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Abstract. This article argues the case that integrity in jmikagencies is best
served through the development of a system of geraents involving laws, policies,
protocols and institutional design that, in totaperate in harmony to generate a cul-
ture of integrity. A critical element in this systef integrity is the formation and op-
eration of specialised integrity agencies, whichrkvavith parliaments and civil ser-
vices to create a means through which public camcebout integrity can be inde-
pendently examined and reported. The article resmgthe balancing that is re-
quired between agency autonomy and parliamentamgroband warns that arrange-
ments must be capable of dealing with the comjsexihat follow from these special-
ised integrity agencies operating in a dynamic esvnent.
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Introduction

Integrity in public administration typically relat¢o means of tackling corruption,
misconduct and maladministration with a view toabBshing a culture of ethical
behaviour among all participants in the politicdianistrative system. What has
become clear to many commentators is that a syst@wsis increasingly being seen
as the most effective way of fostering this ethmature.

An integrity system is a series of institutions gmelctices that collectively aim to
build integrity, transparency, and accountabilityttie public sector. The system is a
mix of institutions, laws, regulations, codes, p@s and procedures that provide a
framework of checks and balances, to foster anremwient of high quality decision
making, and to identify and address inappropriatealiour including corruption [21].

It is an interesting use of the word ‘integrity’tls context as it has meaning beyond
ethical behaviour to include the notion of beingolehor undiminished — a system intact.
An effective integrity system requires a rangentérlinked arrangements, processes and
laws that in total help to generate an effectiiuoel of integrity. A system is more than
separately establishing special purpose integgignaies, calling commissions of enquiry
when specific situations arise, adopting codesoofiact or establishing mechanisms for
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investigating breaches of ethical behaviour. Iths sum of these, or as Transparency
International has recommended, a set or systenstitiitional pillars [24].

This article provides a meta-analysis of the rdiespecialised integrity agencies
within a system of integrity. The argument is degel in two main parts. The first focu-
ses on some of the issues relating to the estatdistand assessment of integrity systems
arguing that an effective system is an integral phgood governance. The second part
deals with the establishment, development and ®matibn of specialised integrity
agencies as one of the critical pillars of a totedgrity system. For this article, we have
regarded integrity agencies as state institutiatis specific responsibility for monitoring,
reviewing and fostering integrity as an integraéneént of good governance and
countering any abuses detected. The article rigesrucial elements that are endemic to
the establishment and development of specialigedrity agencies: the changing roles of
integrity agencies with their constant search égitimacy over time; and the continuing
need to balance agency autonomy and governmemokower their activities.

Developing an effective integrity system

A ‘national integrity system’ [20] refers to thetwerk of interrelated ‘pillars’ that
sustain and promote public integrity and enablecantuption reforms to be addressed.
These pillars involve a complex of institutionsygasses, people and attitudes relevant to
ensuring integrity. Establishing a system is basethe idea that the answer to corruption
does not lie in a single institution or a single,laut rather in the institutionalisation or en-
culturation of integrity through a number of agesciaws, practices and ethical codes. This
systems thinking has been adopted by Transparatemational in developing the meta-
phor of an integrity system as an ancient Greelemhere the various structural compo-
nents were mutually interdependent. Each of tharpivas to be mutually reinforcing.

Importantly, the media, the business sector, abtiqpopinion have also been seen as
critical to the successful reform of public indiitms. In Australia, following an extensive
enquiry into corruption in the state of Queenslatide enquiry commissioner
demonstrated the connections between corruptiorthenduality of public accountability
and democratic discussion across the spheresioé ppérliament, the public service and
the mass media. In his final report, he concludied ‘there is no purpose iecemeal
solutions, which only serve to conceal rather thate the defects in the existing system.
Sooner or later there must be a major overhaul’ [8]

It is this notion okystenthat leads us to the conclusion that integrityobees more
embedded when it has become infused as part dfrttaeler system of governance. As
discussed in more detail below, several internatiarganisations concerned with
improving the quality of political and corporatevgonance have in the past two decades
developed new frameworks for assessing public fityeg hese frameworks typically
involve a mix of governance elements such as ks, administrative, management
and educative arrangements, which recognise the-lexel and multi-layered nature of
integrity-related values and processes [11; 12]ilé&\the frameworks are intended to
provide ways of better understanding the dynamicsitegrity systems, they are not
intended as recipes for establishing or implemgntinfunctioning integrity system
given that they typically advance differing arramgsits and elements.



