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GLOBAL CORRUPTION: APPLYING EXPERIENCE AND RESEARCH TO MEET A MOUNTING CRISIS
by Frank Vogl 

Corruption adds to global insecurity, undermines efforts to build democratic institutions, complicates the task of reducing global poverty, and erodes public trust in business and the free enterprise system. The damage wrought by corruption is often underestimated by experts in international affairs, corporate leaders and business analysts, and by the press. We need to change this by explaining the true costs of corruption, and by drawing upon research and experience to forge and to implement pragmatic approaches to curbing corruption. 

In late April 2006 I received an e-mail from my friend Davendra Raj Panday in Katmandu who had just been released from prison. He wrote in part: 
“Dear Frank, I have been free since this Tuesday and I have been in pretty good health and wonderful spirits all along…but the victory for democracy is only about 50%. We have to make sure that the reinstated parliament immediately passes a resolution for an election to the constituent assembly so that we can draft a new constitution … I particularly recall our e-mail exchanges on democracy and public integrity …Let us hope the experience of Nepal has some lessons for TI (Transparency International) policymaking. The King's dictatorship came into being on February 1, 2005 in the name of controlling corruption, among other things…The problem is, we have had the worst corruption and contempt for universal principles of accountability under the King's regime in our history. So, you see, we have to keep at it.”

Devendra Raj, a former finance minister of Nepal and a founder of Transparency International-Nepal spent more than 100 days in 2006 year because he, and many others, is fighting for democracy. They believe the building of democracy is an essential component in fighting the widespread corruption that is wrecking his country.   

Corruption is complicated and it takes many forms. There are inextricable overlaps between malfeasance in major multinational corporations and the plight of millions of victims of governmental corruption.  Today, we see vast problems of integrity among major corporations, some of whom may well be prime suppliers of bribes, while we see corruption in scores of public offices. Effective approaches to curbing corruption must address both the suppliers of the bribes and the takers. In both cases we need to not only consider critical issues of law, regulation and policy, but also the core cultural issues that permit wrongdoing.   

My focus is on grand corruption – defined as the large-scale abuse of high office.  This definition is broad. In business, for example, I see abuse including the extraordinary levels of compensation that top executives have secured, sometimes exceeding 1,000 times the annual pay of the average employee in their companies. By abuse of office I do not only consider enormous financial gains by top public officials, but also systems and conspiracies deployed by those officials to keep themselves in power and to broaden their control.

The abundant evidence of business and governmental corruption has undermined public trust in major institutions. A crisis of corruption has swept across corporations, governments, civil society organizations (CSOs), charities, sports institutions and universities. At home here in the United States, and abroad, leaders have been shamed, imprisoned and forced to resign their positions of trust, but corruption continues unabated. 
The Costs of Corruption

Daily we read the headlines: Californian Congressman Cunningham pleads guilty to taking bribes; Boeing agrees to pay the Government a fine of $615 million to end Pentagon procurement bribery investigations; the top executive of Hyundai in Korea is indicted on kickback charges; dozens of Brazilian politicians are named in a corruption scam; Kenyan ministers are seen to be involved in a corruption conspiracy; the media is censored and civil society is undermined as Kremlin leaders enrich themselves; and, top U.S. corporate executives take home multi-million dollar incomes, as the pensions of their employees are frozen and as their corporation’s profits decline. Bribery involves tens of billions of dollars each year, but the costs reach far beyond monetary sums, and damage being done covers many areas, including:
· Corporate ethics - the scandals weaken public confidence in our free market system. The 2006 Annual Trust Barometer by the Edelman public relations firm found that only 28 percent of all people surveyed believed that information from corporate chief executive officers can be viewed as being credible. 

· Economic growth – suffers as scarce resources are wasted and stolen. The economic costs of corruption in Africa alone have been estimated at close to $150 billion a year.   

· Democratic values – corruption undermines efforts to build democratic institutions. Corruption by elites in political office encourages a populist backlash with dire consequences for democracy, as we have seen from Venezuela to the Palestine Territories. 

· Human rights - lack of accountability and secrecy in many governments combine to encourage both corruption and human rights abuse. 
· Environmental Damage – why is it that in many parts of the world, for example, protected forests are destroyed, factories are constructed that fail to meet even minimum environmental standards, and mining operations are repeatedly found to create exceptional environmental damage? The answer is corruption. 
· Poverty - theft by those in power in the world’s poorest countries adds to poverty and suffering. The United Nations Millennium Development Goal of reducing global poverty by one-half by 2015 will not be attained so long as corruption continues unchecked.

