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The thesis of the article is that ethics regimes are often created in "law" without
implementation (legislators assume they will be self-implementing),created as
administrative structures without the weight of law, or not provided with the authority to
carry out their mission. Thisarticle will illustrate several examples of such systemsand
the problems created because of these defects. Finadly, the article will outline a
development and implementation model for integrity systems.

Note: The opinions expressed in this article are the author’ s done and do not represent the policy or
perspective of the Office of Government Ethics or the United States Government.



Modern bureaucracy in the interest of integrity has developed a high sense of status
honor; without this sense the danger of an awful corruption and a vulgar Philistinism
threatens fatally. And without such integrity, even the purely technical functions of the
state apparatus would be endangered. The significance of the state apparatus for the
economy has been steadily rising, especially with increasing socialization, and its
significance will be further augmented.

Max Weber, Politics as a Vocation

It isboth difficult to manage and towork in modern government bureauicracies. Unliketheir private
counterparts, public systems not only struggle to comport with structural regulations, but also to operate
with both agency and government-wide policy mandates that are often complex, and in some cases
contradictory. Citizens in democracies today have also made clear their mandate for honest and
trangparent government, leading many governments to devel op articulated integrity systems.  Ethicsor
integrity systems are some of the most complicated, and least understood, systemsin modern public
adminidration. Thisessay intendsto lay out the Structure of those systems, the permutations within those
structures, and some ideas on how to measure their effectiveness.

Thequestion | would liketo answer is, “what isan effectively designed and well managed ethics
system?’ Part of theanswer to this question comesfrom thework of the Organization for Economic and
Community Devel opment, the Organization of American States, the United Nations Programme on Public
Adminigtration and Finance and the World Bank. Officidsfrom al of these organizations share arelative
agreement about the basic outlines of an ethics program: an independent office or agency; transparency

systems; a code of conduct that is clear and based within alegal framework; ethics education; hotlines;

whistle blower protection; open decision making processes; and, appropriate sanctions to deal with
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misconduct.

It hasbecome fashionablein the American academic community to revile (Morganand Reynolds,
1997; Annacharico and Jacobs, 1996; Caiden, 1999; Mackenzie, 1999) or dismiss such ethics systems
(Cooper, 1998). Thesecritiquesrange acrossaspectrum of complaints: e.g., the programsdiscourage
individualsfrom entering public service, the programs overburden bureaucracieswith rules, and they are
“sopolitical aneffort to criminaize behavior and humiliate public officids.” (Mackenzie, 1999, p. 13) Yet
thereislittle analytical research in the area to validate those criticisms, and those that purport to be
empiricd are at best anecdota and impressionistic. (Menzel and Carson, 1999) Even more befuddling
aretherangeof aternativestheseauthorssugges, if they areeven offered: urging stronger religiousbeliefs,
moving from “systems’ to valition, or relying on reengineered government to diminate unethica urges. (For
acritique of thelatter, see Gilman, 1999.) Thecriticd literatureinthe areais both theoreticaly vague and
provides little indication of how these aternative ethics programs function — either on apolicy or an
administrative level.

Perhaps a better series of analytical questions needs to be asked. More theoretically and
empirically rich issueswould raise questions such as. can ethical reasoning be embodied in codes? Do
minimal standards encourage public employees to have minimal ethics, or do they encourage those
employeesto think more deegply about ethical issues? Do programsthat are designed to prevent unethica
behavior create impossible expectations in the public mind? For the purpose of this paper | hope to
address a set of important, but less grand questions, such aswhat do we know about the way ethics
systemswork? Why do they work well and when they fail, what isthe cause? | hope to sketch some

provisona answersto theselatter questionswith the hopethat it will beamodd for enriching the research
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enterprise in public service ethics.
Why Do Ethics Systems Work Well and Why do they Fail?

Thetendency isto view the creation of ethics systemswith al of their incumbent programsasall
being of asingle design. In fact, ethics programs take on a multiplicity of shapes, organizations and
respong hilities, both within the United States and throughout theworld. Asexamples, these programscan
be centralized or decentrdized, they can have enforcement or only advisory capacities, they can beled by
asngleofficid or by acommission, and they can be only consulting bodies or the final arbiters of what is
right andwrong. Each of these elementsare worthwhile examining, however threefacetsof thestructure
of ethicsprogramsareespecidly criticd intheir success: legal structur e, implementation and authority.
Therest of thispaper will focus upon these critical foundations, both outlining alternative models and
providing suggestions for measuring their effectiveness.

