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ABSTRACT
Important facts about the problems of corruption appear to be unfamiliar or forgotten.  Some of the remedies that are now ‘fashionable’ may be dangerous falsehoods.  The assertions made here may provoke controversy but, it is claimed, justify an addition to the flood of information about corruption.
The suggested unfamiliar facts include:
1. Managers are responsible for minimizing the damage to their organisation from corruption.  They need to understand the problems and act accordingly.  This gives them opportunities to change attitudes more widely.  

2. Corruption comes as low frequency LF, or ‘Very High’ VHF, seldom in-between.  The actions needed to reduce corruption depend on its perceived frequency.
3. VHF corruption traps its victims, as do extortion and obligation.  
4. Where corruption is thought to be VHF we need to help people change their behaviour. 

5. Corruption destroys trust and puts everybody’s safety at risk.  This is more important than the financial costs or economic damage.  
6. But the damage to the economy is often underestimated.  It can be very large. 

7. A cultural mix can produce pockets of integrity where people act with integrity towards kin, ‘team’ or colleagues but not necessarily in dealings with outsiders.
And what may be the fashionable fallacies?
1. Local traditions require gifts to be made: calling them corrupt is cultural imperialism.  It is unfair to say local cultures sanction bribes in modern business!
2. Without the political will nothing can be done to reduce corruption. Much can be done.  
3. Corruption was a forbidden theme, a forgotten problem, until the 1990s.  Not true. 

4. Declare war on corruption, eradicate it; show zero tolerance.  Wars entrench behaviours, ‘justify’ resistance; eradication is impossible; everybody found to act corruptly should be warned but it is better if not all are punished.   
5. We need holistic or integrated programmes; piecemeal approaches to corruption won’t work.  On the contrary it is often better to target specific types of corrupt act.
6. More transparency and accountability are needed.  ‘Better’ rather than ‘more’. Confidentiality is sometimes best: transparency is expensive.   
7. Corruption = Monopoly + Discretion – Accountability.  A dangerous half-truth, especially the implicit call for less discretion (which would send more decisions to the ‘top’).  We need proper discretion but usually more, not less.


Finally, whatever controversies there may be, the overwhelming need if corruption is be reduced is for courage and determination.  


INTRODUCTION
The title hides many questions.  Are those ‘unfamiliar facts’ suggested here unfamiliar to many, or not?  Is there general agreement that they are true?  Are the ideas described as fallacies actually false or at least dangerous half-truths?  With whom are they fashionable?  When those questions are answered, which facts or fallacies are thought important?

Corruption has become a popular topic for countless conferences and seminars.  Thousands of academic papers and books are written about it, and some of them get read.  If information about corruption was water we would all be drowned!  How dare one add to the flood?  This paper assumes familiarity with the conventional wisdom about corruption and seeks to find in addition ‘unfamiliar facts’ that appear not to be part of that flood, and to place warning signs for those described as fallacies.  Behind it there lies a conviction that some, at least, are important and merit recognition.
The suggested facts and fallacies given in this paper are based on experience working on short contracts in forty countries, most of them countries in Africa, Asia and Europe with developing or transitional economies.  In the tradition of many of these countries such experience would be communicated by story and anecdote.  Among those involved in training managers there is increasing recognition of story-telling as a good form of communication, especially where ethics and motivation are important, and a few short sections of this paper are given in the first person.  I tell what I have found.  For academic respectability these may be considered as individual case studies.
UNFAMILIAR TRUTHS?

1
Managers are responsible for minimizing the damage to their organisation from corruption.  They need to understand the problems and act accordingly.  This gives them opportunities to change attitudes more widely.  

Managers need to ensure the fair treatment of all stakeholders including the clients (or customers), the general public and their staff.  They need to protect the reputation of their organisation, win trust and get Value For Money – all being at risk from corruption.  For this, they need to understand the problems, to involve and motivate staff, consult clients, watch contractors, advise directors and political leaders, and work with specialists – lawyers, investigators and others – to uncover corrupt acts and pockets of corruption.  

Three ‘Rs’ describe well the basis of work ethics: Rules, Results and Relationships.  Managers are responsible for ensuring their staff obey the rules, get good results and establish good relationships within a staff team and with clients.  Among the staff there should be no bullying or harassment, for example, and no unfair appointments or promotions.  Clients should be treated fairly, with no favouritism based on ethnicity, gender, position or wealth, and the organisation should be protected against corrupt behaviour by clients and contractors.  
Fair treatment requires that rules should be obeyed (though sometimes there is need to question and challenge the rules and seek to have them revised or waved).  Corruption enables staff and others to disobey the rules without penalty.  
Good results where possible for clients are an essential part of their fair treatment.  This includes good ‘Value For Money’ in the products and services provided.  To use the familiar three Es of economy, efficiency and effectiveness this is not only a matter of economy (cutting costs) and of efficiency (a better value for the outputs compared with the cost of the inputs) but also of effectiveness (providing what is needed to get the wanted longer-term outcomes).  Corruption is costly, reducing that value for money and distorting policies in ways that reduce effectiveness, giving poorer outcomes.  An example may help explain the danger from distorted policies.  A government sought funds for a new road and the Minister of Transport arranged corruptly for it to be routed near his farm to provide easy access to markets for his produce, not where it was most needed and where construction would have cost less. 
Good relationships are needed to create, build and retain (or restore) the confidence and trust on which the long-term success and survival of an organisation or a government will depend.  As citizens and customers everywhere get more educated and more informed, by global television for example, there are increasing expectations of what governments and companies could and should provide.  Corrupt acts, and the secrecy that leads to suspicion of corrupt activity, destroy trust.  
There are many tools that promote good management in ways that reduce the risks of corruption but mention is made here of only four.  

Encourage managers to involve staff and invite staff to co-operate in efforts to reduce corruption.  Staff at all levels need to know the importance of building public trust and confidence in the department.  Knowing the risks of corruption and the damage it does encourages many to co-operate in efforts to promote integrity.  It also becomes clear that it will be necessary to avoid giving ‘any reasonable grounds for suspicion’ in order to build trust in a department and protect its reputation.  Managers should ask staff their views on where and from whom the department may be most at risk from corrupt practices by clients, suppliers and others.  Checklists may be of use, but have their dangers.  See Annex A [READY LATER].
Help managers recognise the signs that someone may be acting corruptly, and think through and know what to do if they fear corruption by a member of staff.  A manager should know the types of corrupt activity that are prevalent at that time.  Experience in a Fraud Forum convened by the Metropolitan Police in London with managers from government departments, the private sector, lawyers, accountants, etc, showed that different organisations experienced similar attacks of fraud and other forms of corruption at much the same time.  Crimes have fashions and it helps if managers know the current fashions in corrupt activity.  Fashions change as criminals learn when one pattern of crime becomes too risky for them.  
Improve co-operation between investigators, lawyers and other specialists.  Managers need to know something of the law, accountancy, audit and other specialist activities, and to know who to ask for help and advice when needed.  Managers need to co-operate with those investigating corruption because investigators have the best knowledge of current fashions and can advise on the signs of likely corruption.  Investigators need to co-operate with managers so that managers know when they should call them in, and know what to do – and more importantly what not do – to protect the evidence of corrupt crimes.  

