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TOWARDS A SOUND INTEGRITY FRAMEWORKINSTRUMENTS,PROCESSES
STRUCTURESAND CONDITIONS FOR IMPLEMENTATION

INTRODUCTION

1. This documentpresents key components of a soumtegrity Frameworkin public sector
organisations. Based on lessons learned in the past decade, it provides a comprehensive approach to review
and modernise instruments, procedures and actors for fostering integrity eaeahtiprg corruption. In

addition to these core elements of integrity management, the paper also offers an analysis of relevant
factors and conditions in the public management and governance context that provide supportive
environmento maintain a culturef integrity in public organisations

2. The draft report was revewed by the Expert Groupon Conflict of Interest on 2 Octobefhe
Public Gavernance Committee approved this report under written procedure in Hew@0608.

! The draftreport GOV/IPGC/GF(2009)Ivas prepared by Prof. Dr. Jeroen Maesschalck, Leuven University,
Belgium, in close cepperation with Janos Bertok of the OECD Secretafiae author would like to thank
Kim Loyens K.U.Leuven foherhelpful comments.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

3. Public sector integrity manageménoften alsocalled ethics managemeinhas been high on the

agenda in many OECD countries for over a decade now. Underlying this evolutiorgrswveng
understanding that integrity is a keystone of good governance, condition for all other activities of
government at only to be legitimate and trusted, but also to be effective. Indeed, the pioneering work of,
among others, the OEGBhows that investing staff and financial resources in integrity may also increase

the effectiveness of government policies. This funddaieneed for integrity is strengthened by recent
developments in wider society, in particular increasingly demanding citizens, as well as changes within the
public sector itself. The |l atter includeadianew put
risks that call for important changes in the way in which integrity is managed in the public sector.

4. These developments have resulted in a wide rangenofations and reformsas well as in a
significant baly of prescriptive literature about the different elements ofirdegrity management
framework and how they should be integrated.

5. At the international level, the OECD 1998 Recommendation on Improving Ethical Conithu

the Public Service that includes the Principles for Managing Ethics in the Public $éseiEén Annex 1)
developed a comprehensive approathdentifying key elements for building a sound framework for
promoting ethics in the public service.i$paper also builds on other international instruments, including
anticorruption conventions that have taken a broader approach to address prevention of corruption at the
global leveli the United Nations Convention Against Corruption (UNCAC) dedicatesdsnd chapter to
preventive measures, including codes of conduct, conflict of interest, trainirfg, atal at regional level,

such as rtﬁ_}he Intehkmerican Convention Against Corruption and the Council of Europe Conventions on
corruption.

6. This paper aims to take stock by building on this accumulated knowledge and emerging data to
propose an overall Integrity Framework for fostering integrity and resistance to corruption in public
sector organisations in which thgisting knowledge can be integrated.

7. Preliminary choices that underlie the papdt be indicated in thentroductory chapter. One of
the main choices is the aim to design a frameworkherorganisational leve, which is the level where
implementation of measures for integrity and prevention of corruption actually take place. The assumption

2 See in particular OECD (1996) and OECD (2000).

3 The Policy Brief on the 1998 OECD Recommendation and Principles can be consulted at

www.oecd.org/dataoecd/60/13/1899138. pdf

4 The full text of the UNCAC can be consulted at
www.unodc.org/pdf/crime/convention_corruption/signing/Convereiqualf

See prevention measures in Article 1l of the Imenerican Convention Against Corruption at
www.oas.org/juridico/english/TreatiesB8.htm| the CoECivil Law Convention on corruptiorfsee at
http://conventions.coe.int/Treaty/Commun/QueVoulezVous.asp?NT=174&CM=1&DF=9/5/Z0G&XN

G) and the Criminal Law Convention on corruption  (see at
http://conventions.coe.int/Treaty/Commun/QueVoulezVous.asp?NT=173&CM=1&DF=9/%C0GEN
G).


http://conventions.coe.int/Treaty/Commun/ListeTraites.asp?CM=1&CL=ENG&NT=174&NU=999
http://conventions.coe.int/Treaty/Commun/ListeTraites.asp?CM=1&CL=ENG&NT=173&NU=999
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is that this will be of use to both managershetorganisational level and policy makerstla¢ national

level. The papealso explicitly opts for aystemic approach assuming that all aspects of the Integrity
Framework are interdependent and that the framework as a whole is dependent on itsTdosigaper

aims to translate this abstract assumption into functionatypotcommendations and also provides a
complementaryChecklist as a handsn diagnostic tool for managers (see in Annex 2). This paper also
aims to address the recurring problem of ith@lementation-deficit in integrity management: how to
ensure that theften lofty ambitions of integrity management are actually implemented and make a real
difference on the work floor? Finally, the paper also adopts the widely shared assumption that integrity
management does not imply a choice betwedas-based and valesbasedapproaches, but an adequate

and flexible balancing of both.

8. The second chapter addresses the important question about the need for integrity management. In
recent years, public managers and policy makave Ibeen flooded with recommendations to introduce all
types of innovations in the public sector and understandably wonder whether integrity management is not
yet another fad that will blow over soon to make place for the next one. The paper arguath#ratan

yet another management fadtegrity management is an essential response to many of the recent
public management innovationsas well as to some wider societal changes. It also addresses some
recurring argument against integrity management aogiges counterclaims, thus aiming to convince
those who doubt the need for integrity management or supporting those who want to convince others of the
need for integrity management.

0. The third and fourth chapteredus on key components of the integrity management framework,
the heart of aintegrity FrameworkAn integrity management framework consists of three essential pillars
and two layers. As for the pillars, the first and most obvious pillar consists wfdtnementsto stimulate

and enforce integrity and prevent corruption and other integrity violations within a particular organisation.
The Integrity Frameworkpromotes a forwartboking approach to address emerging concerns and grey
areas. The integrity iliiments are organised into tleeir main functions of integrity management:

1 determiningand defining integrity;
9 guidingtowards integrity;

1 monitoringintegrity; and

1 enforcingintegrity.

10. Yet, however important tise instruments are, they are essentially only a list of intentions. They

will only have an impact when they are brought to live and kept healthy through processes and structures.
The latter then constituteespectively the second and the third pillar ¢he integrity management
framework.Processegarticularly refer to development process, both continuous processes of planning,
implementing, evaluating and adapting, as well asash@rojects,e.g.to reform the overall integrity
management framework ,omore modestly, to introduce or update a particular integrity instrument.
Structures refer to the organisational aspect of integrity management: who is responsible for what in
integrity management and how to-cadinate the initiatives of the many actavhose activities have an

i mpact upon the organisational member so6 integrit
faces when attempting to structure an integrity management framework.

11 The three pillargan be subdivided in two layers. At the central part of the integrity management
framework are thecore integrity instruments (e.g. ethics code, confliebf-interest policy, whistle

blowing arrangements, etc.), core developnpeatessesand coreactors(e.g.fii nt egr ity act or s
primary aim to foster integrity in public sector organisations. However important they might be, these are

7
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not sufficient to achieve the goals of strengthening integrity in public sector organisations. The second
layer corains thecomplementary integrity instruments, processes and actorsf integrity management.

These ardundamental instruments, processes and actors for sound management. Altteyudb not

have integrity as their main ajrthey do play arucial role in integrity managemerdand core integrity
instruments (e.g. public procurementand contracting primarily aim at value for money) Such
complementary instruments are typically part of adjacent management fields such as personnel
managementprocurementand contract management or quality management. Important complementary
instrumentsare discussed in this paper in order to ensure synergies in daily functidrongvoid any
misunderstanding, it is useful to emphaskgminthat, although these instrumentstas and processes

play a complementaryrole in the Integrity Frameworkthey can be as important in shaping the
organi sational member soé integrity as the instrume

12, Experienceshows howmuch context matters in fostering integrity and preventing corruption.
This paper takes a holistic approach and addresses not only the core and complementary building blocks of
the Integrity Frameworkbut also those actors and factors in theraurding context The paper
distinguistes between the inner and outer context. The inner context refers to the context within the
organisation: all those actors and factors that might impact the integrity of organisational members, but
cannot be considergghrt of integrity managemeper se The outer context refers to actors and factors in

the wider public sector and governance environment that are beyond the control of a specific organisation,
but can have an important impact upon its integrity managewmueth the integrity of its members.
Examples include laws on political party and election financing, regulations on lobbying, integrity laws,
involvement of stakeholders in the development and implementation of integrity measures to enable public
scrutiny,integrity watchdogs outside the organisation, etc.

13. The integrity management framework and the inner and outer context together constitute the
Integrity Framework: all instruments, process, structures and factoosh within and outside public
sector organisations that influence the integrity of the members of an organisation.

14. Thispaper i s compChecklistnt fedr bgi aagnfosi nglintdagitye el er
Framewak in a particular organisation. It summarises the conclusions from the paper and translates them
into a diagnostic instrument. This is intended as a practical tool for policy makers and managers to help
them review and update existing integrity managensehitions for fostering integrity and preventing

integrity violationssuch agorruptionin public sector organisations.
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1. BUILDING A SOUND INT EGRITY FRAMEWORK FOR PUBLIC SECTOR
ORGANISATION S: PRELIMINARY OPTIO NS

15. Fostering integrity and resistance to corruption in public sector organisations is essential to
maintain public confidence in government and public decision making, as well as to suppeltalying

field for businesses. Achieving a culture of integrita keystone of good governaniceequires coherent
efforts at organisational, public management and governance levels in estaldissoogd Integrity
Frameworkand supporting its effeéet functioning in the daily practice.

16. This first chapter provides an overview of options underlyireggproposed Integrity Framework
that deserve some explanation or justification.

1. 1. D énfegrity Frange watko

17. The termfi i nt e®gg derivgddfrom Latin and literally means nam)(touching fangerg
(Nieuwenburgh, 2002)it refers to something or somebody who is not contaminated, not damaged. In the
cont ext of this paper Aintegrityo wild.l refer to

daily practice(van den Heuvel & Huberts, 2003: 19) B Puc i ntegrityo then refe
generally accepted public values and norms in the daily practice of public sector organisations. The
question then of course becomes what those values and nofnBeteemining and defining these norms

ard values will be the first of the four main functions of an integrity management framework (see below).

18. Integrity managementrefers to the activities undertaken to stimulate and enforce integrity and
prevent corrption and other integrity violations within a particular organisation. Titegrity
management framework of an organisation then refers to the whole of those instruments within that
organisation, taking into consideration their interdependence, as weflrtitesses and structures that
bring those instruments to life. Tiwegrity context of an organisation refers to all the factors, other than

the integrity management framework, that can have an impact upon the integrity of the members in public
sector eganisations. This includes factors and instruments both within (the inner context) and outside (the
outer context) the organisation. The integrity management framework and the integrity context together
constitute thdntegrity Framework : all instrumentsfactors and actors that influence the integrity of the
members of an organisation. Table 1 below represents the relation between these core concepts. Table 2 in
chapter 3 further develops the components of the integrity management framework.

6 Whil e many wearlier pJQECD,d996, 20®F)nsore reeehtepublications ténel toh i ¢ s 0
prefer the tOECDM0GH;2007)eThis may wall indicate a shift to be more associated with
modern styles of integrity management that combine +hésged with valuebased approaches. These
conceptual debates are difficult and complicated, particularly in an interalationltilingual environment

where terms |ike fAethicso, Aintegrityo, Afdeontol o
different connotations in different languages. An elaborate discussion of these conceptual issues would not
be appropri@ i n t he context of this paper. Suffice here

is more pragmatic than principled. What matters much more than the term is the definition of the concept
(as provided above) and its further operationatigaitn the course of the remainder of the paper.

For discussion on values se€omponents of integrity: Data and Benchmark@ECD 2008,
GOV/PGC/GF(2009) andOECD 200Q 31 Trust in Government: Ethics Measures in OECD Countries
OECD, Paris.
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Table 1. The Integrity Framework

Integrity Framework

Integrity Management Framework Context

Core Complementary Inner context Outer context

Instruments | Processes | Structures | Instruments | Processes | Structures

1.2 Focus on implementation

19. Experience shows that integrity management is very sensitive to implementation deficits: the
often lofty ambitions are not implemented on the witwkr. This is problematic for at leasto reasons:

1 The first one is the obvious problem with all implementation deficits. If an instrument is not
implemented, it willnot have any desired effecand all the efforts to design it will have been in
vain.

T In the context of integrity, there is @®nd even more serious reason why policy makers and
managers should worry about implementation deficits. If organisational members observe that
integrity policies are not implemented, they might perceive the integrity management framework
as mere window-dressing a way for senior management to give the impression that they
consider integrity as important, but without being serious about actually acting on it. Such a
perception, caused by inconsistency between words and deed for implementation, might in fac
increase cynicism and, through that, even increase integrity violations. Thus, the integrity policy
would not only be ineffective, it would in fact achieve the exact opposite of its original goal. This
is particularly important for the enforcement functiof the integrity management framework. If
employees perceive that, in spite of the lofty declarations, integrity violations are not acted upon
and the perpetrators are not punished, this is likely to have a negative impact upon their own
ethical behavior (Trevino & Weaver, 2003)

Avoiding the implemerdtion deficit is therefore a core aim of the integrity management framework that
will be proposed in this paper.

1.3. Focus on the organisation

20. Many of the wellknown frameworks for integrity focus on the natiblevel e.g.t he OECDS® s
ethics infrastructurdOECD, 1996)and Tr ansparency I nternat ({Poape,al 6s
2000) or on the regional and local leveé.g. Huber t s et al . 6 s (Huoerts,l I nt

Anechiarico, & Six, 2008) They provide a broad overview of the crucial elements oflrkegrity
Frameworkfor that governmental level as a whole, thus including several organisations and other actors.
With such widely acclaimed broader frameworks available, it is now time to focus on public sector
organisations themselves anddicect attention to the actual implementationof the instruments in daily
practiceatthe organisational level

21 That is indeed the perspective of this paper. It aims to offer policy recommendations to integrity
actors as well as manag who want to review and modernise an integrity management framentioirk

their organisation. This approach could not only support implementation of integrity efforts in the field, but
also help managers in assessing the resutid)y using theChedlist that is provided aa complement to

this paper (see Annex 1). Such organisatidese| datawill then in turn, constitute invaluable sources of

10
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information for policy makers to verify the implementation and functioning of a national or regional
Integrity Framework

1.4. Integrity in public life as a crucial condition

22. The previous paragraph explained the focuspohlic sector organisationdhis choice also
implies a primaryfocus on public servants tle main target in integrity managemenbt on politicians

Yet, it is essential to emphasishat this does not imply thattegrity management towards politicians
would not bepossible or importantRather the opposite, the integrity of politicians is aficial
importance, both in its own right and because it is a very important contextual factor for the integrity of
public servants. However, politicians constitute a different category of actors who require specific types of
integrity management that apartly similar to, but also partly different from what is presented in this
paper. A discussion of these types is beyond the scope of this paper.

1.5.Organisational fairness as a crucial condition

23. Thereisagmi ng under spereeivatorganisationbfairhes®f i s a cruci al
explaining thantegrity of organisational membe(3revino & Weaver, 2003)Staff members will be more

likely to behave unethically when they perceive their environment to be unfair. Equity {Aetams,

1965) for example, suggests that people who perceive injustices in their envirommetidgy have the
feeling that theyearn significantly less than they think they deserve) wilk ltar ways to balance that
injustice, including potential integrity violations against their organisagan tealing). Conversely, in an
environment that is considered to be fair, staff members will be more likely to behave with integrity.
Trevino andWeaver(2003) found, for example, that people were more likely to report unethiahl an
damaging behaviour by colleagues if they perceived their environment as fair.

24 For all these reasons, the Integrity Frameworkspaych attention to the importance of fairness.
This will be addressed for thetegrity managementitself, e.g.are the sanctions for unethical behaviour
applied fairly? It will also be addresstat HR processei generalg.g.are staff hired on the basis of their
competencies, rather than their network or their fagolynection3

1.6. Systemic approach

25. This paper takes a systemic approach towards the integrity management framework. This has two
important implications:

9 First, this means that the paper will not only focus on individuaruments of integrity
management, but also on the integrity managermanmiework ( o r i s asa wholmdhe
underlying assumption is that the effectiveness of integrity management depends as much on the
synergies between the instruments as on the sftédhe individual instruments separately. An
ethics code by itself will not have much impact; an integrity training session will not really make
a difference; one inspection will probably not leave a lasting impression. It is the combination of
such meagres that will have a significant effect, a joint effect that is much larger than the mere
sum of the effects of the individual instruments. Therefore, instruments should always be
assessed together, with particular attention to their synergies.

T Second,he integrity management framework (or
system, but ampen systemt h at is embedded in a wider i
integrity management instruments should not only berdmated with each other,d should
also be ceordinated with other, related actors and factors that might have an impact upon the
organi sational me mb er s 6 Intagritg Frameworkn 3(3s e e wi der

S5 D
L )]
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1.7. Beyond focus on instruments

26. This paper will not only focus on instruments of integrity management and their mutual
dependence. It will be argued that, in addition to instruments, an integrity management framework also has
two other equally crucial pillars

i The first is the development process through which integrity management is introduced,
implemented and evaluated.

1 The second additional pillar refers to theuctural dimension of the integrity management
framework and puts the emphasis on the role of airtdhe Integrity Management Framework

1.8. Combining the rulesbased and valuesased approaches

27. This is a fundamental distinction in the literature on integrity manage(@&@€D, 1996; Lewis,

1991; Paine, 1994; Paine, 1994; Maesschalck, 200Be A r u-b @ s eapgroach to integrity
management emphasises the importance of external camtréi® behaviour of public servants. It prefers

formal and detailed rules and procedures as means to reduce integrity violations and prevent corruption.
Thefi v a lFbuaesseachpr oach focuses on guiedcntrol exerasedby fhé nt er
public servants on themselves. This approach aims to stimulate understanding and daily application of
values and to improve ethical decision making skills through interactive training sessions, workshops,
ambitious codes of values, individual coaching, etc.

28. Lessons learned in the past decade show that a modern integrity management framework aims at
both:

1 Preventing corruption, reducing integrity violations through mapping integsitg and
installing counter meases; and

1 Promoting integrity through stimulating understanding, commitment and capacity for ethical
decision making.

29. Consequently, a modern integrity management framework judiciously combines both the rules
basedand valuesased approaches and ensures the coherent balance of their components within one
Integrity FrameworkThe 1998 OECD Recommendation takes this approach and recommends countries to
combine fAjudiciously those asedenddeals withfthose based onsthema n ¢
respect of ruleso (see al s-baseB compooentil then @anstit@dtleD , 1
el ementary | egal framewor k and wessehtiatp ensure midimal t he 7
ethical behaviour. The valudsased approach, on the other hand, will ensure that one is ethically more
ambitious than this minimum of simply avoiding integrity violations. This recommendation is also

reflected in the empirical research that has been donenomtil

12
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Box 1. Combining rules-based and values-based approaches: Empirical support

The following two studies on the daily application of rules-based and values-based approaches in organisations
provide an illustration of the limitations of focusing on one approach and the potential of combining both.

First, Anechiarico and Jacobs6 st (199§) préséntsea wélidocsmented
critique on what they describe asnttrhel d.pahhipd i cioni on s
as well as elaborate procedures of control and inspection. The authors extensively discuss the deficiencies as well as
the indirect costs of these strongly rules-based instruments: delays in decision making, over-centralisation, defensive
management, low morale, barriers against inter-organisationalco-oper ati on and fAadaptive
of (semi-)privatised entities to avoid red tape. As a solution, they argue for a more values-based approach that gives
more responsibilities to public servants and builds more on their professionalism.

Second, Trevino and Weaver (2003: 191-230) conducted a survey among around 10 000 respondents in six
companies from different sectors. Although the study was not conducted in the public sector, the results do provide an
idea of the impact of different integrity management approaches. In general, Trevino and Weaver observed that both
the rules-based and the values-based approaches to integrity management had a positive impact upon ethical
behaviour of the organisational members, but that the effect of the values-based approach was stronger. They also
analysed the impact of specific instruments of both respective approaches. Through this analysis they particularly
observed negative effects of too much emphasis on the rules-based approach. For example, when employees
perceive that they are expected to show unquestioning obedience, they are less likely to perform ethically desirable
behaviour such as the reporting of integrity violations by colleagues. Thus, too much emphasis on the rules-based
approach is not only costly, as Anechiarico and Jacobs (1996) showed, it is also counterproductive, because it could
have a negative impact on employeesd integrity.