Legal Structure and Legal Standing:

It is often assumed that the essentia work to be donein ethicsispassing laws. Thelegd structure
isdesigned to place sanctions againgt individuasfor bribes, conflicts of interest, illicit enrichment or other
behavior that are viewed as contrary to the public good. Theselawscan entail crimina or civil remedies,
including fines, aswell as—in the broadest sense of law — administrative rules that are punishable by
sructurd remedies, e.g. being removed from one sgovernment position. The problem isthat lawswithout
implementation strategies, and actua implementation, are dmost worthless. Colleaguesin Latin America
often refer to their laws as“ mas palabras bellas’ , or many beautiful words. Y et it isinstitutions, not
words, that make laws effective.

A lack of legal standing, no matter the country or legal system, is aways an impediment to
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successful ethicsingtitutions. The absence of clear laws creates problemsfor any ethics programin terms
of its structure, its responsibilities, and its authority to ensure that public employees respect its guidance.
Any program created purely by fiat or executive order isvulnerable. Ingtitutionsthat do not have
standinginlaw are easily ignored, and even more easily swept away with every new election. Reflecting
ontheU.S. experience, Frederick Herrmann wrote: “Itisafact of American politicd life. . . that the great
weaknessin theregulation of ethicsin thiscountry isnot so much the provision of thelaw but thelack of
concernfor their administration and enforcement.” (Herrmann, 1\997, p. 13) Good administration requires
aclear misson and adetailed description of the structure and function of theingtitutionsthat implement the
law.
Implementation Strategies crafted in law must identify and answer the following nine questions:
1) What are the general responsibilities of the ethics program:
2.) Who isthefinal authority in making decisions,
3.) How independent of other authoritiesis the ethics office;
4.) How isthe program to be organized, i.e. centralized or decentralized,;
5.) What are the responsibilities of ethics officers who servein this system;
6.) How will public employees (aswell asthe genera public) gain knowledge about the rulesthey are
expected to obey;
7.) What are the responsibilities of agencies and agency heads to the ethics programs;
8.) For what instruments, which identify ethics problems(e.g., financia disclosure), isthe ethics agency
responsible;
9.) How will ethics program evaluate and measure its success?
Each of these dements should be clearly spelled out in elther law or regulation. 1t should dso belinked to
themission of the agency. Ultimatedly, these questions should be reviewed by an independent agency to
ensuretheselinkages exist and areworking effectively. (For adightly different perspective, see OECD,
1998.)

Law without I mplementation:



A successful ethics program requires morethan an administrative structure. Theremust also be
apolicy sructurethat linksthe e ements of the program, and allows effective feedback about problemsthat
results in adaptive changes. Even within thisrather narrow set of issues there are severa identifiable
programmatic decisions that must be made.

Aninitid, pragmatic decision must be made within thelanguage of the legidation: whereisthe
ethicsprogram to belocated? Oftenthe answer isto placeit in apersonnel office or ajustice ministry.
This generally does not work very well. One reason isthat the office will take on the* character” of the
agency itisin, rather than having its own identity. A second reason isthat budgeting and personnel
decisgons inthat agency will dwaystreeat the officeasastep child. And last, because the ethics office will
be placed within another agency, questionswill be raised about at least the appearance of ethics office's
decisions and objectivity. (See OECD, 1996)

A second critica set of decisonsrelatesto how the various respongibilities of the ethics officelink
with oneanother. Ethicsofficesthroughout theworld havevariousactivitiesor responsbilities: conflicts
of interest, clean elections, standards of conduct, government in the sunshine, whistle blower hotlines,
whistleblower protections, ethics education, ethics counseling, ombudsmanroles, etc. Thelegidative
tendency isto put too much responsibility in oneagency. The best solution to thisisto be clear about not
only the agency goals but how each responsibility linkswith other agency tasks. For example, having
financia disclosurewithout somerule set (e.g. conflictsof interest laws, illicit enrichment restrictions,
gtandards of conduct) crestes a Sgnificant administrative burden with the only benefit being trangparency.
The question such transparency begsis*what do you do then?’ If thereisno standard against which to

evaluate the disclosure any suggestion of impropriety is at best arbitrary.