Improve transparency and accountability but beware the frequently repeated calls for ‘more’ of these familiar tools of good management.  Too much of either is dangerous, so much so that the frequent calls for ‘More transparency and accountability’ get considered below as a fallacy or at best a misleading half-truth.  

2   Corruption comes as Low Frequency LF, or Very High Frequency VHF, for any group of transactions, seldom in-between.  The actions needed to reduce corruption depend on its perceived frequency
Corruption comes in many forms and all sizes but usually in one of two frequencies in any group of business transactions: very seldom – Low Frequency LF, or very often – Very High Frequency VHF. The ‘unfamiliar truth’ to some is that it usually occurs at or near one of the extremes, seldom in-between.  

Alatas 1986 described corruption in Asia as restricted, where it was not necessary to bribe to live, or rampant, where it was all-pervading, which extortion and protection money made self-destructive.  A vivid description of very frequent corruption in Africa is given by de Sardan 1999, with a prophetic warning that a “feeling of helplessness about corruption will generate fundamentalist movements, be they Islamic or whatever, ‘to attempt to change the present course of affairs’.”  Other authors used the terms systematic and systemic corruption, with one author using both terms at different times (Klitgaard 1998, Klitgaard 2000).  The distinction may be important, with Nardo 2007 showing that organised crime may sometimes be not-so-much organised or systematic as a shared ethos and pattern of behaviour arising from a system of shared ideas (as many think the case for Al Qaeda).  In the past many authors have used such terms as rampant or systemic to describe patterns of corrupt behaviour in society as a whole or in a nation.  But VHF corruption may occur in just one activity or department, maybe not others. 

To understand why and how, it is helpful to recognise that crimes of corruption may be understood like other crimes as learned and copied behaviour (as explained by Srinivasan 2002 drawing on earlier suggestions).  That concept suggests a ‘thought experiment’ to show how a particular pattern of corrupt behaviour might become VHF in an environment where previously such practices occurred very seldom.  

Imagine an office where several staff members travel from time to time on business.  One is short of cash.  Under pressure to raise money he makes a fraudulently inflated expense claim thinking that if detected he could explain it as an accidental error.  He gets paid the inflated sum.  The financial pressures recur and he submits another fraudulent claim, then another.  He has learnt that he can do this and ‘get away with it’ without adverse consequences.  One day he tells his friend, and she copies his behaviour.  Soon she tells her friends and they tell others until in that office it seems that ‘everybody does it’.  

Those staff make excuses for their behaviour that justifies it to themselves – few people who act corruptly think their actions wrong – saying that the travel allowance does not take into account wear and tear, perhaps, or the bosses stay in luxury hotels, or ‘our salaries are unfair compared with the private sector’ (or if in the private sector compared with some other company or that company’s employees in another country).

Suppose somebody new joins the office staff.  Those in the corrupt syndicate worry what might happen if the newcomer makes expense claims consistently below theirs for similar missions.  Might management suspect the wrongdoing?  Newcomers are told of the scam and encouraged to join in.  If reluctant to do this they may be threatened…   

Those same staff may not act corruptly in other ways.  They may take no bribes from customers, give no unfair advantages to people from their own family or ethnic group, and seek no unfair promotion.  VHF corruption may be limited to one type of activity in one organisation for a short time or many years but will exist more generally if other types of corrupt activity go unnoticed or bring no penalty.

For that reason it is unwise to make hasty judgements about levels of corruption at national level.  In a country perceived by others as one of the most corrupt there will be pockets of integrity and in countries thought to show exemplary virtue there may be hidden pockets of corruption.

The perceived frequencies of corruption are more complicated than so far presented here.  An international index of perceived corruption may differ radically from the experience reported within a country.  This becomes clear from comparing Transparency International’s annual ‘corruption perception index’
 showing what business people and academics in other countries perceive, with that same organisation’s ‘Global Corruption Barometer’
 showing what citizens report about their own experience.  One general qualification is needed to the arguments given so far about frequency: perceived frequencies probably get exaggerated.  In practice the interests of several stakeholders are served best by exaggerating the levels of corrupt behaviour either ‘up’ or ‘down’.  Those who behave corruptly find it easy to hint for bribes or other corrupt favours if corruption is perceived as VHF.  Such behaviour is expected then of the police, schoolteachers, judges or whatever groups have that reputation.  The media welcomes reports of corruption: these sell papers and attract viewers.  Politicians find weapons to criticise opponents.  Anti-corruption agencies, police and the courts get more status and can argue plausibly for more funds.  Lawyers – and consultants – can expect more contracts.  Conversely the same groups may benefit from the opposite exaggeration; that corruption occurs seldom.  Pockets of corrupt activity may remain unnoticed for years because there is no suspicion, the media and ruling politicians may trumpet a nation’s honest reputation, and anti-corruption agencies and others claim credit for that.  
The perception of low frequency and VHF corrupt behaviour may get exaggerated but it is that perception of corruption that leads to mistrust, encourages criminals in their crime and deters investors.  Moreover when it is thought that corruption is VHF it is easy for anyone to offer a bribe for an unfair service, perhaps to win a contract for an inflated price or to escape arrest.  When VHF corruption is found in several types of transaction involving several people the public reactions seem to follow the pattern shown in Table 1 [page 24].  The appropriate strategies for dealing with corruption depend on whether it is perceived as VHF or LF.  
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Danger, VHF corruption traps it victims, as do extortion and obligation.  
In the imaginary account above of fraudulent expense claims by office staff it was suggested that newcomers would be under pressure to conform and might be threatened if they appeared reluctant to do so.  With VHF corruption many people may get trapped in patterns of corrupt behaviour.
There are reports of similar situations occurring in real life, and the risks of people getting threatened and then trapped in patterns of corrupt behaviour need to be recognised.  

Hong Kong in the 1970s was thought to be very corrupt, with the police having an especially bad reputation.  A Commission of Inquiry was set up and found that new recruits in the police and elsewhere fell into such traps.  In his report the Chairman reported that new recruits in the police and elsewhere were corrupted at the start of their careers, explaining (Blair-Kerr 1973):

“On a number of occasions during this inquiry I have been told that there is a saying in Hong Kong: 

1  ‘Get on the bus’, meaning ‘join us in a pattern of corrupt behaviour, if you wish to accept corruption, join us’ the police taking bribes from those they were supposed to protect, sharing these gains with each other and with the station’s superintendent; or if you don’t wish to do that

2  ‘Run alongside the bus’ - if you do not wish to accept corruption, it matters not, but do not interfere, and you won’t go so far or so fast 

3  ‘Never stand in front of the bus’ - if you try to report corruption, the ‘bus’ will knock you down and you will be injured or even killed or your business will be ruined.  We will get you, somehow.”