30. Inventories ofactual practices (OECD, 2000)suggest that public sector organisations indeed
increasingly adopt this recommendation and make efforts to achieve an appropriate balance b#tween bo
approaches. Because most governments traditionally emphasised thbasa@ldsapproach, this often
implies a move towards a valubased approach. Yet, the balance should be maintained and one should
also beware of a too enthusiastic and radical swaerards the valueased approach, particularly in a
culture that is traditionally rulelsased. Staff members might feel uncomfortable with the higher degrees of
discretion in ethical decision making that are typical for a vahasgd approach. As a cogeence, they

might either not be strong enough to resist the temptations that come with more discretion and less strict
controls, or they might voluntarily reduce the discretion by simply maintaining the old regulations, thus
also undermining the intendetbve towards a more values based appr@sieesschalck, 2005)

31 In sum, integrity managemeran be seen as a complex and neveling balancing exercise
between the rulebased and the valubssed approaches. The exact relative importance as well as the
actual shape of both approaches will depend on the actual social, political and admanistratiext, as

well as on the history of the organisation concerned.

1.9. Ensuring sufficient coordination

32 Because integrity management involves many different actors in very different positions with
different pespectives and interests,-oodination is an essential condition for success. It is through the co
ordination of the integrity management instruments that synergies will be allowed to occur and that the risk
of instruments contradicting each other will lduced. This cordination should not only occur in
structural terms - ensuring sufficient cerdination between the many actors involved in integrity
management but also in terms of theontent of the instruments. Yet, it is important to emphasisettiet

latter does not imply perfect consistency between the instruments. Some diversity and perhaps even some

13
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ambiguity are inevitable and usually also advisable, given the recommendation (see 1.6) to combine two
very different approaches to integrity maaagent. Most important is that that there is a clear vision that
buttresses the integrity management and that, if there are ambiguities, one is aware of them and takes a
conscious decision to manage them.

14
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2. WHY INTEGRITY MAN AGEMENT?

33. An important preliminary step is to address the concerns public servants, managers and policy
makers may have concerning the need for integrity management. This chagitead@iresses two
fundamental questions about the need for integrity management. The second part of this chapter reviews
arguments often expressed against integrity management by public sector managers.

2.1. Integrity management: Two fundamental questions

34. There are fundamental reasons for investing in integrity management as integrity is instrumental
for achieving primary policy goals. However, significant changes in public management in the past years
also provi@ additional reasons for reviewing and modernising integrity management.

Question 1: Why integrity management?

Why would policy makers spend time and money on integrity management, while real problems like
poverty, crime and pollution are yearning for pis? Is this not just another fad in public management
that will easily blow over?

35. Thompson masterfully formulated his answer
government et hi c s ®are nib® énpatans than ethich, @thics is snera important than
any i(X%2u285)Indeed, integrity is not a primary public policy domain like defence, environmental
protection or public health. It does not produce any immediate goods and services that are tangible for
citizens. It is only instrumental for those primary Igo& et, the fact that it is instrumental does not imply

that it is less important. It is a necessary instrument for at least two reasons:

1 First, a welldeveloped integrity management framework increases the chances that public
servants will take decisionsn the basis of the advantages and disadvantages of the policy
alternatives, not on the basis of their own-g&#erest or the interests of their (political) friends. It
thus increases thguality of the decisionsin primary policy fields.

I Second, intedgty management might help to incregaeblic trust in government. Naturally, it is
too simplistic to think trust will automatically increase wherirdaagrity management framework
is installed. Yet, an increase in public trust is very unlikely if citizaeresregularly confronted
with integrity violations by public servants. Even if those violations are in the short term benefit
of a particular citizend.g.in the case of corruption), they will only lead to some kind of cynical
trust in the individual puix servant, not to fundamental trust in the public sector.

36. In sum, it is better to pay sufficient attention to integrity management in advance, than to be
forced, after the fact, to spend much more to prosexteption and repair unjust decisions or to control
the damage to the public sectorb6s i mage.
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Box 2. Why is the need for integrity management increasing?

While there always have been fundamental reasons for integrity management, the need for new approaches
towards integrity management has been growing in recent years due to significant changes both in governments and in
societies across OECD countries.

First, public sector reforms, often brought together under the umbrella-c o n ¢ e pNew PBublic iManagemento
(Hood, 1991), attempt to improve the quality,e f f i ci ency and effectiveness of g
techniques from the private sector. The public sector environment has considerably evolved by these reforms resulting
in more efficient and effective public services. However, these reforms also raised concerns about emerging grey
zones and risks to integrity in the absence of adjustments to control discretionary power. With the weakening of
barriers between the public and private sectors 7 e.g. through privatisation of public services, PPPs, sponsoring,
concessions, contracting out, etc i risks for integrity violations changed and increased. Thus, however well-intended
and beneficial such innovations might be, they do create new situations, risks to integrity and dilemmas, in particular at
the private and public sector interface that require appropriate counter measures in an updated integrity management
framework:

How can we avoid that entrepreneurship and innovation in the public sector get out of hand and lead to
breaches of the integrity code?

What should a public servant do when what the performance management system expects him to do differs
from what the integrity code expects him to do?

How can employees working in semi-autonomous governmental organisations that have to survive in a
competitive market still manage to strive for the public interest?

T Wwhat does it mean to take a Acustomer service ori

A good and well-balanced integrity management framework will help to find an answer to these and similar
guestions. Hence, rather than yet another new fad in public management, integrity management should be seen as a
way to deal with all these fads and innovations. It provides tools to avoid their excesses.

In addition to these internal changes, there are also important changes in the wider society. Citizens become
more informed and demanding and are less tolerant for integrity violations, in particular to corruption. At the same time
societies become more diverse, makingit mor e di fficult to identify what t
that are at the core of the definition of integrity (see 1.1). Again, a good integrity management framework will support
public officials in dealing with these new situations and dilemmas.
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Question 2: Whyconsiderintegrity management as a separate management domain?

l's it really necessary to consider Aintegrity r
own identity and visibility? Would it not be sufficient tmsly review the existing instruments in fields like
personnel management, financial management and information management from the perspective of
integrity and adapt them if necessary?

37. A separate identity is vemyseful for, at least, two reasons.

38. First, labels can be very important in the agenda setting process, because they tend to make a
certain set of problems or solutions visible for the decision makers, publi@isffasnd the wider public.

The mere fact that the | abel of fAintegrity manage

that deserves attention. The fact that this label covers a separate management field and thus a clearly
identifiable setof measures ensures that, if a scandal breaks out, decision makers will be able to make
well-informed decisions, prepared by a clearly identifiable group of experts in integrity management.
Without such a label and without such a-sslfscious delineatatanagement field, it will be much more

difficult to ensure attention from decision makers for the topic. The issue would only suddenly emerge
when there is an integrity scandal, but then no coherent set of policy measures would be readily available
and ttere would be no selfonscious group of integrity actors to propose them.

39. Second and more importantly, bringing instruments together under an overall urobnekgpt

allows for a moresystemic approach It allows for looking at all the instruments together in their
interdependence, making the whole more than the sum of the different parts. It allows for identifying the
overall goals of the integrity management framework and then systematically designing andemtipgm
instruments to realise these goals. This is hardly possible when the instruments sieyist toseparate

policy domains without ever being brought together and considered part of an overarching management
domain.

40. It is important to emphasisthat thisidea of integrity management as a separate management
domain is entirely consistent wi tinblusitedh e ma rda& @e ntehnat
domain that will only be successful if it is beingtegrated with other management domains such as
financial and personnel management. In order to explain this, it might be useful to distinguish between
core integrity instruments on the one hand and complementary instruments on the other:

f Themaingoaloft he i ntegrity maocoeednegnty mitrunfemtsasrnoefasterr k 6 s
integrity and prevent integrity violations. Typical examples are codes of conduct, specific
integrity training and advice, whistldowing arrangements, etc.

1 The complementary instruments do not have integrity as their primary aim, but they are
important instruments to realise the goals of the integrity management framework. Typically,
they are instruments that fit in other supportive functions such as personnel management or
financial management: staff recruitment, staff rewarding systems, procurement and contract
management procedures, ett.is important to emphasise that, although complementary
instruments do not have integrity as their main aim, they are at least as impodamight even
be more importanto foster integrity in public organisationsor example, if the HRprocesses
are not run fairly or if the procament procedures do not favour the best contrctsnsure
value for moneythis could undermine the legitimy and efficacy of other efforts to improve
core integrity management instruments.
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41, Both types of instruments are part of the integrity management framework in the sense that they
should be cardinated with eacbther and together contribute to the realisation of the overall goal of the
integrity management framework. They only differ in their primary aim. This contiset division also

has implications for organi satitemgal tyesapowmsisihi I(ie

integrity bureau, et hics commi tteeé) wh o ar e
Complementary instruments are not their primary responsibility, but they should have their say concerning
the ethical aspects ohdse instruments. For example, the personnel department should involve the
integrity actor when they are designing their recruitment system so as to make sure that integrity is
sufficiently addressed in the recruitment and selection process. This distifmtween core and
complementary instruments will be further explained and expanded in the following chapter. It will also be
explained that, in addition to the core and the complementary instruments, there is of course also a wider
context that should biaken into consideration and with which the core and complementary instruments
should be ceprdinated to ensure their synergy.

2.2. Integrity management: Unfounded mental barriers
42, When discussing the use of igtedy management with public sector managers, there are some

typical mental barriers that seem to block them from being convinced of the use of integrity management.
This section discusses three such barriers and proposes some arguments against them.

I

Barrier No . 1. AWe do not have any significant intec

43, It might of course be possible that there are virtually no integrity violations in an organisation,
but the question is how the mager can be so sure about the truth of this claim. It is only through an
appropriate detection system as part of a wider integrity management framework, that one can have a
reasonable certainty about the prevalence of integrity violations.

44, Yet, even if there would be no integrity violations, every public sector organisation will still face

many of the developments that were discussed above. Public sector reforms and changes in society create

new kinds of ethicatllemmas and thus create the need for a sound integrity management framework that
supports public servants in dealing with those dilemmas. Moreover, therealzwes been integrity
dilemmasin the public sector, even before these more recent developments

1 The counter clerk who is asked by a citizen to add an important form to the stack even though it
is submitted one day late because of illness

T The policy advisor who receives a telephone
rewrite the policy advice for party political reasons

1 The city manager who is obliged to sack a colleague who is one of his best friends.

45, Public servants of all ranks have always had some discretion that could leagimmad. From

this point of view, the question is not so much whether there are integrity problems and dilemmas; it is
obvious that any public sector organisation has such risks and problems. The question now becomes how
one develops an appropriate integntanagement framework that supports public servants in identifying

and resolving such problems and dilemmas. The advantage of this perspective is that it does not represent
integrity dilemmas as nuisances that have to be oppressed or ignored, but agehdtiat are faced by

any organisation and to which any organisation will have to develop an appropriate response.
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Barrier N o 2. Al ntroducing i ntegrity management
organisation and in the public sector in gendra. 0

46. This statement is the counterpart of the previous one. The assumption here is that there are
integrity violations, and the fear is that they will be made public because of the installation of an integrity
manaement framework, which might in turn lead to reduced trust. Before delving into the deeper
argument, it is useful to emphasise that the primary aim of an organisational integrity management
framework is not so much to identify integrity violations, inehgicorruption, from the past (although this

might sometimes be necessary), but rather to prevent integrity violations in the future. Nevertheless, it is
not impossible that an improvement of the integrity management framework, and particularly of the
detection system within it, might in the short term increase the number of observed violations. Yet, even if
such an increase in revelations in the short term might occur, the above statement still remains highly
guestionable. It betrays both a very skmghted vision and a strong underestimation of citizens:

9 First, it isshort-sighted because ignoring integrity violations might indeed reduce their actual
chances obecomingreported scandals in the short run, but it drastically increases the risk that
the poblems will emerge in a much stronger and damaging form in the future. Integrity
violations have a tendency to expand. If one inspector is allowed to accept substantial gratuities
from the companies he inspects, then his colleagues might feel after ahahileey are allowed
to do the same. Likewise, if public servants are allowed to commit a small violation, then they
might decide to commit a violation that is slightly larger next time, which in turn makes them feel
they can commit a yet slightly largeiolation the subsequent time, etc. Thus, tolerating integrity
violations in the short run strongly increases the chance that there will be more violations in the
future.

I Second, this statement also indicdtee w t r ust i n toijudge puklio micy. I€ a paci
one beliges in democracy, then one should also believe that citizens (and hence also voters) are
capable of distinguishing between an integrity violation that has come to light thanks te a well
functioning integrity management framework om thne hand and a scandal that has exploded
because the situation had been neglected for a long time and necessary prevention measures were
not in place on the other.

Barriers No 3 AMy staff wild.l consi der iagemenn i n s
framework. They will think that | do not trust th
47. This statement i s not about fear of the pub

organisational members. Among all three barriers, this seerbe the most grounded one. Yet, it is not
convincing enough to conclude that a public organisation should therefore not develop proper integrity
management. As explained above, integrity management not only hasbagges controlling dimension,

but also avaluesbased, stimulatingdimension. If the latter and its concomitant instruments (integrity
dilemma training sessions, coaching, ambitious integrity codes, open organisational climate to raise
integrity issues, etc.) are sufficiently emphasiskdn the message towards the organisational members is
one of trust, not of distrust. An interactive dilemma training session, for example, assumes that the
organisational members are responsible people of integrity and wants to provide them with &dditiona
support in dealing with that discretion, rather than limiting it.
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Barrier No. 4. Infegrity violationssuch as corruptionare so deep in our culture that it is not possible
nor desirable to attempt to change anything about thié

This argument in faatontains a normative and en empirical component.

Thenormative argumentis that corruption can be more acceptable if it occurs in a culture where this is
more toleratedThis type of contextual reasoning is not only ethically wealk, it also goes agaittiide
efforts of varioustreaties that were signed by many statesoss continentsncluding states where this
argumenthas beenused.Over the past decade a series of regional conventions were devstapet)

with the 1996 Inter-rAmerican Conventioragainst CorruptionlACAC) of the OAS inthe Americasthe
Council of EuropeCriminal Law Convention on Corruption and Civil La®onventionon Corruption, the
European Union Convention on the fight against corruption involving officials of the European
Communities or officials of Member Stafesand the African Union Convention on Preventing and
Combating Corruptioh At the global levethe United Nations Convention against Corruption (UNCAC)
came into force on 14 December 2005

The statement above alsontains arempirical assumption integrity management has no effect in a

cultural environment where integrity violations amere toleratedThis of course has some truth. Culture,
both in the organisation6s envi mportamemecedeatnofithewi t hi
organi sational membersoé integrity. However, cult
well-considered and webalanced application of the recommendations in this paper can make a difference,
even in a challengmenvironment where corruption risore toleratedOne particularly effective measure

is to analyse what function the corrupt activities perform and to analyse whether this function cannot be
performed in another, more legitimate, way. A case in pgiifimiddleme n 0 : intermedi ary a
citizens and officials to whom citizens turn if they want to influence or speed the decision making process
concerning their case. One way to push these midédie out of business and thus reduce the risk for
corrugion is by replacing them with legitimate actors that perform the same function, but without the
corruption, e.g. citizen support centres. Of course this is just one example and to achieve change in such a
culturally challenging environment one will needaordinated battery of instruments.

Conclusion

48, With these thought s, this paper definitely d
concerns. Integrity is and remains a sensitive area and integrity emeagcan have undesirable effects,
particularly if it is not introduced carefully. Yehis paper does want to argue that these objections are not
convincing as reasons for not introducing an integrity management framework at all. A modern integrity
manaement framework that thoughtfully balances rddased and valudsased approaches can provide

an appropriate and positive response to the challenges and concerns mentioned above. The following
chapter presents the building blocks of a sound integrityagement framework and offers advice for
constructing such a framework.

8 http://euopa.eu/scadplus/leg/en/lvb/I33027.htm

See atvww.africaunion.org/Official_documents/Treaties %20Conventions_%20Protocols/
Convention%200n%20Combating%20Corruption.pdf
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3. INTEGRITY FRAMEWO RK FOR PUBLIC SECTOR ORGANISATIONS: OVERV IEW

49, This third chapter provides a brief overview of the main two componentieoltegrity
Framework as they were already mentioned above: the integrity management framework at the centre and
the inner and outer context around it. These two main components will be highlighted in the two following
sections of this chapter. The sahjgentchapter 4 will further zoom in on the first component and discuss

the instruments, processes and structuréetailwithin an integrity management framework.

50. This framework supports organisations in dealwith the challenges mentioned above (box 2).
First, there is growing recognition that #Anew pul
responsiveness of the public service are not without their risks. Second, meeting expectations of more
informed and increasingly demanding citizens has become a-widdconcern of modern governments

to maintain trust in government and public decision mak{dgnsequently, the Integrity Framework
proposes a practive approach to address emerging corscamd grey area$t considers the analysis of

integrity risks and integrity dilemmas ascornerstone and starting point of an Integrity Framewihke.

Framework also takes forward a systemic approach with a strong ambition to move beyond lofty
statementsnd make an actual difference on the wibolor.

3.1. The integrity management framework

51 The integrity management framework contains all those instruments, processes and structures
that directly stimulate and emfce integrity and prevent corruption and other integrity violations within a
public sector organisation. This framework consists of three pillars, each consisting of two layers. The
three pillars are considered essential parts of a sound integrity mareagdéramework

1 The first pillar consists of the actual integrity manageniastruments themselves. These
constitute the actual tools of intervention t
resistance to corruption in the desired directibhey can be divided into four groups, which
match the following four functions that should be fulfilled by an integrity management
framework:

- determiningand defining integrity;
- guidingtowards integrity;

- monitoringintegrity; and

- enforcingintegrity.

1 Even if one manages to design appropriate instruments, nothing will be achieved if this is not
being institutionalised in the daily functioning of the organisation. That is why a second pillar is
needed, specifying thalevelopment processthrough which theintegrity management
framework is developed and maintained within the organisation. This development process
should becontinuous with a recurring cycle of planning, implementing, evaluating and
adapting, both at the level of the integrity managementdvamrk as a whole and that of the
individual integrity management instruments. In addition to these continuous processes, there are
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52.

also oneoff, temporary processes, such as the introduction of a new approach to integrity
management in a particular orgaatien. Given their oneff nature and the fact that they are
l i mited in time, tplojecsee. wi |l |l be described as

The third pillar concerns therganisation of the integrity management framework: how are the
responsibilities distributed over the diffateactors and how are they-oadinated again to ensure
consistent policy and practice?

These three pillars consist of two layers

At the heart of the integrity management framework arectite instruments suchas ethics
codes, conflicbf-interest policies or whisttblowing arrangements, core changecessesand
coreactors, such as fAintegrity actorso or
The second layer contains tbemplementary instruments, processes and actar§hese are as
crudal for integrity management as the core integrity instruments, but they do not have integrity
as their main aim.

Together, the core instruments and the complementary instruments constitut@teteéty
management framework Table 2 presents an overviefithis framework with the three pillars, the
two layers and illustrations of each of them in the cells.

Table 2. Integrity management framework: Three pillars and two layers

Instruments Processes Structures
Core measures Codes, rules, guidance, Overall continuous integrity | Integrity actor,
integrity training and development process, management

advice, disclosure of
conflict of interest, etc.

continuous development
processes for individual
instruments, one-off
projects to introduce or
change instruments, etc.

Complementary
measures

Integrity as criterion in
personnel selection and
promotion, integrity aspects
of procurement procedures
and contract management,
including integrity in the
quality assessment tool,

etc

Processes in personnel

management, procurement
and contract management,
financial management, etc.

Personnel management,
contract management,

financial management, etc.

3.2. The inner and outer context

53.
with many other factors (including both consciously designed management instruments and unplanned
factors) and actorshta t
designers of an integrity management framework, they present themselves as givens that cannot be

The integrity management instruments do not exist in a vacuum. They exist in a loaadst

have an i mpact upon the

changed, it is important to take them into consideration because of theat iogmn the organisational

me mber s 6

integrity. This context can be divided
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Inner context

54 The first |l ayer is described as t hwithimithenner C
organisatio that do not directly relate to integrity management, but might have an impact on it. For
example, literatur¢Trevino & Weaver, 20033uggests that perceived organisatidaahess can have an

i mportant i mpact wupon the organisational me mber s ¢
as unf#r, they are more likely to commit integrity violations. Hence, all instruments in the organisation

that contribute to perceived fairnegsg.recruitment, reward and promotion systems) can act as important
contextual factors for integrity management. Thecial impact of this management context is recognised

by international instruments. UNCAC Article 7 on Public Sector, for example, promotes transparent

procedures for recruitment and promotion wtyil e 1/
and efficiencyo in government hiring. The OECD P
underl ine that A[ m]anagement policies, procedur e:c

fdemonstrate an or ganciasla tsitoannédsa rcdosndmi (tPaeinntc itpol ee toh.i

55. The analysis of the impact of the elements in the inner context wiltdgrated in the integrity
management framework through the assessment of the fairness of thepktiResses (see 4.1.2.F).
Although this is proposed as an instrument of integrity management, it is in fact a way of analysing the
inner context of the organisation, by assessing its impact upon a crucial intermediary variable
(organisational fairness).

