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DEVELOPING POLICY ASSESSMENT MEASURES
FORINTEGRITY AND CORRUPTION PREVENTION ACTIVITIES:
THE AUSTRALIAN EXPERIENCE

by

Dr A J Brown, Dr John Uhr, Dr Arthur Shacklock and Ms Carmel Connorst

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

Good governance requires proper assessment, and policies promoting integrity and countering
corruption are no exception. Defining adequate approaches and developing appropriate frameworks for
assessing the impacts of integrity measures is an emerging priority in OECD countries in order to verify
the effectiveness of their policy in this critical area.  The 2000 OECD report, Trust in Government,
concluded that the weakest point in anti-corruption efforts is the lack of impact assessment. However, it is
essential to have feedback on measures that have already been implemented for the preparation of
successful future policy design.

The OECD project on Developing Policy Assessment Measures for Integrity and Corruption
Prevention Activitiesin the Public Service aims at assisting a more empirically and evidence-based policy-
making by improving governments understanding of possible approaches, processes and methods for
assessing integrity and corruption prevention measures.

1. The report was prepared by Key Centre for Ethics Law Justice and Governance, Griffith University,
Brisbane, Australia. Centre Director: Professor Charles Sampford.
Authorsare Dr A. J Brown isa Senior Research Fellow and Director of Integrity and Corruption
Research at the Key Centre for Ethics Law Justice and Governance. Heis aformer senior investigation
officer for the Commonwealth Ombudsman, Associate to Justice Tony Fitzgerald QC and state
ministerial policy advisor. Email A.J.Brown@qriffith.edu.au.
Dr John Uhr is Senior Fellow in the Political Science Program, Research School of Social Sciences at
the Australian National University. He has consulted and published worldwide in ethics and integrity,
and isaformer director of research and parliamentary committee secretary in the Senate of the
Australian Parliament. Email John.Uhr@anu.edu.au .
Dr Arthur Shacklock isa Senior Research Fellow and Director of International Projects at the Key
Centre, alecturer in management ethics, and a former senior officer of the Commonwealth and Western
Australian governments. Email A.Shacklock@griffith.edu.au .
Ms Carmel Connorsis Research Officer and Publications Manager in the Key Centre, and aformer
senior officer of the Commonwealth Government. Email C.Connors@agriffith.edu.au .
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Objectives of thereport

This report reviews assessment strategies and practices used in Australia for measuring the impact of
integrity and anti-corruption policies in the public service. Australiais one of a series of selected country
studies contributing to a synthesis OECD report and supporting an OECD expert symposium on the
development of integrity policy assessment measures.

The report is primarily intended for government practitioners responsible for the design and
implementation of government policy for promoting integrity and preventing corruption in the public
service. As such, the report reviews current approaches, identifies potentials and constraints, and seeks to
place in context the practical options currently available to decision-makers and managers.

The findings here have been largely made possible by an Australian Research Council-funded
National Integrity System Assessment (NISA) of Australia, a collaborative project with Transparency
International Australia, which is due for completion in December 2004.

I ntroduction

Contemporary post-colonial  Australian government has a number of interlocking integrity
frameworks, much of which has developed in three waves of reform since the 1970s. Despite
accumulating over time, these correlate highly with the OECD Ethics Infrastructure.

However, recent trends in Australian public integrity have not necessarily sat easily with one another,
nor with previous traditional approaches. Since the 1970s, more resources and policy effort have been put
into integrity and anti-corruption strategies but initiatives sometimes conflict, have faced co-ordination and
accountability issues, and are sometimes suspected to be a diversion from important accountability
problems. This highlights the need for, but complexity of, adequate frameworks for assessing the impacts
of integrity measures.

Driversof Integrity and Anti-corruption Policy Evaluation

The report outlines some of the existing history of integrity system performance assessment in
Australia, including the four different international and national drivers of the National Integrity System
Assessment (NISA) work: economic, democratic, administrative and personal. While democratic,
administrative and personal conceptions of integrity are all especially important, they carry different foci
and methodologica implications. These differences further highlight the theoretical and practical
complexity of achieving an overall assessment framework. The optimum directions appear to liein a more
integrative approach, as emphasised by the detail of Australian experience.

Current Practicein Policy Assessment M easures

Four overlapping categories of policy measures are currently used or available, to assess the
take-up and impacts of integrity policiesin Australia:

I mplementation measures Directed toward major, one-off or occasiona initiatives — including
ingtitutional reforms — to ensure agreed actions have been
implemented;

Activity and efficiency measures Directed towards more routine, ongoing activities, such as the day-
to-day operations of integrity bodies or ethics officers, to ensure
that agreed systems are functioning, and providing basic value-for-
money;
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Institutional effectiveness Directed towards evaluation of the overall performance of
particular integrity agencies, or justifications for the creation of
new ones, and tend to be more qualitative and palitical;

Outcome measures Directed to measuring the substantive outcomes of integrity
activities, to ensure these activities are positively enhancing ethical
standards, corruption resistance, public trust, and the quality of
democratic life.

This review divides these four categories into 26 sub-categories, and lists a wide variety of examples
of measures and sources of performance information relevant to each. These include national-level and a
variety of state-level measures. Each category is briefly summarised according to its relationship with
other types of measures, and a general assessment.

Three case studies have been selected as examples of latest developments, sometimes cutting
across a number of these categories, and demonstrating a mix of best practice, potential practices
and current complex issues:

Case Study 1 State of the Service Reporting and ‘Embedding Values Studies — Australian Public
Service Commission. Emphasises recent advances in implementation measures.

Case Study 2 Case handling by Ombudsman’s offices and Anti-Corruption Bodies. Emphasises
difficulties of comparative analysis and severe limitations in routine activity and
efficiency measures even for like bodies.

Case Study 3 An Australian Anti-Corruption Commission? Emphasises the volatility of political
decision-making about the roles, effectiveness and establishment of key integrity
bodies, typified by recent debate over new anti-corruption bodies at a federal level and
in the state of Victoria.

Conclusions; Towards an Assessment Framework

In Australian experience, most prominent evaluation efforts are still ad hoc, and sometimes scandal-
driven, while standard reporting is often driven by agencies need to justify existing or requested resources,
or by central agencies as justifications for decisions already made. Integrity institutions and practices are
not immune from ingtitutional politics, but subsist in areal policy and political environment.

Nevertheless, there are a range of more routine efforts in the public sector that could potentially be
used to more systematically gauge the impact and effectiveness of integrity policies. Thereis no existing
clear performance assessment framework for political decision-making regarding integrity systems, nor
may there ever be, hence the need for performance assessment to be embedded in a broader methodology.
Some performance indicators will be quantitative, some will be qualitative, and many will provide a
mixture of both, with the final interpretation always necessarily political. The question becomes how to
structure a methodology that combines the best, and avoids the worst of administrative performance
assessment, in a holistic assessment process. While we identify a number of promising ‘better practices' in
the ‘doing’ of integrity assessment, we emphasise the importance of best practices in the even harder work
of ‘theorising’ integrity assessment.
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Six threshold issues — practical and conceptua — are identified as particularly important in the design
of any assessment framework:

1
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Ethics co-ordination;

Benchmarks;

Institutional interests of the assessors;

Allowing for the unmeasurable in public administration;
Personal dimensions of integrity;

Relating back to fundamental drivers.

We aso make eight key recommendations for the future, relating to:

1.

The ingtitutionalisation, but broadening and better integration and co-ordination, of empirical
social-science-based employee surveys as an invaluable counterpoint to formal reports of policy
implementation;

Additional measures to cross-check or validate the accuracy of information being received
through public sector surveys;

Benchmarking of the relative costs of performance assessment and quality assurance regimes in
other policy areas,

New research and policy development to rationalise, standardise and expand the basic activity and
efficiency measures applying to integrity bodies with predictable workloads;

In-depth comparative study of the different types of information collected and/or used by
parliamentary committees when evaluating integrity bodies;

Expansion and systematisation of substantive integrity ‘ outcomes’ measures,

Cross+jurisdictional review of the relative value and accuracy of independent, central agency and
internally-run survey and research activities to determine the most cost-effective mix; and

Legidative support for a central coordinating mechanism, with representation of key integrity
agencies and parliamentary and community representation, to develop and implement an ongoing
evaluation strategy.
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1. INTRODUCTION

If individuals should act with integrity, and public office needs integrity, then managerial
leadership and ingtitutional design should aim to sustain it. No easy cost-benefit analysis
justifies this central role of integrity. But | believe integrity anchors personal moral life, istrue
to the role of office in democracy, and results in better governance and higher quality of
judgment and political life.

Dobel (1999: 21)

‘Efficiency’, narromly defined, rather than social values, often dominates policy in this
climate of ‘economic correctness'. Yet, the thinking bureaucrat knows that ‘efficiency’ is
meaningless if you do not know what values you are supposed to be efficiently achieving.

Preston, Sampford and Connors (2002: 5)

1.1. Audtralian integrity and anti-corruption systems

Integrity and corruption prevention measures in the Australian public sector have along history. For
most of Australia’'s post-colonisation history — from the establishment of responsible democratic
government in the 1850s until the consolidation of the modern welfare state in the 1970s — integrity and
anti-corruption measures were defined by the traditional accountability ingtitutions of Western liberal
democracies, namely:

* A professiona, salaried public service accountable to a democratically elected executive;

» Accountability of the executive to the elected legislature (in Australia's case on a British rather
than American model); and

e Crimina and public law sanctions applying to appointed and elected officeholders alike,
enforceable in alargely independent judicial system.

Since the federation of Australia’ s six origina coloniesin 1901, these traditional systems have existed
in each of the six states (in order of population size, New South Wales, Victoria, Queensland, Western
Australia, South Australia and Tasmania), two federa territories (the Northern Territory and Australian
Capital Territory) and for the national or Commonwealth Government. Australia also has approximately
900 elected loca governments, part-federaly funded since 1973 but otherwise treated as units of
state/territory administration.

Since the 1970s, a more complex integrity and anti-corruption system has evolved, as aresult of three
historical changes:

* From the 1970s, the enlarged size and complexity of the liberal democratic welfare state
provoked two types of accountability reform: the introduction of the Scandinavian inquisitorial
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tradition of the Ombudsman to investigate citizen grievances against appointed (but not elected
or judicial) officiads, and simplification of traditional British public law remedies to enable
‘aggrieved persons’ to more easily challenge the merits and legality of administrative actions in
the courts;

e From the late 1980s, the complexity of detecting and prosecuting intentional wrongdoing or
gross misconduct by public officeholders (appointed and elected) led to introduction of
additional, independent commissions against corruption in three states (NSW 1988; Western
Australia 1989; Queensland 1990), with ongoing debate about the need for similar bodies in
Victoriaand at afederal level (Case Study 3);

* In pardld, the introduction of ‘new public management’ approaches has seen devolution of
primary responsibility for public sector standards to the managers of and within individua units
of administration. Ethics and accountability are dealt with through contractual, results-oriented
management, as well as more recently through rediscovery of ‘values-based governance' and
‘results-oriented accountability’ approaches.

Figures 1-3 below present different schematics of the public accountability systems reflected in each
of these post-1970 developments. Figure 1 depicts a matrix of accountability controls for the
Commonwealth and most state governmentsin 1987, after the first of the above changes. Figure 2 depicts
the web of institutiona relationships created by the second type of change (showing nationa private sector
as well as typical nationa or state government). Figure 3 depicts the role of ethics as a theoretical
foundation stone for good corporate governance in individual units of public administration, in the modern
‘values-based governance’ period.

These different phases of reform arise from a variety of drivers. Australian society is generaly
regarded as having high standards of public integrity, and yet the strength of its democratic, egalitarian
culture is partly related to its own very rea experience of palitical, official and corporate corruption in a
variety of forms. The few general studies of corruption conclude that despite its convict origins and poor
record of indigenous dispossession, Australia deserves its reputation for high public standards, and is not a
“wicked place” —but that its “wish to be well regarded as honestly governed has usually been accompanied
by a [corruption] tolerance level too elevated for comfort and a resistance to corruption too slowly
aroused” (Perry 2001: viii, 129; see aso Dickie 1988; O'Brien and Webb 1991; Tiffen 1999). Public
integrity regimes matter in Australian public policy, in large part because few people, if any, believe that
high levels of public integrity can necessarily be taken for granted.

10
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Figure 1. Forms of Accountability and Control for Federal Officials
(Thynne and Goldring 1987: 11)

Formal Informal
Internal Ministers and administrative Peers and subordinates
superiors
Public Service Board, Conscience, loyalty, personal
Treasury, Department of values and ethics
Finance, Department of the
Prime Minister and Cabinet,
and Auditor-General Professionalism
Associated departments Anticipated expectations and
(especially in the reactions of Ministers,
case of non-depart- administrative superiors,
mental officials) peers and subordinates
Ombudsman and administrative
tribunals
Requirements to provide
statements of reasons for
decisions
Conventions and codes of
conduct .
External Parliament and parliamentary General public

committees

Cabinet and cabinet committees
Courts
Enabling legislation

Freedom of Information legislation

Political parties and party
committees

Politicians and officials at other
levels of government

Interest groups and their
representatives

Mass media and media
representatives

Note: cf Kernaghan'’s fourfold classification of internal and external controls and influences
over officials and their decision-making: Kenneth Kernaghan, ‘‘Responsible Public
Bureaucracy: a Rationale and a Framework for Analysis” (1973) 16 Canadian Public
Administration 581-586. Also cf Peters' internal-external (or policy-survival) and formal-
informal (or formality) schema for distinguishing ‘‘several basic dimensions of the political
activity of administrators”’: B Guy Peters, The Politics of Bureaucracy, New York, Longman,
1978, pp. 138-141.

11
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Figure 2. Regulatory Relationships in Australia’s National Integrity System (Brown 2003a)
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Figure 3. ‘The House of Public Sector Governance’
(ANAO, Better Practice Guide on Public Sector Governance 2003, adapted from Qld Department of Transport
2001, see Barrett 2004)
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Internal
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Accountability Monitoring Accountability

Risk Management
Stakeholder Relationships (External & Internal)

Leadership, Ethics and Culture - Commitment to Good Public
Sector Governance
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Australia s interlocking integrity frameworks, despite accumulating over time, correlate highly
with the OECD Ethics Infrastructure identified since 1996 (OECD, 1996: 45; 1999: 12; 2000: 23). Indeed
Australia has contributed directly to the OECD description, having been an active participant in the
surveys leading to the 2000 Trust in Government report and present project.

In comparing Australian experience with the OECD ‘moddl’, however, it is important to note that
recent trends in Australian public integrity have not necessarily sat easily with one another, nor with
previous traditiona approaches. Since the 1970s, more resources and policy effort have been put into
integrity and anti-corruption strategies but initiatives sometimes conflict, have faced co-ordination and
accountability issues, and are sometimes suspected to be a diversion from society’s more important
accountability problems. Maor components have been criticised by the present federa government as
harbouring a ‘ grievance industry’ rather than ethics regime (Mulgan and Uhr 2001: 162). Debate over the
right institutional framework to support agreed policiesis ongoing in severa jurisdictions.

This situation highlights both the need for, but complexity of, adequate frameworks for assessing the
impacts of integrity measures. Judgments as to ‘effectiveness remain highly subjective, and in many
cases political, given that integrity regimes do not exist wholly within day-to-day public administration but
intersect constantly with the legidative and party-political spheres, executive accountability and
bureaucratic tensions. This redlity is implicit in the OECD Ethics Infrastructure, at least three of whose
eight ‘pillars — political commitment, an effective legal framework and active civil society — lie outside
the control of the permanent public sector (OECD 2000: 24-5).

This report reviews current and potential Australian methods for assessing the performance of public
integrity policies, but concludes with what is, in effect, an unresolved dilemma. On one hand, a more
precise performance assessment framework, including empirical measures and cost-benefit analysis would
be enormously useful in helping steer the development of integrity regimes. On the other hand, given the
inherent complexity, subjectivity and political nature of integrity policies, traditional performance
assessment approaches may only ever provide a partial basis for judging ultimate ‘ effectiveness'.

The major decision is whether a routine assessment framework should try to internalise the palitical
dimensions, or recognise that the political dimensions cannot be internalised into such aframework, whose
purpose is to supply diagnostic tools as inputs into more general policy review processes. This is the
primary issue to which we return at the end of the report.

1.2. National Integrity System Assessment (NI SA) project

The National Integrity System Assessment (NISA) project (2002-2004) is a collaborative project
between the Key Centre and Transparency International Australia. The project leader is Professor Charles
Sampford. Participating researchers are drawn from the Australian National University, Charles Sturt
University, University of Sydney, Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology and Monash University as
well as Griffith University.

The NISA project closely informs this report because it is dedicated to mapping and assessment of the
nation’s integrity systems, including public sector systems, and was established with international
applications in mind. The National Integrity System (NIS) concept was popularised in the 1990s by
Jeremy Pope, foundation managing director of Tl, based on two experiences: the post-Fitzgerald Electoral
and Administrative Review Commission (EARC) process in Queendand, Australia in 1989-1994 (Pope
2003: 5) and a National Integrity Workshop in Tanzaniain 1995 (Sedigh and Muganda 1999: 171; Pope

13
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2000: 36; 2003: 10). The concept has been used in qualitative assessments of 33 countries, with another 22
in progress (T1 2001; Doig and Mclvor 2003a; 2003b; Larmour and Barcham 2004).

The ‘NIS concept reflects a commonality of experience between different countries, in which
accountability and corruption control rely on a diversity of efforts. No single reform is promoted as the
key to integrity, but rather a mix of interreliant reforms. The development of the NISA methodology is
directly relevant to the present OECD project for three reasons:

* Notwithstanding its use as a framework for developing countries, the NIS concept is based
largely on a devel oped-country representative democratic model familiar to OECD members,

e The focus is as much on the “inter-relationships, inter-dependence and combined effectiveness
[of integrity measures] in an holistic approach” as on individua institutional reforms (Pope 2000:
37). Thisis congstent with recognition that the value of the OECD Ethics Infrastructure liesin
its eight elements, working in a “complementary and mutually reinforcing fashion” (OECD,
1996; 1999:12; 2000: 23);

* Thereis high correlation between the various institutional pillars seen by the NIS approach as
fundamenta to an effective integrity system, and the specific elements of the OECD Ethics
Infrastructure (Figure 4).