Once they took part those recruits were trapped, scared by threats from colleagues more than the risks of prosecution and prison.  They were not sent to prison for their criminal behaviour but held prisoners by each other in the system that had been created.

A seemingly more gentle trap has been sprung on individual builders and small building companies by the middle classes in Britain, Germany and some other countries (studied in some detail by Karstedt and Farrell, 2006) that has been part of my experience in Britain:  

Several ‘respectable’ British householders collude in tax evasion by agreeing to ‘pay cash’ to a carpenter or plumber or other small contractor to have them work on their house at a discount.  At polite supper parties those present advise each other of builders who will do this, advocating an arrangement by which the householder pays less because the builder will not declare the payment for tax.  Using cash it is understood that there will be no receipt and no evidence of payment.  

At a friend’s wedding I met a young man I had not seen for some years who had started work as a builder.  ‘How’s business?’ I asked.  ‘Terrible.  I can’t compete with those who charge less for cash because ‘as a Christian’ I will not make untruthful tax returns.’  Three months later I heard that he had gone bankrupt and stopped business.  Those who collude in these practices drive honest people out of business.  VHF corruption makes it impossible for some to stay in business if they are determined to remain honest.

Extortion  What about those shopkeepers in Hong Kong who had to pay for the protection the police were employed to provide freely?  What choice would they have, and others in similar situations world over have, to refuse payment?  Any who did not pay would expect to find their businesses and homes burgled or wrecked.  They would have to leave the business and move house, and some may have nowhere else to go.  Police in many countries are said to take bribes from those seeking to avoid prosecution for motoring or other offences, or extort funds from people they accuse falsely of committing an offence.  Often they excuse the practice to themselves because of their low pay – and sometimes the public sympathises with this and sees nothing wrong in the practice of modest extortion.  

How do we, or would we, react to demands for extortion?  Is it ever right to pay?  

Mahoney (Mahoney 1995) argues that paying extortion money may be ethically justified if it is (1) necessary to do business, (2) necessary to receive fair treatment, (3) for a business that is lawful and (4) linked with efforts to fight the practice.  He suggests that if the alternative is not to do business in corrupted countries or systems, that could be a less helpful and less ethical option.

This claim that it may be right to give in to extortion in some circumstances needs to be considered, untidy as it might seem.  If I took my sick daughter to a hospital where the pharmacist ought to provide drugs free of charge, would I pay a bribe if one was demanded for drugs that I thought would save my daughter’s life?  If we do not recognise this tension, anti-corruption campaigns will be conducted in a world of make-believe and neither deserve nor win people’s confidence.

However when I said in an international seminar that I would have paid a bribe to save my daughter’s life a Ugandan participant took me to task.  To pay would be a sin.  He and his wife had been in that position at a hospital, seeking help for a very sick child.  They had wept and prayed, but would not pay.  After a long agony a doctor took pity on them and saved their baby.  I admire their faith and courage, but find it hard to condemn someone who pays extortion money to save a sick child or protect their home or business from harm.  
To argue that this strengthens an evil practice is not ethically decisive.  If anyone is allowed to give their wallet to a bandit who threatens to shoot them the idea that it is sometimes right to give in to threats is accepted.

This raises questions about whether payment in response to extortion ‘for the proper performance of a task not its perversion’ should be allowed, rather than made illegal as for any bribe.  A defence may avert conviction by arguing that there was ‘duress’ or ‘undue pressure’.  It may be better if laws distinguished extortion from bribery.  The act is similar to the payment of blackmail or protection money, and ethically different from offering or paying a bribe to get an unfair advantage.  According to an Islamic Fatwa, the Fatwa Alamagiri a present to influence a judge is unlawful, but
‘if a present be made to a judge from a sense of fear, 

it is lawful to give it but unlawful for the judge to accept it’.

To accord with Islamic principles this should be applied only in an emergency.  
Mahoney argues that cowardice is a major cause of corruption and he urges people to have the moral courage to warn as well as pay.

Obligation is a seemingly less threatening trap that is nevertheless a problem for many.  Unscrupulous business people, agents of terrorist and other criminal groups, those engaged in espionage for foreign powers – or even just and upright family members not thinking they are doing anything wrong – may provide gifts and favours for government officials or private sector employees not as bribes for any immediate benefit but to build credit they can call in later when they need help.  The sense of obligation is probably strong in all cultures but may be called into use more often in some places than others.  Employees – including those in government service – should be aware of the danger and should know they have to decline the gift.  Doing that may cause offence, perhaps precisely because it would be seen as rejecting a relationship intended to bring mutual benefit, and as a suggestion the other side did not see as in any way improper.  To reduce the problem of causing offence it is not only officials and other employees who need to be educated about the avoidance of obligation, it is also the general public.  The explanations needed are not easy to formulate and even harder to communicate effectively to all concerned.  

For public servants the essentials appear to be these:

1 Public servants should be instructed not to accept any favours which they or the donors might think could place them under an obligation to use their official resources or position to return the favour at some future time.  If assured that no such obligation is intended they should explain that they are under orders not to receive favours that could lead anyone else even to have a reasonable suspicion of corrupt behaviour.  By accepting such favours they could put themselves under suspicion that could cost them their job.  

2 The public should learn not to expect officials to use the resources of the public service to favour relatives and friends or to honour any mutual obligation.  This may require a campaign of education and enlightenment.
These points may need to be adapted for different environments in the public and private sectors and put into language that people will better understand.  
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Where corruption is thought to be VHF we should aim to help people change their behaviour not just to change systems. 

Suggested objectives for combating low and high frequency corruption are listed in Table 2.  Several consequences and the choice of objectives depends more on perceptions than some hidden reality, even if the perceptions are inaccurate and prone to exaggeration.  Each line in table 2 raises questions about how they are met by existing anti-corruption programmes.  

The last three lines of each column in table 2 draw on military, engineering and medical analogies, thus providing mental pictures of what might be done.  The call to defend integrity where corruption is thought of low frequency is based on the finding that international criminal gangs, in their quest to get and launder money, target situations where they think people may be complacent.  But though we may wish to attack corruption where it is seen to be of high frequency we need to remember that many acting corruptly may be trapped in corrupt practices by the threats of colleagues, or trapped by habit because they have found they could ‘get away with it’.  They do not need to be attacked so much as rescued, offered a way of escape.  The aim is to get those acting corruptly to change their ways, not to get everybody into prison – though swift justice for some might be necessary to deter others.  