Inaddition, what if thefinancial disclosurerevedspotential problemswith an employee’ sjob or
assets. What aretheremedies? These need to be clearly outlined in law and administrative process.
Examplesof remediesincludedivestiture, waiver systems, recusal or sometrust arrangement. Withinsome
systemstransparency aone might suffice, such as an independent officereviewing aconflict or an asset.
But the expectationsin law and in administration should be made clear. (Gilman, 1998b)

The absence of these considerations creates circumstances where law, however well crafted,
becomesimpossibleto enforce. Theresult isthat ethical obligations can become the subject of ridicule
within the bureaucracy. Outside of government the impact is even worse. Citizens' belief in their
government, and even abdief in democracy and democratic vaues, will erode. Inevitably, countrieswith
these problems begin to develop a “trust deficit.” AsDonald Menzel has argued:

Although there may be many conditions and circumstances that diminish or destroy trust in public

authoritiesand government, noneislikely to do it more quickly and effectively than the unethical

conduct of public officeholders, both elected and appointed. The unethica actsof public officids

are adirect threat to democratic government.” (Menzel, 1996, p. 73)

The effective design of ethics programs can reduce the trust deficit. However, thereverseisalso true.
I neffective design of such programs can lead to wholesal e condemnation of political opponentsor the
entrgoment of individuasinvolved in petty violations. Theresult isthat ethics programswithout boundaries
and amission have atendency to be viewed by the average citizen asamodern variation of theinquisition
or avalidation of the ineffectiveness of democratic institutions.

Institutions Without L aw:

Asbad asethicslaw without ingtitutions can be, ingtitutions without alega framework can beeven

worse. Often these institution tend to have the flavor of vigilantism. Because they are not enforcing



anything specifically, they enforce everything. Theimagein the public mind tends to be one of a star
chamber, where asecret cabd of officials meet to determine guilt and innocence based on petty prgudices
or ideological fervor. In some countries, agencies with very neutral or passive titles, e.g. integrity
commissions or ombudsman, have taken on the roles of interpretation, advice, investigation, prosecution
—and in rare instance judgement — in the fight against corruption. Such a compleat systems puts
extraordinary power in the hands of a very few and would be a challenge to even the most stable
democratic societies.

Therearevariationson thethemeof dl powerful integrity indtitutions. One isto havealegidature
create amelange of agencieswith overlapping jurisdictions and vaguely writtenlega provisions. For
example, Argentinahasalaw that crimindizesanindividua accepting ajobin the public servicefor which
heisincompetent. It seemsimpossibleto evenimaginehow such alaw would be enforced, yetitisa
recommended principlein the United Nations Code of Conduct. Add to this mixture competing public
offices in the same country — public prosecutor, inspectors general, ethics commissions, exceptional
investigating units, integrity investigators—and theresult ismore Franz Kafkaand far lessdemocracy. (See
Gilman, 1999)

There must be abalance of officeswith clear sets of digtinctive responsibilities to enforce specific
lawsor well defined rulesin order to avoid what can be characterized asethical anarchy. Without detailed
guidanceand specificity atypeof culturd relativism becomesthe dominant theme, with eachintegrity entity
defining for itself what actsare worthy of sanctions. Many timestheseingditutionsare ultimately loosened
fromrespongbility, evento the entitiesthat createthem. Such agencies, operating asaexterna branch of

government, inevitably raise the question of whether they are athreat to democratic institutions and
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democratic values.

The symmetry between the independence of these agencies and their responsibility within
democratic government isperhapsthemost difficult part tocraftintolaw. Itisatest of legidativeingenuity.
There are anumber of governmentswho have achieved such abalancein critical andimportant ways.

(UNDP, 1997)

Thelnstruments of Ethics: Financial Disclosure

Therearemany instrumental meansto help ensureethical behavior. Contemporary governments
appear to favor trangparency systems asintegrity instruments. These can belaws governing openness of
government operationsand procedures, the ability of the public to comment upon regulations by publishing
themin proposed formfirst —aswell asthegovernment agencies obligation to respond to these comments,
and so called “sunshing” provisionsin government procurement and contracting. However, the most
popular form of transparency isfinancial disclosure.

On the surface, it would appear that financial disclosure is relatively straight forward. A
government officid discloseshisor her assetsto ensure that they have not taken or will not take advantage
of their public office. Asisgeneraly the case, the devil isinthedetails. And, inthe case of financia
disclosure, important questionsare not asked beforethe systemsare put into place. Theredlity isthat the
creation of disclosure programsare generally areaction to apublic scandal or the perception of public
corruption. The management and implications of these programs are seldom effectively thought through,
however, and their purpose is usually less clear.