Outer context

56. The second layer is described asfihe ut e r  and refere  actors and factors outside the
organisation. A culture of integrity in public service organisations is the result of coherent atibdsly

at the organisational, but also at public management and governance levels. Because elements in the outer
cont ext are beyond the organisationés control, t
same timesincethey do impactta or gani sati onds integrity managenm
attention to them. This paper distinguishes between three types of relevant phenomena outside the
organisation. Each of them is of a different nature and will thus also be treatedndiffdbeth inthis

paper and in the Checkilist.

57. First, one could refer to the many potenfattors in the economic contexi(g. poverty), ,

political context €.g.pressure to reform the administration), criaticontext ¢.g.organised crime trying

to infiltrate the public sectorketc. that might influence integrity management. Howeagimportantas

these factors might be, these contextual factors are manifold and a general recommendation to take them
all into consideration would not be very helpful for practitioners. Instead this paper aims to integrate the
consideration of the most important contextual factors into the integrity management framework itself as
discussed in chapter 4. Thus, if the integritpragement framework for a particular organisation is
appropriately designed and implemented, this will automatically imply that the most important contextual
factors are taken into consideration. This is done in many ways. For example, a thoroughyrssk @es!
4.1.1. A) ensures that the main risks in the orc
Likewise, regulations to disclose conflicts of interest (4.1.1.F) are ways to avoid interests outside the
organisation impacting the integrity thfe organisation.

58. A second and very important category consists of the nmstyuments outside the organisation
that might impact the integrity management framework. These could constitute integrity instrionieats
strict sense €.g. national ethics laws or national whistle blowing policies), but al#wer types of
instrumentssuch as instruments intenddincrease accountability and transparemndyich also impact,
either directly orindirectly, the integty of the organisation and its membefhey are discussed each in
turn.
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59. A number of these instruments often also exist within organisations (and are therefore discussed
in the next chapter), but might also haveounterpart outside the organisation They provide either
directly applicable mandatory standards (e.g. for disciplinary action) or a national framework, for example
a model code of ethics, for developing specific solutions at various public orgamssd#d can take into
consideration the particular context of individual organisations. Examples include:

governmentwide code of conduct or code of ethics;
governmerwvide conflict of interest regulations and financial disclosures;

1
1
1 governmentwide postemployment arrangementand
1

governmentwide disciplinary code for public service.

60. A disciplinary code for the public service, for example, provides baseline standards to employees
across public sector organisatiowith reference to what is considered irregular conduct and what are the
disciplinary procedures and sanctions that apply in case of breaches to integrity. It is the responsibility of
the managers in the organisation to interpret the provisions of ttipliiary code and take timely action

if they witness a breach of integrity among its employ&@sthe other hand, national governments may
provide a model code for the public sector that would guide individual organisations to develop their own
codes thacould better reflect the specific contexesg( mission, activities, expectations, stakeholders,
vulnerabilities, etc.) of particular public organisations.

61. A number of these instruments typically only existtside the organisation They are not
discussed in chapter 4, but anentionedin the Checklist, because of their potentially important impact.
Examples of these include:

T Mechanisms of external control and audedto detect irregularities and systemdil@ires as
well as to recommend measures for improvement.

1 Mechanismsused for external investigation and prosecution of misconduct, in particular
corruption.

1 Ethics laws to provide standards elaborated on the basis of core public service values and
principles. To complement general administrative regulations for the public service, ethics laws
provide more stringent standards and define baseline standards as the boundaries for acceptable
behaviour for public servants.

1 Governmentwide financial disclosuremechanisms for public officials to prevent potential
conflict-of-interest situations.Such disclosure may also help detect and prosecute illicit
enrichment.

1 Laws on party and election financing to prevent eventual bias in decision making by increasing
trarsparency on political donations.

1 Governmenwide rules for enhancing transparency and accountability in lobbying, in particular
by requiring registration of lobbyists and disclosure on lobby activities. They could also imply
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the approval of a code of cormufor lobbyists®i n order to shed 1ight
lobbying carried out behind closed doors.

1 Mechanisms for information, consultation and participation of citizens both in the design and
implementation of public policies and servicegernatioral instruments such as the UNCAC
Article 13 on Participation of societypromote measures for participation of civil society, NGOs
andcommunish ased organisations Ain the prevention
raise public awarenesshwi | e | ACAC promotes establishment
participation by civil society and nongovernmental organizations in efforts to prevent
corruhbti ond

1  Appropriate control of public finance.

1 Administrative simplification, in particular by uginnew information and communication
technologies, such as-government single portal solutions (e.gprecurement portal) for
reducing red tape and processing applications quickly and transparently.

62. Interestingly while these instruments usually positively impact the integrity of organisational
members, they could also creaww dilemmas The participation of citizens, for example, makes decision
making more complex and more prone to dilemmas than the closeslodeniaking of traditional
bureaucracies. They could even creamw risks for integrity violations. An appropriate integrity
management of those innovatiohgor example through adjustments in timegrity Frameworki will
therefore also be essentth® OECD has provided some gui dance f
for engaging citizens in policy makind.

63. There are also many potent&dtors outside the organisation that might have an impact upon its
Integrity FrameworkA comprehensive classification of integrity actors is the one that is at the core of the
inati onal integrity systemod c oncEgdparahey Ineinadigna d by
distinguish between different types oftaor s t hat can have an i mpact uf

management framework
legislature

political parties
electoral commissions

supreme auditimstitutior

= == =4 -4 -2

judiciary;

10 The OECD Framework for Enhancing Transparency and Accountability in Lobbyingranderview of

country solutions can be consultedthe publicatior_obbyists, Governments and Public Trust: Building a
Legislative Framework for Enhancing Transparency and Accountability in Lohbyiag
www.oecd.org/gov/ethics

= IACAC Article 1l Poirt 11

12 The ten guiding principles for engaging citizens in paliegking can be found i€itizens as Partners:

Information, Consultation and Public Participation in Politdaking (see atvwww.oecd.org/gov/tizens.

13 www.transparency.org/policy_research/nis
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64.

= = =4 a4 -4 -4 - -4 - -

public sector
policeandprosecutors

public procurement

ombudsman

anticorruption agencies

medig

civil society,

private sectar

regionalandlocal governmentand
international institutions

Another approach is to focus on functions, rather than on the actors who perform the gunction

For example the global antbrruption frameworkk UNCAC Article 61 identifies the following key
functions for preventive antiorruption bodies:

f

1

I mpl ement i n gordinatdd famcortuptionepplicies that promote the participation of

societyad €é proper management of public affairs
and accoldiihe prbvertiietanto r r upti on body may al so pl
andceor di nating the i mpl ementation of those pol

il ncr easisregniammad i chig knowl edge abBut the preven

14

15

16

See Article 1. (a) and Article 1. of UNCAC.
See Atrticle 1. (a) of UNCAC.
See Atrticle 1. (b) of UNCAC.
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4. INTEGRITY MANAGEM ENT FRAMEWORK: INSTR UMENTS, PROCESSES AND
STRUCTURES

65. This chapter further develops the building blocks of a sound integrity maragémamework

(see section 3.1 above). It is structured around the three pillars that are at the heart of the integrity
management framework: instruments (4.1), processes (4.2) and structures (4.3). Within each of these
pillars the following sections wilhlso address the two layers that were also identified above: the core and
the complementary instruments.

4.1. Instruments: A balanced mix of integrity management instruments

66. Many integrity management instrumehisve been developed in recent years and they have been
classified in many different ways. Based on the review of the literatugeQECD (2007)and experience

of OECD countries, this paper proposes to organise these instruments actmfdiungfunctions that
should be fulfilled in a sound integrity management framework, namely:

determiningand defining integrity;

guidingtowards integrity;

monitoringintegrity; and

= = =4 =2

enforcingintegrity.

67. This sedbn discusses, for each of these functions, the most common management instruments
that have been developed to fulfil the four functions. Table 3 below visualises that discussion by presenting
the key instruments in a single table. In fact, this tablafarr devel ops the second cc
Table 2. It also adds the rulbased/ valuebased distinction to the rowsand develops this for the four

functions of a sound integrity management framework (columnslso promotes a forwasdoking

approach by putting the analysis of risks to integrity at the starting point of the integrity management
framework.

1 It should be not ed -btahsaetd o tthieas aetidide sii sn ¢ rleatout andiwitiy £ s a s
largely depend on the specific implementation of the instrument. This table will esghasidominant
tendency of an instrument. The checklist for empirical use will allow for more subtle ways of indicating
instruments along the valuésised/ruledased continuum.
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Table 3. A classification of integrity management instruments

Determining & Guiding towards integrity Monitoring Enforcing
defining integrity integrity
integrity

Rules- - Risk analysis - Rules-based integrity - Whistle-blowing - Formal
based - Code of training policies sanctions
conduct -Oat h, signi ng -complaints - Procedure
- Conflict of declarationo policies for handling
interest policy - Advice, counselling - Inspections integrity
- Gifts and - Integrity testing violations
gratuities policy - Early warning
- Post systems
employment - Systematic
arrangements registration of
- Structural complaints,
measures (e.g. investigations, etc.
function rotation) - Survey-
measurement of
Core integrity violations
and organisational
climate
Values- | - Analysis of - Values-based integrity - Survey measures | - Informal
based ethical dilemmas | training of integrity sanctions
- Consultation of | - Integrating integrity in the dilemmas
staff and regular discourse (e.g. - Informal probing
stakeholders announcing the integrity for ethical dilemmas
- Code of ethics | policy through channels of and issues among
- Non-written internal and external staff
standard setting | communication)
- Exemplary behaviour by
management
- Coaching and counselling
for integrity

Complementary

- Assessing the fairness of reward and
promotion systems

- Appropriate procedures for procurement,
contract management and payment

- Measures in personnel management (e.g.
integrity as criterion for selection, evaluation
and career promotion)

-- Measures in financial management (e.g.
6doubl e ki@gordtrpl,)f i nanc
- Measures in information management (e.g.
protecting automated databases)

- Measures in quality management (e.g.
reviewing the quality assessment tool)

Internal control and
audit,
External control and
audit

68. This sectiorwill review each of the instruments addressed in Table 3, organised around the four
functions. This review is guided by two general principles that were already discussed above as
preliminary choices:

9 First, the discussion willanstantly emphasise the need fdyadancebetween thevaluesbased
and the rulesbased approachego integrity management. This balanced should be assessed at
the level of thelntegrity Frameworkas a whole, not at the level of the individual integrity
management instrument, nor even at the level of the integrity management framework. In other
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words, one should not only take into consideration the core and the supportive meastines (
integrity management framework), but also the inner and the aarteaxt.

Second, the discussion reflects thgstemic approach the interdependence between the
instruments of the integrity management framework and, hence, the need-daotir@iion
amongst them, but also the dependence on the contextual elementxemdhieeneed for eo
ordination with these.

4.1.1. Determining and defining integrity

Two minimal criteria

69.

The first function of an integrity management framework is to determine the expectations for

behaviour: with values are important for the organisation, which rules should be obeyed? There are
various instruments that can be used in different combinations to determine and define integrity and the
actual mix of instruments will depend on local circumstanceswhatever combination one choost®

two minimal and closely related criteria that should be satisfied if one is to say that this first function is
performed sufficienthareclarity and accountability:

f

First, there should belarity about the minimal expectations from public servants in public
organisations. It should be clear to public servants what is really expected of them. The extent of
this clarity can differ, depending on the local circumstances and strategies. Organisations
emphasising a ruldsased approach by definition aim for more explicit and written out clarity
than organisations emphasising vatbaesed approach. Yet, even in the latter, there will always

be a minimal explicit framework and the instruments of a vabased approach alsinaat

clarity, be it with more individual discretion.

Second, however the integrity standards are determined and defined, this should be done in such
a way that public servants can beld accountable for their actions Clearly stated standards

make it posible to approach staff members who break the standards and point them at their
violations. The standards thus act as a common framework, a common language that can
facilitate discourse about integrity and makes it easier to express disapproval witlongoteit

the integrity standards.
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The i mportance of consultation: Both Adetermining

70. To satisfy these criteria, it will be important to first determine and then define integritgtedpe

of public servants in public organisatiofiBoth steps are essential. Some organisations decide to limit
themselves to the second steghich is defining integrity, without organising a preliminary process of
determining integrity. However, these tvabeps are interdependent. This can be illustrated with the
example of an integrity code. An organisation might decide to simply-pagte an existing code or a

national model code artben modify itto become he or gani sat i on 6 s buttbisdhas: i nt
not been preceded by a process of determining the contents of thaTledaoice toskip the stage of
determining carries with ithree important risks:

9 First, if the code is not the result of an organisatgpecific standardetting pocess, there will
be significant risks for itselevance It might emphasise aspects that are not relevant, while
ignoring aspects where guidance is needed.

1 Second, as mentioned above, a code is just one element in a complex of statidteyd
instrumens that require an appropriate balance. If one uses ahedhelve code that is not
carefully situated in this overall framework, then one might genenadesirable results e.g.
because there ameconsistencies between the contents and the styleeafddeon the one hand
and those of other standasdtting instrumenti the organisation on the other

1 While the previous two reasons conténe quality of the code, the third reason is of a more
psychological nature. If staff members were not invblire the process of developing the code
and everybody knows that the code is just a reproduction of an existing document, then this
might drastically reduce stafie mb er s & fovenership ofghe codd. This problem is
expressed i n t hreotnhaxnigm fcao dd ¢kdptein i& $Veampes 1998) hi n g O
Although the maxim is of course exaggerated, it does catch the psychologicatance of
involvementin the design of a code.

An overview

71. Having argued that instruments for both determining and defining integritpemessary, we

now focus on the discussion of each in turn. As for the former, we distinguish between two types of
instruments: risk analysis (A), the analysis of dilemmas (B), and the consultation of staff and stakeholders
(C). As for the instruments fatefining integrity, it is useful to distinguish between writing codes (D),

ways of standard setting that do not involve written codes (E) and more specific structural measures. As for
the latter, a distinction can be made between structural measurescoréhef the integrity management
framework such as conflict of interest policies or pasiployment regulations (F) and complementary
structural measures such as measures within personnel management, procurement and contract
management or financial managent (G).

72. Before turning to the discussion of the instruments, it is important to emphasise that these
instruments constitute only the first of four functions of the integrity management framework. Determining
anddefining integrity is just the beginnin@he following three functions that aseibsequentlyliscussed

are just as important

18 Of course, this is not a oradf, but a continuing process where standards are adapted to evolving

circumstances.
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A. Risk analysis

73. One increasingly popular way to determine integrity is by focusimthe risks to integrity. In a

process of risk analysis one would map sensitive procesgeprocurement, promotion of staff members,
inspection, etc.) and sensitive functions (typically sta#mbers with a responsible role in the sensitive
processesr in decision making in general) and identify the points where there is a significant vulnerability

for integrity violations €.g.selection of method for tendering or modification of rewarded contract). This
analysis would then be the basis for recomma¢ions to the organisation on how to increase the
organi sationds resilience towards these vulnerahbi
the analysis focuses on risks that are embedded in the structure of the organisatione§ress
functions), the solutions are also typically of a structural naeugefunction rotation, conflict of interest
regulations, regulations about the acceptance of gifts and gratuities, etc.

74. These structutaneasures will be discussed later in more detail (see sections C, E and F). At this
point the paper limits itself to the warning that, however useful such risk analyses and subsequent
recommendations for structural measures might be, it is important tavaee that, as measures that
typically fit in a rules-based approachto integrity management, they also have both the advantages and
disadvantages of this approach as mentioned above. They provide a clear framework for public servants
and reduce the immede risks for integrity violations, but their contimias might alsolead the
organisational culture in undesirable directions. If the-aiggroach is taken too far it might be seen as a
sign of di strust by manag e me sictmotivatidnuwhichumight énrtumi ni n g
reduce their tendency to behave ethically.

75. In sum, like all other possible instruments, risk analyses (and the subsequent measures) should be
situated in a careful balance beemerulesbased and valudsased instruments that is sensitive to the
specific context of the organisation.

B. Analysis of ethical dilemmas

76. Although widely known, risk analysis is not the only instrument to déterintegrity. There are

other techniques to find out what kind of ethical guidance the organisational members need. These
techniques are often not considered techniques in their own right and are typically only cursorily
mentioned as preparatory stepgstie development of integrity codes. Yet, they can be very useful as an
alternative or, even bettercamplement to the traditional risk-analysis techniques.

77. This section focuses on one such analysis technigué: d mma anal ysi s. Di | emm
where values and norms are at stake and where a choice has to be made between several alternatives, while
good reasons can be given for each of these alte
93)). In other words, whatever one does, there will be a moral cost: certain values, norms or interests will

not be respected. An inventory of such dilemmas provides very useful information about the areas where
guidance and support are needed.

78. As for the practical approach, Kaptein proposes to organise two types of wodedsimns:
9 First, organisational members listtheirwaorke | at ed di |l emmas in Adil emm
1 Inthe second session, the identified @ mmas ar e di scussed in fAdile
the |l atter fa discussion panel of empl oyees w
determine:

- which norms and values are in conflict;
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which risks are related to the options;

which principles, core values or considerations merit precedence;

what demands this makes on the employees; and
- what organisati onal(KapteipilO998sli3@® ns are necessar

79. There are similarities between such a dilemma analysis arréskhanalysisthat was discussed
above, but there is an important differencéhimoverall philosophy. Dilemmanalyses tend to have a bias
towards the valuebased approach to integrity management and that will be reflected in the analysis itself
as well as in the recommendations that are drawn frorhiee differencesare particularly notable:

9 First, althoughthere will be some overlap, there will also be significant differences in the
situations that will be identified as problematic. There are ethical dilemmas that would not be
considered organisational risks and certain risks would not be identified amdi#em

1T Second, while risk analysis focuses on probl
dilemma analysis starts from the assumption that dilemmas are inevitable and that it is not always
desirable to try and avoid dilemmas. Sometimes it ilebéo accept that there are areas where
dilemmas might occur and to trust and support employees in dealing with them.

1 Third, and perhaps most importantly, like all rubesed instruments of integrity management,
risk analysis shows some distrust in thganisational members. The organisation has to be
protected from employees who might abuse weaknesses in #esiskance. Dilemma analysis,
on the other hand, tends to be more trustful. The organisation should know what the dilemmas
are, so as to betr support its members in dealing with those dilemmas.

80. The conclusion of course is, as usual, that both types of analyses are important and that a balance
between both has to be maintained. Yet, in a time wiheremphasis tends to be on risk analysis, it might
be useful to consciously counterbalance this with a dileaunadysis.

C. Consultation of staff and stakeholders

81. While the previous two instruments include sanasultation of staff and, possibly stakeholders,

this instrument refers to consultation that does not only concerns risks or ethical dilemmas but all aspects
of integrity. The aim here is to make an inventory of the concerns and expectatictesf and
stakeholders and use this as an input for the definition of integrdyirf the form of an integrity code).
Particularly the consultation of stakeholders is a fairly recent development, but its benefits are increasingly
understood and emphasised. Stakthd er s i ncl ude al | actors with an
the clients of a social service organisation, the inspected companies of an environmental inspection agency,
detainees of a prison, etc. Stakeholders often represent a certailowvaéi of values that deserve attention

in the organi sat i ondefmingcinsttuments.r i n other integrity

82 Yet, however useful consultation of staff and stakeholders might be, it is important twkeep
warnings in mind:

T First, whil e staff and stakehol ders might hel
standardsthey should not have the final word Ultimately the mission of a public sector
organisation is defined through a politiclmocrat-administrative process. Sometimes such an
organisation will have to go against its staff and stakeholders to achieve its democratically
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defined mi ssi on. Thus, staff and stakehol der
ultimate criterion.

The second warning is of a more practical nature as consultations may require substantial
resources. Wide consultations, for example, can take a lot of time and, if stretched too long, the
process of determining integrity might lose momentuhys reducing its impact. Some
pragmatic limitation of the consultation procéssnsidering the best use of available resolirces
might therefore be appropriate.
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D. Code of conduct or code of ethics
Introduction

83. Integrity cales are probably the bdgtown instruments of integrity management. They form an
essential part of existing international instruments, including Article 8 of UNCAC that refers to the
International Code of Conduct for Public Officigland the Model codef @onduct for public official® of

the CoE.

84. This subsection first clarifies some conceptual issues concerning integrity codes and some
research findings about their impact. This is followed by some more spegiity pecommendations
related to the scope and content of integrity codes, in particular:

1 Is it better to choose one code covering all integetated guidance or opt for specific codes to
provide specific guidance for particular topics, situations andtions?

1 Are there any conteswise guidelines for drafting a code?

Conceptual issues

85. A distinction is often made between a ficode ¢
usually refers to both the stents of the code and the way in which it is enforced:

1 T h ecodé of conduch i s a typical dbased t approad ntd integrity  a r
management. Like that more general approach, it starts from the assumption that people are
essentially selfnterested and that they will only behave with integrity when this coincides with
their selfinterest. Hence, a preferably detailed code of conduct will desasb&pecifially and
unambiguoually as possiblewhich behaviour is expected. Such a code of candiit also
establish strict procedures to enforce the code: systematic monitoring and strict punishment of
those who break the rules.