· Social injustice – corruption expands income gaps between elites and the average citizen. This leads to rising crime levels, disrespect for major institutions of the state and rising social tensions. 

· Security – the secrecy that accompanies international arms dealings provides abundant opportunities for extraordinary theft. Corruption in this area endangers our global security. This relates to money laundering that supports terrorist organizations and to arms sales. The bribery of a Pakistani scientist to sell nuclear secrets is one of many examples in this area. 

Research and the Lessons from Experience

To meet the challenge of today’s crisis we need to look to the research and anti-corruption projects that have been pursued over the last decade. In the early 1990s, the organizations and experts that focused on promoting anti-corruption understanding were few. Today they are many in official agencies, universities and think tanks CSOs. As a result, we have learned, for example, that:

· The costs of corruption are higher than most people perceive.

· Corruption takes many forms. It may be tempting to seek ‘one-size fits all’ solutions but each country is unique and each solution has to be tailor-made. 

· The operations of all organizations need to be driven by a robust integrity culture that is managed and directed on a top priority basis by their leaders. When this is absent, then the actions of governments and regulators to promote better corporate governance is of marginal benefit.   

· Sustainable reform has to be home grown. External organizations that seek to contribute to reform in individual countries have to understand that their roles are complementary and supplementary to the work of domestic leaders.
· Success in curbing public sector corruption demands, as its leading edge, vigilance on key political issues: from building democratic institutions that enhance accountability, transparency and the rule of law, to actions that uproot embedded networks of corruption that exist in most governments.

There are no short-cuts to curbing corruption. Its complex and intractable nature means that the road to victory will be long with a frustrating number of setbacks. 
Against this background I would like to focus first on the key requirements of a corporate integrity culture. Then, I will consider just one aspect of corporate integrity – the supply-side of bribery with particular emphasis on business bribery of foreign government officials. The final section of this paper looks at the other side of the coin – the demand-side of bribery as officials take and sometimes solicit payments.
Corporate Integrity

The ethics of American corporations are better than their reputation. The 2005 National Business Ethics Survey showed that American workers have seen improvements in integrity standards in their workplaces in recent years and they view current standards as being quite high. Then, compared to 20 years ago, more U.S. companies are pursuing sound environmental programs, taking greater account of human rights and labor rights issues in their overseas workforces, and being more pro-active to end discrimination against gays and lesbians and ethnic minorities. More U.S. companies are putting more resources into compliance with ethics codes and standards than ever before.

However, many of these achievements are overshadowed by the headlines about corporate fraud, CEO crime, greed and lying, as well as record fines for wrongdoing.   So egregious have been the scandalous actions of a number of top corporate executives that restoring public trust in business is certain to be a long-term undertaking.  Further deterioration in public trust may encourage additional governmental regulation of business.
Due to the combination of academic research, surveys, expert reports on companies like Tyco and Fannie Mae that had major crises, and best practice examples, understanding of the actions needed to make corporations behave better is growing. Scholars such as Linda Klebe Trevino, Michael Brown, Ronald Berenbeim, Patricia Harned, and a number of others, have highlighted the central importance of building an integrity culture in an organization that is driven by leaders who are sensitive to stakeholder perceptions of the ‘tone at the top.’ 

Securing sound ethical practices in business requires the establishment of a guiding framework: companies need to be driven by core values set within a corporate integrity culture (this applies to charities and sports organizations and universities, just as it does to businesses).
Eight-Point Action Proposals for Corporate Reform

At the heart of a corporate integrity culture is the notion that doing the right thing is more important than profit maximization. There will never be a watertight system to prevent rogues from doing damage, or to stop arrogant CEOs from abusing their high offices. But strategies can be developed to promote a corporate integrity culture that can go a long way to both preventing abuse and strengthening an organization. The following are eight actions that can contribute to this goal:  

First, companies need substantive codes of ethics.
These should be reviewed frequently with input from all employees.  IBM does just this and thousands of its employees participate. At Guardsmark, all of the senior managers sign the code each year and all employees are encouraged to participate in a process of regular review and code modernization.

Second, codes need to be current and embrace a comprehensive agenda.
Most corporations need to broaden the scope of their ethics code to include social responsibility issues and to ensure its practical application as it enters increasing numbers of foreign markets where traditions and cultural norms may differ. 