Why financia disclosure? Therearegenerdly two reasonsfor using financid disclosure: detecting



illicit enrichment or prophylacticaly eliminating theredity or appearance of using one’ sjob for persona
benefit. Governmentstend to be attracted to systemsthat captureillicit enrichment. However, thereare
manifold problemswith implementing these systems. Firgt, any illicit enrichment form which purportsto
capture everything one ownsislimited by at least three elements: categories, memory and honesty. By
categories, can you effectively account for everything a human being owns (cars, jewdlry, etc.)? By
memory, will even the most honest person remember that they own alawnmower that they loaned their
neighbor? Findly by honesty, illicit enrichment forms assume that people with something to hide will be
motivated to accurately fill out forms that would be prima facie evidence of criminal wrong doing.

Financid disclosure can be used to prevent unethical behavior. It would be preposterousto suggest
that it could diminateall potential unethical acts. However, financia disclosure does solve some of the
problemsillicit enrichment programsdo have. Firg, thereisamotivation tofill these disclosureformsout
because problems can be identified and remedied before they have an impact on the employee or the
government. Second, the categoriesfor such formscan befar smpler. Y oujust need to capture those
elementswhose va ue could increase (or decrease) because of the officia's government position. And ladt,
because the categories are simpler it is easier for the official to fill them out.

The problem with financial disclosure isthat it requires sophisticated technical training to
meaningfully review and anayze potential problems. It also requires sufficient staffing to ensurethat the
formsarereviewed in atimely manner. Furthermore, there must be specific periodsfor filing these forms
(e.g. annualy) and having them reviewed before entering office, aswell asaclear set of remediesif
problemsarise. Findly, thereisatendency to requirefar greater numbers of public servantsto file such

formsthan are necessary. The experience of the Office of Government Ethicsisthat ethicsissues, aswell
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asthe public interest, usually arise in only the top one-half of one percent of government officials.

A lagtissuethat ariseswith financid disclosureiswhether to makeit public or not, andif itispublic
what it will meanin practice. For example, inthe United Statesthereisatwo tiered system of financia
disclosureconssting of public and confidential elements. Themost senior executive branch officidsare
required tofill out public disclosures, including the President, theVice President, dl cabinet level and sub-
cabinet levd officidsaboveacertain pay grade, dl generd officersin themilitary, and dl senior executive
servicemembers. Theseformsarefiled when officials enter government, annually theresfter every May
15, and when upon termination of government service. Copiesof the actud formsare availableto anyone
upon request, including the most recent form, and any from the six yearspreceding years. The confidentia
sysemincludesthe samedata, but it isfor lower level employees, and isused for only internal government
purposes, e.g. counseling or investigation. (Gilman, 1998b)

Therearemultiplevariationsonthistheme. 1n South Africa, thelegidature hasdeveloped afrom
that ispart public and part confidentid. In Egypt disclosureformsare currently filed every seven yearsand
can only bereleased by acourt order. In Romaniaathreejudge panel must recommend the “ unsealing’
of disclosures, and the president of the country must decide whether to do so. In severa countries
disclosures are collected and only released if criminal charges arefiled againgt theindividual. (Gilman,
1999) Thequestion astowhich of these systemsis*better” isboth aculturd and empiricd one. A further
guestion iswhether an independent body reviewing such instrumentsistransparent enough, or doesit
require public access?

A last issue often raised when one discusses discl osureisthat of the privacy of the public official.

Thiswill beraised in any country where a balance must be found between persona privacy and the
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public’sright to know. At thetime that government-wide disclosure was mandated in the United States
many in themediaargued that no one would be willing to serve the government because of the undue
scrutiny financid disclosure entailed. Y et contrary to dire predictions and current ad hominem assumptions,
the U.S. government does not lack for gpplicants who desire to serve office. (Gilman, 1998a) Ultimately,
thetest of financia disclosure comesdownto former U.S. Supreme Court Justice Brandeis' oft-repeated
statement that: “ Publicity isjustly commended asaremedy for socia and industrial diseases. Sunlightis
sadtobethebest of disinfectants; e ectriclight themost efficient policeman.” (Quoted in Duplantier, 1979)
Inthesameway, financia disclosure, and the opennessthat comeswith it, are often among the best ways
to sanitize corruption.
Authority and Empower ment: Fueling the Effectiveness of Ethics Structures