1 A cédeofethicé on t he ot her h a-bhadedapproacho lbfeceseds om genetalh e v
values, rather than no specific guidelines for behaviour, thus putting more trust in the
organi sational member sé capacities for indepe
do, the organisation provides its members with a general framework that identifies thed gener
values and provides support, training and coaching for the application of these values in daily
reatlife situations.

86. As for the choice between the two types of codes, the recommendation is to situatahthis in
broader question about the balance between the ruldsased and the valuedased approachesa

balance that should also take into consideration the outer context. If there is already a very detailed and
well-developed legal framework outside the orgatiis but applicable on the organisation, then one could
argue that there is no need for detailed rbl@sed codes within the organisation. Instead one could argue

19 The International Code of Conduct for Public Officials was approved by the UN General Assembly. The

Code ca be consulted in the Annex to General Assembly Resolution 5&/3@tin against corruption of
12 December 1996 (seevavw.un.org/documents/ga/res/51/a51r059atm

2 The Model code of conduct for public officials can be found in the appendix to &€ mmendation

No. R (2000)10 of the Committee of Ministers Member states on the code of conduct for public
officials.
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that there is a need for a valubased code (a code of ethics) that could restore thealbvales
based/valueb ased bal ance ilntegrity fFramewarkdf,aomthesother hand) these are only

a few guidelines outside the organisation, then the organisation might need to compensate for this lacuna
by developing a more detailedchdirectiverulebh ased code (Acode of conduct o

87. Most organisations find themselves somewhere in the middle between both conditions and might
therefore choose for laybrid between both types of codes. They cotllen for example opt for a code

that is organised around a number of values, where each of these values is further specified in more
specific principles and standards to provide guidelines for applying values where necessary.

88. A second conceptual confusion involves the relationship betwedeson the one hand and
related instruments likenission statements, valustatements, regulationsgtc. on the other. Literature
suggests some classifications for these wfie instrumentse(g. Kaptein (2003) but there is no wide
agreement about their meanings. Similar confusion exists on the groundlifereajanisations, where all

these concepts seem to be used in very different meanings, igpendthe organisation. Rather than
trying to impose a theoretical distinction, it might be more commendable to pragmatically follow the
definitions that are already in use in particular public organisations. Based on an inventory of the needs
(using risk analysis and/or dilemma analysis) and existing instruments, one could then decide what
additional instruments (be it a code of ethics, a code of conduct or another irdefjnityig instrument)

are necessary.

Box 3. Impact of ethics codes: Research and empirical findings

There has been much research about ethics codes, but most of it tends to be descriptive rather than assessing
the codes' impact (Cleek and Leonard (1998: 619); Plant (2001)). Loe et al. (2000: 194) dentified 17 studies that
assessed the impact of codes of conduct and found that a majority of these frevealed that codes influence ethical
decision making and assist in raising the general level of awareness of ethical issuesa Several of these studies found
that the effect was stronger when sanctions were coupled with codes of conduct, as this implied top management's
commitment to the code (Ford & Richardson, 1994: 216). Others found that many codes were quite vague and that
simply having a code is not sufficient for improving ethical behaviour (Collins, 2000: 16). On the basis of research in
the private sector, Doi g a ofdodedaldns in definm@cordiicty alltire ainld petfornfanca
(é) may be |l ess effectivée¢loBhiagn Hihedicei rpueponentde fti mienla
effective implementation, must be as part of a learning process that requires inculcation, reinforcement and
measur ement 0 (| bei @eek andlLédhgrd (1988t 2% found no effect of an ethics code in their study,
but suggested that it could be effective in combination with other instruments.

Research in public administration into ethics codes has been very limited. In his surveys among members of the
American Society for Public Administration (Bowman & Williams, 1997; Bowman, 1990), Bowman found that
practitioners tend to think positively about codes and tend to believe that they have desirable effects. Flake and Grob
(1998) performed content analyses on public sectoret hi ¢s codes and found that thg
lowr oad di reeecrmpglansiosi ng compliance with rules and | aws.
relationship between codes and actual behaviour in fact still awaits exami n a t(Gilmand& Lewis, 1996: 522). One
public administration study (among city and county managers) into the topic found o significant difference in the
mean response scores [on a moral reasoning test] that can be attributed to whether or not a jurisdiction has a code of
ethicso(Stewart & Sprinthall, 1993: 211). An interesting descriptive study is the 2007 survey of the New Zealand State
Services Commission, which was conducted by the Ethics Resource Centre® among 4,642 State servants. 96% of the
responding state servants reported that their agency has written standards of integrity and conduct. Half of surveyed
state servants reported that their agency has a specific person, telephone line, email address, or website where they
can get advice about integrity and conduct issues.

In sum, the findings are very mixed. This is consistent with the hypothesis that an integrity code will only have a
significant impact when it is embedded in and consistent with a wider integrity management framework.

2 The State Services Integrity and Conduct Survey abkdl at: www.ssc.govt.nz/
upload/downloadable_files/Integrity_and_Conduct_Survey _Summary_of Findings.PDF
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One code or several codes?

89. Some organisatns decide to bring all integritelated guidelines together in one overall code.
Other organisations decide to have an overall code, but complement this with more specific guidelines.
These could focus on particular topiesg conflict of interest, thaise of information, particular financial
aspects) or on particularly vulnerable functions or actors within the organisat@mrocurement and
contract management, inspectors, employees who handle cash money, employees who handle confidential
information, etc.). Yet other organisations decide not to have an overall ethics code at all and only provide
specific codes for particular topics and particular functions.

90. All three situations could be defensible, depagdin the circumstances. Yet, keeping the goals

of clarity and accountability (see above) in mind, a minimal requirement should be that all the integrity
related guidelines should leasily accessibleideally from one place or souraeg.on the organidai on 0 s
intranet. One particularly attractive option is to develop a general, rather slim overall code, but consider
this as a portal for all the other integriglated guidelines in the organisatidmake the following example:

the general code couldhases one its core values fAtransparencyo
value and also refer to freedom of information legislation as an important source of regulation to apply this
value in practice. It would probably be too cumbersome to inchlidéhose detailed regulations in the
code, but, if the code is available electronically, one could include a hyperlink to that legislation and its
implementing regulations. If this referencing would be done systematically, then the code would act as a
genuine portal, the place of reference for all integrélated questions and issues to provide standards and
guidance for integrity.

Box 4. Drafting an integrity code: Guidelines for process and content

Literature has produced various criteria and guidelines for the drafting of integrity codes®’. What follows is a
selection of recommendations, based on those guidelines and lessons learned by experience:

1t is an important preparatory step to have the code preceded by a letter by top management (political
and/or administrative) that explains the reasons for developing the code and emphasises its importance.

9 The code itself should begin with an introduction that addresses the aims and characteristics of the code.
Below is a non-exhaustive list of aspects and questions that might be addressed:

-  Objectives: What expectations is the code addressing?
- Scope: To whom is the code applicable?
- Enforcement: Is the code enforceable and, if so, how?

- Contact: Who can the staff members approach if they have questions about the contents or the
application of the code?

- Hierarchy of values and rules: Should the readers of the code attach any importance to the order in
which the values/rules are presented?

- Conflicting values: How should one act if the values addressed in the code clash with each other? Does
the organisation provide support to staff members that find themselves confronted with such dilemmas
(e.g. through training, coaching, counselling, etc.)?

= Two particularly useful gdielines arén a condensgbut very useful manual of the Ethics Resource Center

(www.ethics.org/resources/cogenstruction.aspand an article by Kaptein and Wem({©98)
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Box 4. Drafting an integrity code: Guidelines for process and content (cont.)

- Consistency: The code is embedded in a broader integrity management framework. What are those
other instruments and how do they link with the code?

The introduction is followed by the actual code. The following guidelines (Maesschalck & Schram 2006) might
increase the quality and relevance of a code that goes along with the following model: it consists of a limited number of
core values that are each defined and then further specified in specific rules that might in turn be illustrated with
examples:

I Clear: Make the text as clear and legible as possible. The code should be clear for all staff members who
are expected to apply it.

 Simple: Make the text as simple as possible, but not too simple. Integrity is a complicated topic and one
should not neglect that in a code. Yet, there is no reason to make things more complicated than necessary.

9 Concrete: Avoid empty generalisations. Vague statements are not always avoidable, particularly in (values-
based) ficodeNeverthéless it ihiimmodaat to try and make the values as concrete as possible,
e.g. by specifying them in specific rules and guidelines or by illustrating them with concrete examples.

9 Structured: Make sure that the code is constructed logically, centred on a number of core values that do
not overlap. If the values are thus truly mutually exclusive, it will become easier to identify the tensions
between them. These tensions are typical for ethical dilemmas and a code with clearly delineated values
thus becomes a very useful tool for dealing with ethical dilemmas or teaching dilemma training sessions.

9 Consistent: Use concepts in a parsimonious and consistent way. It is not a good idea to use different terms
for the same concept within the same code (or in different documents within the same organisation).
Likewise, avoid using the same term in different meanings. Decide on the term that is most appropriate and
use it consistently throughout the different documents in the same meaning. This will strongly increase the
chance that all staff members use the same language, thus allowing the code and related documents to
become truly useful tools in training and daily conversation.

 Linked: Include sufficient cross-references in the code to other documents, guidelines and codes where
staff members can find further details about specific themes (see the abovementioned idea of a code as a
Aportal 0 f or aifelatedinfoimatiora.nt i ntegri ty

f Relevant: The code should move beyond the obvious and particularly focus on those issues where
guidance is needed. The chances for this will increase if the above-mentioned techniques are used in
preparation of the code: risk analysis and dilemma analysis.
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E. Nonrwritten standard setting

91. Some form of formalisation of integrity standards is necessary in public sector organisations to
ensure accountability. The most basic standards and regulations will have to be written down to ensure
some predictability in governmental action. Hawer, a written code or set of codes is not the only way to
define integrity. There remains a considerable margin for more vhhsesl, nowwritten ways of
formulating integrity standardgarticularly in highly professional public sector organisationthstrong

ethical culturesIt might be advisable to opt for informal ways of staneseting, through regular
discussions and peer review that do not necessarily result in woitteformal texts. This approach could

also be useful in particular sdilelds of integrity management. A case in point would be arrangements
concerning the acceptance of gifts or gratuities. Instead of opting for detailed regulations in a code, one
could rely more on group discussions, focusing on particular cases and thuspithgvelommon
understanding and views that could be considered as some kind of collective jurisprudence (see also
below).

F. Structural measures in the core of the integrity management framework

92 This subsectionefers to specific measures that add rules or make other changes to the structure
of the organisation. They are described as core integrity instruments because they have integrity as their
main goal. It is also often the actors at the core of the integatyagement framework (management and

the integrity actor) that are responsible for them.

Conflict of interest policy

93. Personal bias by private interest of public officials in the decision making particularly weaken
citizensd trust in government and public institut
conflict of interest are crucial to ensure that the integrity of decision making is not compromised by public

of ficials6 pr i wg toaflictiohintezestansthespublic Berndice is a shared objective of
international instruments, including Article 7 on the Public Sector of UNCAC, Art Il of IACAC and the

CoE Model Code of Conduct for Public Officials.

94. A conflict of interest Ainvolves a conflict b
official, in which the public official has privateapacity interests which could improperly influence the
performance of official dutesandp® nsi bi | i 200D4¢ In tis 200®EGECTD Recommendation on

Guidelines for Managing Conflict of Interest in the Public Service and the concomitant comparative study
on country experiences, the OECD recommends its member countries to develop and itrgleatiei

to manage confliebf-interest situations. The Guidelines list core principles for managing conflict of
interest such as serving the public interest, supporting transparency and public scrutiny, individual
responsibility and personal example,dathe need for an organisational culture that is intolerant of
conflicts of interest. Many of the recommended instruments indeed are very useful at the organisational
level.
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Box 5. Managing Conflict of Interest in the Public Service: OECD Guidelines

This box lists relevant instruments from the OECD Guidelines, the OECD (2003) report, the related OECD Toolkit
(2005) 2 and the progress report (OECD 2006):

I Organisations should provide their members with enough information about the conditions that create
conflicts of interest (by means of examples, checklists for individual decision making, etc.).

I Organisations should provide procedures for declaring private interests that might create potential conflict
of interest situations. This disclosure can be formal (by means of registration in writing at certain intervals in
the career), but also informal. The latter can include a practice where employees report ad hoc a potential
conflict of interest when it arises to their supervisor.

The simple declaration of a conflict of interest does not in itself resolve the conflict of interest. Whatever the
procedure for declaring might be, it will be insufficient if it is not complemented with guidelines for acting upon these
declarations: review of the registration forms, guidelines for supervisors on how to react when a conflict of interest
emerges among employees, etc. The following list provides some examples of specific measures that can be taken
when a conflict of interest emerges (OECD, 2004):

divestment or liquidation of the interest by the public official;
recusal of the public official from involvement in an affected decision-making process;

restriction of access by the affected public official to particular information;

1

1

1

9 transfer of the public official to duty in a non-conflicting function;

f reearrangement of the public officialés duties and
9 assignmentoftheconflict i ng i nterest in a genuinely O0blind tr
I resignation of the public official from the conflicting private-capacity function, and/or

1

resignation of the public official from their public office.

Gifts and gratuities policy

95, Policies about the acceptance of gifts and gratuiges ivitations for meals, events, trips) are
often considered an integral part of wider conflict of interest policies. Because of their importance in
impacting both actual argkrceived integrity of public servants, they are treated separately in the proposed
integrity management framework.

96. The general principle is that public servaate expected not to ask for or accept gifts or
gratuities from individuals or organisations that may influence their impartiality. Yet, in practice is not
always realistic and sometimes even not desirable to strictly prohibit all types of gifts and gratuities. One
could imagine situations where a citizatould be deeply insulted when he offers something of limited

= The OECD Toolkit addresses a number of other instruments sschihéstleblowing arrangements or the
integrity code that are discussed in other parts of this paper because of their broader impact.
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value that he made him/herself as atokes i g n a | of his/ her appreciation
Inspectors who accept a drink or a sandwich on the premises of a company that fhepecting might

argue that this informal contact will allow them to acquire important and relevant information. Moreover,

by strictly prohibiting such small gifts, one runs the risk of trivialising and even ridiculing integrity
management .p &l ifizyd oalgidti ncreases the risk for hy
create a culture of open debate about integrity issues. -ftvebtbureaucrats who face the dilemma
whether or not to accept the gifbay feel uncomfortable discuisg) this openly andnayt ry t o & s ol v e
issue by themselves, thus potentially increasing the profitaetjes 2000: 144)Thus, instead of opting

for a strict 6zero gift policyé, organisations ar

97. As for the specific form of a gift policy, there are several options that one could combine. They
represent a broad variation of instruments along the-halsed/valuebased continuum and the actual
instrument or mix binstruments one chooses will of course depend on the local circumstances.

98. One particular example of a formal policy would be to determimaxéimum amount of value

for acceptable gift or gratuitee@.0 25, Yen 5000, CAN$ 200). Additior
then have to ensure that the rule cannot be sidestepped by accepting a series of small presents that are
individually under the threshold, but together add up to a significant value. déoerally, one should be

aware of the typical risk of strongly rulessed instrumentt hey tend to weaken t he
and readiness for ethical decision making. When people are confronted withhedeis, a significant risk

that they would focus on a rigid application of the rule, rather than on the underlying ethical
considerations.

99. In its Toolkit for managing conflict of interest, the OECED05) proposes to keepragister for
gifts of a certain value. This is a useful way to increase transparency. However, the very act of regjistering
gift does not by itself resolve potential conflict of interest.

100 Organisations could also decide to collect all presents that were given to members of the
organisation and distribute them among all staffy(through organising a yearlpttery for all staff,

perhaps excluding management and other decision makers that might have the power to influence
conditions for those who offered the gifts). This policy reduces the risk that the objectivity of individual
public servants would be brought into danger, but it does not automatically dissolve perceived conflict of
interest.

101 Alternatively, organisations could decide to offer the gift€barities.

102 Organisations could alsopt for less formal options. Rather than having a general, witdtten

policy, they may develop policy-in-practice aroundad hoccases in regular staff meetings (see also
paragraph E: nowritten standard $&ng). This approach has the strong advantage of genuinely involving
employees to develop common understanding and making maximal use of their moral decision making
skills and commitment to comply with agreed solutions. However, it also has its liniites dpplied in
inappropriate circumstances.g.no open culture to admit mistakes, open discussion on equal footing is
not possible), then it might increase confusion among staff and even lead to integrity violations.

Postpublic employment policy

103 Leaving public office raises legitimate questions about the potential use of the special knowledge
and insights acquired in public office. The knowledge of commercially sensitive information, for example,
could provde unfair advantage over competitors. Suspicion of impropriety, such as the potential misuse of
Ainsider informationo for the illicit benefi't of
OECD countries, as it could endanger confidenceublip decision making. Pogublic employment
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could become a particularly sensitive issue during government transitions or periods of outsourcing and
downsizing. More frequent interchange of personnel between sectors makes it crucial that:

1 Standardsfor preventing conflict of interest properly reflect public expectations; and
1 Existinginstruments and mechanism®nable the effective application of these standards.

104 Major postemploymentproblem areas involve public officials seeking future employment,
postemployment lobbying, switching sides, the use of insider information amshgaging former
officials. Postemployment instruments should take into consideration the particular problems public
organisations face. dhaging posemployment offences is particularly difficult as most parsiployment
offences are committed by public officials who, by moving out of government, move somewhat beyond the
control of public sector organisations.

Box 6. Principles for post-public employment

The OECD Principles for Post-Public Employment®* address identified problem areas in the following four
aspects, namely:

i. Problems arising primarily while officials are still working in government

I Public officials should not enhance their future private sector employment prospects by giving preferential
treatment to potential employers.

I Public officials should notify the appropriate government authority if they receive offers of employment that
could constitute a conflict of interest.

I  Public officials should give notice to the appropriate government authority of their intention to accept an offer
of private sector employment that could constitute a conflict of interest.

I Public officials who have decided to take up private sector employment should, where feasible, be excused
from any current duties that could constitute a conflict of interest with their likely responsibilities to their
future employer.

I  Before leaving government, public officials who are in a position to become involved in a conflict of interest
should have an exit interview with the appropriate government authority to discuss possible conflicts of
interest and, if necessary, determine appropriate remedies.

ii. Problems arising primarily after public officials have left government
f Public officials should not use confidenti al or @

I Public officials who leave government should be restricted in their efforts to lobby their former governmental
coleagues and subordinates. An appr opergionetoetwotyeamslemay ke r
imposed.

I Public officials who leave government should be restricted in their acceptance of appointments to such
entities as boards of directors of business firms or non-profit organisations with which the officials had
significant official dealings before they left government. This is another instance in which a cooling-off period
may be required.

2 PostPublic Employment: Good Practices for Preventing Conflict of InteB&3Y/PGC/GF(2009)3
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Private firms and non-profit organisations should be restricted in using officials who have left government to lobby
former coleagues, acquire confidential information, or switch sides.

Source: Post-Public Employment: Good Practices for Preventing Conflict of Interest GOV/PGC/GF(2009)2

Box 6. Principles for Post-Public Employment (cont.)

Public officials should be prohibited from switching sides after they leave government.

Duties of current officials in dealing with former officials

Current public officials should be prohibited from granting preferential treatment, special access or privileged
information to former officials.

Current public officials who engage former public officials on a contractual basis to do essentially the same
job as the former officials performed when in government should ensure that the hiring process has been
appropriately competitive and transparent.

Former public officials who are re-employed after receiving a redundancy payment should usually be
required to return the payment.

Responsibilities of organisations that employ former public officials

105

To supportthe implementation of thePrinciples, the OECD also developed RostPublic

Employment Good Practice Framewtrkand identified good practices to provide public sector
organisationswith examples of instruments and mechanisms for preventing and managing conflict of
interest after officialéeavepublic office.

Measures focusing on organisational structure

106

In addition to the typical integgitmanagement instruments discussed above, there are a number

of other instruments that particularly target the structure of the organisation:

)l

Separating functionsParticularly vulnerabléasks could be split up in several gakks that will

be performd by different stafimembers, thus increasing the number of people that would need

to be involved if one wants to commit an integrity violation. It is expected that this will increase
oversight and control, thus reducing the risk of integrity violationst, Kaving too much

division of tasks could also lead to undesirable effects in terms of integrity, because this could
reduce organisational member sd sense of respo
an Integrity Frameworkit will be a mater of balancing and finding an appropriate optimum

given the specific circumstances.