Third, building and sustaining a strong integrity culture requires leadership.
CEO’s set the “tone at the top.” This means that the CEO needs to be seen to behave in every respect in line with the corporate ethics code. It means that the CEO is constantly aware that he holds a position of trust and that his job is to serve the corporation’s stakeholders (not only shareholders, but also employees and retirees, customers, suppliers, other business partners and the broader public that the company serves with its products). 

Fourth – a crucial component of an integrity culture - there must be a high level of public accountability by top executives and corporate directors and transparency.
More top executives and board directors need to recognize fully that they are accountable to all corporate stakeholders. All publicly listed companies should publish an annual corporate responsibility report. In an age of transparency corporations have nowhere to hide and these reports should be the leading edge of corporate public reporting. Anything short of full disclosure endangers a corporation’s reputation for credibility, which, once soiled, is difficult to restore.  Cover-ups are the road to disaster – smashing reputations and producing often enormous legal problems. 
Fifth, ethics code enforcement is essential.
Boards of directors should fire CEOs that misbehave and ensure that such firings are not accompanied by handsome severance pay packages. Employees that are found to pursue serious unethical actions should be made an example of to underscore the importance that top management attaches to operating in line with the ethics code. 
Sixth, corporations need highly skilled ethics officers. 
The profession of corporate ethics officer needs to win a higher profile in business and in academia. It should be seen widely as an important profession and career track, rather than just a position derived from corporate counsel or human resources’ departments. The function should equate to that of the corporate general counsel in the top echelon of corporate management. Chief ethics officers should report directly to both the CEO and to the board of directors. This is the case at a few companies, but it should become the norm.

Seventh, living the code calls for a combination of communications, training and incentives for performance.
 Corporations need to deploy effective internal communications and ethics training to secure buy-in by all employees and regularly measure progress. Managers need to see an impact on their personal compensation as a result of their performance relative to the corporate code, with penalties for failures and with bonuses for managing difficult and challenging situations.   

Eighth, greater encouragement of whistleblowers is essential.
Top management needs to encourage whistleblowing by employees when they see unethical practices. The National Business Ethics Survey in 2005 found that of employees who reported misconduct, 48% received positive feedback, while 52% did not. It also found, that of employees who reported misconduct, 22% experienced retaliation, while 78% did not.  Corporate leaders need to focus on curbing the fears of employees that their whistleblowing will damage their own careers.  

These eight sets of proposals aim to provide a framework for creating and sustaining an integrity culture within corporations. Public trust in business will not be repaired unless many more corporations build integrity cultures.  Further deterioration in public trust may strengthen pressures for greater governmental regulation of business, undermining the vibrancy and flexibility of the free enterprise system that is the cornerstone of U.S. economic growth and that of most countries. 

The Supply-side of Bribery – Curbing the Bribe-payers
Actions to prevent corporate bribery of government officials, or collusion with competitors to rig governmental contracts, are key areas of corporate integrity. The supply-side of corruption in the international arena should not be seen as distinct from the core issues of business ethics. Rather, how a company operates relative to the public sector should be wholly driven by its values and integrity culture. 
The supply-side of bribery takes many forms and can be seen in many contexts. It has permeated relationships between members of the U.S. Congress and lobbyists for corporations; it is manifest in arrangements between Russian parliamentarians and domestic business leaders; it allegedly engulfs aspects of the public honors system in the U.K.; and it is bribery of public office holders by domestic companies that has a major corrosive effect in scores of developing countries. My focus here is just on one aspect of the supply-side of bribery: illicit payments made by multinational corporations to government officials outside of the corporation’s home country. This is an important part of the corporate integrity picture and one where we who are resident in major industrial countries, where most of the multinational corporations are headquartered, can strive to influence reform.

Private investment is crucial for development and the path to economic growth in most nations requires the import from business of capital and know-how. But the imports have to be clean. If the relationships are based on bribes, then the outcomes for the peoples of the developing countries will be negative. Massive bribery is pursued by multinational corporations. The Volcker Commission Report on the bribery involved in the United Nations oil-for-food program for Iraq, for example, found over $1.7 billion in bribes paid by more than 2,000 companies in this program alone. 

Actions to curb the supply-side of bribery to government officials need to highlight enforcement, closing loopholes in laws, boosting the watchdog roles of civil society organizations (CSOs), increasing transparency in transactions, and raising public understanding of what is at stake. Furthermore, there is merit in seeking to strengthen approaches by development aid agencies to serve the poor while circumventing corrupt regimes, such as greater emphasis on business-public partnerships and expanded business-CSO engagements in humanitarian areas.