This report does not concern itself with the private sector or business integrity dimensions of
the NISA project, but otherwise draws heavily on the emerging NISA methodology.
Conseguently, it also draws from existing and forthcoming publications in the NISA series, in
particular:

« KCELJAG and Tl (2001);

«  Preston, Sampford and Connors (2002);

«  Brown and Uhr (2004);

«  Shacklock, Gorta, Connors and O’ Toole (2004); and

«  Uhr (2004).

14
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The NISA methodology as a whole is provisionally structured around a range of models for
describing and ‘mapping’ the integrity system, followed by a threefold assessment framework, evaluating
the capacity of the identified systems (variously defined), the coherence and their impacts or
consequences. This report focuses on areas under investigation for performance information addressing
the ‘ consequences theme. However, the final part aso briefly discusses issues of ‘ coherence’ arising from
the question of who does, or should, co-ordinate performance assessment activities. It also foreshadows
some of the reasons for, but difficulties of, a broad, holistic approach to performance assessment. We rank
conseguences as the most relevant focus because it is the one most closely affected by debates over
appropriate standards or benchmarks for integrity assessment. The choice of benchmarks is an assessment
choice of considerable importance. Measuring consequences against different benchmarks will generate
quite different results: hence, the issue of consequences is bound up with this issue of standards or
benchmarks, which we will examine at greater length later.

1.3. Concepts and ter minology
Our operational definitions for the following terms are as follows:

Integrity The use of entrusted power according to the values and purposes for which it
has been entrusted, ideally in fulfilment of ajustified sense of public honour.

Corruption The abuse of entrusted power, however defined; particularly intentional
conduct fundamentally opposed to public duty.

Corruption Prevention

or Resistance Activities intended to build organisationa and personal resistance to
corruption, and increase the likelihood of officials acting with integrity.
Corruption resistance is a preferred focus, as levels of corruption resistance
can be empirically measured through risk assessment, unlike the amount of
corruption ‘prevented’ by educative and other strategies.

Accountability

Responsibility There is frequent terminological conflation of the terms ‘accountability’,
‘responsibility’ and ‘integrity’ in values-based governance. However there are
critical digtinctions between them as discussed in detail elsewhere (Brown and
Uhr 2004: 19).

16
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2. BACKGROUND: DRIVERS OF AUSTRALIAN AND INTERNATIONAL INTEGRITY
AND ANTI-CORRUPTION POLICY EVALUATION

2.1. Introduction

This part of the report outlines some of the existing history of integrity system performance
assessment in Australia.  The National Integrity System Assessment (NISA) has identified four major
drivers for its work, internationally and nationaly, to the main ways in which governments and
international agencies approach the performance assessment task: economic, democratic, administrative
and personal. By considering these drivers, we are able to clarify to what extent the aim of integrity
system assessment is to:

a) Pursue greater, i.e. liberalised and deregulated, economic devel opment;
b) Promote and enhance democracy;

c) Establish whether existing ‘ethics infrastructure’ is performing cost-effectively, irrespective of
political or economic change; and/or

d) Promote ‘integrity’ asadesirable personal quality among individuals as well as organisations.

This section reviews each set of drivers in turn, highlighting differences in assessment approaches
implied, as well as the need for an integrative approach. These challenges provide a background against
which to consider the utility of the performance assessment activities reviewed in part 3.

2.2. Economic driversof integrity system assessment

More efficient, productive economic development is a major objective of international integrity
efforts, and hence also their evaluation in individual countries. This objective has trandated into different
driversin different countries depending on their degree of industrialisation and/or liberalisation:

* In developing countries and economies-in-transition, aid and other forms of economic support
and inclusion (including membership of OECD and the EU) can now be directly dependent on
integrity reforms, if only to reduce the amount of aid lost to corruption; and

e In the 1990s, the transnational business community also became less tolerant of the costs and
uncertainties associated with foreign bribery, creating a desire for greater consistency and
uniformity in anti-corruption and integrity systems between all countries (Glynn, Kobrin and
Naim 1997; McCoy 2001; Sgjo 2003).

As a dtill relatively ‘lucky’ developed country, Australia has joined many of the longer-established
OECD countries in the role of exporter rather than importer of their integrity and anti-corruption
principles. Economic change has thus not been a primary internal driver for Australian integrity policies.

Nevertheless, economic change has been a secondary driver in Australia, and the international picture
makes highly relevant the place of economic measures in any assessment framework. This fact is
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emphasised by the role of international financia institutions in a variety of assessment endeavours,
including the role of the World Bank in promotion of the National Integrity System concept. The
economic approach casts integrity and ‘good governance’ reforms not as ends in themselves, but rather as
means to “greater economic development” and “growth”, particularly for developing and transitional
economies (Pope 1999; Johnston in Johnston and Doig 1999: 20; see also Marquette 2001: 399). This
approach has two practical implications:

* Integrity reforms are often enmeshed in international prescriptions for economic development —
for example “gtate of the art” macroeconomic reform based on public sector reduction,
minimisation of officia discretion, deregulation, privatisation, enhanced competition and market
liberalisation (e.g. Kaufmann 1999b: 95);

»  Consequently, measures for assessing the effectiveness of governance reform have often been led
by the application of economic performance indicators, since it follows that if the ultimate aim of
anti-corruption reforms is economic, their success can be measured by the health of the economy.
For example, among the six groups of Governance Indicators developed by World Bank authors
(voice and accountability, political stability, government effectiveness, regulatory quality, rule of
law, and control of corruption: Kaufmann et al. 2003):

— The ‘rule of law’ issue that is consistently identified as most important for measurement is
security of private property rights and contracts (Stapenhurst and Kpundeh 1999: 238;
Kaufmann et a. 2003: 4, 19, 85, 96 etc; Knack, Kugler and Manning. 2003: 360); and

— ‘Telephone wait times and ‘ phone faults' are ranked as two of a small group of “Objective
Indicators of Good Governance” against which otherwise largely perception-based evidence
can be assessed (Kaufmann et al. 2003: 50).

Our am here is not to question the accuracy of such indicators as measures of ‘governance quality’,
though clearly that is anissue. Nor isit to ask whether integrity and anti-corruption reforms should be so
explicitly tied to such a* specific, Western-based understanding of market discipling” (Williams and Beare
1999: 122). The fact is that Australia’s experience of integrity and anti-corruption reforms has moved
away from arelatively brief close association with economic liberalisation, onto a distinctive ‘third way’
path, increasingly integrated with traditional, broader notions of public service and duty. With its long
history of a strong and proactive public sector, Australia’s public policy tide has ebbed away from neo-
classical economics as a primary fount of governance values, with cross-fertilisation between private and
public approaches to accountability rather than one-way ‘privatisation’ or ‘publicisation’ (Sampford 1991;
Whincop and Keyes 1997; Preston et al. 2002: 3-5; Uhr 1999: 97; Brown 2003b; Mulgan 2003: 228-9).
The Business Integrity System Assessment (BISA) component of the NISA project confirmed that a
frequent Australian public response to the perceived “abuse of power and influence” under self-regulation
includes a preference for “stricter regulatory regimes, more law and order, [and] more education and
training in the importance of human values’ (Kimber, Lucas and Segon. 2001: 29-30). The first 18
National Integrity System country studies auspiced by Tl aso produced signs that economic deregulation
was not necessarily a support for integrity reforms (T1 2001: 11-12, 26-7; Doig and Mclvor 2003a: 326).

The gquestion becomes, given the international priority given to the economic value of integrity-based
governance reform, what isthe real role of economic approaches in measuring the performance of integrity
reforms in practice? In Austraia, they play little or no role, raising the ironic possibility that even if
economic goas are acknowledged not to be paramount, econometric sources of information might
currently be underutilised.
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2.3. Thedemocratic driver

The second magjor driver of integrity reform, more applicable in Australia, is democracy. Particularly
in the wake of corruption tied to ‘entrepreneurial’ closeness between governments and the private sector,
and popular disquiet regarding the impacts of economic liberalisation, integrity reforms have provided a
key vehicle for bolstering public trust in government.

Internationally, like economic development, democratisation has also been promoted as a ‘cure’ to
corruption in its own right, as again demonstrated by the Nationa Integrity System concept.
Democratisation is often seen as key to reducing corruption “in the long run” (Elliott 1997: 176) and as
affording “less fertile ground in which corruption can flourish” (Stapenhurst and Sedigh 1999: 2; Pope
2000: 1; cf Lipset and Lenz 2000: 122; Hindess 2004). In Australia, the position is somewhat the reverse:
democracy is not seen as automatically supplying a body of desirable anti-corruption reforms, rather anti-
integrity and anti-corruption reforms are pursued in order to enhance and protect the quality of democracy
(Preston et al. 2002: 198). At least thisisthe casein theory.

The conceptua digtinction between pursuing democracy as a means of reducing corruption, and
pursuing integrity reforms as a means of enhancing democracy, is crucia to performance measurement. |f
international agencies or particular countries assume that a particular choice and configuration of
representative democratic institutions will deliver higher levels of public integrity, then performance can
be measured, at least in the first place, by assessing whether those institutions exist and how well they have
been embedded. Hence:

» Thedarting point of National Integrity System assessment, until now, has been documentation of
the ingtitutions and practices serving integrity, on an assumption that “the most usua ‘integrity
pillars of a society which is seeking to govern itself in an accountable fashion” are the
institutions of representative democracy, as depicted in Figure 4 (Pope 2000: 36; see aso TI
2001: 8, 40-1 cf 25; Doig and Mclvor 2003b);

e The Centre for Public Integrity’s Global Integrity Report (Camerer 2004) is based on a similar
but more structured and comprehensive comparative evaluation of the democratic infrastructure
of 25 countries “that hold elections’, using institutional categories that again correlate highly
with the National Integrity System concept, as well as the OECD Ethics Infrastructure (as seen
by comparing Figure 4 above and Figure 8 below).2

Similarly the OECD’s ethics and anti-corruption surveys have produced a comprehensive guide to
key democratic processes in its member countries. The primary distinction is that the Ethics Infrastructure
remains couched as a description of what members do (or self-report themselves as doing), not necessarily
atemplate against which to assess what should be done.

The key problem with the democratic driver isthat comparative constitutional or institutional analysis
does not in itself provide reliable insights into whether those institutions are working as intended, let alone
working well. The existence of the base ingtitutional framework is not itself a guide to its integrity levels.
This is because integrity and corruption are always relative — the only ways in which entrusted power can
be judged as having been honourably discharged, or abused, is with reference to the powers, trust,
officeholders and communities concerned. Democratic ingtitutions reinforce this configuration of
relationships, but the ingtitutions in themselves do not guarantee the ethical standards of officeholders.
Indeed, the very accumulation of integrity protections in many developed nations tells a different tae: the

2 NB Dr John Uhr, an author to this report, was the lead social scientist for the Global Integrity Report’s

evaluation of Australia: see Camerer (2004).
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array of ingtitutional protections reflects the need for safeguards against risks to public integrity. The great
number of measures to protect public integrity does not mean that the war for integrity has been won, but
thereverse.

The international problem of the democratic driver is that integrity and anti-corruption strategies may
take on the character of a program of political normalisation, without necessarily tackling a society’s main
corruption issues (Hindess 2004). They may become another case of “reform proposals that emphasise the
same factors everywhere, and thus do not really fit anywhere” (Johnson in Quah 2003: 244; Lindsey and
Dick 2002: v-vi; Jayasuriya 2002; Kotkin and Sgjo 2002). It is thus noteworthy that Tl would interpret
early Nationa Integrity System country studies as showing that “most countries had nearly al the
[integrity] pillars and few had additiona or different pillars’ (TI1 2001: 39), but that often these pillars
appeared to be “hollow” (Larmour and Barcham 2004: 29; TI 2001: 16, 27).

Australian governments still sometimes import ‘model’ ingtitutions that have not been custom-
designed or adapted into political practice. For example:

»  Whistleblower protection suffers some of this problem, with the adaptation of U.S. legidative
approaches to Australian circumstances often regarded as poorly achieved and further
disseminated within Australia, with a significant gap between these laws symbolic existence and
implementation in practice (de Maria 1999; Brown and Magendanz forthcoming);

e This problem, and the paraldl problem of partial take-up of laws requiring agency codes of
conduct, were noted in the Key Centre's pilot assessment of Queensland’s integrity regime
(KCELJAG and Tl 2001: 120; Preston et a. 2002: 139);

* The same can be said for the electora disclosure regimes intended to support the integrity of
legislators, one of the biggest problems exported with democracy. In Australia, as elsewhere,
there is a mismatch between the formal notions of democracy on which integrity typically hinges,
and “the redlity of democratic life” (Dobel 1999: 10), confirmed by empirical evidence that even
their supporters like the principles of representative democracy more than they think it actualy
works (Cowling 2004: 19). In its recent self-assessment for the Asian Development Bank/OECD
Asia Pacific Anti-Corruption Action Plan, the Australian Government omitted to supply details
of official and eectoral disclosure requirements, even though such requirements exist on paper
(Austraian Government 2004).

Clearly, this problem of performance assurance is the very reason for this project. Left to
themselves, governments or countries will always self-report favourably. Symbolic reforms will rarely be
admitted to be such. In the OECD Trust in Government report (OECD 2000: 69-72), many governments
responded to the request for performance assessment information by simply restating general faith in the
outcomes of their reforms. The best answer so far has often been to smply compare the ‘formal
provisions or de jure framework of integrity institutions and practices, and the de facto reality or ‘what
actually happens.” In this way, assessment methodologies such as the NIS and Public Integrity Index have
the potentia to help empower the citizenry to hold governments to account for these reforms. The OECD
Ethics Infrastructure recognises the same principle, since ‘politica will’ and an ‘active civil society’ are
recognised as two fundamental elements in member countries, on which ‘an effective legal framework’
and many other elements directly depend.

Overdl, approaches to performance assessment in response to this democratic driver can be seen as
posing four problems:
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1. The democratic approach comes with a heavy focus on ingtitutions and laws. Thisis for good reason,
since ingtitutions and laws usualy underpin the implementation capacity for reform, and
‘congtitutional practice’ is an important way of capturing the larger public purpose of administrative
arrangements (Rohr 1998) — but as discussed, ingtitutional frameworks do not automatically carry with
them their own means of evaluation.

2. Simple assessment of reality (implementation) against theory (intent) does not necessarily revea (@)
when the original intent was misguided or insufficient; (b) when a mgjor shift in political and legal
ingtitutions is required; or (c) what the solutions to implementation problems might be, other than the
general solution of ‘try harder’.

3. While citizen confidence in government may be the ultimate measure of performance, current
measures of ‘public trust’ have proved less useful than originally hoped, as a catch-all indicator of
good governance (Bouckaert and Van de Walle 2003). In the absence of more effective measures of
trust, the only measures that ultimately continue to matter are the outcomes of the electoral process —
which so many citizens feel to be compromised, and most experts agree to be overly manipulable.

4. Inademaocracy, the battle to supplement ‘political’ performance measures with more objective, expert-
based assessments of integrity reform necessarily remains subject to this political reality. Dependence
on the existing political process to lead and implement integrity programs is both desirable in theory,
and unavoidable in practice, but means that only those assessment processes that political leaders
drive, accept or for some reason cannot escape, are ever likely to have any rea effect.

The first two problems raise questions of theoretical approach, further addressed in conclusion below.
Examples of Australian experiences of each of the last two problems are included in the next part,
particularly in relation to the current debate over key institutional elements of the Commonwealth
Government’ s Ethics Infrastructure (Case Study 3).

2.4. Administrativedrivers

The third set of drivers for integrity reforms, and their assessment, are those associated with more
efficient, effective and responsive administration. While political will and enhanced democracy are
fundamental, the current OECD project, NISA project and equivalent efforts are equally predicated on the
search for routine, ‘objective’ or less-contestable methods for ensuring that integrity reforms have been
implemented and are having their intended positive effects on the quaity of public policy-making and
public services.

This approach focuses less on assessment of whether particular laws and sructures exist, and
consequently less on whether the Ethics Infrastructure is complete or in need of magjor political reform. It
shies away from the more political implications of reform, and even more than the institutional approach
tends not to look beyond existing institutions nor question existing standards in the absence of some
overwhelming reason to do so. Rather the focus is on how existing institutions perform, and whether they
are discharging their agreed purposes; if the answer is yes, ‘effectiveness or ‘implementation’ criteria say
integrity is being achieved. Integrity system assessment thus becomes a more administrative exercise,
concerned with the effectiveness of ethics programs whose legitimacy is uncontested, at least in theory.
Thisisan important but less ambitious task raising different methodological issues.

Sub-political or adminigtrative performance assessment tends to rely on concepts such as audit and
evaluation, familiar in the administrative sciences. The applicability of these approaches to OECD
members needs is reinforced by the OECD definition of ‘integrity’ being pursued by the Ethics
Infrastructure, which in Australia would be seen largely as a worthy restatement of the principles of good
public administration.
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Ensuring integrity means that:

*  Public servants behaviour isin line with the public purposes of the organisation within which
they work;

» Daily public service operations for business are reliable;
» Citizensreceive impartia treatment on the basis of legality and justice;
» Public resources are effectively, efficiently and properly used;

»  Decison-making procedures are transparent to the public, and measures are in place to permit
public scrutiny and redress (OECD 2000: 11).

Australian experience with performance assessment and policy evauation at this level is generaly
strong. Consequently, many of the techniques reviewed in the next part of the report draw from these
standard, but continually evolving, approaches to accountability. They are consistent with current efforts
towards ‘values-based governance’ in most Austrdian public sectors, and are deeply embedded in the
operational corporate governance models of public agencies, as depicted in Figure 3 in the previous part.

Nevertheless, as will be shown in the next part, the application of standard audit and evaluation
approaches to integrity reforms and programs is unusualy complex, and consequently not yet well
developed in Audtralia. Thisis apparently consistent with mogt, if not al, OECD countries (OECD 2000:
66-72). The most tangible sign of evidence-based performance evaluation reported by the OECD, in the
case of 12 countries, was reactive analysis of “systemic failures and trends in criminal and disciplinary
cases’ —in other words, measuring negative examples that continue to occur despite the positive efforts to
enhance integrity. Aswill be shown, there are other more positive sources of performance information in
Australia, but they do not necessarily make up a coherent assessment framework.