Rotating functions If employees perform the same vulnerable task for a long time, the risk will
increase that they will develop undesirable routines and relationsheittts, providers or other
stakeholders, which might in turn increase the risk for integrity violations. It could therefore be
appropriate to systematically rotate those employees between different regions, specialties or

25

PostPublic EmploymentGood Practices for Preventing Conflict of Inter€&®V/PGC/GF(2009.
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functions. At the same time, orshould also attempt to ensure knowledge management and
maintain appropriate capacity in key functioagy(in bid formation and contract management).

G. Structural measures in the complementary part of the integrity management framework

107. As mentioned above, complementary instruments are crucial for integrity management, but
integrity is not their primary goal. This section presents aaxbraustive list of instruments in personnel
management, procurement and ttact management, financial management, information management and
quality management that are also important for the ethics management framework. Although most of these

i nstruments are indeed Aintegrity derfdérthe segoad i n st
functi on A g.0Rordaasoms oficlarity ethiey aretaly discussed here.

Personnel management

108 Personnel management contains a number of important tools for integrity management. Any
acbr responsible for designing an integrity management framework should therefors dhaldifferent
available instruments of the AHR cycledo (hiring,
extent they support the wider objectives ofititegrity management framework, in particular:

1 Integrity emphasised in the recruitment stagei Ar e t he organi sationds
referred to in the recruitment campaign?

1 Integrity as a criterion in the selection stagéd Is integrity really takerinto consideration as a
criterion in the selection process? There is a wide debate to what extent integrity can be measured
at the individual level and what predictive value this kind of measurement will have for future
behaviour.The extent of the assessnt and the types of selection techniques used will of course
largely depend on the type of function and the type of organisation. There are some very intrusive
techniques that might be useful for some particularly sensitive functogscéntract office,
police officer), but could also have negative effects upon mutual trust between management and
future employeesThe following list provides a few techniques to assess integrity among job
applicants:

- Doublechecking the statements made by the candidate h e a p pCV i(cbegking 6 s
references, asking for original degree certificates, etc.).

- Checking the candidateds background, partic
misconduct and for living conditions.

- Probing for moral judgment capéies in the jokinterview, e.g. by asking whether the
candidate has been confronted with an ethical dilemma andh®oapplicanhas dealt with
it or by asking howtheywould deal with a hypothetical dilemma that is typical for the job.

- Presenting the caidate with a questionnaire with questions concerning integrity.

- Alntegrity testingo: confronting the <candi
assessing how he/she would react.

1 Ensuring sufficient diversity among staffi This criterion might souwh a bit unusual. Diversity
is often mentioned as a cause of integrity problems because it tends to reduce the consensus about
what is acceptable, thus making the formulations of ethical expectations more ambiguous. This is
indeed an important risk of whiobne should be aware. Yet, if it is kept at its optimal level,

43



GOV/IPGCIGF(2009)1

diversity could help to increase integrity. It helps to avoid cultures that are too strong and could
thus function as fa catalyst f or (Sidclair,1923r ut i ny
63).Clear job descriptions - job descriptiondelineates tasks and responsibilities and thus helps
avoiding ambiguities that could lead to integrity violations. Yet, a job description that is too
precise might reduce discretion and capacities for mature moral decision making. Again, the
challenge wil be to find an appropriate contesgnsitive balance between a rdesed approach

that would argue for a detailed job description and a vdlaesd approach.

1 Integrity as a criterion in the evaluation and the promotion of staff-- By including integriy
as a criterion for evaluation and promotionanagement gives a clear signal that it considers
integrity important, thus increasing the chance that staff will consider integrity important and
behave with integrity. Research in business ethics literawleed suggests that ethical
behaviour that is rewarded tends to be continffedd & Richardson, 1994: 215; Loe et al.,
2000: 198)0One crucial condition, of course, is that employees have to perceivehthat
assessment is done fairly. This is not alweagsy, particularly in functions where people act as
Aist-reecel b u(Lipsky,ul880)anplginy that they have a large degree of discretion
whichthey often exert without close supervisieng.police officers, teachers or social workers).

1 Integrity as a competency in the competency management system Public sector
organisations that apply some form of competency management within their personnel
management should include aspects of integrity as important competencies. Ka@@intalks
about imor al competencyo which he describes
tasks adequately and carefully, taking into consideration all relevant interests, dasa
reasonabl e assessment of the relevant factso

Public procurement and contract management
109 Public procurement is a crucial economic activity of public sector organisations. The financia

interests at stake and the close interaction between the public and private sectors provide enormous
potential for waste and corruption and make public procurement a major risk area. Many international

instruments promote transparency in tendering,thélung t he | ACAC t hat requires
hiring and procurement of goods and services that assure the openness, equity and efficiency of such
systemso (5. Article 111. Preventive Measuces) a

procurement and management of public finances (Article 9).

110 However, risks to integrity exist in the whole public procurement cycle, starting from the needs
assessment, which is particularly vulnerable to palitinterference, to the contract management. For
instance, frequent modifications of contracts in the execution stage and late payments could signal
mismanagement and potentially fraud or corruption in public procurement. In addition, exceptions to
compettive tendering such as emergency contracting and defence procurement may be abused. Under the
cover of national security interests, countries can bypass transparent tendering to buy clothes, boots, food
and other everyday items for the military.
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Source: Principles for Enhancing Integrity in Public Procurement (OECD 2008).

The OECD Principles for Enhancing Integrity in Public Procurement® take a forward-looking approach to prevent
risks to integrity in the entire procurement cycle, from needs assessment to contract management and payment.
Developed on the basis of acknowledged good practices, the Principles help policy makers and managers apply good
governance elements to enhance integrity in public procurement, namely:

1
1

Box 7. OECD Principles for Enhancing Integrity in Public Procurement

Transparency

Provide an adequate degree of transparency in the entire procurement cycle in order to promote fair and
equitable treatment for potential suppliers.

Maximise transparency in competitive tendering and take precautionary measures to enhance integrity, in
particular for exceptions to competitive tendering.

Good management
Ensure that public funds are used in procurement according to the purposes intended.

Ensure that procurement officials meet high professional standards of knowledge, skills and integrity.

Prevention of misconduct, compliance and monitoring
Put mechanisms in place to prevent risks to integrity in public procurement.

Encourage close co-operation between government and the private sector to maintain high standards of
integrity, particularly in contract management.

Provide specific mechanisms for the monitoring of public procurement and the detection and sanctioning of
misconduct.

4. Accountability and control
Establish a clear chain of responsibility together with effective control mechanisms.
Handle complaints from potential suppliers in a fair and timely manner.

Empower civil society organisations, media and the wider public to scrutinise public procurement.

111

Options for concrete reform measures and guidance in implementiRgiticgplesare provided

by theChecklist for Enhancing Integrity in Public Procurenférpecific measures to prevent misconduct
in public procuement in relation to the third pillar of the OECD Principles include:

26

27

The OECDChecklistand Principles for Enhancing Integrity in Public Procuremeran be consulted at
www.oecd.org.gov/ethics

The Checklist for Enhancing Integrity in Public Praeumentis available atvww.oecd.org/gov/ethics
45



GOV/IPGCIGF(2009)1

1 Mapping out risks to integrity in public procurement. For instance, an-aatruption agency
could draw a Ari sk mapo that identi fvtiessn t he
the procurement where risks arose in the past, and the particular projects at risk due to their value
or complexity.These risks can be addressed through mechanisms that foster a culture of integrity
in the public service such as integrity traigyj financial disclosure, or the management of conflict
of interest.

i Developingiir ed f | a g othati helgl frackadeaisiors and enable the identification of
irregularities and potential corruption in public procurement. For example, a public procuremen
agency couldhavéb | i nki ngo indicators that track deci
by drawing attention to transactions departing from established norms for a project or excessive
use of exceptions to competitive tendering and modifinataf awarded contracts.

1 Encouraging closeo-operation with the private sector This is keyin maintairing high
standards of integrity, particularly in contract management. Governments should also set clear
integrity standards for the private sector amguge they are followed, for example through a
specific code of conduct for procurement officials, which guides them in their relationships with
potential suppliers.

Financial management

112 Many integrity violatims concern money (corruption, fraud, theft, etc.) and integrity in financial
management should therefore be an important part of an integrity management framework. In fact, many
procedures in financial managemeaitg(procedures for filing expenses, piis concerning the use of air
bonus miley or techniques in financial managemeatg( certain types of financial control systems or
financial auditsire particularly designed to reduce the risk for integrity violations.

113 Recognising the immense potential risks in financial management, internatiorebramgition
instruments dedicated specific place to prevent corruption in this riskaareor example, the UNCAC
dedicates a specific article to public procuesmtnand financial management (Article Recognising that

the full disclosure of all relevant fiscal information in a timely and systematic manner is an essential
element of good governance, the budget is considered as the single most important do€ument o
governments and public organisations where policy objectives are reconciled and implemented in concrete
terms. Consequently, the OECD developed Best Practices for Budget TransPacemoyide a reference

tool for increasing transparency.

Information management and privacy

114 Protecting the privacy of citizens is a core value of any public sector organisation and integrity
management should contribute to this value. Public sector organisations should therefmard of the

ri sks to citizensd privacy and take appropriate n
clean desk policy, etc.

Quality management
115 If the organisation uses a (sglfassessmentool for its quality managemene.g. EFQM,

Common Assessment Framework, etc.), then it would be particularly useful to review the indicators and to
check, in particular, whether:

3 See more details of the OECBest Practices for Budget Transparenapd collected data at

www.oecd.org/LongAbstract/0,2546,en_2649_ 34119 1905251 119814 1 1 1,00.html
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1 Relevant instruments of integrity management are translated into thetonglica
1 All the other indicators are consistent with the integrity standards of the organisation.
4.1.2. Guiding towards integrity

116 Determining and defining integrity is a just first step for building a soundritfenanagement
framework. Experience and literature abound with warnings that the mere formulation of values and rules
and the mere creation of structures and procedures are insufficient to ensure behaviour of integrity among
organisational members. Adf this has to become part of daily practice in the organiseguireng three
additional functions, the first amormgeingthe object of this section: guiding towards integrity. How can

the organisational members be guided and coached so that theyvkabve expected from them in terms

of integrity and that they feel stimulated to act accordingly?

A. Exemplary behaviour by management

117 Managers are of course absolutely crucial for the integrity manageraeméviiork as a whole.

That is why they are |listed as the first (bef o
management (see 4.3.1). That section discusses the importance and the different roles of management at
length. The current sectionmphasises one particular aspect that is so important it deserves to be
considered as a management instrument in its own right: the importance of exemplary behaviour by
management. Through their own behaviour, managers give an important message absuicgbatable

and what is not acceptable that is at least as important as the official communication.

B. Integrity training

118 Integrity training is probably one of the most often used and advertised instrumeanteyaty
managemerft, Yet, it is also a very broad concept that includes a wide variety of types of training that can
be situated along the continuum of the valbased and compliandssed approaches to integrity
management. This paragraph will briefligcuss three such types, situating them along the continuum.

119 At one side of t herulescdhased ntuywpmpe i af tthreaipnuirred.y A
this would be a classroom setting where the trairmrldvbe talking most of the time, explaining what is
expected from the organisational members according to the laws, rules and codes and what the
conseguences are if one does not follow these directions. The main aim of this training is to transfer this
knowl edge and the assumption is that this wild.l t
behaviour.

120 On thevaluesbasedside of the continuum are purely inductive training sessions that are better
degribed as discussion sessions. The trainees will do most of the thinking and talking and the trainer is
only there as a facilitator, stimulating di-scussi
known example of this type of trainingtlse Socratidviethod

2 It might be useful to take a look the existing, albeit limited, research into the effectiveness of integrity

training. Delaney and Sockdgl1992)and Kavathatzopoulod 994)found that it had a posie effect on

ethical behavior. Researchers have found very mixed evidence about the effect of business ethics courses
at university, varying from effectuating substantial improvements to no €ffadlins, 2000: 15) One

study is particularly interesting as it focuses on the impact of ethics training ingviljpammegMenzel,

1997) The evidence provided moderate support for the hypothesi®thics training makes a difference.
Among those alumni who had received such a training course 43% indicated that their training helped them
with dealing with particular ethical dilemmas and 31% indicated it did not. Among the latter, many
referred tahe training as too academic.
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121 In-between these two types are maother types that combine ruldsased and valudsased
elements. One example of this woulddiemma training sessionsAs already defined above, dilemmas

are fAsituations where values and norms are at st
alternatives, while good reasons can be given f o
Karssing (2001: 93)). The aim of dilemma traipiis to recognise that such situations are inevitable in
public sector organisations, to send the message that organisational members are not alone when they face
these dilemmas and to provide them with techniques and advice on how to deal with tlatieassitu
Typically, these techniques would include a stepwise model for ethical decision malgn@doper

(1982) Lewis (2005: 1B-181)or van Luijk(1996). Ideally, the training also has an effect beyond that of

the individual. It is thought that the discussiomder the guidance of a facilibat of dilemma situations

among colleagues will increase the chance that such situations and problems will be discussed openly in
the future, thus helping to create a culture of open communication, supportive of ethical behaviour.

122 Within the category of Adi | emma tr asubtlygesag ses
Close to the rulebased side of the continuum are largely deductive approaches that would start from an
elaborate explanation of the writterormative framework (laws, rules, codes) and only then focus on
specific dilemmas that are discussed against the background of that framework. Much closer to the values
based side of the continuum are more inductive training sessions that start froimyiaiesgnmas and

then look for behavioural solutions without explicitly referring to laws, rules and codes, unless really
necessary.

123 As with all integrity management instrumentBe choice for a particular tramg type will
depend on local circumstances and on the overall balance ofbaded and valudsased instruments.
Two general recommendationgan provide additional help for this choice:

9 First, it is importantot to limit integrity training tothe introduction of new employeesThe
starting point of the career is a very appropriate moment for introducing the new recruits to the

organi sationbds expectations in terms of integ
expectations from stakeltldrs change over time and a regular update in training sessions would
be useful.

1 Related to the latter is the second recommendation. It will drastically increase the effectiveness of
an integrity training session if there is some kindfafow-up for the integrity training. This
could consist of a regular upddtaining where the new elements of the normative framework
are presented and where the techniques are practiced again. Yet, thaifotiould also be of a
more structural nature. For exampleg ttrainers could be asked to assemble all integrity
problems and suggestions that emerge from the training sessions and report them to management
(if the trainees agree, of course). Management could then commit to respond to these concerns
and adapt the tagrity management framework if appropriate. Another type of felipwvould
be to institutionalise integritgiscussions in daily communicatiagag.by regularly discussing an
ethical dilemma in staff meetings, while using the techniques learned irathiad session for

this.
C. Oath, signing an Aintegrity declarationo
124, In some administrative systems, public servants are still expected to sweh amwhich they

commit to perform their duties with integyri This symbolic act can constitute an important element in a
wider integrity management framework, on the condition that it is taken seriously by both the organisation
and those who take the oath. For this purpose one could decide to embed the cefeatirtplang in a

longer process. For example, it could be the culmination of an introductory training that also addressed
topics of integrity.
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125 Those organisations that do not use the oath could instead réggirenembers to sign a
declaration in which they commit themselves to respect the integrity code of the organisation. The legal
value of such an act is wusvually I imited (organi sa
rules and procedas by accepting their position), but its symbolic meaning can be considerable. Again the
condition will be that the instrument is taken seriously and embedded in a wider process.

D. Integrating integrity in the regular discourse of the organisation

126. One of the key succesactors for an integrity management framework is the impact it has on the
workfloor, the extent to which it stimulates employees to act with integrity in theitoddgy activities.
Onecruciar oad to achieve this consists of integratin
the values and prescriptions in the code, the techniques offered in ethics training, etc.) into the daily
discourse of the employees. Language shapes tigirdid the mere fact of using an integdigcourse

will have an important impact.

127 There are many instruments to achieve this. In fact, most of the integrity management
instruments will have this as one of theffects. This paragraph will focus on a number of instruments that
are particularly effective in achieving this goal.

Announcing the integrity policy and the contents of the code through channels of external
communication

128 Examples of this include the organi sateigondés r
to suppliers or clients), et c. This is of cour se
stakeholders, but it could also haae important indirect effect upon the integrity of the organisational
members themselves. The fact that the external stakeholders are now better informed could help to prevent
certain types of integrity violations or problems. Stakeholders might now bdikeby to bring public

servants in difficult situationse(g.suppliers might have learned from the code that sending gifts will not

be appreciated) or be more critical of organi sat
expected from them.

Regular discussions of ethical dilemmas or other ethical questions and issues in the official internal
communication channels of the organisation

129 Examples of this include t mamet oewgetiariets.at i onds i
Institutionalising regular discussions of ethical issues in staff meetings

130 One could agree that, at a regular interval, part of the staff meeting would be devoted to
discussions of integsi dilemmas or other integritielated questions. This would be an excellent way to
follow-up on an integrity training (see above) and thus to strengthen its impact.

Institutionalising regular discussions of ethical issues in individual supervisanploye-meetings

131 Many personnel management (particularly in the evaluation cycle) or strategic management
(particularly fAmanagement by objectiveso) systen
between the qervisor and his or her employee, where goals and plans for the employee are agreed that
might eventually be the basis for the evaluation. Forcing supervisor and employee to discuss the topic of
integrity in these conversations would serve as an excellghitle for institutionalising the integrity
discourse.
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Creating an open culture of communication where integrity issues can be raised easily
132 Although this recommendation is less tangible as an instrumensfitigcial importance.

133 Like with many instruments of integrity management, these instruments individually usually have
only very I imited impact and there is dalrweays ngor
Yet, when they are connected with other instruments and when they are integrated in an overall integrity
management framework, then they can, thanks to synergies between the instruments, have an important
impact.

E. Coaching and counselling fointegrity

134 This instrument implies the appointment of an actoa nbumber of actors within or outside the
organisation whose task it is to provide corerge support tandividual staff members with ethical
concernsand/or to the organisation as a whili@his could take several degrees of institutionalisation,
ranging from the informal appointment of certain organisational members as coaches to establishing a
formal body, with some independence from the oiggional hierarchy that provides written advice
concerning integrity issueAs usual, the choice will depend on local circumstances, but it is useful to keep
some risks and warnings in mind.

135 The option to appai individual coacheswithin the organisation and communicate their names
and function is very attractive. Yet, it is essential that these coaches have an appropriateapofile
appropriately trainetb listen to staff dilemmas, sapersonal example drmprovide appropriate answers

1 Do they know what behaviour is expected?
1 Do they act with integrity themselves?

1 Do they have a well defined duty of professional secrecy? Specifically, do they know what their
duties and rights are when they hear about fasimarongdoing that are so serious that there
might be an ethical imperative to break their professional secrecy?

T Are they sufficiently supported by a unit or a network?

136. The option to install ésemi)independentbody that can provide contemtise advice also seems

to be attractive to many organisations and therefore deserves some further discussion. This body is asked
for contentwise ethical advice about what is acceptable in certain circumstances or what tshoiéd
organi sationds gener al guideline on certain issu
with it a number ofisks:

1 By assigning the responsibility for rdland valuesetting to a particular actor in the organisation,
one runs therisk of undermining the sense of responsibilityof the other organisational
me mber s, both senior and junior. As for t he
determine what they consider acceptable and not acceptable in terms of integrity.s@f tay
could ask for advice, but ultimately they remain responsible. Having a strong integrity actor who
provides contentvise advice might reduce this sense of responsibility and serve as an excuse to

% It is important to distinguish this function from the function of a reporting channel in a whigtiéeng
policy. An integrity coach or counget might perhaps give the advice to report a wrongddingugh the
whistle-blowing reporting channels, but coaches will not act as reporting channels themselves.
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evade responsibility. Yet, a rugetting integrityactor could also have a negative impact upon the

quality and level of moral reasoning of the roanagerial employees as well, particularly if the
integrity actoro6s recommenda tsngpacempleated ethicalr y d €
dilemma thenselves, these employees might take a more passive role and simply await the
answer from At he higher authorityo of the inf
balancedntegrity management framework that is not only retbesed, but also Wgesbased.

There is also a risk afonflicting guidelinesb et ween the integrity acto
hand and guidelines from management on the other. If this situation is not foreseen, this could
lead to serious problems for employees who firehiselves caught between these two sides.

The fact that the integrity actor provides exgmivice on ethical issues carries with it the risk

t hat one puwelyobjettikei aslviclh s ofi an expert |l i ke the
engineer. Thisisnegnt i rely untrue. The integrity actor.
distance he has from the specific situation, give him some advantage in the quality of his ethical
judgment. Yet, it would be misguided to suggest that his advice will evas bbjective as that

of an engineer. As explained above, integri-t
nor ms o . Hence, i f t he i nseingrecomyendaton, then hé wilk mu | &
have to interpret those values and norms. Téia very difficult exercise that will inevitapl

include some personal interpretation. In sum, expert advice in ethical matters has some value
over quick decision making by naxperts, but it is entirely inappropriate to give it the same
legitimacy techital adviceasan engineer would have.