Frederick Herrmann recently argued that the effectiveness of ethics agencies “rests on the three
pillars of autonomy, adequate funding, and enforcement capability.” (Herrmann, 1997, p. 14) Thissection
of my paper will borrow heavily from Herrmann’sarguments. Fundamentally, ethics agencies must have
the authority to accomplishtheir misson. Many scholars confuse this as somehow the combination of the
lega structure and implementation strategies. Y et, aclose examination of these agenciesreveastheir
authority structures are separable and without those structures it would be impossible for them to function
no matter how well the law iswritten or how thorough implementation strategies are designed.

Asimportant, in the pragmétic political world it isnot uncommon for political leadersto offer ethics
offices, programs, or initiatives asways of concealing their own mendacity, or to conceal the venality of
theirministers. AsNiccolo Machiavdli pointsout, monarchica leadersshould “ havelittleregard for good

faith, and [be] . . . able by astuteness to confuse mens brains.” He continues later in this chapter:
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Thusitiswell to seem merciful, faithful, humane, sincere, religious. . . but you must havethemind
so disposed that when it is needful to be otherwiseyou . . . . must have amind disposed to adapt
itself according to the wind, and as the variations of fortune dictate, and as | said before, not

deviate from what isgood, if possible, but be able to do evil if constrained. (Machiavelli, 1950,

Chapter XVI1I1)

In afew casesboth the executive and | egidative have created ethics programs, not to control abuses or
corruption, but only to put a patina of legitimacy on their anticorruption efforts. Thisisusualy done by
giving these officestoolittleauthority. Insodoing, thevendity of politicsconfusesmen’sbrains, ultimately
eroding the legitimacy of government.

Autonomy:

Autonomy is the single most important pillar of authority for ethics agencies. There must be
independent political control, and yet at the sametimeit must beresponsible. By responsible | mean that
an ethicsagency cannot expect unlimited funding, nor should it be protected from normal oversightin
contracting, budgeting and personnd areas. An ethicsagency, whether run by anindividual director ora
commission, needs to be able to speak truth to power. For that reason, the head of these offices cannot
be subject to ad hoc removal. In most effective systems these leaders do not serve at the pleasure of the
gppointing authority, but have some specific terms of office. An additiond insulation comesfrom having
most of theoffice sfunctionscarried out by civil servantswho have some sort of long term job and pension
protection.

Autonomy also meansthat ethics agenciesmust be abovethe political fray, both inredity andin
gopearance. Itisunfortunately truethat some governmentshave used such offices*to get” their opponents.

The best way to avoid thisis by isolating the authority of the ethics regime from the influences of political

bias. Thereisnothing more dangerous to democratic institutions than to use these officesin a partisan or
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ideological way. Eventhe perception of abuse can undermine the entire enterprise of trying to maintain
integrity.

Autonomy furthermore meansthat the Structure and budget requestsfor the program are solely the
concern of theethicsoffice, and not somelarger program or ministry. Theleadership of such officeswill
inal likelihood be more senior with some sgnificant experiencein government. Ethicsofficidsare often
forced to say “no” to very powerful people. They perform difficult, but necessary functions, and if carried
out properly, they are guaranteed not to make friends. Teling asenior minister that the person they are
living with cannot accept ascholarship from acorporationwill not be popular for severd reasons; firg, their
companion will feel cheated, and second, the minister will feel embarrassed that their integrity was
questioned. Ultimately, such decisions protect both the individual and the integrity of the government.
Nevertheless, it often takesincredibleintestina fortitude to withstand the short term ire of thosewho are
accustomed to hearing “yes.”

Funding and Resour ces:

Not providing adequate funding and staffing for ethics officesisan extremely efficient way of
making them ineffective. For example, 1973 in the state of New Jersey the legidature alocated only
$50,000 to enforce the law when conservative estimates suggested that they would need twenty times that
amount to be bardly effective. (Herrmann, 1997, p. 17) The other way to control effectivenessisintroduce
acontrol staff. If an ethics officeisallocated only three peopleto review 60,000 financial disclosure
reports, it isclear that the government isnot concerned about financia disclosure. Another aspect of this
hasto do with full and part time employees. Part of the autonomy of ethics offices hasto do with the

independence of their staffs. If office staff areonly part time or have short term contracts, itisimpossible
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to maintain both technical capability and to ensure the independence of thestaff. Constant concern asto
whether you will be employed next month is not areasonable foundation for an effective personnd system
in any office.