The clearest reasons for this complexity are those discussed above — the centrality of the political
process to integrity reforms, and hence the inherently political nature of meaningful judgments about
effectiveness. The difficulty of extending traditional performance assessment to the Ethics Infrastructureis
demonstrated by the Queensland phase of the NISA project. Initialy, a structured ‘ performance audit’ -
style approach was attempted, and reported on internationally by TI (TI 2001: 2, 39-40). This reflected a
first attempt to assess Queendand integrity programs against stated purposes, objective performance
indicators, and an idealised model of interrelationships, based on the parameters set out in Figure 5 below.
However this attempt was subsequently largely abandoned — as was the entire language of ‘audit’ (see
KCELJAG and Tl 2001: 22-24). A variety of techniques including unstructured interviews, review of
policy documentation, and a focus group of nine integrity agency representatives, all helped validate what
otherwise remained a subjective anaysis by academic experts of ‘emerging issues (or problems)
confronting the ethics regime (KCELJAG and Tl 2001: 108-119; Preston et a 2002).
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Figure 5. Parameters of Possible System ‘Audit’ (Tl 2001: 39-40)

A. Individual Institutional Audit

Values
Means of Promoting Values | Key Relationships

Reporting | Organisational and Accountability relationships

Powers | Functional operational relationships
Resources
Origin and Development
Legislation | Performance Indicators
Role

B. Inter-Institutional Audit

Assessing within a four-fold matrix:

Intra-agency relationships | Agency-to-public relationships
Agency-to-agency relationships | Agency-to-integrity system relationships.

This retreat from ‘objective’ to greater reliance on ‘subjective’ assessment of the ethics regime
highlights that few existing assessment tools span the breadth of issues, institutions and institutional
interrelationships with which an ethics regime is concerned. For example, in Australia, the
Commonwealth and severa state governments have a long history in ‘performance auditing’ as a major
accountability tool, but this approach seeks to assess “economy, efficiency and effectiveness’ against
exiging standards and structures, and is not geared to deal with the “expectation gap” that has to be
addressed in any fina judgment as to performance (Barrett 2004). In this respect, audit can be contrasted
with ‘evaluation’, which has a “strong focus on policy” and “qualitative assessment of policy
effectiveness’, but is often less independent, ‘ objective’ or able to supply clear answers (Barrett 2001).

The key problem, to which we return below, is to what extent greater use can be found for more
sophisticated ‘ objective’ performance assessment techniques, within or alongside an evaluation model that
also takes adequate account of the political dimensions of the ethics regime.

2.5. Personal drivers

The fourth and final driver of integrity reformsis the fact that their ultimate goal concerns the manner
in which individua officeholders perceive their office and live out their lives. This is a fact easily
forgotten in the shadow of other drivers. For example, economic approaches tend to focus as much on the
integrity of ‘the market’ as on the integrity of people. The democratic approach focuses on the integrity of
democracy itself, measured through the strength of public trust. Administrative approaches emphasise the
integrity of agreed plans, programs and implementation. However, integrity and anti-corruption reforms
are equally directed to honesty, uprightness, trustworthiness, reliability, and honour in individuals — the
personal qualities we seek to ensure or enhance in those to whom we entrust power.

The human dimension is critical to any effort to increase public integrity. Current theory converges
around a need to integrate three dimensions or models, al familiar from the above discusson. A
‘personal-responsibility’ approach to integrity, familiar in human interaction, is needed aongside the
‘effectiveness or implementation’ approaches evident in administrative drivers, as well as the ‘legal-
ingtitutional’ approach typical of democratic and economic reform (Dobel 1999: 2-22). This threefold
model resonates with the Key Centre's experience of persond ethics, institutional/organisational design,
and legal regulation as a trinity of responses needed in combination (Sampford and Wood 1992; 1994;
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Preston et d. 2002: 32-68); with the differentiation of individual, organisational and societa integrity
systems described by Kimber et a (2001); and with the OECD’s own description of the three functions
fulfilled by different elements of the Ethics Infrastructure: “guidance’, “management” and “control”
(OECD, 1996; 1999: 12; 2000: 23):

Figure 6. Integrity Dimensions/Models in Western Political Thought

Personal-
Responsibility
(Dobel)
Ethical Standard-Setting
(Sampford)
Guidance (OECD)
Society’s Values
(PopelTI)
Personal

Effectiveness/
Implementation (Dobel)

Institutional Design
(Sampford)
Management (OECD)
Rules and Practices
Pillars? (Pope/Tl)

Organisational

Legal-
Institutional (Dobel)
Legal Regulation
(Sampford)
Control (OECD)
Institutional Integrity
Pillars (Pope/TI)
Societal

None of these models of integrity will aone ensure against abuses of power, particularly not one
relying entirely on the inherent ‘goodness’ of individuals — virtuous individual s are a scarce commodity, at
least relative to demand, and it cannot be presumed they will aways come forward when and where
needed (Uhr 2002: 15; Preston et a. 2002: 68). Hence, the need for laws, ingtitutions, and management
systems. Yet, one basic purpose of the latter is to increase the likelihood that people, acting individualy or
collectively, will behave with honour. Technical accountability can still produce abuses of power, if
officeholders have regard only for orders and not the “basic condtitutional and regime values’ of their
society (Dobel 1999: 10-11). Conversely, economic and legal strategies for reducing corruption by
seeking to codify human behaviour are even more guaranteed to fail, for example those seeking to ensure
that “discretion” is “minimised or, where possible, eliminated” (Pope 1999: 99; Stapenhurst and Sedigh
1999: 5; Langseth et a. 1999: 129). Eliminating human discretion is both unrealistic and undesirable, if
we are simultaneously encouraging officeholders to think imaginatively.

All three models of integrity help inform our different definitions of concepts like accountability,
responsibility and integrity (Brown and Uhr 2004: 19). In complex modern societies, human beings need
“as far as they can, to economize on trust in persons and confide instead in well-designed political, socidl,
and economic ingtitutions’, but there remain limits to how far such economy of trust can go (Dunn
1988/2000: 85-6). Concepts of integrity reveal many places and key relationships in our society where
personal trustworthiness has not, or cannot be compromised.

In assessing the performance of integrity regimes, the magjor theoretical task is how to integrate

evaluations of “results-oriented management” (which rely on an ‘effectiveness/ implementation” model of
integrity), with those used to “verify” organisational and individua integrity using a ‘legal-institutional’
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model (Uhr 1999: 102; 2002). The key may be the third, ‘personal-responsibility’ model, including
individual concepts of meritorious behaviour, since this must help legitimate the necessarily subjective
nature of much of the assessment. In any event, the impacts of integrity reforms in terms of personal
standards, attitudes and behaviour aso need to be assessed.

2.6. Conclusions: challengesfor performance assessment

This part of the report has highlighted that the assessment of integrity systems and programs can have
anumber of drivers—for example, assessment can be undertaken with aview to:

»  Pursuing greater, i.e. liberalised and deregulated, economic devel opment;
*  Promoting and enhancing democracy;

»  Establishing whether existing ‘ ethics infrastructure’ is performing cost-effectively, irrespective of
political or economic change; or

» Promoting ‘integrity’ as adesirable persona quality, at atime when it seems in reduced supply.

In Australia, integrity system assessment such as pursued through the present NISA project has as its
drivers amix of (b) and (c), with the need for a stronger awareness of (d), and little to do with (a) despite
its dominant role in much international debate. Nevertheless, as we have seen, the relationships between
these drivers are complex, and differences between styles of assessment are significant. Thereisacase for
ensuring that an assessment framework recognises and integrates all three of the integrity dimensions
embedded in these drivers: ‘legal-institutional’, ‘effectivenessimplementation’ and ‘personal-
responsibility’.

Currently, different styles of assessment focus more on one dimension than others. For example, the
National Integrity System and other public-political models tend to be institutionally focused, while most
of the OECD approach leans naturally toward administrative performance assessment. Neither offers an
immediate path to assessing effectiveness of integrity reforms at a personal or interpersona level. The
theoretical and political challenges of developing an integrative assessment framework are also borne out
by the practica challenges, revealed when existing Australian performance assessment experience is
reviewed in more detail.
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3. CURRENT PRACTICE IN POLICY ASSESSMENT MEASURES

This part of the report reviews the four main categories of policy measures currently used, or
available, to assess the take-up and impacts of integrity and anti-corruption activities in Australia. These
types of assessment are directed to different, but often overlapping types of integrity activity:

I mplementation measures Directed toward major, one-off or occasond initiatives —
including institutional reforms — to ensure agreed actions have
been implemented.

Activity and efficiency measures Directed towards more routine, ongoing activities, such as the
day-to-day operations of integrity bodies or ethics officers, to
ensure that agreed systems are functioning, and providing basic
value-for-money.

Institutional effectiveness Directed towards evaluation of the overall performance of
particular integrity agencies, or judtifications for the creation of
new ones, and tend to be more qualitative and political.

Outcome measur es Directed to measuring the substantive outcomes of integrity
activities, to ensure these activities are positively enhancing
ethical standards, corruption resistance, public trust, and the
quality of democratic life.

The review here is not comprehensive, and does not attempt to describe all measures in use across
Australia. It is intended to provide examples (see table below) of the assessment activity normally to be
found, and thus support conclusions about strengths and weaknesses in current information, as well as
prospects for a more holistic assessment framework. Further, the above categories are not exclusive —
several measures fulfil more than one of these purposes, for example in providing information about
activity, efficiency and outcomes at the same time. The table below summarises the examples referred to
below, by the four categories and 26 sub-categories.

The three case studies have been sdlected as examples of latest developments, sometimes cutting

across a number of these categories, and demonstrating a mix of best practice, potentia practices and
current complex issues. Some broad |essons are discussed in the final part of the report.
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Category Sub-category Examples (see text) Case Study
3.1. Implementation | 3.1.1. Central review A1,A2,N1,Q1,Q2 1
3.1.2. Central research A1,N1,N2,Q2 1
3.1.3. Best practice case studies A3,Q3
3.1.4. External investigation -
3.1.5. NGOl/university review 11,12,U1
3.2. 3.2.1. Caseload reporting A4,A5,A6 2
Activity and
Efficiency 3.2.2. Accessibility N3
3.2.3. Training reporting etc -
3.2.4. Performance audit A7-Al12
3.2.5. Productivity review Al13
3.3. 3.3.1. External investigations Al4,N4,Q4
Institutional
effectiveness 3.3.2. Law reform bodies Al15,A16,A17 3
3.3.3. Royal commissions A18-20,0Q05,T1,W1, N5,Q6 3
3.3.4. Parliamentary committees A21,N6,N7,Q7,W2,A22 3
3.3.5. NGOluniversity research U2,U3
3.4. 3.4.1. Central ES/CR research Al, A23, N8, N9, N10, N11 1
Outcomes
3.4.2. Agency ES/CR research W3
3.4.3. University research/review U4
3.4.4. Integrity recognition V1, NT1, ACT1, N13
3.4.5. Integrity testing -
3.4.6. Caseload outcomes Al, Q8, Q23, A24 2

3.4.7.

Public trust: public agencies

3.4.8.

Public trust: integrity
agencies

N12, Q9, A25, Q10, U5, 12

3.4.9.

Public trust: general

A = Australian government
N = NSW Government
Q = Queensland Government

S = South Australian Government

T = Tasmanian Government

V = Victorian Government

W = Western Australian Government

ACT = Australian Capital Territory Government

NT =Northern Territory Government

| = International bodies/agencies/NGOs

U = Universities and independent research bodies.
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3.1. Implementation Measures

Summary: Implementation measures are directed toward major, one-off or occasiona initiatives —
including legal and institutional reforms — and are intended to ensure that agreed actions have been
implemented. They represent the minimum type of evaluation that should be expected in relation to
integrity reforms, since without them there is no evidence that political promises have been honoured or
that legal reform is more than symbolic.

Relations to other measures. As demonstrated by Case Study 1 (Austraian Public Service
Commission), some implementation measures can aso extend to measures of outcomes — but this is not
guaranteed. Further, the examples show that different types of assessment tend to be differently targeted,
depending on who is doing the assessing: the APSC may measure implementation of codes of conduct, the
Ombudsman may measure implementation of internal complaint handling systems, and anti-corruption or
fraud control bodies may measure implementation of interna fraud control requirements. This possible
problem of fragmentation is difficult to overcome where different reviewing agencies have different
jurisdictions (i.e. coverage over different groups of agencies).

General assessment: |mplementation measures are generally strong and frequently used by Australian
governments, because they are a standard part of public administration. For this reason, examples such as
Case Study 1 highlight the value of systematic reporting on implementation of integrity policies, and how
important it is that the type of approaches described are repeated and extended. There is considerable
scope for more comprehensive monitoring of this kind by all governments, probably expanded to avoid the
current risks of fragmentation and duplication involved in reviews or research projects by multiple
agencies on different but related issues.

3.1.1. Central review

The firgt type of implementation measure is systematic review of agency take-up of integrity policies,
undertaken by central agencies by surveying other agencies. At afedera level, such reviews may be either
comprehensive and regular, or selective and occasional. Leading examplesinclude:

Al The regular agency surveys by the Australian Public Service Commission, for preparation of the
annual, legidatively-required State of the Service Report, focusing on awareness of and
commitment to service values and codes of conduct (APSC 2003a) — see Case Study 1.

A2  Occasiona agency surveys by centra scrutiny agencies, such as the Commonwealth Ombudsman,
who surveyed 80 Commonwealth departments in 1996-1997 to find out which agencies had
established internal complaint handling mechanisms, finding less than 20 per cent of agencies had a
system which would probably satisfy the Australian Standard (Commonwealth Ombudsman 1997:
11).

At a date level, the situation is somewhat reversed. This highlights a difference between the
dimensions or models of integrity considered most important for monitoring at different levels of
government. At state level, there is less regular monitoring of implementation by public sector
management agencies on integrity policies, as opposed to human resource management, equity and other
core staff management policies. Instead, the trend isfor central investigation agencies with strong research
functions, where these exist, to undertake such implementation reviews. However, this raises the question
as to whether they are surveying agencies on the same issues of ‘embedding’ values, or compliance with
different requirements. State examplesinclude:
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Profiling the NSW Public Sector: This comprehensive report summarises a sector wide survey
across the NSW public sector and provides a “snapshot” of the range of functions, corruption risks
and the corruption prevention strategies in place. More than 260 organisations participated in the
survey including state owned corporations, boards and committees. |CAC developed two surveys
for this research, one for Chief Executive Officers and Chairpersons (the organisational survey) and
the other for staff (the staff survey). The survey asked a variety of questions about corruption
prevention strategies already in place, perception of corruption risk within the organisation, and the
type of activities undertaken by the organisation. The report allows organisations within the News
South Wales public sector to benchmark their efforts against the rest of the NSW public sector and
to identify areas where they may be able to improve resistance (ICAC 2003b).

In 1994, Queendand enacted a Public Sector Ethics Act which it was hoped would lead to higher
standards of behaviour on the part of Queensland public officials. In 2000, the pilot project for the
present NISA project undertook an assessment of the Queendand integrity system. The study found
that while the Public Sector Ethics Act 1994 and the Public Service Act 1996 had a positive effect
on the process of institutionalising public sector integrity in the State, adoption of Codes of Conduct
across the sector was patchy (KCELJAG and Transparency Internationa 2001: 120). While there
were some good examples where Departments had devel oped a systemic approach to ethics centred
on the Code, there were aso examples of codes implemented in a token manner. A contributing
factor identified by the study was the lack of co-ordination and central advice available in the past to
public sector agencies about the development and implementation of codes. Training in use of the
codes, mandated under legidation, was adso inconsistent (KCELJAG and Transparency
International 2001: 120). These findings were in line with research by Professor David Corbett,
which described implementation records across the Queendand public service as mixed (Corbett
1997). Although there have been no later published surveys, since 2000 the Office of the Public
Service Merit and Equity (OPSME) has assumed lead agency responsibility for the Public Sector
Ethics Act. This enables an improved focus on ethics and integrity across the Queendand public
sector, supported by a Public Sector Ethics Network (Preston et a 2002).

Queendand Crime and Misconduct Commission, in 2004 has been surveying agencies using the
same methodology as the NSW ICAC. The results of this study will be publicly released on 8 July
2004. 1t is intended to compare this study against the NSW Independent Commission Against
Corruption public sector profiling

3.1.2. Central research

Central agencies may assess implementation of policies not only through review of agency

procedures, as discussed above, but through more thorough research into the attitudes of staff. Thisis a
different and more recent development, and uses anonymous responses from stratified random samples of
employees from different organisations, sectors and levels of employment to cross-check agencies
implementation of ethics policies. Examplesinclude:

Al

N1

N2

The employee survey component of the Australian Public Service Commission's State of the
Service Report, conducted for the first time in 2003, as described in Case Study 1.

The similar public sector profiling research by the NSW Independent Commission Againgt
Corruption (above);

The earlier pioneering surveys by the NSW Independent Commission Against Corruption into staff

attitudes to corruption, on which much of the current approaches are based. In the past these
included:
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e 1993 and 1999 ICAC survey of public service employee’s attitudes towards corruption.
The 1999 survey results of 800 employees across the New South Wales public sector were
compared with results from a similar ICAC study in 1993. All of the changes were indicative of
the NSW public sector becoming more corruption resistant than it was in 1993 (ICAC 2001.: 4);
and

* surveys on specific issues such as staff awareness of whistleblowing procedures. For example,
the ICAC surveyed 800 staff from 11 organisations in 1996, discovering that 66% of respondents
had not heard of the Protected Disclosures Act introduced two years previoudy (Zipparo 1998;
Zipparo 1999).

Q2 The Queendand Crime and Misconduct Commission's application of the NSW profiling
methodol ogy (above).

As noted above, and in Case Study 1, there may be variations in consistency and focus depending on
who is conducting the research.

3.1.3. Best practice case studies

When new measures are introduced, central agencies sometimes assess implementation and pursue
strategies for further promoting the measure at the same time, by facilitating the analysis of ‘best practice
implementation by select or volunteer agencies. These case studies tend to provide more qualitative
evidence of how palicies are being implemented, but by their nature tend to prioritise ‘good news' stories
and are lesslikely to be independently verified. Examplesinclude:

A3  APS Commission ‘Embedding Values Case Studies which draws on examplesin a select group of
agencies (APSC 2003b).