VieSoji politika ir administravimas. 2011, T. 10, N, p. 41-52 43

In a well-developed integrity system the factomt tinderpin good governance and
promote the ethical and effective pursuit of puplitposes would be diffused throughout
the social, economic, cultural, legal and politioatitutions of a nation (see Table 1). How-
ever, in most jurisdictions, it is common for thpsiaciples and practices to be unevenly dis-
tributed. This may relate to local circumstances thi variation in critical issues to be ad-
dressed; it may relate to the issues of fundiniptegrity functions are often inadequately
and inconsistently funded, and it also may relatpatchy monitoring and oversight ar-
rangements [12]. Hence, the importance of poliical institutional leadership in clarifying
and enforcing standards and providing clear guelasdo how public officials and bodies
should discharge their responsibilities and ac@hilittes in particular jurisdictions.

Table 1:The ‘pillars’ of integrity [18]

Ethical principles as a basic guideline

Clear laws, rules and standards that are openliycéeted

Education about the rules and principles for pubdiovants and elected officials

Advice mechanisms on ethical issues as a proacteasure

Protection of whistleblowers to ensure problemsiéeetified

Transparency both interests, decisions and progesse

Enforcement as a deterrent by agencies with adeguoaters and penalties

Strong institutions of government including an ipeledent judiciary, a public servic

not politicised and a parliament not totally suboated to executive government

e Leadership that sets an example for all in bothsqaal behaviour and day to day
running of government

e Political culture that supports integrity, ethit@haviour and democratic practices

D

A widespread integrity strategy has been to establides of conduct that set out the
requirements for probity in decision-making for ificians, their advisers, and public
servants. Another essential strategy, without whigtmy other measures are ineffective,
has been to establish specific processes for thgityprof key financial procedures. In
some OECD countries an increasingly debated apgproadntegrity reform has been to
establish specialist integrity bodies to indepetigelefine, promote and enforce standards
and to investigate potential offenders for breadfaategrity regulations. However, the
extent of local variations has been such that bgoadtions of international comparability,
and best practice, have been difficult to determine

Despite this, some attempts have been made bynattenal organizations to
assess and rank countries in a table of comparativiormance, for example, the
World Bank, the United Nations and the OECD, aslwasl several international
advocacy bodies and various major NGO bodies irlwn delivering foreign aid.
Clearly the leverage connected with large aid e and emerging markets has
been utilised by many international bodies to ‘emege’ stronger efforts in
establishing and developing more robust integistesms in recipient countries. The
Global Integrity surveys [9; 10] have noted a ppliend for wealthy donor countries
to insist on greater action to curb corruptionxcheange for increased investment and
foreign aid.
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These Global Integrity studies have examined ctomyp accountability and
openness in 25 countries and compiled a list aE@tors across six main governance
categories. This Index was used to ‘score’ theonati frameworks and safeguards
designed to promote public integrity and accoufitatzind prevent corruption or abuses
of power. The Index assessed three dimensionesé thovernance categories: first, the
existence of mechanisms, including laws and institutions, t th@momote public
accountability and limit corruption; second, teffectivenessf these mechanisms; and
third, the accessthat citizens have to public information to holceithgovernment
accountable [12]. The studies found that all caemivere: susceptible to abuses of power,
whether from a lack of transparency, a lack of antability from an independent agency
overseeing the electoral process, or having ndodise requirements or limits on money
from individuals and corporations flowing into pelitical system [3].