If the integrity actor judges over particular situations, then organisational members will later
refer to these antecedent caséaa their own decision making. Yet, often the details make the
difference in integrity dlemmas and that will determine the direction of the recommendation.
Accepting a lunch as a gift could be acceptable in one situation, but entirely unacceptable in
another.

Of course, asking the integrity actar fadvice on integrity dilemmas is not only problematic. It

also has some advantages. The integrity actor is in a good position to give advice thanks to his experience,
expertise, and wider view over the integrity management framework. The task is theoefook for a
compromise that allows the integrity actor to provide standatiihg advice, while at the same time trying

to reduce the risks that were just mentioned. There are many ways to shape such a comprdhrise, but
recommendationsseem partiaglarly useful:

1.

The integrity actor should only be consulted when a number of other actors (particularly
colleagues, the supervisor, middle management and senior management) were not able to provide
satisfactory advice.

The integrity actor should have a faence for general guidelines over advice on particular
integrity situations. The integrity actor will typically consider questions about particular
situations as indicators of a lack of general guidelines and use these questions as an occasion to
developsuch guidelines.

The integrity actordés advice should ideally

conflicting guidelines for the employees. There should be clear general guidelines for the cases
where no such agreement is reached.
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F. Assessinglte fairness of personnel management processes

138 As mentioned above, perceived organisational fairness is a crucial factor impacting the
organi sati onal Itiwd bebparticeadly importar tp reewt thye.instruments of personnel
management and assess to what extent they are fair. In its overview of integrity management instruments,
the OECD (2007: 8)lists a number of crucial conditions that have to be satisfied dorerfairness in
personnel management procedures

1 Design of open selection, promotion and performance appraisal procedures to ensure that they are
meritbased. For instance, publishing recruitment rules and policies, publicising vacant
procedures and autg the actual selection procedures contributes to the openness of selection
procedures. Definition and publicity of criteria for selection and promotion are equally important.

1 Introduction of safeguards for senior public officials to ensure considerafiomerit for
appointment such as investigating their background or performing security checks.

T Provision of sufficient and fair remuneration.
1 Fair use of accurate performance targets and evaluations in relation to career management.

139 In addition, one should assess fairness in the regular rotation of personnel and in restrictions on
ancillary and posemployment in the private sector.

140 It is useful to distinguish this assesent of the fairness of the existing personnel management
procedures from interventions to integrate integrity into personnel management préesssesuding
integrity as a criterion for hiring or promoting staffihe latter have been discussed abag structural
measures in theomplementary padf the integrity management framework (4.1.1.G).

4.1.3. Monitoring integrity

141 It is not sufficient to define integrity and then guide the employees towardsrapfiipse norms
and values in their daily actions. The organisation should also monitor to what extent this actually occurs.
This refers to the third function of the integrity management framework.

142 From the pengective of the organisation, one could distinguish between passive and active
monitoring. The former refers to the establishment of channels for reporting integrity problems. It is
described as fipassived because fts hkither foom @rgamnisatoaal i o n
members (whistikblowing) or from other stakeholders. Active monitoring, on the other hand, implies that
the organisation will take initiatives to purposely search for integrity dilemmas, but most of all for integrity
violations, with the aim to stop them and take restorative or punitive actions if necessary.

A. Passive monitoring: Establishing reporting channels
143 This paragraph focuses on two types of passive monitoring of iptegtie first are whistle

blowing policies: structural arrangements to handle complaints from within the organisation. The second
are more general procedures to handle complaints from all types of stakeholders.
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Whistle-blowing policies

144, The risk of corruptionand other integrity violationss significantly increased in a secretive
environment. Facilitating the reporting of misconduct could substantially help public institutions monitor
compliance and detect integriviolations such as fraud and corruption. Such reporting is described as
avhistleblowinggwhi ch can be def i ne dobdasdosure ofrilggaln imsiaa,ioron me
illegitimate practices under the control of their employers, to parties who maybbe e t o ef f ect
(Miceli & Near, 1985 525)

145 Whistle-blowing is a complex affair. On the one hand is it obvious that public servants, who take
this kind of risk with the public interest as their goal, deserve respect and play an important role in
maintaining a healthy democracy. On the other hand experience shows that the act oblohistte

usually damages the career of whidilewer as well as the image of the organisation concerned, which
might in turn lead to decreasing trust among theipublthe public organisation itself, but often also in

the public sector as a whole. Whistikwwing policies therefore have the aimn@intain the desirable

effects of whistleblowing (the fact that the wrongdoing is reported) while tryingréduce the
undesirable effectsupon the image of the organisation and upon trust in government more generally. Such
a whistleblowing policy therefore essentially consists of two components: a system for reporting
wrongdoing and a system for the protection of thab® make use, in good faith, of these channels.
International instruments Article 8 of UNCAC, Article IIl of IACAC T make a similar distinction when
specifying the goals of a whistldowing policy: (a) providing accessible procedures for whislibaving

to raise concern of violation of laws such as fraud and corruption in order to protect the public interest, and
(b) providing adequate protection for whistilowers. Principle 4 of the OECD 1998 Recommendation
promotes a functional approach by requirindh a t Apublic servants need to
obligations are in terms of exposing actual or suspected wrongdoing within the public service. These
should include clear rules and procedures for officials to follow, and a formal chain of resppnsib
Public servants also need to know what protection will be available to them in cases of exposing
wrongdoingbo.

146 First, a sound whistlblowing policy will offer accessibleeporting channelsto those who wat
to report wrongdoing outside the hierarchy. Examples of such channels include the following:

1 personof confidence within the organisation who are appointed as reporting channels;
complianceofficers;

internalauditors or inspectors;

externalauditors o inspectors;

theombudsperson;

watchdogagencies; and

= = =4 =4 -4 -

thepolice and the judiciary.

147. When developing this reporting structure, one should always be aware that the overall aim of the
policy is to allow the repong of the wrongdoing to occur and to do that in such a way that the
organisation can solve the problem without having to suffer the damage to its image that goes with public
whistle-blowing. The policy should therefore be consideremhanagementinstrument to improve the
functioning of the organisation, rather than a heavy {&grahal reporting procedure. The emphasis should
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be on a quick, effective and flexible response to the reported complaint, because that is the main aim of a
whistle-blowing policy.

148 The second essential component of a whisibeving policy isthe protection of the whistle
blowersthemselves againsttaliation. The latter can take many different sha@ésar & Miceli, 1996)

Closer supervision on the implementation of the job
Receiving work that is less interegior heavier
Inappropriately eceivinga negative evaluation
Experiencing problems with promotion

Forced resignation (or. forced O6voluntaryd res

= = =4 -4 -4 -2

Forced resignation and being barred from acquiring a position elsewhere.

149 It would beunethical for an organisationto stimulate its employees to report wrongdoing, but
then not provide appropriate protection when an employee, who responded to this call and did report,
suffers retaliation.

150 However preventing retaliation is not easy. The more serious forms of retaliation are quite
visible and could be quite effectively prevented by legal protectio¥st, it is much more difficult to
prevent more subtle types of réddilon such as closer supervision or giving less interesting assignments.
Yet, a whistleblowing policy should also aim to prevent these types of retaliation.

151 Of course, the most effective way to prevent retalnis by changes in therganisational

culture. If bona fidewhistle-blowers are truly respected as important defenders of the public interest, then
retaliation will be less acceptable and social control will help to decrease the risk for retaliatieningch

such a cultural change is by no means easy, but neither is it impossible. Formal measures to protect
whistle-blowers are an important first step because it signals that the management of the organisation takes
whistle-blowers and their complaintsrgmusly. The second step will be to embed whibtewving policies

in a wider integrity management framework. Particularly vahibesed instruments ofntegrity
management will help to create an organisational culture in which the wrongdoing that the-bidwetr

wanted to report can be discussed as well as the retaliation he might have experienced.

152 The very iddadowfi ng Pwhi < sekisdaonce Itisofien pssowiated kviths

big scandals (tat were indeed often made public by whigtlée o wer s) o-humwi $& dwdtpar
These concerns are unnecessary, at least on the condition that the-bidwgtg policy is welt
developed. Whistkblowing policies are actually intended to preveniblic scandals. By providing
additional reporting channels, they offer employees a way to report the wrongdoing without having to turn

to the press or other public reporting channels. Moreover, experiences such as in(Bavéifs, 1998)

suggest that, if the policy is weglrepared and well thougkiirough, fears for witchhunts andlarge

amounts of unfounded claims are unnecessary.

3L One helpful tool here is to ensure that the burden of proof rests upon the organisation and not upon the

whistle-blower. It is then the organisation who, as the eygrowill have to prove that there is no causal
relationship between the act of whisbwing and the disputed decision (e.g. the forced resignation).
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153 In any case, the design of an appropriate whistseving policy isnot an easy task It requires
an indepth technicalegal understanding of both whistdbowin g pol i ci es as wel | as
| egal context. I n f act ,-blawidgepslicy isyembetdedein sowidgravhistls at i o

blowing policy for the government as a whole. Initiatives that are restricted to the organisationaklevel ar
not impossible, but much harder to design and operate because of the sensitivity of the topic, the technical
expertise required and the need for reporting channels that are external to the organisation.

154 This paragraph concludes with thregeneral policy recommendationsfor whistle-blowing
policies in general:

9 First, one should be aware that a bad whisktaving policy could cause a lot of damage to the
organisation and its integrity management frameworkuding the creation or strengthening of
an atmosphere of paranoia. One should therefore take sufficient time to develop the policy and
learn as much as possible from existing best practices and from recommendations by
international organisations such as @€CD (2005)

9 Second, it is usually a good idea to complement the two components of a whistleglkpolicy
(reporting channel and protection of those who make use of the channel) with a correction
mechanism for those cases where the reported accusations turned to be unfounded. These
situations can cause serious harm to the reputation and careetunjies of those who were
falsely accused and it would be appropriate to organise some kind of restitution or compensation
for them. Such an arrangement could also help to overcome the resistance against whistle
blowing policies.

1 Third, however importard whistleblowing policy might be, it will never be the main instrument
of anintegrity management framework. It is a ruleased, reactive instrument that serves as a
safety net for the reporting of integrity violations if all other instruments havedfail
Emphasising the whistlelowing policy too much in internal and external communication might
send the wrong signal and undermine the vabhsesgd side of the integrity management mix. It is
therefore appropriate to launch and announce a witikiiging policy together with (or after)
other, valuedased instruments.

Citizen complaint systems

155 While whistleblowing policies concern people within organisations who report wrongdoing by
their colleagues, there aa¢so systems where citizens can complain about wrongdoing by public servants.
These systems are sometimes specifically designed as core integrity instruments of integrity management,
but are more often featukkin other, adjacent management fields and dbhave integrity as their sole
objective. Many complaint systems, for example, are developed under the Igjpalitf management

Likewise, the institution of thembudsmanis usually not designed under an integrity management label,

but could be a usef actor in integrity management. Such instruments can play an important role in
integrity management, not only as a way to maintain integrity in specific cases, but also as a source of
information for the overall integrity management framework.

B. Active monitoring
156. As for active monitoring, it is useful to distinguish between instruments that are targeted at

individual integrity violations and more poliayiented, organisationdgvel mapping of integrity
violations.
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Actively searching for individual integrity violations

157 In any organisation there will have to be a capacity for actively searching for integrity violations.
This capacity could be inside the organisatiouiside or perhaps both, depending on the size and role of
the organisation as well as on the existing monitoring mechanisms in its outer context. There are several
specific instruments to actively search for integrity violatidree followingare just dew examples

Daily supervision by supervisors

158 This is the most direct form of tegown monitoring and can be very effective, on the condition
that, when integrity violations are observed, the supervisor wilratsct appropriately and fairly.

Formal controls

159 This refers to types of controk.Q.inspection) where actors who are specifically appointed for
this task actively look for integrity violations and investigditem. This could bad hocor embedded in a
systematic policy with planned inspections.

Early warning systems

160 This refers to systems of degaalysis that allow to identify potential integrity violatioesy. by
linking data through datmining.

Direct social control by stakeholders

161 In additional to traditional accountability mechanisrasganisationscould consider involving
stakeholders- e.g. representatives fromivgl society, local community, academics or emgkrs- in
scrutinising the integrity of projects that entail important risksntdgrity violations For instance, for
procurement projects of high value, an external observer with high reputation maylvedno testify

the integrity of the process and provide recommendations for management improvement. Strict criteria
should be defined to determine when direct social control mechanisms may be used and how the observer
is selected €.g. verification thatthe observer is exempt from conflict of interest and has relevant
knowledge to participate in the process).
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Box 8. Influence of peers: Research findings

Loe et al. (2000: 199) conclude on the basis of their review, that research "show[s] overwhelming support for (...)
the pervasive influence of peers in ethical decision making." This finding is consistent with research in the moral
development literature that found that ethical reasoning levels can be altered through peer group discussions (see e.g.
Kohlberg (1984)) . Ford and Richardson's observe that the nAdi
intensity and frequency of contact witht hat per son' s (poederREhaidsor 1984a22.s 0

Al so interesting is Collins reference to research t
they would want to be treated in a similar situation, but in business settings they consider how their peers would judge
t he s i fQolbns,i2@00: d2), thus suggesting that peer influence could be more important in business than in
personal life.

Source: Maesschalck (2004).

Organisationatlevel mapping of integrity violations and integrity dilemmas

162 While searches for individual integrity violations are important as deterrents and as preliminary
stages for punishment, one could also opt for organisatievell mapping. This is not so much a deterrent

for individual organisational memberdut a source of useful management information about the
prevalence of certain types of violations and dilemmas. This could of course generate very valuable
information for the design of the integrity management framewitk. following are three types afuch
organisationalevel mapping

Systematic registration of complaints, investigations, etc.

163 This refers to data mentioned above (numbers of complaints by internal volostiers or by

citizens, numbers of ipse ct i on s, numbers of Ahitso at early wa
to target individual integrity violations, but as management information to improve the quality of the
organi sationf6s resistance to integrity violations

Surveymeasuremenof integrity violations and integrity dilemmas

164. Rather than using existing data, one could also organise a survey to collect information about
integrity violations or integrity dilemmas in the organisation. &avigpes of surveys are availabked.
Kaptein & Van Dalen, 2000; Maesschalck, 2004; Trevino & Weaver,)2803 efforts are being made to
improve reliability and validity of the instrumenfs.

Informal probing for ethical dilemmas and issues among staff

165 In addition to the formal registration and measurement, there are of course also many informal
ways to acquire a view of the dilemmas on the work floor. The manager could simply ask for them or ask
intermediary prsons to probe for them informally. Although this type of -dmihering tends to be less
expensive and usually generates mordapth information, the validity of the data will largely depend on

the communication culture of the organisation.

% For a discussion of methodological problems in measuring corruption and other types of integrity

violations, see Huberts et gR006) and Conponents of Integrity: Data and Benchmarks foadking
Trends in Governme@OV/PGC/GF(2009.
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4.1.4. Enbrcing integrity

166. However important prevention and guidance are, every integrity management framework will
need a significant component of enforcement. If the rules are clear for the staff members and the
monitoring indicates transgressions of those rules, then sanctions will be necessary if the integrity
management framework wants to maintain its overall legitimacy. Yet, research suggests that the
effectiveness of sanctions will largely depend on one crucial tiondithe perceived fairness of the
sanctiongBall, Trevino Linda L., & Sims, 1994)The sanction should be consistentmthe seriousness

of the violation and with the sanctions for other colleagues who committed similar violations. Particularly
if there is a perception that senior staff is less severely punished than junior staff, then this threatens to
undermine the effdiveness and legitimacy of the sanctioning mechanism. With this general
recommendation in mind, a number of instruments can be used to enforce integrity in public sector
organisations

Informal sanctioning, as a consequence of social control or daily swjston

167. Examples of this include an informal reprimand by the supervisor, an undesirable change in the
job description, exclusion from social events by colleagues, etc. Such sanctions can be appropriate,
efficient and effective, but because they lack the procedural guarantees of formal sanctions, they are also
very sensitive to (perceived) unfairness. They should therefore be used with great care.

Fair and appropriate procedures for investigations and sanctions

168 Staff members have to be confident that, if they are accused of a violation, this will be
investigated thoroughly with respect of their rights and the sanction will be proportionéianigair
treatment in disglinary procedures can be provided through special guarantees for public servants. These
include the right, for example, that no disciplinary action may be taken until public servants have been
allowed to present their cases or the right to legal rednedsding appeal to a court.

169 Disciplinary actions against a breach of public service standards are usually taken within the
organisation where the breach occurrbthnagersplay an important role in imposing timgeand fair
sanctions. In general, sanctions may range fa@mimple warning taa final dismissal with deprivation of
pension and other benefits.

170 Although public sector managers have the primary responsibilityinitiating disciplinary
measures in their agencies, they could also receive assistance from spdefifialinstitutionsi for
example police and prosecutdrdor investigating and prosecuting misconduct in public organisations.
Where there is a posde breach of criminal law, organisations in charge of law enforcement will naturally
take over the case (see 3.2 for a further discussion of the actors in the contekiteftitgy Framework

Appropriate processes for internal and external communioatabout integrity violations

171 In addition to the actual investigative and sanctioning procedures, it is also useful to establish a
process for the communication about integrity violations. When an investigationrs in an
organisational unit, this will usually cause unrest and an urgent need for information within that unit. It
would be useful to be prepared for such a situation and to have documents and/or experts who know which
types of communication are lally and morally appropriate at which stage of the process. Of course, this

also goes for external communication, particularly if it becomes a scandal with significant public outrage.

It would be useful for public sector organisations to have an emergemesnunication plan ready for

such situations: who is expected to communicate what at what point3i&jedired communication can

help to reduce the damage both within the organis
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4.2. Development processes: am$ng implementation, institutionalisation and improvement of the
integrity management framework

172 Instruments might perhaps be the most visible and best known component of an integrity
management framework, buteh are by no means sufficient. They also need to be broughetarid
subsequently be kept in good health through development processes. This second pillar of the integrity
management framework will be discussed in this section.

173 There are many useful models to conceptualise processes in organisations. This paper will use
what has been ccaydlead RDGA&tybieDbedause af s intuitive appeal, its wide
acceptance and its inherently iterathature. The recommendation is that, to successfully proceed through

a process, one should move through a cycle of idpl
number of problems that often recur when attempting to introduce or improve irtiegranagement in

public sector organisations:

1 The implementation deficit: the challenge to move beyond lofty promises and plans

1 The challenge for the integrity management system to survive in good condition once the initial
enthusiasm and highrofile atention for the topic has waned

1 The challenge to adapt and perhaps even substantially reform the integrity management
framework if required by the situation

1 The challenge to cordinate all the many instruments and activities in one sufficiently consisten
overall strategy.

By explicitly addressing the four stages of the PB&&le from the beginning, one is in a very good
position to face these challenges.

174 As mentioned above, it is useful to distinguish betwigentypes of development processes that
are both very relevant for integrity management, respectively continuous aoff pnejects®®

Continuous development processes

175 The integrity management framework requicesitinuous developmertioth at the general level
and at the level of the individual instruments.

176 At the level of theintegrity management framework as a wholes it important to design a
development process thansures that plans are not only implemented (do), but also evafuatestk)

B In fact, development processes are not the only processes that aadtre@lemtegrity management. One

could also thiwksebd mpoeesisesntemMmhese do not conce
framework or the individual instruments, but the operational functioning of the framework or the
instruments itself. Tree would in fact constitute the procesise translation of the discussion of the

integrity management instruments in the previous paragraph. Indeed, one could conceive of each individual
instrument as a recurring process or set of processes. At theth@yle ®f abstraction, one could conceive

of the four functions of integrity management (defining, guiding, monitoring, enforcing) as a process in

itself that in fact largely mirrors the PDGéycle. Yet, to avoid the conceptual confusion that might follow

from so many different types of processes, this conception of process will not be further addressed in this
paper.

3 Evaluation here does not refer to specific inspections for assessing the integrity of specific persons or

activities within the organisation (that would be the operational functioning of instruments to enforce
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and, if necessary adapted through a recurring process that is institutionalised in the organisation. In
addition to the obvious advantages of avoiding implementation defigieasuring sufficient evaluation

and adaptation if necessary, this also has the important advantage of incressidmatmn. If all the
relevant actors meet to work on a common Aintegr.i
and in a egular evaluation, then this will stimulate them teop®rate and drastically increase the chance

that the different instruments fit with each other and within an overall strategy. Stakeholders may also be
involved in the development of integrity plandnsure that the plan takes into account the expectations of
other actors such as civil society and private sector. This will also contribute to raising awareness in the
wider society about the commitment of public organisations to address integrity idewesver sel

evident this might seem in theory, experience suggests that this typeoafication is very difficult to

achieve and often only happens when the different actors are really brought together around particular
instruments of cerdination.