Enforcement is critical - companies need to fear being caught and punished for bribing public officials. Business leaders need to recognize that there are serious risks in bribe-paying. This is not the case today.  Most multinational companies apparently fear little. For example, the overwhelming majority of the 36 countries that ratified the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention, which came into force in 1999, are not enforcing it.   
Not only should the law be applied, but a crucial loophole in the laws should be closed. The OECD Anti-Bribery Convention and the national laws that flowed from it offer opportunities for abuse. Importantly, there is provision for U.S. firms to use ‘facilitating payments’ under the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act (FCPA) which was designed to enable companies to overcome demands for small illicit payments from foreign customs, labor and other middle- and low-level government officials. A similar provision exists in the OECD Convention. This was a mistake and sends the wrong signal around the world about U.S. corporate ethics and the attitude of the U.S. Government in this area. These payments are bribes. The delays that foreign corporations may have in securing customs’ clearances, work permits and environmental permits in the U.S. may dwarf those that foreign companies experience in most developing countries, yet Americans would be appalled if foreign companies sought to make ‘facilitating payments’ to U.S. officials.

Civil society organizations (CSOs) can play valuable roles in strengthening enforcement. They need to develop the skills and the power to become effective watchdogs of public procurement, monitors of bidding processes, and investigators of major government contract awards that are not subject to competitive bidding. 

Coalitions for transparency in procurement should be part of this CSO mandate. Experience over the last decade in a number of countries suggests that CSOs can serve as constructive catalysts and overseers of ‘integrity pacts’ where all aspects of major public procurement are independently monitored and sunshine is allowed into the process.  Greater support is needed from aid donor agencies to expand this model approach, which has been pioneered by Transparency International. The multilateral development banks might consider how to make ‘integrity pacts’ standard practice for major contracts. 

Applying clear codes in business-public partnership is another step in the right direction. Approaches need to be developed to provide incentives for more direct engagement by private enterprise in infrastructure development in developing countries that is free of governmental red tape, kick-backs and bribes. For example, companies should be encouraged to accept ethics codes, such as the Equator Principles developed by the International Finance Corporation.
Keeping pressures on companies to report on their anti-bribery actions is another component of an effective strategy. Shareholders need to press companies to report comprehensively. Companies need to acknowledge that the time when they could just say “trust us” is over. Companies need to earn the public trust by using their social responsibility and citizenship reports to describe the anti-bribery training programs that they use with their employees and the anti-bribery agreements they secure with their foreign partners.  These reports should report on abuse that has been found. A model for publicizing this latter issue might be the annual accountability report by BP, which in 2005 attracted the headline in The Financial Times: “BP sacked 252 for unethical behaviour.”

Strengthening payments transparency is an additional key approach. The Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative (EITI) has created a framework to encourage oil, gas and mining companies to disclose all aspects of their financial relations with host governments. This is a good start and EITI is in many respects an excellent model in that it enjoys strong support from governments, major corporations and civil society. 

Companies must learn to say no and to forsake business, rather than bribe officials.  They should demonstrate that their ethics codes are applied and they should withdraw from countries when conditions become too difficult for those who refuse to pay bribes. Businesses, unlike aid agencies (that on a long-term basis need to find ways to continue operating in countries where regimes may be corrupt), do not have a core mission to aid the poor. For business, the critical priority has to be acting with integrity and according to its principles at all times and in all places. 

More research in this area is vital. We need credible and regular major global surveys of perceptions of bribe-paying: bribe-paying by corporations from different countries, bribe paying in different business sectors. There is far more data on the demand-side of corruption, than on the supply-side and this tends to soften the pressure on business. We need far more engagement of business itself in supporting research in this area. 

Corporate philanthropy needs to be a component of anti-bribery strategy. Public officials often target foreign companies for extortion that they believe have few defenses and will be willing to pay bribes without causing a public outcry. Companies that seek a high public profile through good works and demonstrable corporate citizenship activities may be less prone to extortion demands. Support by business for work pursued by the Partnership for Transparency Fund is a good model example in the anti-corruption area. Created in 2001, the PTF provides small grants to CSOs - never more than $25,000 - to support specific anti-corruption projects and works with business and government funders.