Political party finances were secret in ten of 2Becountries surveyed. Following
from this, changes in disclosure rules for politidanations that make donations less
transparent should be seen as a form of corruppenhaps equal to fraudulent
collusion with a private contractor to secure a egament tender [27]. One
implication of this is that strong and independelgctoral commissions should be
included in the list of watchdog integrity agencies

These studies show that approaches to integrite isghly varied locally. For
example, in the 2004 listings the U.S. was rankgloist overall but it had low scores in so-
me areas including the absence of robust indeptadersight mechanisms (a national om-
budsman role), and the perceived widespread ‘bugfraplitical favours. This situation had
not greatly changed in the 2009 survey, which calerl that despite its robust and indepen-
dent media and civil society organizations thatesess effective anti-corruption watchdogs,
the United States continues to struggle with ctimigathe corrupting influence of money in
politics. The new Obama administration has beguaki® small steps towards other impor-
tant accountability and transparency reforms -udinf a commitment to better enforce-
ment of the U.S. Freedom of Information Act andriowed citizen access to government
data — but until improved controls over private Bym politics are enacted, the U.S. has
likely hit a ‘glass ceiling’ in the context of gavance and accountability reforms [10].

In underlining the importance of a systems approatidies such as those noted
above lead us to conclude that accountability geguments requires not just an effective
and just electoral process, but also independediamstrong civil society organisations,
institutional checks and balances, and internalcantuption mechanisms. Poor regula-
tion of political financing has often been seethasmost significant issue for integrity and
accountability, with a risk that the ‘nexus’ betwamoney and power would be ‘normal-
ised’ in many countries. Attention has been draavhh¢ lack of will and capacity of some
legislatures to establish robust regulatory and@atability regimes, including freedom of
information and protection of whistleblowers [12].

The World Bank Institute has argued that, rathen tspecifying particular oversight
bodies, a greater emphasis on improvements in yp##cipation) and in the flow of in-
formation required for accountability (transparénepuld go a long way towards improv-
ing the foundations for good governance and redooedption. Information and transpa-
rency reforms recommended by the World Bank Inistiticluded: disclosure of assets and
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incomes by officials and political candidates; ldisare of political campaign contributions;
publication of draft legislation and details ofitggtive voting; strong regulation to prevent
conflict of interest; black-banning further contsawith firms involved in bribery; freedom

of media and freedom of official information legigbn; high standards for public financial
reporting; transparent procurement systems; argbsiior integrity surveys [32].

There are several international agreements thatueage the signatories to adopt
certain integrity principles in their jurisdiction§or example, the Paris Principles
adopted by the UN General Assembly in 1993, prontotefollowing specifically in
relation to governance of human rights institutions

¢ independence from government and private sectanéssgindustry stakeholders;

e autonomy;

e adequate investigation of complaints powers, inagidwn motion cases and
inquiries; and, significantly,

o sufficient resources to enable them to operatetffdy [25].

Similarly, the Commonwealth Latimer House Princpleere agreed in 2002 to assist
in providing an effective framework for the implemt&@tion by Commonwealth govern-
ments, parliaments and judiciaries of good govemathe rule of law and human rights.
These principles include a number of approacheddeeloping good governance, such as
the establishment of specific-purpose entities alhr guidelines for appointment of office-
holders based on merit and proven integrity anti wjtecific arrangements included to
guarantee appropriate security of tenure and piateaf levels of remuneration. The Prin-
ciples also suggest that adequate resources dfepldvided to enable agencies to operate
effectively without any undue constraints that rhagnper the independence sought [7].

International experience in undertaking countryesmsients points to the need for
flexibility and multiple levels of analysis [11]h&re is no single instrument suitable for eve-
ry country, and no single recipe for institutiomaprovement. Hence, attention needs to be
paid to ‘the complementarities among the varioalstand indicators — aggregate and disag-
gregate, subjective and objective’ [14]. Howevems donors and international organisa-
tions have yet to learn the lesson of how diffituidaan be to impose specific solutions on the
political, administrative and business leadersHipeveloping countries. Existing cultural
and behavioural patterns significantly constrairturt pathways, and ‘successful’
institutionalisation of new patterns always takesmsiderable time to achieve [17].

This discussion demonstrates that the existendegaf and quasi-legal arrange-
ments and specific integrity bodies mayébaecessary but not sufficient conditimn
ensure integrity in public sector conduct. A kesfion is whether these institutional
arrangements have the necessary capacities andraesoof powers, finances and
expertise to achieve their desired outcomes.