To combat VHF corruption it will be necessary for many who act corruptly to change their behaviour.  It is not enough to change systems, though some changes of system may be essential to allow changes in behaviour.  This runs contrary to the views expressed by some authors, for example ‘Corruption is not primarily a problem of bad people but of bad systems.  And these systems can be fixed’ (Klitgaard and Baser 1997), and  ‘reforms are not aimed at people, but at the systems within which they work’ (Pope 2000, page 12 in the Transparency International Handbook for that year).  Indeed, whether corruption is thought to be LF or VHF the aim is to have people act with integrity in future and co-operate with anti-corruption measures.  



To help people change from corrupt patterns of behaviour several tools need to be considered.  Three are mentioned here.

Use an amnesty?  Should there be a nationwide amnesty for past offences of corruption?  When put forward for debate in international seminars the subject proves highly controversial, with powerful arguments both ways.  Usually a majority vote against an amnesty because this gives unfair benefit to the dishonest rich and leaves the honest poor as the losers.  But getting criminal conviction in court requires evidence ‘beyond reasonable doubt’ and prosecution for corruption is expensive, time-consuming for investigators and lawyers, and focuses those scarce resources on dealing with past misbehaviour rather than getting swift justice for those who act corruptly now.  Many prosecutions for crimes committed years ago fail to get a conviction: corrupt defendants are rich: they can pay for good lawyers and get cases delayed.  The evidence runs cold.  It can be argued that an amnesty encourages people to make a break with the past so that those who have been acting corruptly behave with integrity in future.   An amnesty from criminal prosecution leaves open the possibility of civil action for the retrieval of assets, in which courts normally make a ruling on the balance of probabilities rather than proof ‘beyond reasonable doubt’, making it easier to get a court to award asset retrieval than get a criminal conviction.  

An amnesty is a matter for the nation and its laws, but similar issues arise for managers of departments, especially if a manager is appointed to ‘clean up’ a department that is reputedly corrupt.  Although not able to offer an amnesty from the law, a manager may wish to indicate that efforts to check and investigate staff behaviour will be focused on the future rather than the past.  

Let first offenders ‘off’ with a warning!  Experience in Hong Kong and elsewhere is that if a member of staff is found to have been acting corruptly the departmental management and an anti-corruption body may find advantages in simply giving the offender a warning or, at worst, some small administrative penalty (such as foregoing a salary increment for one year).  The offender would be told that there is convincing evidence of their crime but that they will not be taken to court if they give an assurance of integrity of behaviour in future.  They would be warned that they will be watched carefully, that any future corrupt offence will lead to prosecution and that their present offence will be kept on record and taken into account if they offend again.  This was found effective where the press had reported other court cases and convictions against people acting corruptly.  That made the warning believable.  If a member of staff thought themselves ‘not guilty’ they could say so and then be charged and taken to court to be declared guilty or not.  

Get tough on targeted offences.  However there should be warnings first, as the aim is more to change behaviour than to catch people committing continued criminal acts.  Tough measures include stings and integrity tests, as used to good effect in the New York City Police and the Metropolitan Police in London in the 1990s
.  
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Corruption destroys trust and puts people’s safety at risk.  This is more important than the financial costs or economic damage.  

This theme moves us to the motivation for action to reduce levels of corruption.  The motivation given most often is based on the economic consequences of corruption, This is the focus of many papers, reports and conference sessions.  Much is said about corruption causing greatest hurt to the poor, but very little about the threats it brings to social harmony and the loss of trust, or the risks to personal safety and national security.  However, many citizens are more concerned with the breakdown of trust in society and the risks to their lives and those of their children caused by corruption than with its impact on the national budget.  Some express doubts about any alleged damage to the economy, pointing to strong economic growth in countries said to be very corrupt and to ‘wicked’ companies doing well.   
Corruption leads citizens to lose trust in government, including elected leaders and public service employees.  Sometimes this extends to disillusion with all parts of the political process – politicians, political parties, elections and democracy.  There may be similar loss of trust at all levels of government – national and local – and in regional groups of countries and international bodies.  This may be matched by a crisis of confidence in private sector business and in non-profit non-governmental organisations.  Governments are aware of the problem.  A ‘Delivery and Reform’ team in Britain (Cabinet Office, London 2003, page 3) reported alarmingly that ‘customer confidence in the ability of the public service to deliver effectively had declined from 54% in 2001 to 31% in 2003’.  That happened despite efforts at continuing reform and improvement including ‘an unprecedented and sustained rise in investment in public services’.  For the Civil Service to deliver better service to the public the first leadership skill required for top management was for them to be ‘visible leaders who inspire trust’.  A year later a paper on ‘Civil Service Reform: Delivery and Values’ (Cabinet Office, London 2004) highlighted five themes for the (then) current reform drive as ‘Incorruptibility, Impartiality, Integrity, Independence and Adaptability’ in that order.  These requirements suggest that the problem was seen to be one of integrity as well as ability and that winning trust needed character as well as competence.  In this Britain was not alone.  Lost trust in ‘government’ is referred to frequently in discussion and press reports in many countries.  The concerns of elected leaders reflect the priorities of their citizens.  Whether citizens will lose trust in them (or their electoral opponents) may matter more to politicians than damage to the economy.  
But corruption destroys trust at other levels too, not only in governments.  Working life is soured if employees think their colleagues are using corrupt means to gain unfair promotion, or that top management has made corrupt deals that put jobs at risk.  There can be a breakdown of trust between management and staff or staff and clients.  There are stormy relationships in the family when relatives or friends think they are being cheated by each other.  That problem appears to be of great concern in some extended families in traditional societies
.  

In many places the risk to personal safety and local and national security causes citizens even more anxiety than loss of trust.  If corrupt payments enable managers to avoid compliance with regulations, the health and safety of employees is at risk and the environment may be subjected to unrestrained pollution.  If there is corruption in the appointment of managers, their incompetence may endanger others.  A leading Russian physicist blamed the nuclear explosion at the power station at Chernobyl in 1986 on corruption in the appointment of its managers (Kapitza 1993), and that is still (2008) the greatest environmental disaster caused by humans.  At the other extreme corruption may cause injury and death when a bribe gets a driving licence for someone who is not qualified to drive.  Corruption kills.  
The risks to safety and security are especially serious if corruption affects law-enforcement.  Bribes may then enable thieves and murderers to escape arrest, conviction and punishment, putting everyone at greater risk from theft, robbery, rape, murder, human trafficking and terrorist and other crimes.  Such situations allow criminal syndicates to grow and cause failures of national security.  The loss of personal safety for self and family drives people to despair, fuelled by anger at the ostentatious lifestyle of those thought to act corruptly.  A further risk to safety which may cause increasing concern in the next few years comes from irresponsible experiments in genetic engineering and neuroscience, ‘brain control’ and other research fields for which precautions and monitoring can be rendered inadequate when bribes are paid.  Various motives might drive such corrupt science – some failed scientist might seek fame by making a great discovery regardless of risk, a private company might hope for gigantic profits, an army want more power over enemies or a government over its electoral opponents.