Q4  In recent times, Queendand Department of Main Roads underwent a maor corporate change
program and was promoted as having sustained a significant change in its culture as an exemplar to
other agencies (Varghese 2003: 237-254). While significant improvements to the old culture were
apparent, evidence from a series of research focus groups suggested that the ‘new public
management’ drivers of effectiveness and efficiency continued to impede the implantation of an
ethical culture to the degree that the agency would claim (KCELJAG 2004).

3.1.4. External investigation

The independent investigation agencies of al Australian governments, including ombudsman’s
offices and anti-corruption bodies, routindly assess individual public agencies for their implementation of
various ethics policies and procedures on an ‘as needs bass, when investigating individua cases or
conducting standard audits. These assessments are then presented as recommendations to agencies, as
findings in published reports, or are reflected in the aggregate case-handling statistics of investigation
agencies, but are otherwise not centrally collated and monitored. See also 3.3.1 below.

3.1.5. NGO/university review

As discussed earlier in the report, a number of international non-government organisations (NGOS)
base their external assessments of governments integrity policies on simple implementation reviews
(comparing action to promises). Often university researchers perform this function, or independently
conduct similar research. However, the impact of either form of review on government itself can vary
enormously. Examples of NGO review include:
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The form of National Integrity System country study auspiced by Transparency Internationa (e.g.
Roberts forthcoming); and

The Washington-based Public Integrity Index (Figure 7):

Figure 7. Global Integrity Report
(Camerer 2004)

Public Integrity Index

The Index measures the existence, effectiveness

and accessability of the institutions that hold a Global Integrity

government accountable to its citizens. IRZPO rt — Australian
STRONG ndicator i
United States Categories REWE
Portugal o _
Australia Civil Society,
Italy Public 4" — Very
Germany Information and Strong
South Africa Media
Philippines Electoral and
Argentina [l Political 8" — Strong
Mexico Processes
Brazil "
Japan m Branches of 8" — Moderate
Venezuela Government
Gha o
shand Administration 8" — Weak
Nigeria IV and Civil
EREE Service
NIT;;:?;E: Oversight and 3 — Very
Tl V Regulatory Strong
”?"“L‘_"ilﬁ‘ Anti-Corruption 1% — Very
urkey VI Infrastructure Strong

Russia

Kenya

Guatemala
fimbabwe

VERY WEAK

1]

31

and Rule of Law



GOV/PGC/ETH(2004)5

University research commissioned by government itself can also be used as an implementation
measure, often as a by-product to the intended research. One example includes:

Q5 A Key Centre study of positive reporting environments in Queendand organisations, noting that
many agencies appeared to apply a definition of ‘public interest disclosures different from state
legidation (Brown and Magendanz forthcoming). Prior to the study, in 2000-2001 the Crime and

Misconduct Commission itself reported receiving only 17 such disclosures, but in 2002-2003 it
reported receiving 108.
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CASE STUDY 1

STATE OF THE SERVICE REPORTING AND
‘EMBEDDING VALUES STUDIES -
AUSTRALIAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION (APSC)

I ntroduction

The most innovative recent example from Austraia’s federa government is the Australian Public
Service Commission’s ‘Values in Agencies project which drew upon surveys and focus groups of
agencies and employee attitudes to organisational policy and performance (APSC 2003a). This project
broke new ground in testing the realities of ‘ethics and values implementation across diverse public
agencies, partly in fulfilment of the Commission’s statutory responsibility to report annualy on the * state
of the public service', and partly as an initiative in qualitative exploration of best practice. In 2003 the
APSC'’s surveys secured responses from all 89 agencies and 3181 employees (51% of a random sample)
drawn from agencies with over 100 staff (see Appendix 1).

The Australian Government is aready well-regarded internationally for its commitment to public
service ethics and values. It also justifies its continued commitment in no small part to the leadership
exercised by the OECD. But it is one thing to proclaim the right policy; it is another thing to implement it
the right way. To its credit, the Australian Government is trying to evaluate publicly the extent to which
government agencies have ‘embedded’ into organisational practice the ethics and values promulgated in
public law. Thisinitiativeisamajor exercisein policy evaluation of considerable significance.

The comments here are based on publicly reported results which should be compared with future

reports for longer-term findings. For instance, federal whistleblowing policies and practices have yet to be
evaluated and are due for examination at alater date (APSC 2003a: 33, cf 108-112).
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Role of integrity

‘Integrity’ features prominently in this project. A genera finding is that ‘embedding’ public service
values into agency culture ‘requires an integrated approach’ by agencies (APSC 2003a: 26), meaning that
the formal commitment to integrity must be matched by a substantive commitment to integrate public
service ethics into the operations of agencies. As the Commission acknowledges, the worry about good
policy wordslike ‘ethics' and ‘values' isthat employees will fear that ‘the words stayed on paper and were
not aways trandated into action’” (APSC 2003a 31). This matching of formal and substantive
commitmentsis found in athree-part framework (APSC 2003a: 27):

e«  ‘Commitment’ to a‘values-based culture';

* ‘Management’ based on ‘good judgment and integrity’, where integrity refersto officia probity;
and

* ‘Assurance’ that everyday practice matches authorised policy through appropriate ‘ accountability
and assurance mechanisms'.

This last element is basic because it drives the evaluation process from bottom to top so that the
assessment reaches into the two elements of ‘commitment’ (to good policy) and ‘ management’ (effective
implementation of good policy). At the same time, assurance is not treated as more important than
management or commitment, lest integrity measures become merely a compliance-based regime rather
than aleadership framework.

General culture of the Australian Public Service

The APS State of the Service Report surveys highlight gaps between policy and practice, or shortfals
between the intention of legislators and the performance of policy implementers, suggesting to the APSC
that ‘there is clearly room for improvement’. For example, only 67% of agencies have conducted staff
surveys over the past three years, despite the fact that employee surveys are basic to the assurance
mechanisms now expected of public agencies (APSC 2003a: 36). Employee surveys also show that 20%
and 28% of senior executive service officers report, respectively, that their agency head had not
communicated to them the ‘importance of acting in accordance of Austraian Public Service (APS) values',
nor ‘the importance of developing in other staff an understanding of APS values' (APSC 2003a: 28).

These gaps highlight priority areas for renewed effort by public service management. But while they
might be the most urgent areas for attention, they are not necessarily the most important. In other cases,
the gaps are even more significant, reflecting larger or more serious shortfalls. For instance:

»  Although legidation requires that public employees must at all times behave in ways that uphold
public service values and promote, in the words of the Commission, ‘the integrity and good
reputation of the Service', 47% of surveyed employees report that they have never participated
‘in training that included an emphasis on the APS Values' (APSC 2003a: 28-9);

 Employees report rather low levels of confidence that ‘the most senior managers act in
accordance with the APS Values: only 63% across the service (but ‘less than 50%' in two large
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agencies), prompting the Commission to drive home the lesson of ‘the importance of senior
leaders demonstrating visible and strong commitment to the APS Vaues (APSC 2003a: 30);

*  More than one-fifth of surveyed employees (21%) reported fears of potentia ‘victimisation and
discrimination’ if they initiated action against unethical conduct by more senior officers, while
‘more than 30% of agencies' reported that they had no procedures in place to make employees
aware of whistleblowing mechanisms (APSC 2003a: 34, 36).

The Commission draws the lesson that agencies with ‘sensitive relationships with clients and
stakeholders need to promote the Vaues more firmly’ (APSC 2003a: 30), which might well suggest that
among the most vulnerable public service values are those relating to public responsiveness when, for
example, dealing with citizens participating in government programs.

Functional and operational areas

In these areas, where public service agencies face the greatest challenges to maintaining ethics and
values, the APS Commission’s reports add immensely to our knowledge of the theory and practice of
public integrity. For present purposes, one functional area stands out: relations between public servants
and elected politicians in government and parliament. Two important devel opments can be noted from the
relevant chapter of the 2003 State of the Service Report:

* Persgent interest by parliamentary committees in the state of relationships between the public
service and the political executive, exemplified by two recent Senate inquiries into the role and
performance of ministeria officers as an important linking mechanism (APSC 2003a: 37-39);
and

* Apparently unrelated, steady decline in the use by public service agencies of formal evaluation
measures for services to ministers — at a time when agencies are increasing their use of quality
control measures for ministerial services, but there is ‘ continuing decline’ in formal staff training
on management of the parliamentary relationship (APSC 2003a: 45-6).

The Report wisdly draws no connection between these two devel opments, but this useful information
is clearly relevant to wider public debates over the extent to which the public service is becoming
‘politicised’ either at the hands of the political executive or indeed of parliamentary inquiries. Public
service agencies operate under political control, justified in terms of underlying Australian values of
responsible parliamentary government, but this evidence highlights limits to the freedom that agencies
have in managing ethics and values. Public service organizations cannot invest in administrative
excellence without reference to political appropriateness. The other side of the relationship implicit in the
APS Vaues is that elected politicians cannot, or at least should not, invest in policy initiatives without
reference to administrative appropriateness.

A test of the integrity of public service-palitical relationshipsisthe quality of the relationship between
an agency’s staff and its minister and ministerial staff. The problem is not so much that public servants
face political pressure but that public servants do not know what guidance their agency has to help manage
that inevitable pressure. Agencies can let their own staff down by not equipping them with support about
how best to manage the policy process consistent with public integrity. The evidence from staff surveysis
that sizeable proportions of employees are unaware of agency protocols for dealing with ministers and
their offices (e.g., minimum classification levels for signing off briefs, for phone contact, for oral contact,
for file notes, for email communication). Of particular concern is the high proportion of employees
unaware of protocols for resolving uncertainties about inappropriate relationships with ministeria offices
(APSC 2003a: 39-42). Similar concerns might be evident in the broader relationship between public
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service and parliament, given the disturbing evidence that ‘just over a third’ of senior executive service
employees report they have never participated in any ‘training in accountability, rights and responsibilities
to Federal Parliament at any time'. To its credit, the Australian Public Service Commission notes that this
attitude not only contrasts but conflicts with attitudes from relevant parliamentary committees, particularly
the Senate Finance and Public Administration Committee (APSC 2003a: 46-47).

Possible limitations

The Report cited reflected the first time that the APSC had conducted extensive surveying of stratified
samples of individual agency staff, in addition to agency heads/ corporate management. Asaresult, it was
pioneering, with the methodology aready adapted in light of lessons learned for the 2004 study. Possible
limitations of the 2003 study might be said to include:

»  Normal teething problems with some questions (e.g. those relating to whistleblowing: see APSC
2003c: 15);

* A strong focus on the role of leadership, management and agency policy in the embedding of
values, but little information on the roles of formal systems including regulatory and oversight
bodies (for example, internal and external administrative review systems, audits, Ombudsman
complaints or similar). However, this conceptual separation between different model s'themes of
integrity is not unusual, as discussed throughout this report;

* The Australian Government is yet to commit fully to a long-term longitudina program of
comprehensive evaluation, with only three years studies (2003, 2004, 2005) currently
guaranteed.

Conclusions

What does the above tell us about government and public integrity? The Australian government is
taking serioudy the contribution that formal surveys of both agencies and employees can make to
measuring gaps between the promise and performance of a culture of integrity across the public service,
showing that:

» It is mideading to think of one homogeneous administrative culture in any system of national
government — the surveys demonstrate the range of variation in administrative cultures across
government;

* Organizational leadership matters. the qualities most valued in public service agencies are best
seen in those leadership teams attracting the most positive public attention for their contribution
to good government; and

» Little of this would be properly known but for a commitment to continuous evaluation, using a
battery of instruments from the agency-specific to the system-wide to investigate the rea
character of integrity within government.

More information can be found at: http:\\www.apsc.gov.au; and Annex 1.
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3.2. Activity and Efficiency Measures

Summary: Activity and efficiency measures are directed towards more routine, ongoing integrity
activities, such as the day-to-day operations of integrity bodies or ethics officers, to ensure that agreed
systems are functioning and provide basic value-for-money. They represent the most standard and
consistent ways in which integrity activities are reported, usualy in annual reports, in a manner consi stent
with performance reporting across the public sector.

Relations to other measures: As demonstrated by Case Study 2 (Case handling by Ombudsman’s
Offices and Anti-Corruption Bodies), there is a natural relationship between many standard activity
measures like caseloads, and the resource justification issues central to reviews of institutional
effectiveness, as well as to efforts to measure outcomes. However in keeping with the search for objective,
guantitative performance measures, few of these measures provide information about the substantive
quality of the activities concerned, as opposed to quantity and timeliness. These measures provide year-
by-year guidance to managers but are rarely systematically analysed.

General assessment: Activity and efficiency measures feature prominently in integrity performance
assessment but in reality are of limited utility, other than in providing day-to-day work targets to assist
caseload managers. However with development of more genuine performance indicators, review of data-
gathering categories, adapted and more consistent information technology and more systematic analysis,
much of this standard information could possibly be made more useful. The comparative anaysis set out
for the firg time in Case Study 2 highlights significant variations in resourcing and efficiency. |If
supplemented with qualitative indicators, such smple comparative analysis might open the way to more
meaningful performance assessment aimed at sharing ‘best practice’ approaches between operational units
and agencies.

3.2.1. Caseload reporting

Within individual public sector agencies, and across the entire sector, much of the work of integrity
practitioners is organised as ‘ cases , ‘matters, ‘files’ or ‘projects. Monitoring the number and timeliness
of cases handled is a basic performance measure in a wide range of contexts. Within organisations,
relevant activities are many and varied, including education and training, dispute resolution, grievance-
handling, performance reviews, interna auditing, and interna integrity investigations. Most of these
internal ethics-related activities are difficult to quantify.

However, key organisations with full-time integrity-related roles necessarily quantify their workload
in their annua reports. These include ethics agencies conducting training, research and evaluation; police
services investigating integrity-related crimes; courts hearing citizen grievances against the government;
tribunals; ombudsman’ s offices; and anti-corruption bodies. For example:

A4  The Commonweath Administrative Appeals Tribuna (AAT), established in 1975, is a core part of
the federal ethics infrastructure, hearing applications for review of administrative decisions in order
to enforce minimum legal standards in government decision-making as well as to ensure fairness,
reasonableness and factual correctness. Several states have similar tribunals. The Tribund’s base
performance measures are:

» Thefact that it finalised 10,430 applications nationally in 2002-2003;
»  Timely resolution of Tribunal applications (see Figure 8); and
*  Operating cost per application (Figure 8) (AAT 2003: 15-22).
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Figure 2.1
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Figure 8. Administrative Appeals Tribunal performance measures

Table 2.3

Applications finalised and cost per finalisation

Output

Output 1.1.1—
Applications finalised
without a hearing

Output 1.1.2
Applications finalised
with a hearing

Quality* Quantity Price
(no. of (per completed

finalisations) application)

89% (G&V) and 8 483 $1431

68% (T) of matters

had first conference

within 13 weeks

53% (G&V) and 1947 $7 703

26% (T) of matters
to hearing
within 40 weeks

* G&V refers to the General and Veterans’ Divisions: T refers to the Taxation Division.

The AAT also has other ‘Effectiveness Indicators’, including the indicator that ‘those affected by
decisions within the Tribunal’s jurisdiction’ should be advised of their rights of review (measured
by the proportion of decision makers provided with relevant material); and that ‘review processes
are efficient and fair’ (measured by whether parties to the review process are satisfied). However,
no quantitative evidence is provided in support of Tribunal performance against these indicators.

A5

The Commonwealth Ombudsman has similar performance standards, as set out in Figure 9:
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Figure 9. (Commonwealth Ombudsman 2003: 18):

PORTFOLIO BUDGET STATEMENTS
ACHIEVEMENTS AGAINST TARGETS, 200203

OUTPUT 1 - Provision of a complaint management service for govemment

Quality tangef Achievement

25% of complaints dealt with within one month,  83% of complaints were dealt with within one
and 75% of investigated complaints in the month, and 5% of investigated complaints in
general jurisdiction completed within one month  the general Jurisdiction were completed within

ang maenth,

Guantify fagef 1 Achievement

The office expects the long-term trend of ‘We received 19,850 complints in all
receiving moare than 20,000 complaints per Jurizdictions.

year to continue.

Quantify faget 2 Achievement

The office will continue to reduce the number Cwverall numbers of complaints camried forward
of outstanding complaints open for more than increased to 1,085 compared with 851 last
six months. year, There was also an increase from 190 to

248 in complaints carried forward that were
over six months old.

OUTPUT 2 - Provision of advice to govemment to improve administration

Quality tangef Achievement

Extent to which advice and recommendations A very high proportion of recommendations
provided to departments and agencies have were adopted during the year.

k=en adoptad.

Quantity tanget Achievement

Mumbsr of syvstemic, own motion, and other Five own maotion investigations completed this
investigations completed that make year, with 42 (66%) recommendations
recommendations aimed at improving accepted by agencies,

administration and 5ewi::>e delivery in The high incidence of departmants and
departments and agencies. agencies accepting Ombudsman

recommendations for systemic and
administrative improvements suggests a highly
satisfactory level of pedformance in identifving
weabknesses in administrative practices and
procadures during 200203,

This type of performance reporting is standard for a substantial number of agencies in various
jurisdictions. However as discussed in Case Study 2, this information only provides limited insights
asto how well integrity agencies are doing their job, particularly due to low consistency of data.

The Australian National Audit Office (ANAO) reports its performance via a ‘scorecard’ system

aligned with four Key Result Areas and three Output groups, linking back to the ANAQO's two
Outcomes. improvement in public administration and assurance. The scorecard includes both
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guantitative and qualitative measures and provides interested parties with an understanding of the
link between the ANAQO’s products and their resulting impacts, supporting assessment as to how
cost-effectively the ANAO is achieving outcomes (Barrett 2004; Azuma 2004).

Other standard quantitative measures of performance include, for anti-corruption and law enforcement
bodies, the incidence of reported offences (some of which is reflected in the complaint statistics in Case
Study 2), number of disciplinary and criminal prosecutions commenced in courts or tribunals, and the
number of successful prosecutions. Due to their inherent subjectivity, however, these indicators are
discussed below (3.4.6).

3.2.2. Accessibility

Accessihility is dso a standard reporting requirement of public agencies in most jurisdictions. It
usually requires agencies to report on their physical accessibility to people with disabilities, or language
accessibility to those from other cultures. However, ‘access to justice’ is also a broader issue of particular
significance to integrity policies and those who implement them, so that those who find it more difficult to
seek redress of problems for reasons of education, culture or wedth do not carry an unfair burden of
misconduct, corruption or maladministration. While many integrity policies are not assessed against this
imperative, relevant performance information is being collected — for example:

N3  The NSW Law and Justice Foundation has a current project seeking to map trends and pathways in
disadvantaged peoples access to legal, dispute resolution and complaint services, with praoblems
with government or the legal system ranking highly among the proportion of problems dealt with by
services such as the Legal Aid NSW Information and Advice Service, and NSW Community Legal
Centres (Scott et a 2004: viii).

