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INTRODUCTION
This draft note was written in response to requests from some participants at conferences and seminars.  It incorporates material that I have discussed much when giving advice and leading seminar sessions, and it may become the basis for a book with more evidence, including stories or cases that some find convincing and motivating.  I claim copyright.  I give readers permission to quote from it attributably or unattributably, but I ask you not to publish the material and – if you mention my name – to make it clear this is only a draft.  

The target readers are managers, especially managers in the public sector, in countries with developing or transitional economies.  That is not because I think such countries culturally more corrupt, but because rapid change brings greater vulnerability to corrupting pressures from industrialised countries.   
Many ethical issues arise in public service but corrupt acts undermine ethical intentions in all areas of activity.  Corruption concerns people everywhere and there have been hundreds of conferences, seminars and workshops on the subject and countless books and papers written.  If information about corruption was water we would all be drowned.  I add to that flood only because I think we need to understand corruption well if we want to reduce it, and I want to share what I have learnt from people working on these issues in countries I visit and from seminar participants
.  I will try to limit my comments here to matters that I think get too little recognition, or where my views differ from those voiced by many.  

Corruption is widely recognised as a serious problem.  Who should do anything about it?  If it’s not our responsibility, why read on?  Sometimes nothing gets done because different groups in society wait for others to take the lead.  Some say we need the ‘political will’, others that it is for ‘big business’ or a specialised agency to clean-up corruption.  But if corruption hurts many people, many will want it reduced and to know if there is anything we can do to help bring that about.  Different people in different positions and roles have different opportunities and responsibilities.
· Politicians and leaders in business and society should act and set the example.  Many talk of the need for the ‘political will’, top-down, and say that if the political will is lacking ‘nothing can be done’.  That could lead us to despair.  However if politicians fail to take an effective lead against corruption that shows they do not think corruption a high priority for voters (or in a dictatorship, ‘the people’, for politicians in every system still want to be popular).  Political will needs people-pressure to start and sustain it.
· Citizens should demand changes ‘bottom-up’.  We can give voice to our concerns, persuade political candidates to prioritise integrity (and explain their wealth).  We can co-operate in many ways in efforts to combat corruption.  

· Managers have to respond to an increasingly educated and informed public demanding higher standards of service from organisations and governments they can trust.  These demands will not be met well if an organisation or department is damaged by corruption.  In public and private sectors managers are responsible for ensuring the integrity of the operations they control, and hence of their staff.  Managers also have to advise higher management, directors and political leaders.  Good managers seek feedback from their organisation’s clients.  Thus managers are a mid-level group.  Managers look upwards to advise the top leadership in Company, NGO or government on policies to restore integrity and build trust, the look downwards to lead, control and enable more junior staff to ensure this is done, and they look outwards to give good services to clients and get value for money from contractors.
· Specialists have important roles too!  Lawyers and the courts, law-makers, tax-collectors, auditors, election observers, staff in the agency or agencies responsible for investigating corruption and many more people, need to play their part.
If acting to combat corruption is your concern please read on! 

UNDERSTANDING CORRUPTION
1) Definitions?  Attempts to define corruption cause controversy and waste much time.  I use two in different contexts (given in an end-note
 because I don’t think it helpful to consider them here).  Definitions are dangerous because ‘to define is to limit’: corruption is a crime and criminals are very inventive.  It is easier to give examples of behaviour that people in our society think corrupt.  Bribery with cash or gifts is the corruption that causes most concern.  We shall consider later how to distinguish an honest gift from a bribe. 
2) Frequency?  Corrupt acts come in many forms and all sizes – as everybody knows.  But corruption appears to come usually in one of two frequencies, low or very high, LF or VHF, in any group of activities or transactions.  
a. Why two frequencies?  Because in any workplace, sometimes in a broader society, people learn from each other how to act corruptly and get away with it.  (Think of this for employees cheating on their expenses: one puts in a fraudulent claim that is not detected or punished, so they do it again and tell their friends.  Those friends then do the same and tell others until it seems ‘everybody’ in that office is doing it.)  If one or two get caught and suffer some suitable penalty news of that gets passed round and the corrupt practice stops.  Then people look for new opportunities and because of this corruption, like other crimes, goes in fashions.  
b. The objectives and priorities for dealing with corruption differ for low frequency corruption and VHF corruption.  However I know of no organisation or nation that is totally corrupt, or totally clean.  But the situation is more complicated than so far described because perceptions about the frequency of corrupt acts may get exaggerated.  That happens because several stakeholders gain from corrupt activities when their frequency is thought to be near one extreme or the other.  Thus corrupt police officers seeking a bribe would find it easy to hint at a corrupt transaction when drivers expect that, but if corrupt behaviour by the police is not expected there may be less scrutiny of their work they may find it easy to avoid suspicion and to hide any corrupt gains.  When it is thought that there is much or very frequent corruption politicians, the press, anti-corruption organisations, consultants (!) and others could attract more publicity and more funds, but when corruption is thought to be of low frequency those same groups may claim credit for that.
3) The ‘social climate’.  Whether corruption is LF or VHF leads to other differences in its nature and in public reactions to it. 