Recognising the impact of corruption on trust, safety and security, rather than only on the economy helps motivate people for its combat.  Alatas 1990 argued that the case against corruption is moral rather than functional or economic.  But much morality is based on consequences, especially the hurt caused to others.  Corrupt acts are recognisably immoral because of the personal suffering they cause.  
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However, the damage to the economy is often underestimated.  It is sometimes very large.

It has been argued above that the loss of trust and safety caused by corruption are more important than the damage to the economy.  Nevertheless the risks to the economy are important and the economic costs are often under-estimated.  In 1992 a ‘Clean Hands’ operation led to a reduction of corruption in Milan and it was found that contractors had been winning contracts with bribes 2% or 3% of contract value.  After the clean-up it was reported that the costs per kilometre for building an underground railway fell by 57% and costs for other projects by between 15% and 60%
.  Milan’s local government had been getting poor value for money because bribes had made competition ineffective.  But where had the money gone if bribes of 2% or 3% led to prices being doubled?  Those who paid – the companies and their agents – made much bigger profits than the officials who took bribes.  The agents could easily exaggerate the payments made to win a contract to keep more for themselves, for they could not be expected to get receipts!  The companies could still make massive profits.  Many efforts to combat corruption focus on officials and other employees who receive bribes but those who pay usually gain more,
In two Asian countries in which I have worked
 the estimated losses of tax revenues caused by corruption and mismanagement have been 50%.  Again small bribes to a customs officer or tax collector might bring big savings in tax.  That seems a reasonable expectation and may indicate money trails to help investigate corruption.   It serves as further warning that those who pay bribes, perhaps more than those who receive them, have strong motivation to keep systems corrupt.  Several papers explain how corruption deters investment. Campos, Lien and Pradhan 1999 argue that predictable corruption, where those paying a bribe are confident they will receive the favour for which they have paid, deters investment less than unpredictable corruption.  That is, corrupt corruption where dishonest officials break their word has a worse economic effect than ‘honest’ corruption where officials keep their promises, though Campos and his colleagues claim to have evidence that all corruption deters investment in some measure.  These authors suggested that some East Asian countries having fast-growing economies despite allegedly high levels of corruption benefited from investment by large expatriate communities of their nationals living abroad, presumably because a rich ‘diaspora’ is confident that family and associates in the home country will give favoured treatment if they chose to invest ‘back home’.

The risks of inflated costs and deterred investment, together with the distortion of policy when choices are made to get personal gain rather than to benefit the community, provide strong economic arguments for acting against corruption.  These may be needed when seeking funds to combat corruption from Ministries of Finance and international bodies such as the World Bank which have or had mandates to support only economic development.  That may explain the focus in so many papers on the economic costs of corruption, but should not lead anyone to ignore the costs of corruption to social harmony, personal safety and national security.
7
A cultural mix can produce pockets of integrity where people act with integrity towards kin, ‘team’ or colleagues but not in dealings with outsiders
This factor is more relevant in some countries than others and merits explanation.  It seems helpful to start with a personal experience that indicated some of the factors involved and led to the more general suggestion.  

At one time I had occasional meetings with British business representatives in an African country. Some African business managers heard of this and asked why I did not meet with them.  I said I would if they invited me.  When we met I remember the Africans telling me ‘we can never compete against the Asian business people in this country.’  ‘Why not?’  ‘Because they trust each other’.  One of them gave the example of a garage owner in one city who was asked to replace a tyre on a lorry.  He did not have a tyre that size and after phoning round realised there were none available locally.  At last he found an Asian colleague who had one in stock several hundred kilometres away.  It was sent as cargo overnight on the regular bus service.  The African giving the example explained that the two Asians trusted each other enough to make such a transaction possible without any payment or letter of credit.  They knew neither would dare cheat on the other because their community would condemn them.  Africans in the same business – he said – would not be able to provide a comparable service because they did not have the same levels of trust. 

That perceived trust between the members of the Asian group arose because the group was small and knew or knew of each other.  Also they felt under threat, fearing rejection by the African majority with whom they lived, and that threat made for their greater cohesion.  None of them would dare cheat a fellow-Asian for that would make them an outcast from their own community.  Many local people alleged that these same Asians acted ‘very corruptly’ in business dealings with others outside their ethnic group!

Expatriate communities elsewhere show similar trust between members of the group that contribute much to their business success.  That may have contributed to the business successes of Jews in Europe for several years and of Asians from Uganda who went into exile in Britain in the 1970s.  Trust has economic value provided the parties concerned are trust-worthy, as argued by Fukuyama 1996 – though explanations in that work for alleged different levels of trust in different cultures are unconvincing to many.  The problem is to build such cohesion and trust across or between ethnic and cultural groups to ‘the nation’ and the world.  

The business advantages of trust may be reflected in formal guilds or associations or informal groups.  That was true of traditional financial business in the City of London with those involved declaring ‘My word is my bond’.  Any who stepped out of line would be ostracised by the others and excluded from ‘the club’, and that social pressure would be reflected in loss of business opportunities.  (In a similar way sports teams and the military and police find that strong social bonding is a condition for success in their work.) 

FASHIONABLE FALLACIES?  – or ‘dangerous half-truths’
About the understanding of corruption…
1
Local traditions require gifts to be made: calling them corrupt is cultural imperialism 
That is an unfair misrepresentation of local culture.  Traditional gifts are more akin to payments of fees and tax than to the bribes paid by some companies, local or foreign, to win contracts.  Many business representatives argue that the gifts they make accord with local culture.  Traditional patterns thus get corrupted with the damaging results of increased crime, breakdown of trust and damage to the economy.  
This problem is not something new.  Alatas 1986 explained that in Asia such gifts differed from corruption because:
· they were not secret; 

· they did not violate the rights of the public; 

· they were not an embezzlement of government funds for private use; and 

· they provided revenue for the government (chiefs and their councils).  

They were also usually modest in scale, though sometimes a tradition of giving became corrupted.  In contemporary society, anywhere, those are good criteria by which to distinguish a bribe from a gift, with the additional observation that any gift, however small, becomes a bribe if it changes or is intended to change a decision about a transaction and is not the payment of an authorised cost or fee.
For Africa there are the observations of Olesugun Obasango, twice Nigeria’s head of state and well-known by many for his outspoken stand against corruption and for the allegations that he or his close colleagues acted corruptly,  Obasanjo is quoted (UNDP 2000 page 8) as saying that: 
‘The distinction between gifts and bribes is easily recognisable.  A gift can be accepted openly; a bribe has to be kept secret.’
This was my experience in Ghana in the 1960s (Osborne 1997):
I had to see the Chief to negotiate the temporary use of some of the village land for a scientific experiment.  My local adviser and interpreter insisted I gave the Chief a bottle of whisky.  ‘Never’, I said, but persuaded it was the custom I took it with reluctance, hidden in a brown paper bag.