3.2.3. Training reporting

There is little overal performance information required or collected about activity and efficiency
levelsin less formal areas of integrity policy, such astraining, staff development, recruitment, management
coaching and so on. Agencies conduct arange of these activities, but the type of information that would be
needed to judge whether activity levelswererising or falling is not centraly collected or analysed.

3.2.4. Performance audit

The most rigorous, standard methods for assessing the economy, efficiency and effectiveness of
public programs in Australia are the performance audit methodologies used by some (but not all)
Australian auditors-general. As discussed earlier, these methodologies are designed to provide objective,
often quantitative assessments of whether organisational or program goals are being achieved, with afocus
on whether thisis occurring in the most cost-effective fashion, and stop short of full evaluation.

We are not aware of any independent performance audits of whole integrity ingtitutions or programs.
Indeed as Case Studies 2 and 3 both tend to suggest, there may be significant scope for carefully-
constructed performance auditing to contribute to more systematic review of the best ingtitutional options
for delivering and enforcing ethics programs. This is reinforced by the range of areas in which specific
federa audits currently provide important activity and efficiency measures on integrity issues—for
example the following performance audits carried out by the Australian National Audit Office (ANAO):

A7  Regular audits of fraud control arrangements in Commonwealth agencies, providing perhaps the key
assurance as to whether basic anti-corruption systems are operating (ANAO 2001; ANAO 20033);
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Grievance and complaint handling systems for service personnel within the Australian Defence
Force, from the ‘coalface to the point where unresolved disputes are transferred to the
Commonwealth and Defence Force Ombudsman (ANAO 1999);

Client service in the Family Court of Australia and the Federal Magistrates Court (ANAO 2004b);

Administration of public freedom-of-information requests — a review which focused on practicesin
six agencies as well as the centra coordinating agency, with recommendations for improvement
(ANAO 20043);

Audits of the integrity of the electora roll, fundamental to ensuring political will and public trust in
the legidative framework of integrity overall. Recommendations endorsed the current proficiency
of the Australian Electora Commission, but also identified improved ways for updating the
electoral roll and better identifying and managing risks to the roll (ANAO 2004c). These audits aso
provide an example of the interrelationship between performance auditing and broader evaluation
by parliamentary committee (see 3.3.4 below). In this instance, a first audit was reviewed by the
Joint Standing Committee on Electoral Matters of the Commonwesalth Parliament (JSCEM 2002),
who supplemented the ANAO recommendations and also recommended a follow-up audit to assess
whether recommendations had been implemented;

The ANAO also conducts performance audits of its own performance auditing, and other
procedures. These self-audits are carried out by an Independent Auditor constituted under the
Auditor-General Act 1997, currently a secondment from the private sector, who reports findings to
the parliamentary Joint Committee on Public Accounts and Audit (JCPAA). In 2000-2002,
performance audits occurred of the ANAQO’s own planning and resource alocation processes; audit
management processes; and contract management arrangements (Barrett 2004).

3.2.5. Productivity review

Another larger approach to measuring activity, efficiency and cost-effectiveness in the public

programs is available in the form of inquiry by the Productivity Commission or similar economic reviews.
Such inquiries assess the economic costs and benefits of different government programs across the
Australian economy as a whole. No productivity inquiry into public sector accountability, integrity or
ethics regimes has been conducted or contemplated, to our knowledge, but the framework exists for such
inquiry. For example:

Al13

Since 1993, the federal Productivity Commission has produced an annua review of the costs and
efficiencies of government services, across al Australian governments — including justice and
community services — to assist governments and the general public in assessing service agency
performance. Some ‘integrity services are included in this aggregate picture (Productivity
Commission 2004).
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CASE STUDY 2

CASE HANDLING BY OMBUDSMAN’'S OFFICES AND
ANTI-CORRUPTION BODIES

Introduction

The number of complaints, reports, alegations or ‘matters handled by independent ‘watchdog’
agencies provide the basic measure of whether those who scrutinise compliance with ethical standards are
actually doing so — in fact, whether they are doing anything at al (OECD 2000: 59-65). The common
measures are the number of cases received and finalised, the rate of finalisation as a measure of timeliness,
and the cost involved. Section 3.2.1 provided the example of the Australian Administrative Appeas
Tribunal.

This case study provides a preliminary comparative analysis of the activity and efficiency of severa
smilar investigative agencies. Such an analysis has not to our knowledge been previously published in
Australia. Consequently, this research provides some indication of how basic activity and efficiency could
be comparatively assessed, rather than what is presently officially done.

Relative capacity of ‘watchdog’ agencies

In recent debate, the activity and effectiveness of watchdog agencies has provoked new focus on what
is‘normal’ for basic resourcing of these functions (see Case Study 3). Resourcing is a fundamental factor
in assessing activity and efficiency, since less well-resourced agencies may be less able to finalise as many
cases speedily — notwithstanding the increased pressure to finalise those they can, with the greatest
efficiency. There is a natural relationship between standard activity measures like caseloads, and the
resource justification issues central to reviews of ingtitutional effectiveness.

In Australia, there are mgjor variations in the level of resources dedicated by governments to their
independent watchdogs. These variations reflect the fact that different bodies have been created over time,
in different political circumstances and subject to different politica and administrative cultures.
Nevertheless, as outlined in part 1, al governments have two core watchdogs — an ombudsman and an
auditor-general — and some have more recently ingtituted additional anti-corruption commissions.
Governments also have police services, other complaint tribunas, and sometimes crime commissions
which aso participate in scrutiny of public officials, but these vary more widely and also play other roles
in addition to public integrity. The resourcing anaysis here is thus confined to ‘core’ watchdogs, for their
greater comparability of functions, although the results are still only indicative.

So far, public debate has been based on fairly crude analysis of the raw budget and staffing figures of
different agencies in different states (Bottom and Medew 2004). For example, fig. 10 shows the total staff
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numbers of the ombudsman of al states. However, different states have different sized populations and
public sectors. Accordingly fig. 11 shows ombudsman staffing as a proportion of the total public sector
staffing in that state.
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Fig. 11 shows that with current major increases (case study 3), the Victorian Ombudsman has gone
from the least well-resourced, to comparability with the Commonwealth and NSW. The other
governments are comparable between themselves, but at half the level of the ‘big three’. However as
discussed, the roles of ombudsman’s offices are shared with other bodies — auditors and anti-corruption
commissions —in different ways.

Fig. 12 shows the staffing of all these bodies as a proportion of total public sector staffing in each
jurisdiction. (Note: these comparisons are indicative, and do not reflect precise variations in jurisdictions
and roles of agencies — see Appendix 2). Even with the recent tripling of the Ombudsman’s office,
Victoria s independent scrutiny resources remain the weakest. Significantly, NSW has the largest number
of independent bodies but ranks only mid-field for total resources. The combination of Ombudsman and
strong Audit Office means the Commonwealth ranks well even without an anti-corruption commission.
Queendand and WA rank as having the strongest resources, but their anti-corruption commissions aso
incorporate their crime commissions.

Case-handling ‘efficiencies

While resourcing is itself a significant issue, the needs of scrutiny agencies may be different if they
have different methods of handling their workload. Figs 13 and 14 provide some comparisons of number
of cases handled by Australian ombudsman’s offices and anti-corruption commissions in 2002-2003,
relative to the size of jurisdiction (again measured in terms of total public sector staffing), and number of
staff in the agency to process these cases.

In fig. 13, the columns and left axis show the variation in number of complaints received, relative to
size of jurisdiction. Thisfigure isinfluenced by whether the ombudsman accepts only written complaints,
or aso in-person and phone complaints, as well as its profile and the extent to which it acts as a
clearinghouse for other agencies. For these reasons, it cannot be concluded that Commonwealth and NSW
administration is systematically more defective. Nevertheless, the variations deserve further study.

The dotted lines and right axis show the varying caseloads of these agencies per staff-member,
showing great variation in the case-handling efficiency demanded. Ombudsman’s offices may be handling
anywhere between less than 100, and over 200 matters per staff member. However, this figure may again
depend on how many cases are actualy investigated, rather than simply processed — the additiona line
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shows the very different number of cases that the Commonwealth Ombudsman elects to investigate per
staff member, giving an indication that the efficiencies may not be so variable.

Fig. 14 shows similar data for the four major independent anti-corruption bodies, two of whom arein
NSW (with their total also shown separately). The Queendand CMC dedls with far more corruption-
related cases as a proportion of its catchment than the other states, but its substantial staffing meansit may
be better able to cope than, for example, the NSW ICAC.
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Evaluating performance: quantity versus quality?

How useful is such basic activity and efficiency data? At present, it is the most comprehensive data
on agency performance available, yet, it provides only limited insights of any real value. Variations in
definitions, methods and data-collection currently limit its usefulness as a measure of good or bad practice.
Australian governments, therefore, collect the data, but do not use it to provide ways of assessing
efficiency other than against past performance.
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Most importantly, this basic performance data includes few real measures of quality — adequacy or
thoroughness of investigations, usefulness of outcomes, number of complaints upheld, or public
satisfaction. For insights into these, it is necessary to look elsewhere (3.4.6), but this reporting becomes
even more patchy and inconsistent between different jurisdictions. Despite the resources spent on it,
current monitoring provides few substantive assessment tools. This situation highlights limitations in both
theoretical and practical systems for routine performance assessment of key integrity bodies, even in a
country with well-developed integrity infrastructure.
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3.3. Institutional Effectiveness M easures

Summary: Institutional effectiveness measures are directed towards evaluation of the overdl
performance of particular integrity policies and agencies, or justifications for the creation of new ones, and
tend to be more qualitative and political than anything yet described. As such, they provide an integrative
approach to assessment, but using wildly varying or opague methodol ogies.

Relations to other measures: As demonstrated by Case Study 3 (An Austrdian Anti-Corruption
Agency?), measures of institutional effectiveness may draw on information from any pertinent source, or
on none. These approaches tend to dominate final decisions about major integrity reforms specifically
because they are closest to, or embedded in, the political process, with dl the problems this raises.
However, there is significant potentiad for more structured evaluation processes, in which political
decisions are guided by prior deliberation by parliamentary committees or similar review bodies, in turn
informed by ‘objective’ performance reviews supplying quantitative assessment on issues where this can
be useful. For example, Case Study 3 can be contrasted with the relationship between auditing and
evaluation regularly achieved through public reporting by the ANAO to parliamentary committees.

Genera assessment: Assessments of ingtitutiona effectiveness in Australian public integrity and
ethics areas currently suffer from a significant deficit in both theoretical and methodological approaches.
State governments have often developed complex ingtitutional frameworks (well-resourced or expensive,
depending on one's perspective), but are reluctant to devote more resources and attention to ongoing
evaluation, absent fresh crises. Meanwhile the federal government has tried to simplify institutional
frameworks, seeking to ‘let managers manage’, placing great reliance on standard ongoing evaluation
methods that are not necessarily co-ordinated or cognisant of the overall ‘ethics infrastructure’. These
different problems at different levels of government contribute to great variability in key areas of
performance assessment, arguably failing to capitaise on the rich diversity of experience and innovation
evident in Australian governments' integrity programs.

3.3.1. External investigation and consultancies

The independent scrutiny agencies in the Austraian integrity system do not merely conduct
investigations into individual matters, but routinely examine whether integrity systems within public sector
organizations are working effectively. They often particularly focus on internal systems of complaint-
handling and internal review of administrative decisions, to increase organisations capacity to ded
productively with problems themselves. The central agencies involved vary depending on the subject
matter, for example, centra personnel management agencies may only review the effectiveness of
organisations personnel grievance procedures, while central anti-corruption agencies may only review the
effectiveness of organisations’ internal procedures for the investigation of misconduct. Nevertheless, these
reviews are wide-ranging and qualitative, and usually based on a mixture of statistical records, information
from existing complaints or problems, interviews of agency staff and managers, discussions with experts,
and negotiation with agency senior management. Examples include:

Al14 Recent Commonwealth Ombudsman investigations, undertaken of the Ombudsman’s own initiative
into the complaint services of the Child Support Agency (July 2001), complaint-handling by the
Australian Taxation Office (July 2003), and complaint-handling within the national Job Network
managed by the Department of Employment and Workplace Relations (August 2003);

N4  NSW Ombudsman reports, assessing the performance of the NSW Police Service in the
management of complaints (August and September 2002);
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Q4  In Queendland, the recent Crime and Misconduct Commission inquiry into abuse of children in
state-run foster care, whose recommendations for a new Department of Child Safety included a
substantial evaluation of the interna integrity systems of the Department of Families with
recommendations for reform (CMC 2004: 156-163).

Individual public sector agencies also sometimes commission independent consultant reviews of the
most effective ethics and integrity systems, particularly regarding complaint and grievance-handling.

3.3.2. Law reform bodies

Mogt, if not al, Australian governments have law reform commissions or committees whose inquiries
may take in similar, wide-ranging reviews of institutional effectiveness, focused on the legal framework
underpinning ethics and integrity policies. At the Commonwealth level, there are two such bodies: the
Australian Law Reform Commission (ALRC) established in 1974 and the Administrative Review Council
(ARC) established in 1975. The Australian Law Reform Commission conducts inquiries based on
references from the federal government. Some of its major reportsinclude:

A15 Integrity systems pertaining to federal law enforcement, including its early 1975 and 1978 reports,
and 1996 report Integrity: But Not By Trust Alone (ALRC 1996) (see Case Study 3). The ALRC
also regularly reviews laws and institutions on access to justice more broadly.

The Administrative Review Council was established specifically to co-ordinate and monitor the
effectiveness of federa accountability systems. Its members include the Ombudsman, President of the
Australian Law Reform Commission, and President of the Administrative Appeals Tribunal, as well as
senior federd officials and independent experts. Relevant reviews of institutional effectiveness include:

A16 Preparation of the Commonwealth’s best practice guide to internal review systems and procedures,
based on research conducted in 1998 through interviews of 92 officers from five agencies, with the
assistance of external research professionals (Administrative Review Council 2001); and

Al17 A magor report on a government proposal in 1994-1995 to amalgamate existing federa review
tribunals (including the Administrative Appeas Tribunal) under a new Administrative Review
Tribunal law, leading to postponement of that law and eventually a different government solution to
issues of the ingtitutiona effectiveness of the tribunal framework in 2003 (see Administrative
Review Council 1995).

3.3.3. Royal commissions and committees of inquiry

Australian governments have a substantial track record of commissioning one-off ‘independent’
inquiries to review the effectiveness of institutional arrangements for ensuring public integrity, as well as
on other matters of public administration more generaly (see Weller 1994; Ransey 2001). Despite
constitutional difficulties, the Australian preference is often to appoint a sitting judge, retired judge or
‘“amost judge’ (in the form of a senior barrister, QC or SC) to head such inquiries, even when the subject
of the inquiry is a long way from the law, due to the stature, authority and procedural fairness this is
deemed to bring (Brown 1992; Blackshield and Williams 2002: 603-647).

There has always been a distinction between ‘policy’ inquiries and ‘ probity’ inquiries, although their

procedures and costs can be similar. Policy inquiries are established to review institutional arrangements
generally, without specific ethics or integrity scandalsto drive them. For example:
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A18 The Kerr Committee, which reported in 1971, was asked by the federal government to review and
make recommendations regarding law reform for greater public accountability, without a specific
crisis.

A19 The Coombs Roya Commission into Australian Government Administration, which reported in
1976, edablished many of the principles of modern federal government administration and
accountability, again without being triggered by a specific crisis.

Probity inquiries are triggered by specific alegations of misconduct, corruption or unethical
behaviour, and tend to be more contentious. Governments are now often reluctant to establish them, for
numerous reasons including cost, delay, and inability to control the outcomes such as exposure of matters
that are politically damaging to the government itself (see Case Study 3). When they do occur, however,
such inquiries are now expected to contain wide-ranging evaluation of the reasons why integrity systems
broke down, and how better integrity systems should be developed, in addition to making specific
recommendations regarding individual misconduct. The criteria and processes by which they evaluate
existing performance are highly qualitative, diverse and variable. The process may include substantial
expert research and policy review, in addition to forensic inquiry methods. Notable examples of such
inquiriesin Augtraliainclude:

A20 The Costigan Royal Commission into Activities of the Federated Painters and Dockers Union
(1980-1984), which uncovered major problems of organised crime and tax evasion, leading to
establishment of the National Crime Authority (now Australian Crime Commission);

Q5 TheFitzgerad Inquiry into Police Misconduct and Associated Illegal Activities (1987-1989), which
led to major overhaul of political, administrative, justice and accountability systemsin Queensand,

Tl The Carter Royal Commission into political bribery in Tasmania (1991);

W1 The ‘WA Inc or Kennedy Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government in
Western Australia (1990-1992); and

N5 TheWood Roya Commission into the NSW Police Service (1995-1997).

However, royal commissions or similar inquiries can also be used in attempts to dismantle integrity
regimes, if political parties or other vested interests with low ‘ownership’ of integrity reforms fedl thisis
necessary. For example:

Q6  In Queendland, the Connolly-Ryan Commission was established in 1996 to review the activities of
the post-Fitzgerald integrity agency, the Criminal Justice Commission (now Crime and Misconduct
Commission). This commission was terminated in 1997 after the Supreme Court found it politicaly
biased (Preston et a. 2002: 177-178). The commission was established by the politica party that
began the earlier Fitzgerald Inquiry, but then suffered worst from its findings, and which remains a
fierce critic of several post-Fitzgerald integrity reforms (see Case Study 3).

3.3.4. Parliamentary committees

Special-purpose parliamentary committees now provide one of the key mechanisms for evaluating the
effectiveness of integrity ingtitutions and systems on an ongoing basis. Their use has increased
dramatically in the last 15 years due to some of the political events described above (3.3.3), particularly the
need for effective accountability mechanisms governing independent scrutiny agencies. However as
already mentioned, the precedent for more recent developments already existed in the form of some of the
older, special-purpose Public Accounts Committees established by most parliaments. For example:
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A21 The Commonwealth Parliament’s Joint Committee on Public Accounts and Audit (JCPAA) is a
statutory committee with members from both houses of Parliament, with particular responsibilities
for the ANAO. The JCPAA considers the operations and performance of the ANAO; reports to the
Parliament about the Auditor-General’s functions and powers; and makes recommendations to the
Parliament on the annua budget for the Office. The Committee reviews al ANAO reports and
examines aselection at quarterly public hearings. The JCPAA may also conduct more broadly based
inquiriesinto matters arising from an audit.