Promoting integrity is partly about minimising fdiand misconduct but ultima-
tely it is about the quality of democratic accobiity. American political scientist Mark
Warren has suggested that in a democracy, thele@adge inflicted by corruption is
in undermining of public trust in the norms of imsive democratic decision-making,
which underpin the public sphere itself [27]. It tisis that suggests a role for
specialised integrity agencies that are accessilitee public and include investigative
capability to enable agencies to respond to pudicerns.
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Integrity agencies

This section considers how specialised integrignages fit into the broader spectrum
of integrity assessment and integrity promotionhimitthe public sector. The word
‘agency’ is used widely and often indiscriminately machinery-of-government
discussions [29], as the creation of agencies eaa bugely varying arrangement bet-
ween jurisdictions. However, it is typically withthe group of non-department public
bodies that most integrity agencies are located,ish those agencies with checking and
vetting responsibilities over other parts of thenadstrative system. Specialised integ-
rity agencies would include watchdog agencies siscAuditors-General, Ombudsmen,
Anti-Corruption Commissions and independent politegrity agencie€s This group
represent ‘quintessential integrity agencies’ big possible to also include others like
information and data protection bodies, electopah-¢nissioners, senate committees and
human rights-type organisations which can also gigpificant roles in ensuring an
effective integrity system [30].

The independent work of integrity agencies in cptinn investigation, audit
review and public sector ethics has increasinglgnbeommended as essential for
good governance. Some have even suggested thattmsyitute recognition as a
‘fourth branch’ of government alongside the ledista, executive and judiciary [1;
23]. However, typically they do not provide a moalypin oversight as their work is
often complemented by other independent oversigh¢tions within the established
branches of government, such as parliamentary ctigasior judicial oversight of all
unlawful actions and administrative law disputation

Specialised integrity agencies independent of teewgive have developed at various
stages in the institutional evolution of particuitauntries: independent audit offices have
had a lengthy history in the oversight of publiafices and checking financial probity [6];
Ombudsman-style bodies for the investigation akeits’ complaints against adminis-
trative action, have a long history in some coasfrbut independent offices have became
more common through the 1970s and 1980s and arevexywvidespread. Independent
bodies to handle complaints against the actiongobife have also emerged in recent
decades, in a variety of formats. Anti-corrupti@menissions, typically with strong and
wide-ranging powers to investigate and prosecutelagdses of public officials, are still
few in number and have largely emerged in thetlestdecades [12].

The case for supporting and strengthening theseiadised integrity agencies is
linked to the general argument that good governaageires sustained investment in
institutional monitoring and reform, and correspogdpolitical and financial commit-
ments to such processes. This link between integgéncies and the broad system of
integrity is significant. If the basic systems forancial and political accountability
are seriously deficient, specialised integrity lesdare also likely to be less effective
[13], so we can conclude that specialised integaijgncies may be problematic for
those countries that have weak results on cormigorecards.

“ These bodies have been established as agencéficsilg to independently handle integrity
issues involving the police.
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Serious discussion of the role of these agenciesnexer advance far without
considering the parliamentary relationship. ‘At thest general level, every decision to
establish such a body is in some sense a decsingatiecision, as it represents a move
away from the centre, from the executive core efegament’ [30]. At least in theory, it
follows that, in those parts of the public secffeaed in this way, the executive's hold is
more tenuous, so that accountability requiremeiitsorescribe a more direct reporting
line to the parliament. This is particularly inatbn to statutory authorities usually
established by an instrument of parliament, whiadsgribes its functions and operating
system. Often parliaments establish integrity agenas a response to particular crises,
often requiring a ‘purging and reconciliation rdfeat followed political crisis and
significant reaches of trust by public official€d]. In this setting, they prescribe the
extent of autonomy and the arrangements to makerk.