Public understanding needs to rise and public pressure needs to increase. Corporations respond to pressure. The implementation of the above proposals will be all the greater if the general public has a sharper understanding of what is really at stake as the global corruption crisis continues. Building greater public pressure for change is difficult, but essential – pressure in the home countries of multinational corporations to secure law enforcement, to close the legal loopholes, to increase corporate accountability, and to strengthen the efforts of assistance agencies to work with business and CSOs. 
More generally, CSOs in the OECD countries need to be encouraged to broaden their education campaigns. By and large they have limited their awareness-raising efforts to top governmental elites, academics, aid agencies and foundations. For the public in general the corruption problems in developing countries continue to be seen widely as cultural or technical, rather than as the humanitarian tragedies that they really are.  The impact of corruption needs to become as well understood as the issues of child poverty that UNICEF is concerned with; as the HIV/Aids issues in developing countries that Bono has promoted; and, on a par with the human rights issues that Amnesty International and Human Rights Watch have brought to public attention. 

Curbing the Demand-side of Corruption
Many initiatives have been launched in the last few years to limit the demand-side of the corruption equation. While it is too early to gauge fully their effectiveness, institutional capacity building has been supported by CSOs and aid agencies in a host of countries. As a result government departments have been able to upgrade their auditing systems, judges have been better trained, legal systems have been reviewed, anti-corruption commissions have been established, and measures to raise media standards and enhance access to information have moved forward.  In time, many of these initiatives may well contribute to better governance and reduced corruption.

A key aspect of the anti-corruption agenda, which has involved the major aid agencies as well as CSOs, relates to legal frameworks. In a growing number of countries, well-intentioned efforts supported by foreign aid agencies have created veritable mountains of laws, rules and regulations to curb corruption without sufficient attention to building effective enforcement institutions. Time and again ‘big fish’ get caught in corruption scandals in developing countries, but few of them receive serious punishments. We need to have a better understanding of why enforcement is often so weak – this is an area for more research and for greater attention by donor agencies and CSOs. 

Then, international aid agencies need to consider building far more substantive relationships with CSOs as they seek to aid the poor while circumventing corrupt governments. In recent years we have seen aid donor agencies and domestic CSOs working more closely together in several areas and the lessons of such experiences should set the stage for a quantum expansion of projects where CSOs can play leading roles. Areas that could be considered include:

●
Tracking the enforcement of laws, rules and regulations designed to curb corruption;

●
Participating in the project appraisal missions of donor agencies – with the freedom, indeed the encouragement, to voice their views publicly when they consider projects to be misguided;

●
Becoming key participants in efforts by donors to monitor the progress of donor-funded projects, with particular emphasis on the possible misuse of resources;

●
Monitoring competitive bidding in public procurement at the national, provincial and municipal levels;

●
Developing stronger roles for themselves in monitoring private sector business conditions and particularly the relationships between business and government;

●
Playing leading public roles in international discussions about corruption in their own countries;

●
Forging local, national and international networks to exchange information and learn.  

Proposing a far greater role for CSOs, with quantum increases in international funding for CSOs, prompts the question of whether CSOs can be relied upon to be any less corrupt than businesses or governments. There have been significant cases of corruption and unethical activities in major non-governmental organizations, from the United Way in the United States to the national chapter of Transparency International in Kenya, to warrant caution in this area.

As CSOs become far greater activists on the agendas that are highlighted in this paper, so there needs to be increasing attention to the governance approaches of CSOs - the transparency of their operations and the public accountability of their boards of directors and managements. Some specialized not-for-profit organizations and management consulting firms can assist in this area. So too can the World Bank, which is gaining formidable experience from the work of its own investigative unit that can be used to assist CSOs to strengthen their governance systems.

International donors – aid agencies, foundations and individual philanthropists – should insist on sound governance systems in the CSOs that they support. As donors they have a right to do this and to expect CSOs to be fully cooperative. Often, donors may find it productive to provide funds to assist CSOs to enhance their governance approaches. CSOs, like other institutions, need to be seen to be applying the approaches of accountability and transparency that they demand of others.   

In sum, there is a great deal of good work now being undertaken by many organizations in striving to reduce the demand-side of corruption. This work needs further encouragement. There is extensive scope for innovation and new partnerships to enhance the anti-corruption effort. At the same time, the lessons of recent years, drawn from research and experience, highlight a crucial gap in current approaches. This gap relates to politics and the establishment and development of democracy. 

Placing Politics at Center Stage

The citizens of each country are not only best placed to make judgments on the best political anti-corruption strategies to pursue, but they alone can take the initiative. Speaking on National Public Radio’s Morning Edition program on June 2, 2006, John Makumbe, chairman of Transparency International Zimbabwe, said: “All the elements outside Zimbabwe’s borders can only support reform, but only the people inside the country can initiate the salvation of Zimbabwe.”