a. With perceived Low Frequency corruption a few people will pay bribes to get an unfair advantage.  Few officials or other employees accept bribes.  Corruption is not considered very important and is seldom discussed.  If others thought I had paid a bribe they would disapprove and I would feel ashamed.  If guilty I would fear prosecution and prison.  
b. With perceived VHF corrupt acts ‘everybody’ pays to get fair treatment.  Many employees make money by ‘extortion’, asking for bribes to provide the service they are employed to give, or to provide that service quickly when they are employed to give good, quick service without any extra inducement.  Corruption often becomes a frequent topic of conversation.  People complain but despair of seeing corruption reduced, and pay.  Those involved feel little shame, indeed some boast of the gains made by paying bribes.  Many who act corruptly want to stop but dare not – they fear the anger of colleagues in a ‘corrupt syndicate’ or gangs linked with international organised crime more than they fear arrest and conviction.  (If many employees cheat on their expenses new members of staff come under pressure to conform, for fear that the newcomers’ honest claims show up inflated claims by present staff.)
c. The profits of bribery go more to those who pay than to those who receive the bribes.  This was shown dramatically when prices were compared for construction contracts before and after a ‘Clean Hands’ operation against corruption in Milan, Italy, in 1992.  The cost per km for building an underground railway fell by more than 50% though contractors had paid bribes of ‘only’ 2 or 3% (still a lot of money on contracts costing hundreds of millions of US dollars).  Those contractors made a tremendous profit compared with which government employees gained relatively little, while the government was cheated of much money.  The bribes made competition impossible.  Similarly in some other countries corruption in tax payments is thought to lose governments 50% of the money they should receive.  With VHF corruption an employee may receive many small bribes, and it is the client or customer who pays and is cheated directly rather than the government.  But that pattern of behaviour makes a company or government even more vulnerable to bigger bribes, with employees and customers colluding to cheat the government.  Again, for those large transactions the person who pays the bribe usually makes bigger gains than the person who receives them.
4) Causes.  If we agree that corruption becomes the norm in patterns of transaction when some get away with it – and others learn to do the same – it is integrity rather than corruption that requires an explanation.  However some factors make corrupt acts more likely and merit some thought.  The causes are people, prompted by, and systems.  

a. People act corruptly, driven perhaps by greed, need, pressure from others and fear.  One writer describes an ‘economy of affection’
 where economic decisions are determined by who will get some unfair benefit.  There is also a ‘sociology of disaffection’
, where people act corruptly out of anger with management or ‘the government’.  Many become blind to one pattern of corruption or another
.  Most who act corruptly justify their actions to themselves (the government wastes our taxes, public service pay is unfair, top managers are corrupt, etc).  As noted already several people get trapped in patterns of corrupt activity.  
b. Systems can be especially vulnerable to corruption.  Any system where people can hide their transactions or act corruptly without any penalty is corrupt!  Some who write about corruption claim it is not people that are at fault but systems
.  But measures to improve the systems are aimed at ensuring that people act correctly.  

i.  
Laws and regulations are aimed at ensuring correct behaviour.  But having too many regulations may, contrary to intentions, make it more difficult to monitor compliance and easier to evade them.  Over-regulation has been long-recognised as a cause of corruption
.  Not having enough regulations, or having regulations that lack clarity, can be just as damaging.  
ii.  
Change increases corrupt opportunities.  For example when one supplier and one customer do business frequently, each is likely to want to win and retain the other’s trust.   But if the transactions are only ‘passing trade’ there is less incentive to avoid any suspect behaviour.  Similarly many politicians are said to act more corruptly if they expect to lose the next election to get the corrupt benefits while they can.  High rates of change – and thus ‘development’ – increase the risks of corruption, but so does a high level of security.  If it is very difficult to dismiss me, or if I cannot be elected out of office, that could encourage me to act corruptly. 
iii. Monopolies provide opportunities for corruption, but so does competition if it is not properly regulated and monitored.   Shortages of supply or scarcity also increase the risks.  Also, as we have seen, complacency when it is thought corruption is infrequent and acceptance when it is thought VHF.  Other factors will become apparent when considering policies and management methods to combat corruption.  
c. Opportunity.  People in a group act corruptly if they learn there is an opportunity to do so without penalty, so we blame corrupt acts on ‘opportunity’.  As we have seen, opportunity increases with rapid change and development, but also with too much security. 

