole host of programs there simply are not enough 
budget appropriations to carry out planned activities. Obviously, such budgetary 
decisions cannot be regarded as completely responsible.

Th e next problem is that in regard to the transparency of budget procedures 
the potential readiness of the government and society has not yet been transformed 
into actual mechanisms by which agencies will provide full budgetary information 
and the public will infl uence on the budget process. Th e disclosure of budget infor-
mation, however, will have a benefi cial impact on the quality of budgets at all levels. 
Th e initiative here must come not only from government entities; the Russian public 
must also play a role. Without such crisscross initiatives, it seems impossible make 
full use of all the advantages that a program budget (unquestionably) off ers.

So experts and practitioners should focus their attention on introducing ap-
proaches into the Russian budget process that are aimed at effi  cient administra-
tion of government programs. What is diffi  cult about this task is that the specifi c 
nature of the Russian program-budgeting model prevents the direct borrowing 
of methods that are successfully used in countries that have transitioned to the 
program-format budget.

As a result, despite a number of obvious achievements, the budgetary reform 
process has not been completed. All the more so since, at a time of economic 
turbulence, one cannot rule out the emergence of serious new challenges based 
on the exacerbation of domestic and foreign imbalances, which require constant 
adjustments of budget strategy and budget policy in the Russian Federation.
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