Parliaments are also concerned to institute canthat protect communities from
excessive actions of their integrity agencies, igiag limits to their activities so that
agencies themselves are also accountable. Typidhalge limits are financial, and
relate to the capacity of integrity agencies toehappropriated sufficient funds to
enable them to function at an appropriate levelfeg®@mmended by both the Paris
Principles and the Latimer House Principles. Irs ttégard, integrity agencies are
vulnerable to the government of the day especiahgre it may dominate decisions
about appropriations of finance. Control mechanisier than those imposed by
reporting and appropriations could involve the isipon of legal and other limits to
their activities, or, even the relationships estligld with other parts of the
bureaucracy, especially mainstream departments.

While governments can sometingggpearto have institutions and processes in place
to pursue integrity and control corruption, theitual capacityto do so may be very
limited. This implementation gap may derive fromwmber of sources: cultural values,
ethnic loyalties, legal inadequacies, administeationfusions, poor skills training, lack of
clear political mandate for change. Thus in practiountries withhigher integrity levels
tend to be better able to utilise dedicated agsrcienaintain or improve their levels of
integrity. In such countries, civic concern aboatggived ongoing incidents of corrupt
behaviour can become a force to drive and inspitadr levels of reform [12].

Autonomy and control in integrity agencies

Like most agencies, integrity agencies seem alvtayise in a state of flux as
governments wrestle with the autonomy-control deris How much autonomy
should they have and how much control should becesesl by central government?
This is a critical decision for governments as teegk a stable balance between the
need for central political control and accountépiland pressures for agency
autonomy and professional independence [16]. Thlanze will wax and wane as
governments change their preferences over timegXample, a survegf Australian
agencies in 2007-08 reveals a steady shift towdegslution over the past decade or
so, but a shift which has more recently been teethbdry the exercise of stronger
central control over both agencies and departnjghts
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In this article, we follow K. Verhoest [26] in viémg autonomy in two forms:
first, as the extent of decision-making competenfyan agency and second, as
freedom from constraints on the use of those coemoéds. The former is typically
scoped for agencies through the charters or statutder which they are established;
the latter might include issues such as the prooEbsdget oversight by government
or arrangements by which the agencies themseleesudject to external scrutiny.

There has also been a long-standing interest istigus relating to the effects of
form and function on autonomy, the ‘structuraldinstentalist perspective’ [5]. This
perspective is based on the view that formal atrect the distribution of roles and
functions between levels in a hierarchy and amoggneies — is an important
determinant of the autonomy and behaviour of acad agencies. Such perspectives
often influence the establishment of specific oigns and scrutiny bodies and
mechanisms designed to enhance public confidentteimtegrity and accountability
of government as a whole. The perspective typiasilizes laws, rules and processes
to more clearly define the desired levels of autopdor agencies, and establishes
limits to the behaviours of both agencies and guwvent.

The structural-instrumental perspective has beeaillertged from a number of
guarters. Some argue that informal organisatioaetiofs, such as values, norms and
identity, provide more significant understandings amtonomy and control than
analysis of formal structures [15]. This view woltatlude the work of Daniel Car-
penter (2001) who argues that autonomy is basduugaucrats building reputations
for their agencies, erecting coalitions and secutime policies that they favour.
Bureaucratic autonomy occurs when politicians ath@roorganised interests defer to
the bureaucrats as they ‘establish political legitty - a reputation for expertise,
efficiency or moral protection and a uniquely dasercomplex of ties to organised
interests and the media’ even when these intepestsr otherwise. In concluding that
‘autonomy lies less ifiat than inleveragé [4], Carpenter provides a polar difference
with the structural-instrumentalist approach.

It is also clear that the process of establishgeneies is a dynamic condition: rarely
do integrity agencies remain in a static state.thus much better to talk abarganising
than aboutbrganisationbecause, realistically, it implies process andticoal change.
This message has both theoretical and practicalevator the practitioner, it keeps
administrators’ eyes on what is most importans the very difficulty of comprehending
processes that leads managers, in frustrationsjpit@-counting and other static pastimes.
‘When they mistake these snhapshots for the imporealities in organizations, the
probabilities increase that they will tinker withetwrong things, destroy natural controls
that are in place, and basically meddle the org#inizinto a mess’ [28].