5) Consequences.  Motivation to act against corruption may be strengthened by concern about its consequences. 

a. Damage to the economy gets much attention from governments and donors, often being given as the main reason for acting against corruption.  Mention has been made of the losses caused by corrupt contracts in section 3(c) above.  In some countries in which I have worked studies suggest the losses to tax revenues to government are as much as 50%, attributed to corruption and bad management.  But although the costs of corruption have often been underestimated the damge is often exaggerated!  I find many citizens less convinced because some countries and companies that are allegedly corrupt are very successful.  (For a limited time, ‘experts’ argue in response, citing examples such as Enron.  But some citizens are not convinced, or cannot wait until corruption brings economic disaster.)
b. Damage to society through a breakdown of trust is arguably more important.  Failures of trust make workplaces miserable, hurt family relationships (even in extended families) and make people unhappy.  (Some studies suggest one main objective of government is best understood as making citizens happy.)  Where corruption continues (often despite promises to act against it) many lose trust in government and more generally in politics and democracy.  This may be linked with anger against people thought to have become excessively rich by corrupt means (this being the economic consequence of greatest concern to many).  Angry people have demanded change.  Research suggests that people get so angry at treatment thought unfair that they bother rather little about the costs to themselves from action to prevent unfair behaviour
.  Some have welcomed dictators and military coups to oust an unpopular corrupt government.  Damage to society’s ethical standards and morality may cause people to turn to religion.  Some think a ‘consequentialist’ ethic unnecessary or even inappropriate: it is enough for them that corruption is wrong.  Good!  But some go further, turning to religious fundamentalism and fanaticism
.  
c. Damage to security and risks to personal safety worry many citizens the most, to judge by conversations in several countries.  Bribes make it easy to disregard regulations, risking safety at work and on the roads, unsafe food and medicines, pollution of the environment, etc.  When bribes enable criminals to escape justice they commit more crimes.  More theft, rape, murder, etc, make the streets unsafe.  Corruption makes it easier to smuggle drugs, weapons and humans and opens the door to terrorist crime.  In some countries conflict and civil war are blamed on corruption, at least in part.  A longer term global threat may come from uncontrolled scientific experiments having unintended but disastrous effects.
6) Objectives and strategies need to differ for LF and VHF corruption.  
a. With low frequency corrupt acts, LF, (in a group of activities or as perceived more widely), the aim will be to maintain integrity and the good reputation and trust that it brings, and prevent corruption getting in (against efforts by criminal gangs and others).  It is important to recognise that ‘international organised crime’ syndicates seek to corrupt politicians and officials to help pursue their criminal ends.  A suitable analogy for preventing corruption is then medical immunisation so that other people and organisations do not catch the disease.  In military terms we could talk of defence, resisting the efforts of those seeking to infiltrate corrupt ways.  An engineering analogy would be strengthening a bridge for which collapse is feared.
b. With VHF corrupt acts the aim will be to reduce levels of corruption and to re-build integrity and trust.  For this people need to change their behaviour, to stop paying or demanding bribes or acting in other corrupt ways.  Effective action against corruption requires many to report it.  The medical analogy is a cure – or at least alleviating the pain from any infection that remains.  The military analogy used often is attack, but the people acting corruptly may not want things that way but may be trapped.  A better concept is then rescue.  Talking about an attack or a ‘war on corruption’ may drive people who act corruptly to defend each other, though in phrases such as a ‘war on want’ or on HIV-AIDS there may be no identified human enemy.  Those who act corruptly are criminals who need to be deterred rather than enemies to be defeated.  If deterrence does not work the guilty have to be convicted and punished as criminals as a step towards rehabilitation.  But social acceptability makes people blind to the consequences of corruption and those trapped in corrupt ways by fear of colleagues, families or other groups, or by habit, need a military-style operation to bring rescue, not defeat.  A bridge that has collapsed need to be re-built, not just strengthened. 
REDUCING ‘VHF’ CORRUPTION
A
Be soft!  
1) Help citizens to change their ways where corruption is VHF.  This requires ‘soft’ measures or persuasion, to encourage all.  These include persuasion, (some call it social marketing), good management, and integrity pledges.
2) Social marketing.  If people are to change behaviour they should first want to do so.  There are useful patterns of ‘social marketing’ (explored brilliantly in a World Bank Institute paper
 which seems not to be available now on the Bank’s website).  For social marketing I use alliteration for the list of aims:

a. Awareness: aiming to make people aware, for corruption, of its consequences and the success of measures to reduce it, 

b. Attitude:  Aiming to help change attitudes so that people want less corruption, want to change their ways), and 

c. Action:  aiming get to change actions, not just talk, but changed behaviour.  