We sat on benches outside the Chief’s house with the people of the village gathered round.  I paid my respects and explained my request.  Then my adviser whispered, ‘Give him the whisky.’  ‘Now?’ I asked. ‘With all these people watching?’  ‘Yes.’  

I tried to pass the bottle unobtrusively, keeping it in its paper bag, but my adviser protested: it had to be given so that all could see.  When I gave the bottle to the Chief there were cries of appreciation from the people, and happy smiles on the faces of the Chief’s advisers who sat nearby.  

I was new to Africa and had much to learn.  On reflection I recognised that the transaction was the equivalent of a licence fee in a society that kept no accounts.  It differed from bribes paid by contemporary big business in three ways.  It was transparent and not secret.  It was a benefit the Chief would share with his colleagues who were involved in the decision.  It was modest in scale and would not give any one person lasting wealth that others would envy.  
  


When business representatives claim that bribes accord with local tradition, we may remind them that transparency is part of that tradition.  To accord with local custom their gifts to ministers should be announced in the local press and their generosity admired.

In all cultures, traditional and contemporary, there can be abuse of power, unfair gender bias and actions that might be judged corrupt.  Many countries have ‘secret societies’ that use a denial of transparency to intimidate and exploit
.  In Thailand a tradition of ‘gifts to the boss’ was thought to have unfair results in modern public service and was made illegal for gifts below a stated low value (Phongpaichit and Piriyarangsan 1996 pages 3 – 6).  But corrupted village customs provide no excuse for bribery in the city.  Traditions can be changed.  Where modern business culture is corrupted that can be changed too.  In 1975 people said ‘graft is a way of life’ in Hong Kong and nothing would reduce it.  Within 5 years that changed and Hong Kong gained a reputation for honest business.
2
Without the political will nothing can be done to reduce corruption!

A strong lead and exemplary behaviour ‘from the top’ are very valuable, but to say the political will is essential is a counsel of despair that encourages inactivity about corruption.  It is also false, as shown by courageous academics in Thailand.  The publication of their work describing corrupt practices (Phongpaichit, Pasuk, and Sungsidh Piriyarangsan, 1996) provoked much anger but helped bring many changes, including changes of government and of the national constitution.  Later they explained their aims (Phongpaichit, Pasuk, and Sungsidh Piriyarangsan, 1998 page 10):

‘The long-term solution will require political reforms that will, in turn, make possible changes in the bureaucracy and judiciary.  These reforms will only happen as a result of pressure from below…  Our aim is to raise the level of awareness about the illegal economy, the involvement of public servants and politicians, and the resulting implications for economy, politics and society.  We hope to stimulate debate on what should and can be done….’ 
This was found true elsewhere, when visiting an African country:

Many people alleged that one Minister was very corrupt.  I asked the Vice-President why no action was taken about this.  He told me that the President and he were well aware that the Minister behaved corruptly, but dared not act against the Minister because of his popularity with one section of the people.  There might be a civil war.  
This occurred soon after a change in that country from one-party rule to a multi-party system and the press, then newly liberated, had begun to expose corruption.  Over the next few years those exposures continued, provoking ever-increasing public outrage against corrupt practices.  Shortly before an election a few years later I read in the foreign press that the Minister had been dismissed.  The concerns of the people had changed the political priorities.

Generally the top-down political will depends on bottom-up people pressure.  I have found this true even in some countries that are not widely recognised as democratic.  Politicians in most places are sensitive to the will of the people.
3
Corruption was a forbidden theme, a forgotten problem, until the 1990s
Many say that concern about corruption and even the acceptable use of the word has emerged only in recent years with the activity of Transparency International and the demands of the World Bank and other donors.  On the contrary, corruption has been a major concern for many centuries in all major cultures, as made clear by Alatas 1990 with references to the subject dating back thousands of years, and examined further by Osborne 1997.  
The messages from history are that humans behave corruptly unless there are effective restraints, and that many anti-corruption campaigns have brought only temporary benefit because people and systems revert to corrupt norms when there is opportunity.  There is need for continuing campaigns to reduce corruption and continuing vigilance after these achieve any measure of success in making behaviour patterns and systems less corrupt.  Corruption and other crimes have always concerned and annoyed people – and the difference between ‘now’ and the past is that improved education and greater information flows bring a greater awareness of the problems and of how to reduce them, while easier and faster movement of people, funds and information increase the dangers.  
Fashionable fallacies about our efforts to combat corruption
4
Declare war on corruption, eradicate it, show zero tolerance.  


Many have declared war on corruption, as on other crimes.  If meant in a similar way to wars on poverty or disease that causes no problem, but if those who act corruptly feel themselves seen as the enemies that encourages them to co-operate with each other against those who declare themselves their foes, making it very difficult to help them escape the trap of corrupt pressures and habits.

The promise made by several politicians that they will eradicate corruption (if elected) is dangerous nonsense!  Corrupt acts are crimes.  Corruption will not be eradicated any more than murder, theft or rape.  To eradicate such crimes would require such control by a State or other power as to violate human rights and be itself a corrupt abuse of power.  

Similarly zero tolerance may be counter-productive if taken to mean that every corrupt offence must be punished.  Prisons are training camps for criminals, especially young first offenders and the use of warnings, plea-bargains (and occasionally amnesties) may be more effective than prison in helping people change their behaviour.  It was suggested earlier as an ‘unfamiliar truth’ that simple warnings, if believable, can be very effective deterrents of any repeated corrupt behaviour.
5
We need holistic or integrated programmes; piecemeal approaches to corruption won’t work.