For the researcher, it helps us see that orgamisatie so often in motion, that studies at
one point in time must be read with care, andithatl always be important to explore the
forces at work that put so many organisations jpahtl private, into transitional states [31].

It is likely that integrity agencies may, too, tséion through a number of stages as
they search for balance between autonomy and tofirst, there are concerns by
governments that particular arrangements thatwtri place will reflect outcomes of the
circumstances that led to the establishment chglescy in the first place. Typically, these
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circumstances might follow a public scandal or édhwp of pressure on governments for
change. Responses are likely to be concerned stiblishing protocols, guidelines, rules,
regulation or laws that aim to set out clearlyriflationship between the government and
the particular integrity agency. This represergsach fotegal legitimacy, based largely
around structural-instrumental approaches; howeverngements need testing in the real
world to be honed into something that is sustagabl

This testing is likely to follow the initial estabhment phase, when agencies may
have to survive the realities of the environmenivinich they and their governments
operate and search to find workable arrangemertialemce autonomy and control. In
this situation, governments and integrity agengespple with the issue of finding
political legitimacy with the operations of their integritgencies.

Should integrity agencies develop or mature furttiegir search for legitimacy
takes on a different set of imperatives — how tooo@e enculturated in its society and
become normalised as the ‘way we do things arowrd’ i22]. This may be repre-
sented as a search farltural legitimacy.

By establishing agencies at ‘arm’s length’ from gownent with clear operating
procedures, defined jurisdictions and strong (Jegaitections against undue political or
bureaucratic interference, some governments argate this is sufficient to ensure
effective autonomy of these agencies. Howeves, atgo clear that other factors may also
be relevant to striking a balance between autoramdycontrol, including political activity
by the very same governments that established @utmms agencies in the first instance.
This activity might relate to governments not pdivg sufficient funding to enable
integrity agencies to undertake all of their reroitshe use of public criticism or threat of
resource constraints to muzzle agencies which rbigjtiticising government actions.

Given that the missions of integrity agencies imgsl checking on government
activity, the agencies must be structured and eedipo relate well to the legislature, at
some distance from their respective governmenis thiis issue of distance that is at the
heart of discussions about autonomy. Many ageraieent that they have difficulty
asserting the appropriate degree of independenae government necessary for them
to discharge their functions properly. Recognidimat some of these integrity agencies
‘were bound to cause displeasure from time to tiem&l that ‘periods of disharmony
between government and independent officers aoerdiagly, inevitable’, it suggests
that a key role for parliaments is to ensure tipgir@priate protection is offered these
agencies, especially during times of strainedioziat[30].

Several important issues arise here: protectionagehcy autonomy and inde-
pendence are typically provided in legislation andprotocols which have been
adopted to ensure that they are at arm’s lengt ftloe government of the day.
However, protection from the government of the dap be problematic, especially
when parliaments are compliant to executive govemimand where appropriations
and resourcing are dependent on political decisioade primarily by government.
The question arises as to what motivation govertsnamight have to fully fund an
agency that is likely to call it to account as suteof complaints from the community
about the decisions and behaviours of the execittied? At the same time, we need
to be cognisant of the fact that so many specilistegrity agencies do not succeed.
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As J. Heilbrunn from the World bank Institute sugigg13], evidence of dysfunctional
anti-corruption commissions is manifest in the nrous agencies that lack independence
from the executive, receive inadequate budgetgopati from the legislature, have no
procedures for forwarding cases of corruption fasspcution by the relevant judicial
authorities, and fail to submit regular reportshe legislature. Herein lies the dilemma:
whereas it may be desirable to enact policies doae corruption, a weak commission
leads to a reputation for token reforms, which umilges the political leadership’s
credibility. Heilbrunn argues that it is easy t@lkin why anti-corruption commissions
fail in so many places. It is far more difficultéaplain why they succeed.