Such marketing needs to be aimed at citizens and similarly targeted at different target groups: by politicians and through the media to the public, by managers to their staff, etc. 

3) Good management.  [In this section I give only summaries of, or extracts from, notes I use for seminars etc.  The main themes are listed below.  I hope to revise this section later.  Managers need to know and be able to advise on broader policies to combat corruption, many of which may be reflected in their own actions as managers.] 
a. Motivate.  Managers need to motivate staff to prevent or reduce corrupt acts that could damage the department.  Discussion with staff may help a manager understand where the department is most vulnerable.

b. Be transparent and accountable.  (See a published paper, available on my website
.)
c. Trust but verify.  Requiring better transparency and accountability annoys staff (who think writing more reports a waste of effort and a diversion from the ‘real’ job).  We need to re-build trust – staff trusting managers and managers able to trust staff.  However to build the trust of the public in our organisation requires us to avoid any actions that could give people any reasonable cause to suspect corruption or secrecy that might hide corrupt behaviour.  Managers and staff may agree this requires random checks to ‘trust but verify’.  Getting someone from outside the organisation to check one expense claim in every few hundred, to use that familiar example, and having false claims bring severe penalties, would deter fraud.  (If I claim that a false claim is accidental some of my other claims could be checked.)  
d. Compete.  An economy free and ‘deregulated’ sounds attractive but competition requires regulation, otherwise collusion and corrupt cartels will make competition invalid.  Economists speak a ‘level playing field’ and the analogy is apt: football teams can compete only if they obey the rules and referee.  We need rules – and a referee – for competition to be a corrective for corruption, not an agent for it.  

e. Co-operate or co-ordinate?  Sharing information is important and co-operation for mutual benefit with different partners for different activities has great advantages.  But co-ordination is sometimes necessary, much sought and seldom effective.
f. Use codes and regulations?  The adoption of codes of conduct or ethics is often advocated.  Good in theory.  Seldom effective.  (The Core Values for Enron were excellent!
)  It is helpful if we consider how staff react to them.  Much depends on how they are used – parts should become part of job description and matters for appraisal that will influence promotion, etc.  See paper by Glor
.


g. Use checklists?  I have prepared checklists for managers suggesting how to (1) prevent or reduce corruption and (2) have a contingency plan for action if told a member of their staff appears to be acting corruptly.  However checklists can seriously damage your health – and undermine their intentions.  Those who draft them think of more and more relevant factors and the lists get longer.  Those who use them often assume they ‘ought’ to do everything on the list (and that gets compounded by many who argue for a ‘holistic’ approach to anti-corruption efforts).  Then most of us feel overwhelmed, and do nothing!  A checklist may serve a useful purpose as a source of ideas if read with one question in mind, asking ‘What one idea among all these, if any, is my priority for action now?’

h. Have courage!  It is the responsibility of managers to give sound advice to higher authority.  In government ‘Ministers need to know what they do not want to hear’.  Good leaders realise this
 but studies show that many staff suffer if they bring bad news
.  We need to prepare the way, helping leaders want to know the truth.  


4) Integrity or honesty pledges.  These have been strongly advocated.  They may be required from companies by governments as a condition for inclusion in those invited to make bids.  It is claimed that they deter senior managers from acting corruptly and encourage them to check on their staff.  I do not know how effective they have been.

B
Get tough!  

[These are extracts or summaries from earlier notes.]  
5) Tough measures are required when dealing with people who resist persuasion and who would continue in corrupt ways.

  
6) Choose priorities.  Is the priority retribution for corrupt acts in the past or protection against corrupt behaviour in the future?  Punishment for past offences may deter people from acting corruptly in future, but investigation, prosecution and getting conviction for past crimes is difficult, slow and costly.  Public opinion and therefore the political will in some countries appears more set on retribution than protection, but in this note I focus more on ways to discourage and deter anyone from continued corrupt behaviour.  The measures needed include ways to ‘chase the money’, retrieve lost assets, simplify the law, promote quick and fair justice, and investigate effectively.  