Another part of adequate funding isthat ethics agencies must have the toolsto do their trade.
Among the most important toolstoday are persona computers. Given the requirements of transparency
and counseling systemsitiscritical to have database programs, computer tracking systemsand the ability
todoresearchonline. Anagency responsblefor financia disclosure, as Hedlund and Rosenburg (1996,
p. 14) wrote, “ismerely awarehouse for thousands of sheetsof paper.” Unfortunately, many disclosure
systems, rather than being the paragons of trangparency, arein redlity severa dusty, gray filing cabinets
filledwithinaccessblerefuse. Thecauseof this, according to Herrmann, isthe double phobiaof disclosure
and computers. Thisled thelegidature of the state of Maryland to reject computer filing threeyearsina
row earlier inthisdecade. (Herrmann, p. 17) There are other funding requirementsaswell. If ethics
officeswill berequired to do ethics audits of offsite components within the government, they must have
funding for trave to vist the programs. If the offices are respongble for education and training, they must
also have resources to develop effective course and training materials.

Enfor cement:

Thefind pillar isenforcement. It isimportant not to confuse this with the notion of judicial
enforcement. To beeffectiveethicsagenciesdo not havetoinvestigate and prosecuteviolations. Rather,
there must be systemsto ensure that the enforcement of ethics guidelines occur in aprompt and sure
manner. |nmany countriesthe tendency isto fight increasing problems of corruption with more and more

severependties. Infact, inseverd countries, such asVietnam and the Philippines, public corruptionisa
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capital offense. The experience of many countries has been that the severity of the penalty against
corruption haslittleimpact. What does have impact isthe belief that the penaty will be sure and quick.
Asatestable propostion, it might be suggested that a $500 fine for corruption collected within amonth of
violation would create agreater deterrence than a poor enforced capital punishment sentence for the same
crime.

Authority is decisive when cons dering the effective management of ethicsstructures. Inat least
one sense, it ismore important to pay attentionto the authority of the ethics agency or program, because
itismogt easly, and cynicdly, manipulated for politica ends. Ethicsprograms, asanticorruption agencies,
must be“purer than Caesar’ swife.” Theseagencies must befree not only of theredity of ethica problems
but even free of such appearances. Thisisadifficult jobyetitismoreand morecritica to effective, modern
democracy.

Conclusion:

Thisessay islittle more than asketch about what isnecessary to effectively manage public ethics
programs. It should indicate more about how much we do not know, than what we really know. It so
does not even ask the question of how we manage these new agencies. Much more empirical research
needs to be done on what makes these programs effective and how they are best run to protect
democracies. Modern democracies canill afford to ignore these or other anticorruption programs.
Corruption breedsits own verson of a“bandity of evil” that any defender of democracy must fear and be
ever vigilant against.

Weknow little about the cultura variablesthat go into these differences, dthough it is reasonable

to suggest many of these cultura differencesare more myth than redity. (Gilmanand Lewis, 1996) We
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need to better understand thefailings of these programs. Arguing that ethics programsought to espouse
philosophical or religious principlesasthe sole guidesto behavior suggests more about the naivete of the
proponentswho argue thisthan thefallings of the programs. However, there arejustified concernsthat we
do not effectively measure the impact of ethics agencies and that there are perhaps alternative ways of
ensuring theintegrity of government. Thisisachalengeall whowork inthevineyardsof ethicsmust face.

Ultimately, we must focus on the purpose of ethics programs. One might liketo think that being
ethicd isitsownreward. However, the socid psychology literature paintsafar more complex picturethan
this, looking to avariety of motivesand meanings. The primary purpose of ethicsprogramsin ademocracy
isto maintain the confidence of the peoplein their government. Thereisno moreimportant role. A great
Chinese sage is credited with the following aphorism which captures the essence of my argument:

Tzu Kung asked for a definition of good government. The Master replied: 1t

consists in providing enough food to eat, in keeping enough soldiers to

guard the State, and in winning the confidence of the people. - And if one

of these three things had to be sacrificed, which should go first? - The

Master replied: Sacrifice the soldiers. - And if of the two remaining

things one had to be sacrificed, which should it be? - The Master replied:

let it be the food. From the beginning men have always had to die. But
without the confidence of the people no government can stand at all.
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