Conclusions

In this article, it has been argued that the meeatmon of special purpose inte-
grity agencies is insufficient for tackling corrigst, setting ethical standards and mo-
nitoring performance of integrity within jurisdiotis. In rejecting the structural-ins-
trumentalist approach to agency autonomy, we havareed the idea that agency
creation needs to be supplemented by other arragsmwhich better secures
effective performance by specialised integrity ajes

Firstly, specialist integrity bodies need to hawe drganisational capacities — levels of
staffing, financial resources, legal powers antin@al capacities — required to make a
substantial difference [12]. Secondly, integrityeagjes require quality interactions and
connections with other parts of the public sectaluding ‘client’ bodies that have
recourse to their services or are subject to thairsight. This is an issue of enculturation
or acceptance of integrity agencies that develogs time with growing trust by the
public sector in the expertise and fairness ofgiitie agencies. Thirdly, the success of
integrity agencies is also dependent on the levigitegrity found elsewhere in the civil
service, as public integrity will always rely hdgvon good integrity practices within all
its public bodies. Fourthly, specialised integrtgencies and mainstream departments
cannot produce good governance with integrity snlé® political leadership at the
highest levels supports their operations and dlimes:t

Even in those countries considered internatioreghhaving good integrity systems
those responsible for improving and promoting iritegieed to understand that integrity
systems are dynamic. Institutions and their prestieeed to be continually refined to meet
new pressures and integrity challenges that fadsicpofficials. The challenge for
integrity agencies and their creating legislatuset recognise that new accountability
issues are constantly arising and their systent smae capacity to be able to respond to
these, without eroding the overall performancéeirtintegrity system.

References

1. Ackerman, B. The New Separation of Powétarvard Law Revienw2000, Vol. 113, No 3,
p. 633-729.

2. Aulich, C., Batainah, H., and Wettenhall, R. Autonoand Control in Australian Agen-
cies: Data and Preliminary Findings from a Crossidwal Empirical Study Australian
Journal of Public Administratigr2010, Vol. 69, No 2, p. 214-228.



VieSoji politika ir administravimas. 2011, T. 10, N, p. 41-52 51

10.
11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Camerer, M. (ed.)Global Integrity: an Investigative Report Tracki@grruption, Acount-
ability and Openness in 25 CountrieSentre for Public Integrity, Washington, 2004.
http://lwww.globalintegrity.org

Carpenter, DThe Forging of Bureaucratic Autonomy: ReputatioNsfworks and Policy
Innovation in Executive Agencies 1862-1928w Jersey: Princeton University Press, 2001.
Christensen, Tlagreid P., Roness, P., and Ravik, Brganization Theory and the Pub-
lic Sector: Instrument, Culture and Mythondon: Routledge, 2007.

Coghill, K. Auditing the independence of the Audi@eneral Democratic Audit Occasional
Paper. Australian National University, Canberré@d2ttp://democratic.audit. anu.edu.au
Commonwealth (Latimer House) Principles on the €hBeanches of Governmeriton-
don: Commonwealth Secretariat, the CommonwealthiaReentary Association, the
Commonwealth Legal Education Association, the Comwealth Magistrates’ and Judges
Association and the Commonwealth Lawyers’ Associgt?004.

Fitzgerald, G. EReport of a Commission of Inquiry into Possibledhl Activities and As-
sociated MisconducQueensland Government, Brisbane, 1989.

Global Integrity Report 20Qéttp://www.globalintegrity.org/data/2006index.cfm

Global Integrity Report 200http://www.globalintegrity.org

Head, B.W., Brown, A. J., and Connors, C. (edBrpmoting Integrity: Evaluating and
Improving Public InstitutionsAldershot: Ashgate, 2008.

Head, B. Good Governance and Integrity: The Coutidins of Integrity Agencies. Paper
to Workshop on Integrity Agencies. University ofribarra, July, 2009.

Heilbrunn, J. R. Anti-corruption Commissions: Pagmor Real Medicine to Fight Corrup-
tion? World Bank Institute, Washington, 2004. Htgiteresources.worldbank.org/WBI/
Resources/whi37234Heilbrunn.pdf

Kaufmann, D., and Kraay, A. On Measuring Governaftaming Issues for Debate. Issues
Paper for Roundtable on Measuring Governance. V\Raltk Institute, Washington, 2007.
Laegreid P., Roness, P., and Rubecksen, K. Autonomy amir@an the Norwegian Civil
Service: Does Agency Form Matter? In: T. Christenard P. Laegreid (edsAutonomy
and RegulationCheltenham: Edward Elgar, 2006, p. 235-267.