Several authors advocate ‘holistic’ or ‘integrated’ campaigns against corruption, for example Pope 2000 (introduction, page xx).  That ‘Transparency International Source Book’ calls for National Integrity Systems with such ‘pillars’ as the legislature, executive, judiciary, auditor-general, ombudsman, watchdog agencies, public service, media, civil society, private sector and international actors all made less corrupt.  If improvements in all these sectors can be gained at once that would be excellent, but the danger is the implication that unless we change everything we shall achieve nothing.  One important message from these holistic approaches are that they show the need for a separation of powers in which different parts of government provide checks and balances on each other.
Experience suggests it is better to target specific improvements in selected sectors.  Some countries have (understandably) started with customs and other tax collection systems, hoping to boost government income.  One country focused on motorway police dealing with traffic on major highways (or expressways or freeways as some would call them).  In any crime-busting efforts including those against corruption there are advantages in concentrating the limited resources available for moves against one particular type of offence, and to target different offences from time to time.  In their own department or organisation managers may focus on ‘cleaning up’ one target activity at a time so that all the resources get brought to bear on one pattern of activity.  Targets can be changed from time to time, sometimes announced and sometimes not depending on what is judged likely to have the greatest deterrent effect.
6
‘More transparency and accountability’ are needed…
For a more detailed examination of transparency and accountability see Osborne 2004.
Transparency. In several situations more transparency would be inappropriate and dangerous and in some it is unnecessary.  
It is inappropriate, for example, to make public the names of those being investigated for corrupt acts or other crimes.  In some countries there have been press reports of people under investigation.  It is unfair to an innocent suspect who has not committed a crime – if the police do not find enough evidence to expect to win a conviction the case may not go to court and the suspect never be declared ‘not guilty’ and continued suspicion could remain.  It is also unfair to the police – telling someone they are under investigation gives those who are guilty of a crime an opportunity to hide evidence.  One anti-corruption agency issued press reports at the start of its investigations naming suspects, but the law was changed in 1998 to make such reports – or leakages to the press by agency staff – illegal.  Similarly there is a need for confidentiality rather than transparency about companies invited to bid for a contract.  Telling the bidders the names of their competitors makes it easier for them to collude in fixing prices.  Personal health records are usually protected from public disclosure, either because it is thought there should be a ‘right to privacy’ or as a matter of courtesy.   The more senior the office the less privacy might be allowed – sometimes electors have genuine reasons for needing to know about the sanity and other health factors affecting candidates.  Obviously national security could be put at risk by excessive transparency, though there are dangers that argument could be used to hide corrupt practices.  Defence contracts are likely to attract corruption because it may be necessary for the exact specifications of equipment to be kept secret making price comparisons impossible.  Too much transparency is dangerous.
Transparency costs money.  Telling what one does takes time and that can make responding to calls from the public and media for detailed information very costly.  Some requests are mischievous, intended to burden officials.  Legislating for more transparency in a ‘Freedom of Information Act’ or its equivalent puts at risk the quality and quantity of public service delivered, as reported for the introduction of a Freedom of Information Act in Japan (Yamada 2002).   Giving public access to the records of brainstorming sessions for policy or business initiatives makes those taking part afraid to voice novel and untested ideas for fear of later ridicule and criticism.  Some organisations (including the Asian Development Bank, Wescott 2002) have a policy that clearly excludes such information from public disclosure.  It is helpful if there is transparency about any policy that limits transparency, explaining why that is done.    
In most countries an educated public now demands more information than was given in the past, and should have it, making it important to recognise and to include in budgets the cost of transparency in staff time and effort.
 In short, it is not simply more transparency that is needed but better transparency, with clarity about what will be told to others and what information withheld.
   


Accountability should be to end users and beneficiaries of a product or service as well as to ‘the boss’.  (When discussing accountability it is good to ask ‘to whom?’ ‘for what?’)  Some organisations that talk much about the need for others to have more transparency and accountability have not published annual reports or audited accounts.  But accountability to end users may require something different from that, perhaps just leaflets to say what was done and what it cost – and how what has been provided will be maintained or sustained.  
Accountability by governments at the top levels requires a separation of powers between legislature, executive, judiciary, police, media and others.  A head of state separated from the day-to-day execution of government business may help governments be more accountable and protect human freedoms (Osborne 1999).  There are similar needs for a separation of responsibilities in administration.  Different people in an organisation should set budgets, place orders, check goods received, authorise and make payments, audit accounts and check ‘value for money’.  If a transaction brings good value for money there is little cash over for bribes or other corrupt benefits.

Public service reforms have brought more emphasis on outputs than on inputs, often with targets set for the delivery of services and accountability for performance in reaching those targets.  There is much criticism of such targets and their necessarily short-term nature.  

There is a problem also of staff motivation.  Staff may think calls for more accountability show that ‘management’ does not trust them.  Staff may resent the time and effort spent reporting what they have done rather than doing something more
.  Some may think that ‘accountability’ means writing more reports that nobody will read.  But accountability is needed because citizens deserve to be told and because it is a valuable tool in detecting and discouraging corrupt acts.  
As with transparency, accountability costs time and money.  As with transparency we need better accountability, not just ‘more’.  

7
‘C = M + D – A’, Corruption = Monopoly + Discretion – Accountability


C = M + D – A is an equation attributed to Klitgaard (Klitgaard 1998 and perhaps earlier, Klitgaard and Baser 1998).   The message is that to reduce corruption we need less monopoly, less discretion and more accountability.
Less monopoly should help to reduce corruption, according to this equation.  Yes!  In a monopoly anyone who wants to increase their profits should restrict and delay supplies, because people will pay more for items or services if there is a shortage and they will pay bribes as express fees if there are delays.  In a market system suppliers can best increase my profits by producing and selling more, not by selling less, because competition puts a limit on the price I can charge.  In general, market systems give consumers more goods and services of better quality at less cost.  To compete customers must get ‘value for money’ and that leaves little room for the increased costs caused by corruption.  Competition also encourages suppliers to seek a bigger share of the market by cutting costs and prices and making my products of better quality and design that customers will prefer to those available from my competitors.  
However privatisation does not always bring the benefits of the market and thus reduce levels of corruption.  Privatisation to a monopoly supplier requires a regulatory board which itself exerts ‘monopoly’ powers over pricing and controls.  The process of privatising brings opportunities for corrupt enrichment by a few.  
Competition is a powerful weapon with which to reduce corruption, even for systems that remain in the public sector.  Consider, the changing patterns for issuing passports in Korea.  

Passports were available only from one central office and applicants could be subjected to extortion, with officials demanding payments for themselves above the specified fee.  Suppose instead that there were six issuing offices.  If members of staff in one office reduced the bribe required they will issue more passports.  The staff in other offices may compete and the market created by having passports issued from several outlets should reduce the level of the bribes.  Everybody still acts corruptly, but competition has made the corruption less costly.  

If, in addition, members of staff in the different outlets were paid ‘piecework’ in proportion to the number of passports they issued, they may find it more profitable not to ask for bribes and find that a reputation for honesty attracts more custom.

However no one remedy cures corruption, and none should be taken to excess.  Competition is not effective if there is insufficient demand.

It is said that a bus company had a monopoly on the route between two villages, providing a poor service, with high fares and making large profits.  Councillors decided to renew the licence only if at least two companies agreed to compete.  The number of passengers was small and both companies went bankrupt.  The villagers were left with no bus service at all.

On a different scale there was joy over reduced airline fares when a monopoly over some internal routes was broken a few years ago in Australia, until the press reported that insufficient demand bankrupted one competitor. 