177 Within that overall development process one could also conceive of specific development
processes for théndividual instruments. For example, one could imagine the training department
organising a development mess specifically for integrity training, embedded in the wider development
process for training, but also consistent with integrity manageth@hts recommendation is translated in

the Checklist by four columns (with the instruments on the rows) thegdsemt the four stages and that
should all be checked if an integrity management framework is to be effective.

One-off projects

178. It is useful to distinguish these continuous processes from specific projectsetHihited in
time and are typically to introduce or change the integrity management framework or particular
instruments within it.

179 One issue that is particularly important for these-aoifieprojects is theorder in which one
introduces different types of instruments This can be addressed at two levels

1 At the overall level of the framework one has to carefully consider whether to emphasise the
rulesbased or the valudsased approach at the start of the projéaillowing a case of
corruption, ongmaypr ef er st arting wi tbhrasied®t nwympent 4 adfer
instruments-batetdbet ipal u€snversely, i f the i
not a response to a scandal but a prevenitiitiative growing from within the organisation, then
one might want to st ar tbawietdhd itnyspter.u nTehnet se voefn tt
course always depend upon the characteristics of the context.

I The issue is also relevant at the leeér the individual instruments. For example, will training
be considered a way to implement the ethics code or, conversely, will the ethics code only be
drafted after all staff members were consulted in interactive training sessions?

180 One very particular type of eoif project is the development of system to assess the
performance of the Integrity FrameworkProviding credible and relevant information on implementation

and impact is critical for managers to raakvidencébased decisiond.he OECD Assessment Framework
(OECD: 2005) provides a pioneering roadmap on how to design and organise assessments of integrity

integrity, see previous footnote), but toesall policy evaluations that are used to further develop integrity
management (these overall evaluations might of course include aggregate figures about inspections and
their results).

® Again, this recurring development process (planning, implementatégular evaluation, followed by

adaptation) should be distinguished from the daily operational process through which training occurs.
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instruments and processes in specific public sector organisations. The following figure illisivatie
generic Assessment Framework combines procedural steps and criteria for assessment.

Figure 1. Procedural steps and criteria for assessing integrity and corruption prevention measures

Policy measures

TN

How to ensure P assess
st Criteria Why

Feasibility
1 Effectiveness
\ Relevance
Coharance

Source: Public Sector Integrity: A Framework for Assessment, OECD, 2005.
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4.3. Structures: structural anchoring of the integrity management framework

181 The thid essential pillar of the integrity management framework concerns the structural
organisational elementssigning responsibilities This discussion often tends to focus on particular
Aintegrity actorso: persons, city aroi stimukate and enforceu ni t s
integrity within the organisation. Yet, as mentioned above, we would argue that it is more useful to
consider integrity as a specific management domain to which many different actors within the organisation
contribute. In fat, integrity is ultimately the responsibility of all organisational members. Yet, some actors
have a more important role than others and it is to those that we now tumillWiscuss these according

to the two layers of the integrity management franmvsee table 2, column 3).

182 At the core of the system are two types of actoFee most importantactorsare themanagers

By being both a moral person and a moral manager, management can play a crucialhabeno the
organi sational me mb e r d$nfiegrity actomsdg.r i $tyi. mSleactoinrmdg air ret e ghr
task and they are typically responsible for the core integrity instruments and the integrity management
process at the core of the&egrity Framework

183 Next are thecomplementary actorsof the integrity management framework. These actors are
often as crucial for the successiuafiegrity management as the core actors. Yet, they are complementary
beause integrity is not their primary aim. These could include many actors, including staff of personnel
management, procurement, contract and finance management, quality management, information
management, etc.

184 Table 4 below now provides an overview of the main actors and attempts to give an idea about
their relative importance for integrity managemen
respective actors on the integrity management framestunkid ideally be for it to be most effective. The

i+0 signs do not refer to the amount of time tha
are required. For example, we argue that managers should have a commitment to integrity management
th at is as high as the commitment of the Aintegri
invest as much time in it.

Table 4. The main actors in integrity management and their ideal impact (min. +, max: +++)

Determining and
defining integrity

Guiding towards
integrity

Monitoring
integrity

Enforcing
integrity

Core actors

Management

+4++

+++

+++

+++

Integrity actors

+++

+++

+++

+++

Complementary
actors

Contract and
financial
management,
personnel
management,
etc.

++

++

++

++

4.3.1. Management

185 On the basis of a literature review, Stead ef18190: 235)onclude hatfjc]opious research over
a period of more than twenfive years clearly supports the conclusion that the ethical philosophies of
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management have a major impact on the ethical behaviour of employbesgoes both for supervisors
and top managemefft.

186 Supervisorsnot only shape ethical, but also unethical behaviour. In a survey among health care
administrators, 47% of the respondents identifipdessure from supervisibms among the top three

factors that ause them to lower their ethical standards (Jurkiewicz and Thompson 1999top7).
managementcan also play amiportant role in shaping orgaait i o n a | integritgdneparticdar,

the organisational culture literature has stressed the functiop ofidoagers in shaping and manipulating

the organisational culture.@.Schein(1990: 115) Indeed, organisational culture has been launched as an
alternative means of enhancing managerial control over the organi&itictair, 1993) In a public sector
context, Bowman and Williams (1997) conclude fr
influence of management by exampbesitively (when upheldoy advocacy, publicity and celebration) or
negatively (when followed by neglect, hypocrisy a
187. Trevino et al(2000)distinguish beveen two roles A mo r a | per sono Thesed A mo
are two ways in which the manager (through hiputtion) can impact the orgaais i on al me mb e
integrity Torelpaasomcepfeob BHo individual t negrityt s: do
in his or her d amotalymarmagetd i o nnsp? | B e imolajesa integitynaenongs t
organistional members by launching and supporting formal integrity management programs, but also by
rewarding integrity and punishing the lack theranfl by communicating the importance of integrity. The

latter also includes the task of creating an environment where one feels open discussions about issues of
integrity are possible. Other authors have made a similar distinttidineir review of empical research

on business ethics Ford and Richardson, for example, distinguish between two ways in whjch (top
managers can influence integrity in their organisatiifirst, top management actions can serve as a model

or referent for desirebehaviour Second, what top management rewards or punishes can also influence
behaviou6 (1994: 212)

188 Many authors emphagisnot only the importance of both roles, but also the importance of
consistency between both roledRarticularly worrying is a situation where a manager has a rapufat

being a fimor al manager 0, but (A8000:138pdesdiiaothisads a per s |
hypocritical | eader fAwho o6tal ks the et (Blead®talt al k6
conclude that much reseandimplicitly or explicitly states that ethical philosophies will have little impact

on employeegdethical behaviour unless they are supported by managetialvioursvhich are consistent

with these philosophi@s(1990: 235236). In fact, if the orgarsational members perceive the integrity
management framework as mere winddmessing, it could even have a detrimental effect upeir th

ethics. If managers emphasthe importance of integrity, but all employees know that they are not sincere,

this might increase cynicism and, through that, the risk for unethical behaviour.

4.3.2. Integrity actors
Introduction
189 However impotant the role of mangers in stimulating integrity might be, it is not sufficient. It is

essential that the integrity management framework also accuicdsar place within the orgaaisonal
structureandthat it is visible in the orgasational chart. Thre are several reasons why this is important

% Some research has been done comparing supervisors and top management themselveg.gCollins

concluded on the basif an extensive review of that research that higher level managers tend to be less
tolerant of unethical behavio and tend to have a more favourable impression of the ethics of their
organisation than lower level managem@ullins, 2000: 11
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1 First, a visible place for iegrity management in the orgaai®nal structure increases the scope
for co-ordination between the instruments of integrity management and thus allows for synergies
between theristruments. Explicitly appointing this -@ydination function ta person, a group or
an organiational unit will significantly increase the possibility of suchardination occurring.

1 A clear location of irggrity management in the orgaati®nal structte also allows for a genuine
accumulation of expertise because the recommendations, insights and best practices would be
gatheredn one point within the orgarasion.

1 Anchoring inegrity management in the orgaati®n also ensuresontinuity after the fist
launching of the integrity management framewdikis often seen in practice that, even if
integrity management attraca lot of attention and enthusiasm whensifirst launched, this
tends to subside after a while. Making a person or a groupngbpmfor integrity management
in the long run and asking them to report about its progress significantly reduces this risk.

1 Organistional anchoring also has an importsyinbolic role. It provides the signal that integrity
is considead important withirthe organiation. A typical maxim in organgtion design theory is

that fAstructure follows strategyalegicimgoancet r uc't

to the organisation. If an orgaatfon claims to attach importance to integrity, tiigs should be
reflected in its organational chart.

1 Providing integrity withits own position on the orgaional chart also provides it with ibsvn
identity. Above, the advantages of having such a separate identity were already discussed. By
explairing the difference betweetore integrity instrumentand complementarymanagement
instrumentsthe paperalso attemptsto argue that such a separate identity does not mean that
integrity management instruments should be isolated from other adjacent managemains
such as personnel management or financial management. Nor does this mean that those
responsible for integrity management shogld o n a fipedryirg to pdll instrpnidents
of adjacent domains that might be consideredgrity managerant instruments into their own
sphere of competency. Rather the oppositegpmration between those responsible for integrity
and other actors should be much more important than delineation of competencies.

190 Therecommendation to assign integrity a place in tlgaoisational structure defitely doesnot

imply that all organiations, large or small, should set up a large integrity bureau. Which form this
structural anchoring will take will depend on all kinds afjansational characteristics, including, of
course, its size. Given this contextany optionswill be open.

191 Ontheonehandne coul d i nd eiregritydgdaudf otrh aat |aasrsgeembfl e s
tasks of integrity management in one place and can thus accumulate significant amounts of expertise. An
important challenge for such a construction will be to avoid that this office works in isolation, far from the
daily reality on the workfloor. A common wato avoid ths, particularly in large orgarations, is by
appointing what dnegritydmimistratdreos: c raidbneidn iasst rfat or s i n
combine their normal job with a responsibility in the integrity management framework. These
administrators would act as the local representatives of the integrity bureau, stimulating their supervisors to
keep t he integrity management framewor k alive
Conversely, thanks to their understanding of tieal circumstances, they could also provide very useful
information to the integrity bureau. They coplievide information abowdreas wheretegrity guidance is

needed and they could also help the bureau in evaluating its policies: how useful are their
recommendations and instruments for the local units?
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192 At the other side of the continuum would the absolute minimum any orgaai®n would need,
whatever its size or context: there should aisiebe one persoin the organigtion who has a formal
responsibility to ensure that the basic elements of an integrity management framework are in place and
who wi |l have to report about i integritypco-ardjnateré s . | We
larger orgaisations, this could be a fuiltbe position; in smaller orgardtions this person could combine

this responsibility with other assignments. In any case, this is the person who will worryirdabgrity

when all the other orgardsonal members, includingianagement, are focusing on other, seemingly more
pressing, issues.

193 Because this paper intends to present a generic integrity management framework, the emphasis in
the remainder of this paragraph will not betbase particular structural solutions. Instead, the emphasis

will be on theresponsibilitiesthat should be assumed within any integrity management framework and on

a number of particular issues one faces when designing the structure of an integritemearag
framework.

Responsibilities of an Aintegrity actoro

194 What follows aresix responsibilities that shadilacquire a place in the orgaati®nal structure. It

is the responsibility of integrity actor(s) (helpeg management, the other actors at the core of the integrity
management framework) that they are taken care of, either by doing it themselves or by stimulating others
to take the responsibility.

195 The first four responsibilities are orgamid around the four functions that should be fulfilled in
an integrity management framework (see above). The remaining two responsibilities are of a more general
nature and can be seen as conditions for the first four.

196 First, the integrity actor can play an important role in facilitating the procetetefmining and

defining integrity in the organiation. He could be asked for advice on integrity issues, thus taking the role
of an inteyrity coach or counsellor. The latter has been discussed above as an instrument, with all the
relevant advantages and disadvantages.

197 Second, the integrity actor can play an important facilitating and stimulatiegn guiding the
organigtional members towards integrity, thanks to the technical expertise anddhair@tion function.

198 Third, the integrity actor can also contribute to the important tagkowitoring integrity. Based

on his expertise, he can propose monitoring techniques and ensure that they are properly implemented. He
can also ensures.g.through regular reporting, that these observations are reaching management and are
acted upon. The integrity actcould also play an active part in the whidilewing system. The latter

implies hat one creates channéigat organistional members can use to report wrongdoing they feel they
cannot report through normal hierarchical communication lines. The iyteagior could be such an
alternative channel, among others.

199 Fourth, the integrity actor also plays a crucial role in enforcing the agpeed rules.
Enforcement is typically done by a cascade of actors. Tiigal actor to react to integrity violations is
management and the ultimate actor is the judicianbelmveen is a cascadé actors both within the
organistion and outside. The integrity actor is usually an important actor for enforcement within the
agency, but as will be discussed later, one could decide to institutionally separate the enforcement function
from the other functiondn sum,there should be some kind of effective enforcement capachgtineen
management on the one hand and the extrgrtienoof the courts on the other.

200 In addition to these responsibilities related to the general functions of integrity management,
there are also two additional responsibilities of a more general nature.
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201 The first and most important responsibilitythe co-ordination of all instruments of the integrity
management framework. As explained above, thisrdnation, under an overall strategy is crucial for an
effective inegrity management and should be one of the main concerns of an integrity actor.

202 Seconty, there should be sufficiertechnical expertise about the instruments of integrity
management: their advantages and diaathges, particulpr in the context of the orgarigon. The
integrity actor is usually in the best position to accumulate this expertise and thus to provigleweled
advice to management about how ithtegrity management framework should be shaped.

Separating or merging valudased and ruledased actors

203 Above we repeatedly and strongly argued for a ‘eefisidered balance between the values
based and the ruldmsed approaches to integrity magement in garticular organigtion. This part
addresses the orgaai®nal implications of this. Specifically, the question is whether the responsibility for
the valuesbased instruments should be brought together with the responsibility for thebasdes
instruments into one organadional unit or whether both functions should bpasated into two or more
organistional units. In fact, there are good arguments for both positions.

204, Separating both functions has two partitar advantages. First, it allows the vahbesed
approach to acquire a separate identity and visibility, independent from thévaskxs approach. This is
particularly useful in a traditional bureaucratic context where the emphasis tends to be desihesad
approach and the valubased approach would easily be oppressed or neglected if it has no separate
structural identity. Second, separating the rilased actors (who typically play a role in the enforcement

of integrity and the investigation drpossibly punishment of integrity violations) from the vaibased

actors (who typically play a more supporting, coaching role) will lower the barrier for employees to contact
the latter if they are confronted with integrity dilemmas. Converdetyexanple, if one knows that the
person who is there to provide coaching for integrity issues shares an office with the person who might
come to investigate you for allegations of integrity violations, this might be a barrier to consult the former.

205 Merging both functions into one unié.g.an integrity bureau, also has a number of advantages.
It increases the chances for-aalination and for a coherent integrity management framework. It also
creates the opportunitiésr scale effects.

206. The choice between both options is not straightforward, as the advantages of one approach are
the disadvantages of the other. It is difficult to provide a generally valid guideline, as the walilb

depend on local circumstancesin any case, whatever choice one makes, one should try to take
preventive measures to avoid the concomitant disadvantages. If one opts for the second option and decides
to merge al intgrity functions into one orgagitional unit, then one shoutdke carenot to oppress the
valuesbased approach. Alternatively, if one separates both approaches in distinct units, then one should
ensure sufficient cordination and mutual communication.

Conclusion: Beware of loss of o-ownership

207. This section strongly argaéor the appointment of (an) integrity actor(s) and discussed a number

of issues that will have to be addressed in the processit Yietuld be wiseto conclude with a waing.
However usef ul an integrity actor might be, t her
takingc ar e o f therotganigational metnbers might feel less responsible for integrityThis

would of course be highly problematic, besauntegrity management will bnbe effective when all
organigtional members share some kind ofovenership of the integrity management framework. Both
managers and the integrity actor will have to be very carefatéid something like a rituabsd e o d | 6 s
advocated scenari o: the integrity actor is allo
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performance (launching particular instruments, pointing at particular integrity problems, etc.), after which
itdés all back t ochamgedk and nothing really

208 This is not a reason not to appoint an integrity actor, but it is a risk one should be aware of. One
way to avoid this risk is by ensuring sufficient involvement of the employees when developing the
integrity management instruments (thus increasing their sense-oWmership) and by subsequently
integrating it into theeveryday functionsf aremployee. In sum,r@ could conceive of the orgaai®n of

the integrity management framework as a balancingpaett ween t wo wundesirabl e ex
is responsible for something, then the other osgahii o n a | member s wi l | think i
on the one hand and Aif everybody is respmnsi bl
practiced on the other hand.

4.3.3. Actors incharge of complementary instruments

209 As mentioned abay there are a number of orgatienal actors that are crucial for the success

of any integrity management frework, butare not featurd in the core of the integrity management
framework, because integrity management is not their primary responsibility. They are typically actors in
supportive positions personnel management, financial management, informatiomgaarent, quality
management and others. These actors will have to be involved in the integrity management framework for
two reasons. First, they are responsible for many ottmeplementarynstruments that were discussed

above and that can play a cruadiale in a successful integrity management framework. Second, they are

al so responsible for a number of i nstruments t he
therefore part of the inner context), but might have an indirect effect, throughtr | mpact wupon
fairnesso.

4.3.4. Overall ceordination

210 The previous sections discussed the different actors of integrity management and their potential
roles, butust as importanas their individual commitment and expertise will be the-@alination among

all these effortsThe wide variety of core integrity instruments and their link with the wider management
and governance context makemperative to install appropriate -@vdination for ensung consistency

both in the design and implementation phase.

There aramany waysto ensure this cordination, ranging fronformal mechanisms, such asentralied
body that takes a strong lead in the framework on one side of the continuum to a venetaask with
many actors all doing their own share but ensumfigrmal co-ordination through regular communication
and through a shared vision on the other.

211 Whatever ceordination mechanism one chooses, it aliways have to be a wetlonsidered and
contextsensitive combination of centralisation (to ensure c@rdination and continuity) and
decentralisation (to ensure sufficient contact with daily reality on the work floor). One attractive way,
particularly for relatively smaller orgarégions, of ensuring this balance, is to have the integrity co
ordinator (see above) supported by some kindirgégrity committee. This would consist of
representativegdm several parts of the orgaai®n that are somewhatvolved in integrity management,
e.g.personnel management, financial management, training, information management, etc.

212 Furthermore co-ordination mechanisms also need to be organised in a way that takes into
account the views oftakeholders For instance, an integrity agency may organise consultations at regular
intervals with selected representatives from civil society and the private seumwill help ensurethat

the integrity strategyorms an ugo-da e f r amewor k refl ect i kg insgahca,k e h o |
when apublic organisatiomevelops an integrity plan, consulting stakehola@endd not only increase the
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relevanceo f government 0s actions i n theementatoanf pmoci et
integrity and antcorruption measuress well asallowing for public scrutiny

Conclusion

213 This papelpropose an integrity management frework for public sector orgamgons. Itlists

the md@n components of such a framework and provided some recommendations on how the framework
can be brougt to life in particular organiions. The framework can be used as a prescriptive framework
that provides managers and policy makers who want to imgh®ie integrity management framework

with a map of the elements they should consider when designing the system. It can also be used as overall
structure for a catalogue of best practices that one might want to develop in the future. Finally, it could also
serve as a framework for the evaluatiomndégrity management of orgaatsons.
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ANNEX 1. OECD PRINCIPLES FOR MANAGING ET HICS IN THE PUBLIC S ERVICE

214 The 1998 OECDRecommendation on Improving Ethical Conducttive Public Service
recommends that Member countries take action to ensurefumetioning institutions and systems for
promoting ethical conduct in their public service by developing and regularly reviewing policies,
procedures, practices and institutiomfuencing ethical conduct in the public service.

215 The Recommendation includes twelve Principles to help countries review the institutions,
systems and mechanisms they have for promoting public service effillisguhe functions of guidance,
management and contrdlhe Principles distil the experience of OECD countries and refieerred views

of ethics management.

1. Ethical standards for public service should be clear.

216 Public servants need to know the basic principles and standards they are expected to apply to
their work and where the boundaries of acceptable behaviouy Giencise, welpublicised statement of

core ethical standards and principles that guidblic service, for example in the form of a code of
conduct, can accomplish this by creating a shared understanding across government and within the broader
community.

2. Ethical standards should be reflected in the legal framework.

217. The legal framework is the basis for communicating the minimum obligatory standards and
principles of behaviour for every public servabaws and regulations could state the fundamental values
of public service and should provideet framework for guidance, investigation, disciplinary action and
prosecution.

3. Ethical guidance should be available to public servants.

218 Professional socialisation should contribute to the development of tessaey judgement and
skills enabling public servants to apply ethical principles in concrete circumstamaasng facilitates

ethics awareness and can develop essential skills for ethical analysis and moral relaspaitigl advice

can help creaternaenvironment in which public servants are more willing to confront and resolve ethical
tensions and problem&uidance and internal consultation mechanisms should be made available to help
public servants apply basic ethical standards in the workplace.