In recent years, similar relationships have been established between scrutiny agencies and other newer
committees with similar degrees of specidization. Parliamentary committees review integrity agencies
annua reports, and conduct hearings on their performance using reported outcomes, public or in camera
evidence given by the agencies, public submissions or complaints against the agencies, and research by
parliamentary research staff. In the interests of public respect for the integrity system as a whole, the
committees usually seek to operate on a hon-partisan basis. This can be difficult, but has proved broadly
successful in providing a strong, democratically-embedded mechanism for public evaluation of bodies
which necessarily operate in politically volatile areas. These committees also now share their own lessons,
as demonstrated by the national conference of the following committees hosted by the Parliament of
Western Austraiain September 2003 (WA Parliament 2003). A detailed study of the methodologies used
by these committees would be extremely valuable:

N6  NSW Committee on the Independent Commission Againgt Corruption. This committee was one of
the first to be established, with introduction of the ICAC in 1988. The Committee has recently
recommended a full, independent review of the ICAC and its 1988 legidation.

N7  NSW Committee on the Office of the Ombudsman and the Police Integrity Commission. This
committee was established to have similar functions to the Committee on the ICAC, but also to
prevent the need for yet another committee when the Police Integrity Commission was created in
1997. The Committee’s most recent reports on each body are built around the transcript of the
public hearings on these bodies annual operations, providing exhaustive qualitative review of past
and current issues, problems and performance (NSW Parliament 2003a; NSW Parliament 2003b).

Q7 Queendand Parliamentary Crime and Misconduct Committee (formerly Parliamentary Criminal
Justice Committee). This committee oversights the Queendand Crime and Misconduct Commission
(CMC), and is supported by a full-time Commissioner of its own to assist with resolution of
complaints against the CMC. This arrangement has been politically contentious but was stabilized
in the 2001 review of the relevant legidation (Preston et a. 2002: 129-131). The Committee
recently completed its Three Yearly Review of the CMC, providing a thorough evaluation of its
performance (Qld Parliament 2004).

W2 WA Joint Standing Committee on the Anti-Corruption Commission (now Corruption and Crime
Commission).

A22 Thesignificant omission from this range of important standing evaluation mechanismsis the lack of
a dtanding federa parliamentary committee to oversee and support the Commonwealth
Ombudsman. At federal level, in addition to the JCPAA, there is a Parliamentary Joint Committee
on the Australian Crime Commission (formerly National Crime Authority). However, there is no
such framework in place for the bulk of public accountability matters deat with by the Ombudsman,
unless the Senate Standing Committee on Finance and Public Administration undertakes a specia
inquiry. Therelevance of thisis discussed in Case Study 3.
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3.3.5. University research / expert review

University-based or other independent expertise frequently plays a variety of roles in evaluations of
the ingtitutional effectiveness of different components of the ethics regimes. Some academic experts sit on
standing review bodies such as the ALRC and ARC (above). Academic experts are often caled as
witnesses before parliamentary committees or other inquiries into the performance of integrity systems.
Expert comment plays a significant role in media debate, supporting the ability of an active civil society to
assess and monitor the performance of these regimes. Examplesinclude:

U2 A recent nationa review of the effectiveness of Auditor-Generals, conducted as part of the
Democratic Audit of Australia (Coghill 2004).

U3 The National Integrity System Assessment project itself (KCELJAG and Tl 2001; Preston et al.
2002).
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CASE STUDY 3

JUDGING EFFECTIVENESS:
AN AUSTRALIAN ANTI-CORRUPTION COMMISSION?

I ntroduction

The most recent development in Australian decision-making about the institutional effectiveness of
integrity agencies, is a decision announced by the national Attorney-General in June 2004 that the federal
government will establish an independent anti-corruption commission to oversee the Australian Federa
Police, Crime Commission and Customs Service.

Embedded in this decision were two assessments about the effectiveness of integrity agencies —
namely that:

e Ombudsman'’s offices, including the federal or Commonwealth Ombudsman, were not competent
agenciesto investigate corruption; and

* Ombudsman’s offices should not be given the powers needed to investigate corruption (e.g.
phone tapping powers) because their existing roles include auditing the use of such powers by
other bodies (i.e.  guarding the guards’).

However, these assessments were not reached as result of careful or systematic review, but a more ad
hoc political process. The contrast shows the gaps that can exist between attempts to more systemicaly
assess and develop the effectiveness of integrity institutions, and the complicated reality of political
decision-making about integrity agenciesin practice.

Past institutional evaluations and reviews

The Commonwealth Ombudsman has been the national government’s primary independent agency
for scrutiny of public administration since its establishment in 1976. The office has strong powers to
investigate the actions of officials from heads of department down, including power to initiate inquiries,
compel witnesses to be interviewed and seize documents and evidence. The Ombudsman may make any
recommendations about officia action that he/she considers unreasonable, unfair, contrary to law or
procedure, or ‘wrong’.

Until the early 1990s, the Ombudsman’s office usualy only acted in response to individua

complaints, focused narrowly on administrative matters, and rarely used formal powers, analysed systemic
problems or issued public reports. Consequently, despite having a quite good performance record, the
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office had a low public profile and only moderate officia status (Mulgan and Uhr 2001: 159). However,
few direct assessments of the effectiveness of the Ombudsman’s office have been undertaken. This may
be because unlike severa state ombudsman’s offices, or the Australian National Audit Office, no federa
parliamentary committee has a standing brief to monitor or assist the Commonwealth Ombudsman.
Evaluations have been very indirect:

 In 1978, the Audrdian Law Reform Commission recommended legisation to provide
independent oversight of complaints against federal police, leading to an expanded role for the
Ombudsman in this areafrom 1981;

 In 1991, a review of the Office by the Senate Standing Committee on Finance and Public
Administration recommended a higher profile and increased resources for major investigations,
which were given in 1992-93;

e |n 1993, the Ombudsman herself commissioned a more detailed review of the office's
effectiveness, by external management consultants, which led to the government granting
increased resources in 1994,

The Ombudsman aso tested her powers further, with the Federal Court agreeing in 1995 that she had
power to recommend disciplinary or criminal charges, and thus that her jurisdiction to investigate
administrative actions could include misconduct or criminal misbehaviour. The office aso increased its
oversight of complaints against the Australian Federal Police (AFP) and its number of independent
investigations, including into suspected corruption.

A number of further reviews then followed in 1996-1997:

e Thefederad government conducted genera budget cuts which effectively withdrew much of the
increased resources granted two years earlier. Ininsisting on these cuts, the government rejected
arguments that accountability agencies should be exempt due to their key role;

» Allegations about corruption in the Australian Federal Police (AFP) were aired in the Wood
NSW Police Royal Commission. The federal government commissioned a special inquiry into
this evidence by Mr lan Harrison QC, which generally endorsed the joint Ombudsman-AFP
system;

e TheAustraian Law Reform Commission conducted another inquiry into complaint-handling and
anticorruption involving the AFP and National Crime Authority (now the Crime Commission),
and recommended that a new body was necessary (ALRC 1996).

The proposed Nationa Integrity and Investigations Commission would have replaced Ombudsman
supervision of investigations into law enforcement bodies, and undertaken more independent investigations
of serious matters, including corruption. However, the Ombudsman and severa other bodies opposed the
dilution of resources, arguing it would be more effective to give the resources to the Ombudsman to fulfil
these functions. The federal government chose not to implement the Law Reform report, and left these
functions with the Ombudsman, but provided no new resources.

Recent developments— Victoria
Seven years later, in 2004, the issue of effective ingtitutions returned. Thiswas not at afederal level,

at first, but in a police corruption scandal in the state of Victoria, where the institutions were similar.
Victoria established a Police Complaints Authority in 1984-85, but in 1988 this was amalgamated with the
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Victorian Ombudsman. In Victoria, like the federd situation, there was, therefore, no independent anti-
corruption commission.

In Victoria, police interna investigators and the Ombudsman had for some time been investigating
corruption in the police drug squad. A major war between organised crime groups also broke out, in which
severa killings (including of a police informer) became linked with possible police corruption. There was,
and remains, a strong public demand for a royal commission of inquiry, with many also arguing that the
result — like in Queendand, NSW and Western Australia — should be a new permanent anti-corruption
agency (Gilchrist and Bachelard 2004; Skelton and Shiel 2004; Lewis 2004; Gray et a. 2004).

However, the Victorian government has responded to date by:

» Increasing the powers and tripling the staff of the Victorian Ombudsman (see Case Study 2); as
well as appointing Tony Fitzgerald QC, who headed the 1987-89 Queensland inquiry into official
corruption, as a consultant investigator (Victorian Parliament 2004b; Bracks 2004);

* Rgecting a royal commission as an expensive ‘wigfest’ of lawyers unlikely to tell the
government anything about corruption that it didn’t aready know;

* Rgecting a new anti-corruption commission as expensive and unnecessary — including quoting
the Queendand Opposition as having described Queendand’'s Crime and Misconduct
Commission as a ‘multimillion-dollar joke... that couldn't track an elephant through snow’ (May
2003, quoted Victorian Parliament 2004a: 12).

At first, the Victorian Opposition supported the Victorian government’s response. However, in late
May 2004, it changed its position to also demand the government establish a new anti-corruption
commission. The Labor Party leads the Victorian government while the Liberal Party leads the Victorian
Opposition and the current federal government.

Federal Government announcement — 16 June 2004

On 16 June 2004, the federal government announced it would establish *an independent national anti-
corruption body with telephone intercept powers which, if required, would be able to address corruption
amongst law enforcement officers at anational level’ (Ruddock and Ellison 2004).

Little further detail has yet been announced. However, no reference was made to this decision being
based on any of the previous reviews, such as the Law Reform Commission’s report of 1996. No specific
evaluation had been undertaken about the effectiveness of the continuing policy of having the
Commonwealth Ombudsman oversight police complaint investigations. Instead three events appear to
have caused the decision:

* The Victorian Opposition had decided to oppose the Victorian government’s response to the
state’ s corruption scandal, as explained above,

e The Victorian government had asked for the state Ombudsman to be given federally-regulated
telephone interception (tapping) powers, to enable it to investigate corruption in the same way as
other anti-corruption bodies. The federal government regjected this Victorian request when it
announced the new federal body on 16 June 2004, saying that ‘if Victoriawas to raise a properly-
formulated independent Commission - similar to those in WA, New South Wales and
Queendand - the Government would move quickly to confer telephone intercept powers on this
body’ (Ruddock and Ellison 2004);
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The mediareported that the Commonwealth Ombudsman and AFP were investigating corruption
on the part of two police officers (from NSW and Victoria) on secondment with the federal
government. These reports highlighted that the current federal arrangements were similar to
those preferred by the Victorian Labor Government, and therefore not consistent with the attack
being mounted by Victoria' s Liberal Opposition.

Discussion: The Politics of Praobity

It seems likely that the Australian national government will establish the new federa anti-corruption
body. Such a body may be a good step forward in the evolution of Australia s national integrity systems.
However, the events highlight three gaps between current politica decison-making and systematic
evaluation of the effectiveness of integrity bodies:

The federal announcement stated a clear principle that every government should have both an
Ombudsman to investigate administrative complaints, and a separate anti-corruption commission.
However, despite the certainty of the announcement, this new policy had not been systematically
researched and is till contested. While it was politically rational, ensuring that the Libera
Party’ s position was consistent at both state and federal level, there are fewer indications that it
was based on policy evidence;

The announcement highlighted a problem about ‘who guards the guards’, pointing out that since
Ombudsman’s offices currently monitor how police and anti-corruption bodies use phone-
tapping powers, it would be a conflict of interest for them to have such powers themselves.
However, this raises alarger problem about how to regulate anyone's use of such powers, which
the government has yet to address — since at the end of the day, the Ombudsman may still need to
be able to investigate whether such powers have been used corruptly;

The decision to create a new federd body was taken without any evaluation of whether the
exiging ingtitutions were working. Indeed, the government’s comments suggested that present
scrutiny by the Ombudsman was working well. This tended to confirm that the federal decision
was made irrespective of any policy evaluation, and driven primarily by the need for political
consistency with the Victorian Opposition.

In these circumstances, will the new body be resourced effectively to do its job? Will it suffer a
reputation as being born more of party-political expediency than policy logic? Will existing expertise in
the Ombudsman’s office be lost? Will the new body result in the most efficient and effective scrutiny, or
make federal anti-corruption efforts more complicated? All these potential risks highlight that integrity
policies are not immune from the normal twists and roundabouts of politics, irrespective of evauative
frameworks.
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3.4. Outcomes M easur es

Summary: The fourth and final category, ‘outcomes measures, are directed to measuring the
substantive outcomes of integrity activities, to ensure these activities are positively enhancing ethical
standards, corruption resistance, public trust, and the quality of democratic life. The measures being
sought are less to do with the activity of ethics-promotion and anti-corruption work, and more about
vidence of the actua level of integrity, ethical standards and corruption risk that is being achieved by
public sector integrity programs —or aternatively, which needs to be better targeted by them.

Relations to other measures: The types of measure notionaly available in Australia have strong
relations with other measures — for example, using staff surveys to monitor agency compliance with ethics
reforms, can also be used as a barometer of the ethical standards and ethical culture of staff themselves.
Similarly, activity and efficiency measures such as caseloads, prosecution and conviction rates are also
often used — albeit very imprecisely and often inappropriately — as indicators of actual corruption and
misconduct levels. Usudly the latter, substantive use of this data comes as an ancillary or secondary
interpretation of data collected for the former, narrower purpose.

Genera assessment: The quest for substantive, qualitative measures of ethical standards and
corruption risk is in a reative infancy, compared with standard public administration performance
measures of implementation, activity and efficiency. This is partly because judgments as to the ethica
standards of individuas or workgroups are largely subjective, and made even more complex where there
are conflicting views on the relative weight to be given to the different ‘integrity dimensions' discussed in
part 2 (i.e. persona-responsibility, effectivenessimplementation or lega-institutional dimensions). As
discussed in the final conclusions, significant theoretical and methodological attention needs to be directed
towards integrated substantive methods of monitoring the health of public sector integrity on al three
dimensions.

3.4.1. Central Ethical Standards/Corruption Risk research

Official studies of public sector attitudes to organisationa integrity, ethical standard-setting and
leadership can actually monitor the level or quality of ethica standards (including the take-up of ‘values
culture’), and/or of corruption risk. This is in addition to smply measuring whether people are aware of
codes and other issues of implementation. Examplesinclude:

Al APSC Case Study 1 which demonstrates the potential for workplace research by central agencies to
examine substantive ethical standards as well as simple compliance value. Such studies can in
practice begin to integrate the different dimensions of integrity discussed in part 2, for example by
establishing whether individual leaders understand their ethical obligations and other dimensions of
personal integrity, even though the organisationa responses needed to truly ‘embed’ values and
integrity may be more systemic and less liable to be resisted as direct criticisms of personal
integrity. The difficulty of this baanceis further emphasised in part 4.

N8 The NSW ICAC has used surveys of the ethical culture of NSW public sector agencies and local
councils. The primary aim was to create a tool which could help public sector managers to identify
where the key challenges may lie in creating a strong ethical culture in their organisation. Another
aim of the research was to explore in an Australian context the findings of past research (primarily
from the United States) about the relationship between different aspects of an organisation and how
they impact on its ethical tone (ICAC 2000).

A23 Whereas some agencies may collect substantive data on ethical attitudes, others collect data
indicating levels of unethical behaviour. For example, regular fraud surveys by the Australian
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National Audit Office (ANAO 2001; ANAO 2003a) provide a barometer of corruption levels in the
federa public service, since most pecuniary corruption is categorised in terms of fraud. This
information is differentiable from — and more useful than — attempts to monitor the results of
corruption-related disciplinary or crimina cases, which as discussed below (3.4.6) is both difficult
and unreliable for this purpose. The type of research conducted by the ANAO compiles a picture of
the incidence of fraud reporting (rather than whether the evidence exists to prosecute or convict
individuals), and the estimated financial impacts, providing a qualitative measure of seriousness
which is not available through normal criminal justice reporting. See Figure 15:

Fig. 15. Extent of fraud reported by surveyed APS agencies
(Roberts forthcoming; from ANAO 2001; ANAO 2003a)

Financial years Number of fraud allegations Number of fraud cases Value of fraud cases
($'000)
Internal External Internal External Internal External
1997-98 1310 5775 352 3510 1039 152 137
1998-99 1220 5257 348 3702 9289 136 573
2000-01 2271 7328 1 605 4002 1690 115127
2001-02 2782 8 380 1540 4971 2629 90 700

Such centrally-sponsored research can also measure the ethical climate by monitoring the extent to
which public employees feel able to, or are likely to, fulfil obligations to report misconduct,
defective administration or other ethical concerns within their organisation. In NSW, for example,
the 1996 ICAC study referred to earlier also established, substantively, that despite low awareness
of formal systems, 49% of surveyed employees indicated they would still report corruption even
without the support of colleagues, and 41% knowing their career would be adversely affected
(Zipparo 1998; Zipparo 1999). Monitoring variations in such responses can provide an indication of
whether the ethical climate isimproving or deteriorating, in individual organisations and across the
public sector.

3.4.2. Agency Ethical Standards/Corruption Risk research

Systematic studies of overall state of workplace culture may also be conducted by agencies

themselves rather than by central bodies. However, there may be Issues of relative accuracy, reliability,
confidence etc if conducted internally:

W3

In June 1999, the Professiona Standards Portfolio of the Western Austrdia Police Service
commenced alongitudinal survey of recruits, yielding information in relation to ethical behaviour in
the Police Academy environment and workplace, and organisationa factors which may influence it.
The anonymous survey is carried out by means of a self-administering questionnaire containing 69
question and statements to four recruit squads randomly selected. A preliminary report was rel eased
in July 2002 (WA Police 2002). The key findings from the survey identified a number of positive
ethica indicators as wdll as identifying issues for consideration and action, similar to those found in
police surveys undertaken by ICAC and the CMC.
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3.4.3. University research / expert review

University-based research plays a key role in providing substantive information about ethical
standards in areas of public administration that might otherwise never be measured. For example, no
public agencies are well-positioned to probe for or collate evidence relating to ethical standards or
corruption risks among legislators — a key issue if political will and a strong legidative framework are
considered elements of the ethics infrastructure. With enough tact, persistence and nerve, however,
university researchers are able to broach such areas. For example:

U4 A substantia survey of legidators attitudes to ethics and corruption was achieved in New South
Wales, using an international methodology, by Jackson and Smith (Smith and Jackson 1995; 1996;
Smith 1998; 1999; 2000).