The picture of an economy set free and ‘deregulated’ is attractive but competition requires rules.  If the market is not regulated, collusion and the creation of corrupt cartels will make competition invalid.  Economists speak of the need for a ‘level playing field’ and the analogy is apt.  Football teams can only compete if they obey the rules and referee.  In providing goods and services we need rules – and a referee – for competition to be effective and to be a corrective for corruption.  Otherwise competition becomes an agent for corruption.  With these caveats of ensuring adequate market size and effective rules, competition should prove an asset in tackling corruption.
Ownership as well as competition is a valuable check on corruption and source of better efficiency.  An intriguing ‘case study’ showing the effect is given in a quotation from the Economist cited by Reich 1992 (footnote on page 91)
A Finnish paper company, burdened by tree-harvesting machinery always in need of repair, sold the machines to its operators and gave them contacts to do their old jobs.  Productivity soared, as operators now kept the machines in better condition and used them with far greater care than before.

Care for property as well as the reduction of potentially corrupt bureaucracy has led many governments to move away from the provision of housing for public servants to monetising the benefit so that staff will buy or rent their homes, and from employing drivers for a fleet of departmental cars to having public servants use their own cars and get paid for the distance travelled on official business.  
Less discretion is probably the most controversial of these implicit recommendations.  Properly understood discretion means delegated authority to decide within given guidelines.  Having less discretion would send more decisions to the ‘top’, where corruption may be on a larger scale.  When that happens junior officials still take bribes, though now as gate-keepers taking fees from those to whom they give access to the boss.  Less discretion also requires more detailed instructions or regulations, themselves an encouragement to corrupt practice.  In many countries current reforms aim to give under-managers more discretion, not less, and to delegate responsibility to lower levels in a hierarchy.  This is thought to give more flexible, friendly and locally relevant patterns of service.  Any decentralisation requires a substantial transfer of discretion.  Discretion does no harm if there are clear limits of responsibility and clear channels for accountability about decisions.  Authorised discretion is not the same as staff seizing illegitimate powers, as appears to have been thought by some in their interpretations of this equation.  Haq 1999 (pages 101, 102), for example quotes the equation with approval but gives as examples of discretion the improper issue of passports or licences by officials acting without authority to do so.  Of discretion such as that we need less.

More accountability would be a good thing according to this equation.  Generally this is true though it has been shown above that this may not always apply and the aim should be for better accountability rather than more. 

The equation ‘c = m + d – a’ should, surely, not continue to be given as advice for actions to reduce corruption.  More accountability and less monopoly are usually of benefit but that is not always so, and the aim should be ‘better’ and ‘appropriate’, not just as quantities in an equation.  Less discretion as the equation advocates does not necessarily reduce corruption, and could cause its increase, while making management less flexible and more bound by regulations.  
CONTROVERSIES AND CONCLUSION
From papers read, presentations heard at conferences and questions asked some of the suggestions here appear unfamiliar to many, while some of the remedies described here as fallacious or half-truths are widely accepted.  Those claims need to be considered in different contexts.
Advice abounds on ways to combat corruption but what matters is choosing and using one policy consistently (though often with changing targets).  A Chinese proverb quoted to me by the (then) Director of Singapore’s Corrupt Practices Investigation Bureau, Chua Cher Yak 2002, seems especially apt:  
The acid test … is not so much the measures that have been formulated, but the sincerity and determination in enforcing them.

Mention was made earlier about the floods of information about corruption.  As with giving information to someone to help them drive a car or play golf, more information alone is not enough.  They must do something about it.  
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	TABLE 1, TWO PATTERNS of corrupt activity

in any one group of business dealings in one period of time



	Strong restraints

Corrupt acts thought ‘Low Frequency’
	Few restraints

Corrupt acts thought ‘VHF’

	A few people bribe to get unfair advantage
	‘Everybody pays’ to get fair treatment 

	Few employees abuse position, take bribe
	Many employees learn, ‘justify’, demand 

	Seldom in news, seldom discussed
	Constant topic of news, conversation!

	People complacent
	People despair and complain, but pay 

	Bribery a shameful act
	Nobody ashamed, even boast of ‘success’

	Guilty fear action by managers, courts
	More fear of colleagues, group pressures

	If no trouble, corruption becomes VHF
	Trapped (as for Hong Kong police)


	TABLE 2, OBJECTIVES suggested for dealing 

with different perceived frequencies of corrupt activity

	First, decide for which types of activity 

corruption is perceived to be LF or VHF, then

	WHERE LOW FREQUENCY, ‘LF’ aim to
	WHERE HIGH FREQUENCY, ‘VHF’ aim to

	Maintain integrity, trust
	Restore integrity, re-build trust

	Prevent corruption, because outsiders try to subvert, ‘good’ people get tempted
	Reduce corruption levels, though risk never zero (as for murder and other crimes)

	Sustain good behaviour
	Help change behaviour

	Beware complacency
	Beware despair, disillusion

	Give warning of risks
	Give hope to people, reasons to hope for change

	With analogies from military, engineering and medical practice

	Defend, against invasion, for example by international crime syndicates
	Attack?  Better to rescue trapped people, aim to win hearts and minds of population

	Repair or strengthen the bridge (and trust)
	Rebuild ‘collapsed’ bridge (rebuild trust) 

	Prevent, offer primary health care, immunize, inoculate
	Treat patients who have the disease; 
cure, relieve pain 


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.transparency.org/policy_research/surveys_indices/cpi/2007" ��http://www.transparency.org/policy_research/surveys_indices/cpi/2007� click on ‘global’ 2007


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.transparency.org/policy_research/surveys_indices/gcb/2006" ��http://www.transparency.org/policy_research/surveys_indices/gcb/2006� with answers to a survey question, ‘In the past 12 months have you or anyone living in your household paid a bribe in any form …?, at Annex 1 Table 4


�  See � HYPERLINK "http://www.good-gov.info" ��www.good-gov.info� then Notes and Integrity Tests or in an electronic version try to go direct to � HYPERLINK "http://www.good-gov.info/documents/notes/integrity_tests.doc" \o "Results from their use in the New York Police Dept and London's Metropolitan Police and as 'privatised' in India" �Integrity Tests�  


� As reported to the author in private and unattributable discussions.


� e-mail of 29 November 1999 from Transparency International Italy circulated in virtual conference by the World Bank (� HYPERLINK "mailto:anticorrupt@jazz.worldbank.org" ��anticorrupt@jazz.worldbank.org�, but that link no longer available).


� I do not reveal the name of a country or organisation if I think the information I give would be to its disadvantage, unless it has already been published or made widely known and might help others.


� I have been told of these in many African countries and heard similar concerns in Britain about ‘the Old Boy network’ described by Heald 1983, and about freemasonry.


� When increased accountability became for a time a focus for reform in the British Civil Service in the 1980s I hated it, thinking it a waste of time that could have been spent doing the ‘proper’ job!
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