4. Public servants should know their rights and obligations when exposing wrongdoing.
219 Public servants need to know what their rights and obligationis &ems of exposing actual or
suspected wrongdoing within ghpublic serviceThese should include clear rules and procedures for
officials to follow, and a formal chain of responsibiliBublic servants also need to know what protection
will be available to them in cases of exposing wrongdoing.

5. Political comnitment to ethics should reinforce the ethical conduct of public servants.
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220 Political leaders are responsible for maintaining a high standard of propriety in the discharge of
their official duties.Their commitmentis demonstrated by example and by taking action that is only
available at the political levefor instance by creating legislative and institutional arrangements that
reinforce ethical behaviour and create sanctions against wrongdoing, by providingtadatqport and
resources for ethieelated activities throughout government and by avoiding the exploitation of ethics
rules and laws for political purposes.

6. The decisioamaking processhould be transparent and open to scrutiny.

221 The public has a right to know how public institutions apply the power and resources entrusted to
them. Public scrutiny should be facilitated by transparent and democratic processes, oversight by the
legislature and access to pubiliformation.Transparency should be further enhanced by measures such as
disclosure systems and recognition of the role of an active and independent media.

7. There should be clear guidelines for interaction between the public and private sectors.

222 Clear rules defining ethical standards should guide the behaviour of public servants in dealing
with the private sector, for example regarding public procurement, outsourcing or public employment
conditions.Increasing mteraction between the public and private sectors demands that more attention be
placed on public service values and reggixternal partners to respect those same values.

8. Managers should demonstrate and promote ethical conduct.

223 An organisational environment where high standards of conduct are encouraged by providing
appropriate incentives for ethical behaviour, such as adequate working conditions and effective
performance assessment, has a direct impacherdaily practice of public service values and ethical
standardsManagers have an important role in this regard by providing consistent leadership and serving as
role models in terms of ethics and conduct in their professional relationship with pdditidats, other

public servants and citizens.

9. Management policies, procedures and practices should promote ethical conduct.

224, Management policies and practices shothidald de mc
standardslt is not sufficient for governments to have only rbkesed or compliandeased structures.
Compliance systems alone can inadvertently encourage some public servants to function on the edge of
misconduct, arguing that if they are not laiing the law they are acting ethicall@overnment policy
should not only delineate the mini mal standards
tolerated, but also clearly articulate a set of public service values that employeesashoeltb.

10. Public service conditions and management of human resources should promote ethical
conduct.

225 Public service employment conditions, such as career prospects, personal devekgeoerate
remuneratn and human resource management policies should create an environment conducive to ethical
behaviour.Using basic principles, such as merit, consistently in the daily process of recruitment and
promotion helps operationalise integrity in the public servic

11. Adequate accountability mechanisms should be in place within the public service.

226. Public servants should be accountable for their actions to their superiors and, more broadly, to the
public. Accountability should focus both on compliance with rules and ethical princgsesell ason
achievement of result#®iccountability mechanisms can be internal to an agency as well as government
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wide, or can be provided by civil societlechanisms promoting accountatyilcan be designed to
provide adequate controls while allowing for appropriately flexible management.

12. Appropriate procedures and sanctions should exist to deal with misconduct.

2217. Mechanisms for the detectioméhindependent investigation of wrongdoing such as corruption
are a necessary part of an ethics infrastructui® necessary to have reliable procedures and resources for
monitoring, reporting and investigating breaches of public service rules, asasvaibbmmensurate
administrative or disciplinary sanctions to discourage miscontMamagers should exercise appropriate
judgement in using these mechanisms when actions need to be taken.
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Introduction

228 This Checklist can be used as a practical tool for policy makers and managers to help them
review and update existing integrity management solutions for fostering integrity and preventing

corruption in public sector organisations in line wikie Integrity Frameworklt aims to transform the

policy recommendations into a tool for diagnosing the existence and functioning of an Integrity

Framework in a particular public sector organisation.

Integrity instruments, development processes and stites

229 The Checklist follows the structure of the paper (outlined in chapter 4) which distinguishes
between three pillars of the integrity management framework, referring respectively to instruments,
development mcesses and structures. Specifically, it is divided into three sections, respectively discussing
each of the three pillars of the framework. Each section is in turn subdivided in twoi)partietailed

analysis of the individual instruments, processes sinuctures andi) an overall assessment of their
coherence. Like the Integrity Framework, the Checklist also distinguishes between core and
compl ementary instruments of the integrity manage

Emphasis onmstruments at the level of the organisation, but also in relevant inner and outer context

230 The Checklist focuses on key components of the integrity management frameeuaak, the
instruments, structures andopedureswithin the organisation that aim to foster and enforce integrity and
prevent corruption and other integrity violations within the reviewed organisation. Hence, the focus of this
first section is on instruments that are under the control of oajamial management. Although the
emphasis is on the organisational level, it is neither possible nor appropriate to fully ignioretrend

outer contextsof the organisation. Consequently, they are included in the Checklist in the following ways:

1 First, as explained in the paper, magnayrangefents h e pr
to manage conflict of interest, integrity risk analysis, analysis of supportivinsiRiments)
imply a systematic consideration of elements in the inner and coritext.

1 Second, when assessing the overall balance betweerbaded and valudsased instruments
(see 1.2 below), it will be emphasised that the assessment should not so much occur at the level
of the integrity management framework (core instrumentscamplementary instruments), but
at the level of the overall Integrity Framework that also includes the inner and outer context.

1 Third, some of the instruments that have been described as being part of the integrity
management framework and that are risted as such in the Checklist, might in a particular
case exist outside, rather than inside the organisation, or both outside and inside. For example,
there are usually conflict of interest regulations outside the organisation, but the organisation
mightwant to complement these with additional internal regulations. To allow for such situations
to show in the checklists, there will be columns to indicate whether an instrument exists within or
outside the organisation, or both.

1 Fourth, when tabulating thastruments with the actors that are responsible for those instruments
(see 3.1 below), not only will the actors in the core anthplementary layersf integrity
management be listed, but so will the actors in the inner and outer context.

i Fifth, as annonced in the pap€(3.2), the main list of instruments will be complemented at the
end of this Checklist by an indicative list of integrity instruments that usually only exist outside
the organisation, but have an impact upon its integrity management sydtelist is just a
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sample. Depending on the local circumstances, there might also be other relevant instruments
outside the organisation.

1. Integrity instruments
1.1. Individual instruments

231 This first part ofthe Checklist lists the instruments of integrity management. This indicative list
does not imply that all instruments should be applied to all public sector organisations. One can
consciously decide not to apply certain instruments. However, the follothieg considerations are
important:

9 First, although not all instruments should be applied, they should all be taken into consideration
and there should be a clear justification why a certain instrument is not applied.

1 Second, although not all instrumerstsould be applied, it is essential that all four functions of
integrity managementdefining, guiding, monitoring and enforcirgre sufficiently fulfilled.

9 Third, whatever instruments are chosen, it is important to ensure their coherence in titg integr
management framework and situate them in the broader context and particularly to understand
how they affect the overall balance between rblesed and valudsased instruments (see
further details in 1.2).

232 The table below presents the first section of the Checklist that lists the instruments in the rows as
they were discussed in the paper. The columns essentially refer to the following questions:

i Presenceis the instrument present?
9 Orientation:is the instument rulesbased, valuebased or a combination of both?

1 Operation:to what extent is the instrument perceived as fair and capable of functioning as
intended?

233 One can simply fill out the Checklist for a parti@ubrganisation by ticking the appropriate cells.

One can also choose to complement it with additional information, such as the justification why a certain
instrument was not used or specific information about a particular instrument.
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Presence Orientation Operation
Instrument Instrument Rules | Rules Values | Perceived| Capable of
present insidg present based | based/values| based | asfair? | functioning
the outside the based as
organisation?| organisation? intended?

1. Determining and defining integrity

Analysis of risks to integrity

Analysis of ethical dilemmas

Consultation of staff and stakeholders

Code of conduct/code of ethics

Conflict of interest policy

Gifts and gratuities policy

Post employment arraegnents

Nonwritten standard setting

Structural measures in the coreth& framework

Separating functions: foeeyes principle

75



GOV/PGC/GF(2009)1

- Rotating functions

- Other structural measures

Measures in personnel management

- Integrity emphasised in recruitment

- Integrity as criterion for selection (e.g. backgrou
checks)

- Ensuring sufficient diversity among staff

- Providing employees with clear job descriptions

- Integrity as criterion for evalation and promotion

Integrity as competency in competency manageme

Measures in financial management (e.g. appropr
procedures for procurement and contract management)

Measures in information management (e.g. protec
automaed databases)

Measures in quality management (e.g. reviewing
guality assessment tool)

2. Guiding towards integrity

Exemplary behaviour by management
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Integrity training

Oath, signing an fdAintegr

Integrating integrity in the regular discourse

- Announcing the integrity policy through channels
internal and external communication

- Regular discussions of ethical dilemmas in the offi
internal communication channels of the orgation

- Institutionalising regular discussions of ethical issl
in staff meetings or in individual supervisor/employ
meetings

- Creating an open culture of communication wh
integrity issues can be raised easily

Coaching and cowselling for integrity

Assessing the fairness of personnel manage
processes

- Fairness of recruitment and selection

- Fairness of promotion and reward

3. Monitoring integrity

Whistleblowing system
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- Accessiblgrocedures for reporting misconduct

- Protection for whistleblowers

Citizen complaint system

Actively searching for individual integrity violations

- Social control by colleagues

- Daily supervision by supervisors, managsm
control

- Formal controls: inspection

- Early warning systems

- Social control by stakeholders

Organisationallevel mapping of integrity violations ar|
integrity dilemmas

- Systematic registration of complaints, inveatigns,
etc.

- Surveymeasurement of integrity violations a
integrity dilemmas

- Informal probing for ethical dilemmas and issy
among staff
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4. Enforcing integrity

Informal sanctioning, as a consequence of social cor
or daily supervision

Fair and appropriate procedures for investigations g
sanctions

Appropriate processes for internal and exter
communication about integrity violations

Instruments in the outer context

Mechanisms of exteal control and audit

Mechanisms for public scrutiny (e.g. social witness)

Ethics laws

Laws on party and election financing

Rules on lobbying

Etc.
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1.2. Overall assessment of rukessed/values based balanctinstruments

234 The paper €.g. paragraph 1.6) strongly emphasised the importance of an overall

balance between rukdmsed and valudssed approaches. This balance is addressed in this

second sulsection. A quik assessment of the relative importance of respectively the rules

based and the valuésised approach can be done on the basis of the table above (see 1.1). A
simple summation of the indicators in three re
first view on the coherence of rulkased and valudsased instruments. However, further

steps might be necessary if one is to seek a functional assessment of thaged#galues

based balance.

235 Not all instrumats in the above checklist are equally important. Some rows in the
checklist refer to a pervasive set of interventions that are influential, while other rows refer to
instruments with less relevance that might even be irrelevant for some types of oi@aisat
Thus, rather than simply adding the indicators, one should try to acquire a qualified
assessment on orientatiore. how the ruledased/valuebased instruments are balanced.
Essentially, there are two ways to do that:

1 The quantitative approach is the most demanding and ambitious one. In this
approach one, tries to assess the relevance of each of the listed instruments for the
overall integrity management on a scale from 1 to 5 (one could add a column for
this in the table above). These indicatoreuld be the weights that would be
multiplied with the indicator fA10- in each
basedOo;based/valudbeass ed 0 awdhsé@dal uBy then addin
scores, one would acquire a qualified view of the rblesed/vhiesbased balance
in the organisationds integrity managemen
interesting overview, but it is tirreonsuming and the resulting figures (that are
ultimately based upon qualitative assessments) run the risk of creatingsamilbf
exactness that is not there.

1 Alternatively, one could opt for a mogpalitative assessmentRather than using
figures, one could look at the overall picture, consider the contents and specific
approaches of the instruments and thus make a casfaelssment of the overall
balance.

236. Although the overall recommendation is to ensure adequate balance between the
rulesbased and the valuémsed approaches, this is not an absolute rule. There might be at
leag two reasons to justify an imbalance

1 One might consciously aim at striking mporary imbalance within the
organisation to achieve a significant transition. For example, in an organisation
where one wants to eradicate pervasive and serious corrupt®mmight decide for
a temporary emphasis on the rdtesed approach: making strict rules and strictly
controlling and enforcing them. After this tightly controlled transition, one could
then aim at a situation of balance, with an emphasis on vahseshpproaches.

1 As has been mentioned before, the balance should not only be assessed at the level
of the core anccomplementaryinstruments, but also in the wider context of the
organisation.

237. Ultimately, this will be a qualitative assessment that cannot be fully outlined in a
checklist or simple visual representation.
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2. Continuous development processes
2.1. Continuous development processes of individual instruments

238 This section addresses the development processes of all the individual instruments.

The I ntegrity FrameworboCheeckhpaopted ¢ wclues et d hen il
instruments are truly implemented, evaluated and adapted. These specific processes need to

be embedded in the overall development process (see 2.2) to achieve synergies.

239 Specifically, the Checklist for this section below presents the same instruments in
the rows as presented above, but the columpkcély focus on the development process of
each of these instruments. The Checklist is filled out by indicating how many times each of
the steps has been run through.
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Instrument
present inside
the
organisation?

Instrument
present
outside the
organisabn?

Plan

Do

Check

Act

1. Determining and defining integrity

Analysis of risks to integrity

Analysis of ethical dilemmas

Consultation of staff and stakeholders

Code of conduct/code of ethics

Conflict of interest policy

Gifts and gratuities policy

Post employment arrangements

Nonwritten standard setting

Structural measures in the coretbé framework

Separating functions: foeeyes principle,

Rotating functions

Other strictural measures
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Measures in personnel management

- Integrity emphasised in recruitment

- Integrity as criterion for selection (e.g. backgrou
checks)

- Ensuring sufficient diversity among staff

- Providing employees with cleaslj descriptions

- Integrity as criterion for evaluation and promotio

- Integrity as competency in  competer
management

Measures in financial management (e.g. appropr
procedures for procurement and contract management

Measuredn information management (e.g. protecti
automated databases)

Measures in quality management (e.g. reviewing
guality assessment tool)

2. Guiding towards integrity

Exemplary behaviour by management

Integrity training
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Oath, signing an fAintegd

Integrating integrity in the regular discourse

- Announcing the integrity policy through chann
of internal and external communication

- Regular discussions of ethical dilemmas in
official internal communication channels of t
organisation

- Institutionalising regular discussions of ethig
issues in staff meetings or in individy
supervisor/employee meetings

- Creating an open culture of communication wh
integrity issues canebraised easily

Coaching and counselling for integrity

Assessing the fairness of personnel manage
processes

- Fairness of recruitment and selection

- Fairness of promotion and reward

3. Monitoring integrity

Whistleblowing system
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- Accessible procedures for reporting misconduct

- Protection for whistleblowers

Citizen complaint system

Actively searching for individual integrity violations

- Social control by colleagues

- Daily superision by supervisors, managemsg
control

- Formal controls: inspection

- Early warning systems

- Social control by stakeholders

Organisationallevel mapping of integrity violation
and integrity dilemmas

- Systematic registration  of complaints,
investigations, etc.

- Surveymeasurement of integrity violations a
integrity dilemmas

- Informal probing for ethical dilemmas and issy
among staff
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4. Enforcing integrity

Informal sanctioning, as a consequence safcial
control or daily supervision

Fair and appropriate procedures for investigatio
and sanctions

Appropriate processes for internal and exter
communication about integrity violations

Instruments in the outer context

Mechanisms of external control and audit

Mechanisms for public scrutiny (e.g. social witness

Ethics laws

Laws on party and election financing

Rules on lobbying

Etc.
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2.2. Overall continuous development process

240 Maintaining an effective integrity management system needs an explicit overall continuous development process to @sstomfitatents are
appropriately planned, implemented, evaluated and adapted. Rather thbntisikimy boxes, this section asks to truly describe the overall development

process of the organisationds integrity management f roadrielywmrnkpire thishe | i s
description.
Timing Desciiption
Plan

- Is there an integrity management plan?

- Does it have a broad legitimacy?

- Does it express one overall view?

- Does it contain specific actions, containi
the elements of the PDCeéycle?

- Are the instruments coherently a
consisterly working towards the overa
goals of the integrity plan?

Do: Are the instruments being implemented
planned?

Check Is there a regular evaluation of t
integrity management framework&.g. audit, annua
report, surveys among staff and stakedbkas, etc.)
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Act: Is there a followup to the evaluation t
make necessary adjustments?
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3. Structures and actors

3.1. Actorsodo responsibilities over individual
241 This section identifies the ac®involved in the integrity management of public

sector organisations. These are listed for each of the instruments, thus providing a complete
overview of how the integrity management framework is organised.

242 Thelntegrity Framework distinguishes between various types of actors.

243 Theintegrity management framework essentially consists of three types of actors
(see paragraph 4.3):

1 management: supervisors, middle managemeptmanagement;
1 integrity actors: specific integrity unit, ethics officer, etc.; and

T complementary actor@ersonnel management, financial and contract management,
information management, etc.

244, Concerning the lmadercontext of the integrity management framework (3.2), the
Integrity Framework distinguishes between the inner context (context within the organisation)
and outer context (the wider public sector and governance environment) and lists various
actors thamight play a role in these contexts

1 inner context: for example legal departmedgpartment of contracting and
infrastructure; and

1 outer contextthe components of the national and local integrity system.
245 This section of the checklist is not expected to be filled out by ticking the cells, but
by specifying as precise as possible which actor(s) is/are responsible for a specific instrument.

The actors listed in the Integrity Framework above could act as inspiratit ultimately this
will depend on specific circumstances.
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Instrument
present  inside
the organisation?

Instrument
present outside
the organisation?

Managemen|

Integrity
actor(s)

Actor(s) in
complmentary
layers

Actor(s)
in inner
context

Actor(s)
in  outer
context

1. Determining and defining integrity

Analysis of risks to integrity

Analysis of ethical dilemmas

Consultation of staff and stakeholders

Code of conduct/code of ethics

Conflict of interest policy

Gifts and gratuities policy

Post employment arrangements

Nonwritten standard setting

Structural measures in the core thfe
framework

- Separating  functions:

principle

foreyes

- Rotating functions

- Other stuctural measures
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Measures in personnel management

- Integrity emphasised in recruitment

- Integrity as criterion for selectiol
(e.g. background checks)

- Ensuring sufficient diversity amor
staff

- Providing employees witklear job
descriptions

- Integrity as criterion for evaluatioy
and promotion

- Integrity as competency i
competency management

Measures in financial management (e
appropriate procedures for procurement a
contract management)

Measures in information manageme
(e.g. protecting automated databases)

Measures in quality management (€
reviewing the quality assessment tool)

2. Guiding towards integrity

Exemplary behaviour by management
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Integrity training

Oath, signing an

Integrating integrity in the regula
discourse

- Announcing the integrity polic
through channels of internal an
external communication

- Regular discussions of ethic
dilemma in the official internal
communication channels of th
organisation

- Institutionalising regular discussion
of ethical issues in staff meetings
in individual
supervisor/employeemeetings

- Creating an open culture ¢
communication where fegrity issues
can be raised easily

Coaching and counselling for integrity

Assessing the fairness of person
management processes

- Fairness of recruitment and selectic

- Fairness of promotion and reward
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3. Monitoring integrity

Whistleblowing system

- Accessible procedures for reportir
misconduct

- Protection for whistleblowers

Citizen complaint system

Actively searching for individug
integrity violations

- Social control bycolleagues

- Daily supervision by supervisor,
management control

- Formal controls: inspection

- Early warning systems

- Social control by stakeholders

Organisationallevel mapping 0]
integrity violations and integrity dédmmas

- Systematic registration of complain
investigations, etc.

- Surveymeasurement of integrit
violations and integrity dilemmas
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- Informal  probing for ethical
dilemmas and issues among staff

4. Enforcing integrity

Informal sanctioning, as a consequer
of social control or daily supervision

Fair and appropriate procedures fq
investigations and sanctions

Appropriate processes for internal af
external communication about integri
violations

Instruments in the outer context

Mechanisms of external control ar
audit

Mechanisms for public scrutiny (e.
social witness)

Ethics laws

Laws on party and election financing

Rules on lobbying

Etc.
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3.2. Overall structure and cordination

246. This final section of the Checklist specifies the mechanisms to achieve a coherent integrity framework through stroadimatioa.

Below is a norexhaustive list ofjuestions that could be taken into consideration to assess the degree of owandilhatmon of thelntegrity
Frameworkof an organisation.

Present/ not present

Co-ordination mechanisms

Is there a forum where the main actors in integrity managemesi?

Is there an individual or unit that is responsible foocdination?

Are there other, informal communication lines between the main actors (
framework?

Etc.
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