7) Chase the money.  [Summary of notes used as seminar handout.]  There are several stages.  In many places senior and ‘vulnerable’ officials and political leaders are asked to disclose their assets.  What should be done with such declarations?  The response differs in different places, for example:  
a. File declarations without any checks (as I was told is done in two countries I visited). 
b. Examine all, but this may cost much time and money.  
c. Use random or ‘spot’ checks.
d. Have declarations published so that the ‘public’ check them.
e. Make ‘forgotten’ assets forfeit.  
f. Require ‘wealth’ to be explained, especially by any leaders having a standard of living is higher than their known income would support.  
g. Require leaders to limit their debts.
h. Have laws to authorise seizure of all assets that might possibly have been gained from corruption for anyone convicted of any corrupt act.  
i. BUT remember, most corrupt acts involve someone receiving as well as someone who and often those who pay the bribes make the bigger profits.  Hence, to deter companies who pay bribes, aim to…
8) Retrieve lost assets.  

a. From companies, using civil law where courts decide on balance of probabilities not necessarily ‘beyond reasonable doubt’.  Courts then award damages (and in the US those damages are taken as three times the value of the bribe unless the evidence suggests differently).

b. From public servants and leaders, where allowing plea bargains for evidence against those who pay might bring greater cash returns but less visible retribution.

9) Make the law effective.  
a. Simplify!  I have found find a short World Bank paper on ‘brightline’ laws
 helpful.  

b. Promote quick and fair justice.  Fairness is helped by having outside observers or exchanges of judges who have few social or political connections locally. 
c. Investigate well, and aim for laws that protect the rights of citizens from corrupt activities more than they protect those who act corruptly from effective investigation.  It may be necessary to authorise phone taps, stings, and integrity tests, to offer amnesty to people who give full reports of corrupt syndicates in which they have been trapped (as for EU, US competition law
), plea bargains, etc.  If the aim is to change behaviour for the future the effectiveness of integrity tests is likely to be greater if those to be tested are told beforehand these are coming (as for the New York Police Department in the 1990s, where evidence suggests such tests reduced corruption and contributed much to a reduction of all crime in New York
).
10) Be determined!  Success in combating corruption depends on determination.  A former chief of Singapore’s ‘Corrupt Practices Information Bureau’ told me a Chinese proverb that he thought described this well:
The acid test … is not so much the measures that have been formulated, 
but the sincerity and determination in enforcing them.
What we do may be less important than how well we do it, but the need to motivate others may influence our priorities for action.  This need to motivate and encourage brings us back to the softer measures considered earlier, and requires us also to report success. 

11) Tell about success.  Success in reducing corruption is precarious and does not always last, but there are encouraging stories to be told.  Many ask which places other than Hong Kong and Singapore have successfully reduced corruption, often attributing successes in those countries (though Hong Kong is only part of a country) to their to small size.  That may be true.  In the same way there is experience elsewhere of success in cleaning up corruption in one location, one organisation or one type of activity.  There are examples on my website
 describing successes in Milan, Italy, 1992, with big economic benefits, and in Tanzania, especially the use of 'marked money' by those asked for bribes in pharmacies.  There is also a separate note on integrity testing in the New York City Police Department, although the subsequent lower crime rate in New York may have other causes as it was a trend shown nationwide in the US.  Other examples that have been reported to me but to which I have as yet no easily accessible documentary evidence include a regulatory agency in Nigeria – and for a time at least – cities in the Philippines and South America, the motorway police in Pakistan.  Even Hong Kong's success may also be best understood as an accumulation of efforts directed successively at different organisations – first the police, then the public sector second, then the private sector and, later, elections....  
A REQUEST

I hope to update this paper later this year.  Any comments, criticisms and suggestions will be most welcome.  If you wish to see a revised version please send me an e-mail saying something like ‘revised findings please’.
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FOOTNOTES AND REFERENCES

At www.good.gov.info there are notes or ‘reviews’ of most of these referenced publications (with a review of Surowiecki’s book not yet there but due soon).  If you have difficulty finding these please ask me for copies by e-mail.  (There is too much information at that site, some not readily found, and I hope to make improvements over the next few months.)
� For an explanation of my sources see the acknowledgement near the end of this note.


� Mahathir Mohamad, when Prime Minister of Malaysia used this definition: 


‘Corruption is understood as giving something to someone with  


power so that he will abuse his power and act favouring the giver.’


The Hon Dato’ Seri Dr Mahathir Mohamad, 1986, ‘The Challenge’, Kuala Lumpur; Petaling Jaya: Pelanduk Publications [Book currently not available, nor a review].  This defines corruption by what is done and limits it to acts of collusion.  Fraudulent expense claims and insider dealings are included with this definition.


An ‘operational’ definition focuses on the consequences:  
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