Laegreid, P, Verhoest, K., and Jann, W. The Gover®aAutonomy and Coordination of
Public Sector Organization®ublic Organization Review2008, Vol. 8, No 2, 93-96.

Larmour, P.Foreign Flowers: institutional transfer and goodgwnance in the Pacific
llands Honolulu: University of Hawai'i Press, 2005.

Laurie, N. Submission to the Queensland Integrity/Accountability Review, September, 2009.

Moss, P. Dances with Watchdogs: Integrity Ageneie$artners Against Criméhe Pub-
lic Sector InformantDecember, 2010, p. 423.

Pope, J. (ed.XConfronting Corruptionthe Elements of a National Integrity Syste&nd

ed. Berlin: Transparency International, 2000.

Proust, E. (Chair)Review of Victoria's Integrity and Anti-Corruptiddystem State Ser-
vices Authority: Melbourne, 2010.

Schein, E.Organizational Culture and Leadership: A DynamiceWi San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass, 1992.

Spigelman, J. J. The Integrity Branch of Governm&uastralian Law Journal2004, Vol. 78,
No 11, p. 724-737.



52 Chris Aulich.Integrity Agencies as One Pillar of Integrity anddd Governance

24. Transparency Internationdblobal Corruption Report 2008erlin: Transparency Interna-
tional, 2008.

25. UN (Office of the United Nations High Commissiorfer Human Rights)Principles
Relating to the Status of National InstitutionSThe Paris Principles), 1993.
http://www2.ohchr.org/english/law/parisprincipletsth

26. Verhoest, K., Peters, G., Bouckaert, G., and Versah B. The Study of Organisational
Autonomy: A Conceptual Review.ublic Administration and Developme2004, Vol. 24,
No 2, p. 103118.

27. Warren, M. E. What does Corruption Mean in a DermogPAmerican Journal of Politi-
cal Science2004, Vol. 48, No 2, p. 328-343.

28. Weick, K. E.The Social Psychology of Organizjigew York: McGraw-Hill, 1979.

29. Wettenhall, R. Agencies and Non-departmental Pubtidies: the Hard and Soft Lenses of
Agencification TheoryPublic Management Revie®005, Vol. 7, No 4, p. 615-635.

30. Wettenhall, R. Integrity Agencies: a Crucial Elemanthe Integrity System Framework.
Paper to Workshop on Integrity Agencies, Universitanberra, July, 2009.

31. Wettenhall, R., and Aulich, C. The Public Sectddse of Agencies: A Dynamic rather
than Static Scen®ublic Organization Reviev2009, No 9, 101-118.

32. World Bank Institute.Global Competitiveness Report 2005-2008ashington: World
Bank Institute, 2005.

Chris Aulich
Etik a priZi arin ¢ios jstaigos kaip vienas i$ dorovinio principingumo ir gro valdymo ramstiy
Anotacija

Straipsnyje pagrindZiama, kad vig§ istaigy etiSkumas geriausiaigyvendinamas
plétojant kompleksin teists, vieSosios politikos ir institucés struktiros sistera, suda-
rartia prielaidas kurti harmonirgdorovinio principingumo kuttra. Akcentuojama, kad
svarbiausi tos sistemos elementaicturbiti specializuotos etikos prie#ios jstaigos, ku-
rios, dirbdamos su parlamentu ir visias paslaugas teiki&iomis istaigomis, kuni prie-
mones, kaip atlikti visuomes rapinimosi etiSkumu nepriklausamtyrima ir ji vertinti.
Pripaistama, kadu istaigy veikloje hitina iSlaikyti pusiausvyy tarp ju autonomijos ir pa-
rlamentires kontroks, nurodoma, kad, veikiant dinamiskai kinteoje aplinkoje, tina
specializuog etika priziarinciy istaigy veikla lanksiai priderinti prie kintagios aplinkos.
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