There are no simple formulas that can be applied to support political reforms that curb corruption. No two countries are exactly alike. Cultural, ethnic, historic, social and economic differences make each country unique and call for tailor-made anti-corruption strategies. There is no single anti-corruption strategy that fits all countries. Every country needs to develop approaches that most effectively take unique national factors into full account. 

The Carter Center, the National Democratic Institute and numerous other organizations are playing valuable roles as outside supporters of domestic CSOs in key political areas, such as election monitoring, developing political party systems and related issues. However, the overwhelming majority of funds flowing to developing countries to curb corruption are coming from aid agencies that, for the most part, tend to steer clear of politics. This needs to change. The anti-corruption debate needs to include core political issues, however challenging this may be. 

 The demand side of corruption is intensely political.  It is true that deregulation can reduce the opportunities of regulators to seek bribes; that freedom of information laws can enhance transparency of governmental actions; that providing officials engaged in the rule of law with decent wages and salaries can reduce their own interest in using extortion to boost their incomes; that privatized industries offer fewer corruption opportunities to officials than do monopolistic state enterprises; and that many other specific actions can all contribute to making life more difficult for corrupt officials. Many of these measures raise the risks of corrupt officials being caught. But we need to draw lessons from the events in so many countries that show how leading politicians and civil servants are adaptable, flexible and very skilled in operating embedded networks of corruption.

Embedded Political Networks of Corruption

 And Building Democratic Institutions
The villains often know how to encourage aid donors to work with them and see them as partners. Reformed administrative systems in government may make life harder for the corrupt, but on their own, unaccompanied by far-reaching democratic initiatives, they will not suffice in wrecking long-established the networks of embedded corruption that pervade so many governments in developing countries and in Eastern and Central Europe, as well as in leading industrial countries.  We see this in recent scandals in, for example, the United States, Russia, Thailand, Italy, Peru, Kenya, Brazil and South Africa.
Anti-corruption strategies, country by country, need to strike at both the sophisticated embedded political networks of corruption and the broader landscape of official corruption. Attacking the former requires coalitions of experts who know their national political systems very well, who know their way through the corridors of power and who know how to mobilize legislatures, media, courts, and police. The implementation of such strategies will only work if those who are spearheading it are confident of mass public support. Securing public commitment for reform has long been seen by aid experts as essential to the successful implementation of economic adjustment programs – securing widespread public commitment is just as important in the anti-corruption reform area.  

Sustained progress in the anti-corruption field will only emerge if government is open and subject to the scrutiny and the checks and balances that are central to a modern democracy. To believe that authoritarian governments will counter corruption over lasting periods is naïve, particularly in large countries. The temptations of high public office are too great to be resisted for long unless the risks of exposure and punishment are high.  

Democracy is not a panacea. But building strong democratic institutions is a vital component of an anti-corruption strategy. Highly developed democracies, such as those in the U.S., U.K. and Germany, have had corruption scandals that have tested governmental institutions. The checks and balances of an open political system have proven to be robust. In less developed democracies, such as Kenya and Mexico, we continue to see serious corruption, which reminds us of the skill of corrupt officials to adapt to changing circumstances and the critical importance of assigning top priority to strengthening democratic institutions.  

Conclusions
Reform in corporate integrity, including the bribe-paying supply-side of international corruption, and the demand-side of the corruption equation, need to be considered together as component parts of an international effort to end today’s crisis. On their own, each individual reform is unlikely to have lasting and significant impact. Taken together they can secure change.  

To move forward we need a greater exchange of views between the experts who focus on corporate integrity and on governmental corruption. To contribute to this effort I established a website called www.ethicsworld.org as a forum for posting news and research and linking readers to source materials.  

Most of the proposals that I have made here reflect the research and the experiences that have come to the fore in many countries and from many institutions in recent years. We need to learn from the failures and build on the successes. We need to convince people that curbing corruption is possible, as well as essential.

We must also strive to educate broader audiences about the issues that are at stake. If we can do this, and at the same time learn from research and experience, then we can start to be cautiously optimistic about the prospects for success. What is absolutely clear is that we dare not slacken our resolve to fight corruption – great successes may be elusive for many years to come, but enormous waste, pervasive cynicism, and avoidable human tragedies abound each day as the result of corruption. This is intolerable. 

*
Frank Vogl is President of Vogl Communications, Inc. in Washington DC, USA.  He is a member of the Board of Directors of Transparency International and of the Partnership for Transparency Fund. He can be reached at frankvogl@gmail.com.
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