3.4.4. Integrity recognition

There is no evidence of any existing awards within the Australian setting that are referred to
specifically as “Integrity Awards’. However, a sweep of the various public sector jurisdictions, in
particular, yielded information about some awards which may have an integrity content. In most public
sector jurisdictions in Australia, the tasks of encouraging the embedding of values and of enhancing and
monitoring integrity are carried out by central agencies, e.g.: departments of the various state premiers,
public sector management offices etc. These offices usually hold a much wider brief which embraces such
functions as human resource management principles and practices and/or the enhancement of employment
equity. This creates a situation where it is often difficult to draw a line between what is considered an
integrity award and what is not. Nevertheless, the purposes of some awards in place do have a clear
integrity implication. Some examples of these awards are:

V1 InVictoria, the State's Commissioner for Public Employment calls for nominations each year for its
People Management Awards, which includes a “managing ethically” category, and which is judged
by an independent panel. These awards carry certificates of commendation and grants worth up to
$5,000 for futureinitiatives (CPA Victoria 2004).

NT1 The Government of the Northern Territory has annual Equity and Diversity Awards which are
awarded to agencies which excel in the area of equitable employment practices. These are
showcased in a publication entitled “Valuing an Inclusive Workforce” (NT Government 2004).

ACT1In the Australian Capita Territory public sector, the Industria Relations and Public Sector
Management Group, in conjunction with the Commissioner for Public Administration, carries
overal responsibility for integrity issues. The Territory has a number of award arrangements which
differ from agency to agency, with the Territory’s Integrity Policy stating that CEOs should be
“making integrity one of the criteriain staff awards’ (ACT Government 2004).

N13 The NSW public sector once had a separate ethics award, but in 1997 subsumed this within the
context of the wider Premier's Public Sector Awards, established to provide an opportunity to
showcase the public sector’'s commitment to quality, dedication to excellence, and provision of
better service to the community. This award is made to projects within agencies, not individuas,
but may well still have an ethical component depending upon the nature of the project (NSW
Premier’s Dept 2004).

Rewards for high levels of integrity and ethical behaviour via organisational systems such as

selection, promotion and remuneration are rarely identified as such. While punitive measures are easy to
identify for those in breach of standards, the reverse is not the case. The example in which ethical
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behaviour and integrity can be most readily identified as a measurable and rewardable criterion is in the
Australian Public Service (federa) policies and guidelines, which creates a clear link between the
importance of leaders being called upon to ensure the embedding of APS vaues and the fact that
Performance Management isitself firmly entrenched as a policy and practice (APSC 2004).

3.4.5. Integrity testing

Many public sector agencies with particularly well-identified corruption risks conduct a range of
internal measures of integrity in the form of ‘integrity testing’, taking the form of either random or targeted
‘stings’ by which to identify and weed out corrupt or potentialy corruptible officials. For example, all
Australian police services have introduced integrity testing since the early 1990s (see e.g. Homel 2002).
The results of integrity testing are not publicly reported. However, where random testing occurs on a
regular basis, the incidence of passes/failuresin such testing represents a potential, very tangible barometer
of ethical climate and corruption risk, which could be used for comparison between like agencies or
services.

3.4.6. Caseload outcomes

The OECD’s Trust in Government report identified 12 countries as claiming to use monitoring and
analysis of “systemic failures and trends in disciplinary and criminal cases’ as a means of ensuring that
integrity measures were consistent and complementary — the most common means of doing so (OECD
2000: 66). In Austraia, monitoring the caseload outcomes of disciplinary, criminal, misconduct,
administrative and financial investigations is regularly assumed to represent a fundamenta means of
assessing performance, which is why severa countries may have reported using it. However, in
Australia' s case, which may also reflect something closer to the reality in other countries, there are gaps
between this theory and actual practice. These can be analysed by looking separately at (a) crimina and
disciplinary cases, (b) administrative cases, and (c) financial cases.

Criminal and disciplinary outcomes have only occasional utility in assessing the impacts of Australian
integrity policies, because:

« Forma crimina and disciplinary proceedings for corruption and serious misconduct are
relatively rare, other than in the wake of a major inquiry or ‘purge’, for multiple reasons that do
not necessarily mean there is no corruption. These include the evidentiary challenges associated
with formal proceedings, and the greater ease and frequency with which impugned officials either
resign voluntarily, or are forced to resign;

e Statistics on crime reporting, prosecutions and convictions do not necessarily differentiate
between fraud, bribery or other crimes of deception as committed by public officers against their
employer, from equivalent crimes in other circumstances. This means that normal attempts to
monitor official statistical trends in these areas is aimost certainly incomplete (see eg. ABS 2003;
ABS 2004); and

* In practice, few if any Australian governments routinely monitor and report this data in an
integrated way.

Two examples can be given of the limited use of, and/or co-ordination between, and potentialy
limited value of, criminal and disciplinary data:

Al The APSC State of the Service Report (Case Study 1) has analysed for the first time the actions
taken by agencies in response to breaches of the APS Code of Conduct, including termination of 70
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officers, 28 demotions, 359 reductionsin salary and other sanctions (APSC 2003: 103ff). Whilethis
provides a report on some systems, it does not include crimina matters like fraud and bribery,
which are handled separately through police processes and not necessarily reported to the APSC.

Q8 Crimina charges are more routinely reported by anti-corruption bodies (where these exist), for
whom such charges are a key performance indicator. For example, in 2002-2003, the Queensland
Crime and Misconduct Commission reported having recommended 180 crimina or disciplinary
charges arising from officia misconduct, 45 being crimina charges against 31 people. However,
current Australian media debate (see Case Study 3) highlights conflicting opinion over whether the
charges arising from such investigations are low or high, and even if high, whether this is a measure
of these bodies effectiveness (in rooting out corruption) or ineffectiveness (in preventing and
containing it).

The second body of caseload outcomes are administrative — actions against government officials
under administrative law, or complaints of defective administration investigated by ombudsman’s offices.
Here the necessary information to assess genera trends in standards of officia conduct or public decision-
making is even less readily available.

According to the Administrative Review Council, there is no nationa statistical reporting of case
trends before administrative appeal s tribunals or in the administrative divisions of the Supreme and Federal
Courts, athough there may be academic research which interrogates trends. While individual tribunals and
courts report basic workload data annually, this is not systematically analysed, other than by the legal
profession when providing clients (government or the general public) with advice on prospects of success
in individual cases. Tribunal and legal cases are therefore not used by governments as an indicator of
rising or falling administrative standards.

Reporting of administrative complaint trends by ombudsman’s offices may provide a more useful
overall barometer, due to the volume of complaints handled and therefore the potential for greater accuracy
in pinpointing systemic problems with particular areas of administration. For example:

A24 The Commonwealth Ombudsman investigated 6,133 issues pertaining to federal administration in
2002-2003, and identified some agency error or deficiency in 29% of cases — the same rate as the
previous year (Commonwealth Ombudsman 2003: 12). Figure 16 below outlines the range of
remedies provided in response to these errors. Ombudsman annual reports may also provide guides
to systemic problems with particular agencies, based on complaint trends or mgjor investigations.

However, there is great variability in reporting by different governments. In recent years, the
Queendand Ombudsman has reported around 40% of matters as resolved in favour of complainants rather
than government; the Tasmanian Ombudsman 14.5%; and the Western Australian Ombudsman 17.7%.
The various rates probably reflect different data collection, complaint assessment and reporting methods,
more than substantive differences in quality of administration. Other states do not necessarily report how
many complaints were resolved wholly or partially in favour of the complainant.
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Figure 16. Remedies provided by Commonwealth Ombudsman 2002-03 (Commonwealth Ombudsman 2003: 16)

Table 3.3: Remedies provided, 2002-03

Commonwealth Defence _ AFP ACT Government Total
Debt/overpayment waived or reduced 82 2 4 88
Refund given 154 1 1 3 159
Penalty waived or reduced 28 28
CDDA Scheme payment 35 1 36
Settlement payment Reg 9 FMA 2 2
Act of Grace payment 10 1 1 1 13
Other financial remedy 367 13 3 2 385
Action expedited 1,759 54 4 25 1,842
Decision changed 465 10 2 i 484
Apology/error admitted 979 20 45 12 1,056
Explanation given by agency 3,430 82 146 80 3,738
Other non financial remedy 449 9 11 9 478
Disciplinary action/counselling 61 22 83
Policy/ law/ pracedure 127 3 15 12 157
Other systemic remedy 110 3 17 9 139
Total 8,058 199 267 164 8,688

A third body of investigations are financia, in the form of audits. Where Auditor-Generals have
performance audit functions, they may be able to estimate the amount of public revenue saved as aresult of
their audit, and that therefore may have been wasted had the audit not occurred. This provides some
estimate of systemic maladministration risks. For example:

A25 TheAustralian National Audit Office estimated the potential annual recurring financial benefit from
all its performance audits in 2002-2003, based on recommendations agreed with agencies, to be
between $79 million and $117 million, depending on the level of improved performance achieved
(Barrett 2004).

Overdl, in the Australian experience, a far more systematic and well-thought out approach to
compiling, reporting and analysing the outcomes of the many different types of integrity-related caseloads
would have to be achieved before these represented a standard resource for monitoring the integrity of the
public sector, and quality of administration. While all the current methods of outcome reporting have their
own uses, their various separate limitations, current inconsistencies, and lack of integration tend to limit
them to these separate uses, even though a more co-ordinated approach might be useful.

3.4.7. Public trust: Public agencies

The three final categories of possible substantive indicators of integrity system success, relate to the
degree of public trust, or confidence, in the operations of government. While carrying their own
limitations and methodological problems, direct and indirect measures of public trust can help identify
where the community-at-large perceives the public sector to be breaking down.
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While more work is needed to differentiate public trust from simple customer satisfaction, the degree
of public confidence commanded by specific public agencies may be a relevant indicator of their ethica
standards. This would need to include objective quantitative or qualitative evidence of the level of trust
that the public / clients place in the integrity of individual agencies including such things as complaint-
handling systems, responsiveness to complaints and some measures of public concerns about corruption.
A further area which would add clarity to such an analysis would be a detailed examination of government
service delivery. This might include surveys by agencies and surveys by professional associations on
consumer attitude regarding service delivery integrity.

3.4.8. Public trust: I ntegrity agencies

The second area of public trust relates to evidence about the views of the community-at-large towards
societa integrity systems, including key ingtitutions dedicated solely or largely to ensuring accountability.
As with section 3.4.8, these may be direct or indirect sources of information. Currently, there is no
rigorous or co-ordinated approach to collecting such evidence, but examplesinclude:

N12 Mechanisms that engage the community in direct advice or supervision of the work of integrity
bodies, such asthe NSW ICAC’s Operations Review Committee. This Committee consists of three
ICAC officias, the Police Commissioner, Director-General of the Attorney Genera’s Department,
and four people representing community views (currently a representative of a religious
organisation, two university lecturers, and the head of a statutory body.

Q9 In Queendand, part-time commissioners of the Crime and Misconduct Commission are appointed to
help provide community oversight, including a specified ‘civil liberties commissioner under the
Crime and Misconduct Act 2001. The use of such mechanisms is similar to the development of
advisory committees by the Hong Kong ICAC (see de Speville 1999: 56), in that the participation of
community representativesis intended to provide a measure of ongoing community confidence.

A26 Client satisfaction surveys by or about integrity agencies, used to improve their performance and
administration: For example, the Commonwealth Ombudsman has conducted regular surveys of
past complainants since 1994. Appendix 3 provides an extract from the Ombudsman’s annual
report for 1997, describing the important lessons learnt from that performance measure. The most
recent published survey, conducted in 1999-2000, surveyed 2000 people who had approached the
office for assistance over the previous two years, establishing that 78% of those whose complaints
the office had declined to investigate, still indicated that they would consider using the office in the
future. This was regarded as a significant indicator of public confidence in the competence and
impartiality of the office (Commonwealth Ombudsman 2000: 4).

N9  During 2000-2001, the ICAC conducted extensive research to help develop a profile of corruption
risks in local government in New South Wales. The research began by seeking information from
Generd Managers about the organisational culture and presence or absence of corruption risk
factors in their council. This was followed by a staff survey in which staff were asked if they knew
about corruption prevention measures in their councils. The aim was to find out if councils were
‘walking the talk’ (ICAC 2001: 10). The survey found that there was a strong consensus amongst
managers, councillors and staff on the major corruption risks for local government, but that council
practice and procedures did not always reflect a high corruption prevention priority.

N10 Since its inception, the ICAC has conducted periodic community attitude surveys—Community
Attitudes to Corruption and the ICAC (1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, 2003a) and Community and
Journalists Attitudes to Corruption and the ICAC (1999)—to explore community perceptions of
corruption within government and community attitudes to corruption. The studies provide
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information as part of alongitudina study on the effectiveness of ICAC’s policies and programs in
combating corruption and give an indication of the organisation’s profile within the community.

Q10 The CMC (formerly the CJC) conducts periodic public attitude surveys. At first, the primary focus
of the surveys was to measure public attitude towards the Queensland Police Service, as well as
public knowledge, confidence and experiences regarding the complaint process. The survey has
undergone some modifications over the years, including the recent addition of questions relating to
public service and loca government employees and various questions relating to the CMC. The
surveys are a random sample of approximately 1500 adults across Queensland. They provided
information as part of a longitudina study on the effectiveness of policies and programs in
combating corruption and the CMC'’ s profile within the community (CJC 2000, 2000b; CMC 2002).

U5  Independent university research is working to find better ways of monitoring and interpreting public
confidence in arange of core public accountability agencies. For example, the Australian Survey of
Socia Attitudes (2003) provides a baseline for monitoring public confidence in ingtitutions such as
the court system and police, including select questions about perceived corruption in the latter (see
Appendix 4). These existing questions provide rough indicators of public trust in basic integrity
mechanisms, and can be extended to more specific independent verification of trust in other
agencies.

12 International NGOs are able to provide related evidence, for example through the Global Corruption
Barometer in which Transparency International uses the Galup ‘Voice of the People’ survey to
monitor public attitudes towards levels of corruption in different key institutions.

3.4.9. Public trust: General

Finally, there is considerable scope for evidence about the relative level of public trust in government
in genera to be developed as an ultimate indicator of the success or otherwise of integrity policies and
systems. Levels of public trust in government are dependent on diverse political and socia factors,
including media reporting or attitudes (see e.g. Coulthart 2004). However, it is now widely accepted in
many democracies, including Australia, that the results of genera elections every three-to-four years are
not necessarily expressions of majority confidence in the integrity of the institutions of government under a
particular government. A range of surrogate measures of public trust in the quality of government is
evolving, including ongoing social science research of the type outlined above and in Appendix 4.

In Australia, political parties are in the forefront of such research, because they are now some of the
major clients for market research organisations polling the community on key public policy issues on an
amost daily basis. However, thisis a‘private’ market in which measures of public confidence tend to be
guarded for the potential electoral advantage they may bring. As more public research methods evolve,
they can be expected to help broaden the range of performance indicators available for public ethics and
integrity activities.
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4. CONCLUSIONS: TOWARDS AN ASSESSMENT FRAMEWORK

4.1. General lessons

The preceding sections highlight some of the reasons why, in Australian experience, there have been
few attempts to design and apply more systematic and objective assessment methodologies. Most
prominent evaluation efforts are still ad hoc, and sometimes scandal-driven, while standard reporting is
often driven by agencies need to justify existing or requested resources, or by central agencies as
judtifications for financia or political decisions aready made. Integrity institutions and practices are not
immune from institutiona politics, but rather subsist in areal policy and palitical environment.

Nevertheless, there are also arange of less well-known, more routine and often unglamorous effortsin
place in the public sector that could potentially be used to more systematicaly gauge the impact and
effectiveness of integrity policies. The problem is that not many of these are well designed for a more
general performance assessment purpose; some are fragmentary, and occur only occasionally, and many
are not consistent.

These lessons highlight that conventional performance assessment approaches to integrity systems,
while important, cannot supply the full picture. If a particular framework of integrity values and
ingtitutions is in place — or if the politica decision-making capacity exists to create or ater them — then
performance audit and evaluation processes can have an invaluable role in establishing whether they are
doing their job. However, there is no exigting clear performance assessment framework for political
decision-making regarding integrity systems, nor may there ever be, hence the need for performance
assessment to be embedded in a broader methodology. Some performance indicators will be quantitative,
some will be quditative, and as usua many will provide a mixture of both, with the final interpretation
always necessarily political no matter what indicators are used. The question becomes how to a structure a
methodology that combines the best, and avoids the worst of administrative performance assessment, as
just one part of aholistic assessment process and not the whole box and dice.

The search for best practices in integrity assessment isthus still in relative infancy as an analytical and
academic exercise. Although we have identified a number of promising ‘best practices’ (or perhaps ‘ better
practices') in the hard work of ‘doing’ of integrity assessment, we want to emphasi se the prior importance
of best practices in the even harder work of ‘theorising’ integrity assessment. This is one area where
theory falls far behind practice. An exception to note is Glor and Greene' s recent evaluation of what they
cal ‘the evolution of ethical government’ in Canada (Glor and Greene 2003; Greene and Shurgrman
1997). Glor and Greene construct a framework around democratic values of equdlity, testing the
performance of public ingtitutions against a grid of criteria including the impacts on formal equality (e.g.,
equality of rules), social equality (eg, equality of condition) and finaly integrity itself, by which they
primarily mean impartiality in public decison-making. This is a very promising assessment framework
which has the advantage of being provisionaly tested through a practical application to one national
government, including a comparison of ‘the view from within’ (i.e., integrity assessments of internal
watchdogs) and ‘the view from without’ (i.e., public attitudes)(Glor and Greene 2003: 56-59). The Glor
and Greene approach has yet to be tested againgt Australian developments. In fact, very few national
evaluations have involved the application of assessment frameworks derived from evaluations in other
nationa settings. The preferred aternative seems to be the application of purpose-built cross-nationa
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frameworks like that devised by Tl and the CPI, both involving top-down approaches with some risk that
digtinctive national developments might escape attention and analysis.

The Nationa Integrity System Assessment approach from which this analysis stems falls between
these two extremes of uniquely-national and broadly cross-national approaches. It recognises the need for
an assessment framework with sufficient specificity to capture the Australian story but also sufficient
generality to be flexible enough for adaptation in other national settings. Like Glor and Greene, our
starting point is constitutional in that we are trying to locate ethics and values in a constitutiona setting.
Admittedly, constitutional settings are flexible, responding to evolving political developments and
changing community standards. But this focus on what Rohr (1998) calls ‘congtitutional practice’ is an
important way of capturing the larger public purpose of administrative arrangements, including
arrangements for evaluating the contribution of many different public organisations to the cause of public

integrity.

The next section highlights seven specific threshold issues — practical and conceptual — to be
considered in the design of any assessment framework, in light of this discussion. The final section
extracts key recommendations for next steps in the development of a possible Australian framework.

4.2. Six issues of framework design
Ethics co-ordination

A first fundamental issue for the development of a more coherent assessment framework is clarity as
to who can, or should, take ingtitutional responsibility for such performance assessment. This problem is
central to the ingtitutional competencies and resources needed to strengthen the assessment of integrity and
corruption prevention policies. Any such framework must be either driven by a competent centra
institution, or shared and adopted by a critical mass of key ingtitutions if it is to be accepted and effective.
Although the OECD emphasi ses the importance of coherence in the integrity systems of member countries
by identifying an “ethics coordinating body” as one of the eight elements of the Ethics Infrastructure
(OECD 2000: 24-5), the redlity is clearly very different from the rhetoric: only 16 of 29 OECD countries
reported having any coordinating institution at a national level, and only three reported a central office to
oversee ethics-related measures (OECD 2000: 66-68).

The coherence and ingtitutional leadership of integrity systems are live questions in Australia. The
fact that different, often strong integrity bodies exist, does not necessarily mean stability or co-ordination
in their operation. Nor does leadership and co-ordination occur in the places from which it might be
expected. For example, while the NSW ICAC and Queendand CMC perform cutting-edge research of
great importance to performance assessment, they often have marginal formal authority to proactively
influence management culture across the public sector, their primary authority remaining in the threat that
they may mount aformal investigation.

Conversely, central public sector management agencies such as the Austraian Public Service
Commission have an undisputed leadership role when it comes to public sector standards, but their
legislative authority for monitoring and compliance roles can still be relatively narrow, and their reach
limited by the amount of public administration that takes place through agencies that are not formally
categorised as public service agencies. Ther theoretical responsibility for ethical standards generaly,
often masks the fact that their operations in readlity are dominated by core public service management
functions (such as industria relations, budgeting, promotion and training systems, and resolution of staff
grievances). Professional discharge of such functions is a necessary prerequisite for high public integrity,
but does not necessarily equate to active co-ordination of the different elements of the Ethics
Infrastructure.
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There are various reasons why too much coherence and co-ordination may be detrimental to an
effective integrity system. Part of the effectiveness of a democratic integrity system is presumed to lie in
the sharing of different accountability functions between different institutions — a theory of ‘checks and
balances’, ‘horizontal accountability’ or ‘mutual accountability’ extended from the tripartite separation of
legidative, executive and judicial power developed in Europe and America in the 18th century (see
Schedler, Diamond and Plattiner 1999: 29-67; Uhr 2003: 16; Mulgan 2003: 232). However, areas where
clear coherence and co-ordination is needed include those where institutional support is needed for specific
functions embracing the entire Ethics Infrastructure. Achieving a coherent performance assessment
framework is one such challenge, with the challenging of then conducting such assessments following
closely behind. In Austraia, there are perhaps two examples of the type of co-ordination mechanism that
might be needed to establish and drive such a coherency of approach, neither of which is particularly
adequate:

o At stateleve, in Queendand, an informal ‘integrity committee’ exists consisting of the Director-
Genera of the Office of Public Service Merit and Equity (OPSME), the Chairman of the Crime
and Misconduct Commission, the Ombudsman, and the Auditor-General. However, this is an
informal committee that meets only through convenience, and has no statutory functions, powers
or resources of its own.

» Atafedera level, the Administrative Review Council consists of a number of integrity agencies,
but is law-focused and does not include the Auditor-General nor Public Service Commissioner.
Nevertheless, it is arguably the nearest federa equivaent to the Queensland committee, and has
the benefit of statutory identity and a permanent if small secretariat.

Despite the appearance of clear roles, and the benefits of multiplicity and shared responsibilities, the
institutional coherence does not necessarily currently exist to support development and implementation of
a coherent assessment framework. The institutional co-ordination needed to effectively devise and carry
out more holigtic policy assessment are very red, political and practical issuesin Australia.

Benchmarks

The second threshold issue for assessing consequences is the choice of benchmarks. This choice will
highlight different consequences for ‘constitutional government'. An assessment of consequences cannot
get very far if it does not address appropriate measurement standards. Currently, the only clearly accepted
guantitative measures tend to be those relating to activity and efficiency (number of cases handled and
closed, a what rate). Thus, one of the most basic but uncertain problems for integrity assessment is the
choice of a broader range of more qualitative standards, in a broader range of contexts, against which to
measure performance. The need for benchmarks also further reinforces the need for governments to
commit to long-term longitudina research, since one of the most reliable standards is smply whether and
why particular indicators might be changing over time.

| nstitutional interests of the assessors

Different assessment regimes will assess different consequences. No review of competing assessment
regimes can ignore an examination of the merits of different types of consequences. Indeed one way into
the thicket of consequences is to relate actual consequences back to intended consequences, based on the
intentions of assessors. However in turn, intentions must be related back to the institutiona interests of
those assessors, using ‘interests here in a neutral sense designed to bring out the institutional self-
understanding of differently ‘instituted’ assessors. This aspect of self-understanding is a largely-forgotten
element in the literature evaluating integrity systems, which typically evaluates according to some externa
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blueprint which might — or more often might not — capture the inner dynamics at work in the rea-life
operations of integrity institutions.

Accordingly, the ‘consequences assessed by particular institutions will vary depending on the
‘interests’ of those ingtitutions, which can aso change over time, reflecting the changing priorities of
successive leadership teams. Similarly, different bodies approach the task of integrity assessment with
different sets of expectations. The fact that institutions share a common task — loosely: performance
assessment — does not mean they expect to drive that task in the same or even similar ways. Interna and
external assessors approach the assessment task with different expectations, and in turn, these two
categories of ‘internal’ and ‘externa’ span a wide range of different types of inditutions, each with its
distinctive approach and set of expectations.

For example, the ‘internal’ category ranges from the self-assessment of individua officers (relevant
when reporting on aspects of their own conduct for the purposes of performance reporting) through the
various forms which agencies might assess their own performance (from general annual reports to specific
reports on particular aspects of public service) down to the many types of service-wide self-assessments
orchestrated through the central coordinating agencies, again with varying degrees of critical independence
exercised by centra agencies. The ‘externa’ category ranges equally widely, overlapping with the
‘internal’ category at certain points. What might seem an internal assessment to some observers can just as
understandably seem an external assessment to others. Internal audit plays a maor role in supporting
integrity within government, but opinions differ about whether ‘interna audit’ is basically a part of internal
management or of external review or indeed of both. So too, externa or ‘independent state audit’ can be
seen as arms-length external accountability or as an interna partnership with decision-makers, or both.

These conflicting perspectives reflect the importance of the leadership orientation of the officials in
charge of, for example, audit agencies. the same ingtitutions of audit assessment can function asinternal or
external assessors or some combination of both, depending on the sense of professiona responsibilities of
those leading the assessment. All those seeking to operationalise any assessment framework must remain
conscious of the ingtitutional politicsthat underpin their own role.

The unmeasurablein public administration

The fourth threshold issue of framework design is the further complexity of measuring integrity when
the core business of public administratorsisitself never fixed, but rather is about the exercise of discretion.
Listening to what governments themselves say is their core business, is vital to understanding the core
issues of integrity systems. Here case study 1 is again ingtructive. In describing the emerging public
service model of values-based regulation, with abalance of (i) central legidation identifying the underlying
principles of ethics and values and (ii) devolved administrative practices with patterns of responsibility
varying according to the nature of the public business, the APSC notes that al this presumes that ‘leaders
must have the highest standards of integrity’. Without ethical leadership, public service values will die a
death on the statute book. But leadership in ethics and values is easier to see than to plan for or program
into operation; ethical leadership is not a compliance test, as though public service leaders ssimply had to
ensure administrative compliance with a set of core values mandated in legidation. If only the pursuit of
public integrity were that simple. Instead, public service leadership must meet a more challenging test
which is to make progress in ‘an environment where there are fewer rules and there is greater scope for
discretion in decision making' by guiding employees ‘to make the most appropriate decisions in al
circumstances (APSC 2003: 28-30).

In this context, growing interest in ethics, values and integrity is not concerned with hard and fast

standards, but the need for frameworks of risk management suitable to public decision-makers. With fewer
rules to guide or bind them, decision-makers have no rea aternative but to use their own best judgment
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about what is appropriate in the circumstances. Among other things, they have to manage the risk to the
public interest posed by the many calls on their attention. With fewer rules prescribing the manner and
form of officia decison-making, officias have to use their own responsibility to devise appropriate
processes that honour the spirit of the underlying public service values. But appropriate in what sense?
The answer turns on what we understand to be appropriate to the integrity of the decision-maker. Asin the
Canadian approach taken by Glor and Greene (2003), any overall assessment framework has to remove the
fase hope that one size fits all. Assessment of consequences should not be driven by mistaken
expectations of uniform coherence across systems of government. The ingtitutional diversity associated
with constitutional checks and balances is one the basic democratic values acknowledged by Glor and
Greene, with the lesson that the on-the-job integrity appropriate to one role in one institution will not be
identical with on-the-job integrity in roles and contexts. Assessment frameworks have to be subtle enough
to accommodate this diversity of public roles and offices, reflecting the range of legitimate functions
performed by the many overlapping public institutions that make up ‘ government’.

Personal dimensions

A fifth threshold issue is the importance of the personal dimension to public integrity. At the end of
the day, it is individuas and people that matter more than organisations and systems. Public services
depend on the commitment of individual employees whose support for public integrity will be al the more
enduring when it draws on and reinforces persona integrity. Many government assessment systems
recognise the importance of clear standards of personal conduct, reinforcing our argument about the link
between consequences and standards. An example is the July 2003 Australian National Audit Office
(ANAO) 'better practice guide' on Public Sector Governance (ANAO 2003b). The first volume deals
mainly with ingtitutional framework issues, but the second volume deals more directly with persona
dimensions, including an 'individua office guidance paper' followed by a guidance paper on 'potentia
conflicts between officid and persond interests. These papers demonstrate the importance of measuring
consequences against appropriate standards, including the consequences of institutional performance
against personal standards that are basic to ‘constitutional government’.

Our discussion above (3.4.4) aso noted the current and potential role of award schemes for
meritorious service or career achievements designed to honour valuable staff. Such prizes reflect integrity
assessments at the most personal level. One might think that this would be the most contestable of al
exercises in integrity assessment, but it may be that these are among the least suspect. One reason for this
might be that these integrity awards force those who assess the claims of the potential awardees to integrate
the public and the private — the job and the person, or the office and the officeholder —in ways that ‘cut to
the chase’ and see the part that persona integrity plays in sustaining public integrity. The issue is how the
integrity value of these existing persona performance measures can be enhanced in importance, and linked
into aframework for ng integrity systems overal.

Relating back to fundamental drivers

Finaly, when focusing on the consequences of integrity systems, we must include the consequences
not just of those systems but of our assessment framework itself. That is, we must consider the impacts or
outcomes of our assessment approaches for basic processes of congtitutional government. This might
sound too grand a consequence to measure public service ethics against, but the underlying analytica
framework has to acknowledge the broader congtitutional setting in which public service activities operate,
and be explicit regarding the policy or political drivers of the exercise (such asreviewed in part 2). Aswe
have seen, dternative analytica frameworks focus on important but narrower organisationa impacts,
either for discrete public entities or for ‘the public service’ more generally. Vauable as these approaches
can be, they may fail the overal ‘consequences' test because they do not trace the trail of impacts back far
enough, or because they take current public organisations as agiven. In contrast, the orienting principle of
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alarger assessment framework must be to evaluate integrity systems — institutions, policies or processes —
as means to a larger end, which in the Australian case we might call, ssimply and no doubt misleadingly,
‘congtitutional government’.

4.3. Key recommendations

The aim of the present OECD project is to develop an analytical framework based on selected good
practices and emerging lessons, that identifies key ingredients of sound policy assessment. Such an
assessment framework is intended to help policy-makers recognise the gap between policy intentions and
actual practices.

While the search for best practice in integrity assessment may still be in relative infancy as an
analytica and academic exercise, the Australian experience shows that there are, nevertheless, many
different types of information collected in many different ways, al relevant to the performance of integrity
systems: implementation measures; activity and efficiency measures; larger institutional effectiveness
measures; and outcome measures. Efforts such as the State of the Service reporting of the Australian
Public Service Commission and Public Sector Profiling of the NSW ICAC are hopefully typical of the
growing sophisticated of implementation and outcome measures.

Currently, however, the lack of an agreed overall framework means that the full value of efforts in
individual areasis probably not being realised. The overal value of efforts to measure the ‘ consequences
of Australian integrity systems is currently not likely to amount to something more, but rather something
less than the sum of their parts. The next challenge is to identify how a practical assessment framework
might usefully adapt and integrate a variety of current performance measures into a simple, but
comprehensive approach. The six issues above are intended to help in that process. Although it is possible
to identify a number of promising ‘best practices (or perhaps ‘better practices’) in the hard work of
‘doing’ of integrity assessment, best practice in the even harder work of ‘theorising’ such an assessment
remains just as important.

In light of these lessons, and the broader need for integration and reconciliation of the four categories
of performance information outlined earlier, the key issue is how to develop an assessment framework that
provides a halistic picture of whether integrity goals are being achieved. Obvioudly such a framework
would benefit from being relatively ssimple, while not simplistic; and needs to be redistic in terms of the
cost of assessment activities themselves.

The following recommendations encapsul ate some key lessons from the Australian experience:

1. Empirica socia-science employee surveys provide an invaluable counterpoint to formal reports
of policy implementation on integrity issues, and should be institutionalised as a core
implementation measure, regularly conducted across al public sectors. However there needs to
be substantial integration of the different (positive and negative) conceptions of integrity driving
different employee survey efforts, to provide a coherent picture of the relative performance of
different  integrity  policies  (leadership/personal,  organisational/management  and
legal/enforcement).

2. As with any quality research, additional measures are needed to cross-check or validate the
accuracy of information being received through public sector surveys (for example by using focus
groups facilitated by independent researchers to confirm that respondents are not telling
management what it wants to hear; and to investigate non-respondents).

3. Tojustify the expense of such in-depth ongoing evaluation, benchmarking needs to be undertaken
into the relative costs of performance assessment and quality assurance regimes in other policy
areas.
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4. Substantial new research and policy development is needed in Australia to rationalise, standardise
and expand the basic activity and efficiency measures applying to integrity bodies with
predictable workloads (e.g. case-handling bodies). Standardisation is crucia before effective
comparative andysis (one of the smplest evaluative tools) can be used to judge the relative
performance of like bodies, and promote the identification and transfer of best practice.
Expansion is needed to identify meaningful qualitative performance indicators, where this is
possible.

5. An in-depth comparative study is needed of the different types of information collected and/or
used by parliamentary committees when evaluating integrity bodies, as one basis for constructing
amore routine, politicaly acceptable framework (or sub-framework) of performance assessment.
By regularising a framework based on this experience, integrity agencies and parliamentarians
aike can develop a more consistent and potentialy less volatile understanding of how integrity
performance is to be evaluated from year-to-year. All major integrity bodies should have a
designated parliamentary oversight committee.

6. Australian public sectors need to expand and systematise their search for substantive integrity
‘outcomes measures based on (a) empirical corruption and maladministration risk assessment,
(b) the accessbility and confidence placed in integrity systems by citizens, and
(c) crossreferencing of both these types of information. These efforts need to be substantially
elevated in importance, much as employee surveys and public sector profiling have been
developed over the past decade. As per recommendation 1, the necessary instruments and
sampling strategies need to be designed holigtically to more efficiently cover the different
dimensions of integrity and varying roles of different integrity institutions.

7. A crossjurisdictional review needs to be undertaken of the rdative value and accuracy of
independent, central agency and internally-run survey and research activities in order to determine
the most cost-effective mix of externa and internal evaluation activities. In general, agency-run
integrity assessments are to be encouraged (if not positively required) but cannot substitute totally
for central or external assessment activities.

8. The legidative framework governing integrity and anti-corruption measures in each jurisdiction
needs to be updated to congtitute a central coordinating mechanism, based on representation of al
key integrity agencies together with parliamentary and community representation, with an express
obligation (and resources) to develop and implement an ongoing evaluation strategy. These
legidative provisions should require that each coordinating body confer with other coordinating
bodies to identify consistent national and international benchmarks and methodologies, where
possible, before implementing or updating its own evaluation strategy.
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ANNEX 1

CASE STUDY 1
AUSTRALIAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 2003 STATE OF THE SERVICE
SURVEYS: METHODOLOGICAL DETAILS

Extract: APSC (2003a), pp. 207-210
AGENCY SURVEY METHODOLOGY

The scope of the agency survey was the 89 APS agencies, or semi-autonomous parts of
agencies, employing 20 or more staff under the PS Act. The agencies were sent the survey in May 2003
for completion. Agencies were given six weeks to complete and submit their response. As part of their
survey return, agency heads were required to ‘sign off’ their agency’ s response. All 89 agencies responded
to the online agency survey by the due date. This represents a 100% response rate.

This year the agency survey was an online survey rather than a paper survey. The survey design
reflects the decision to develop alongitudinal data set to facilitate trend analysis of certain issues.

To assigt with analysis of data from the agency survey in this year's report, agencies have been
grouped according to size. Of the 89 responding agencies, 22 were classified as large (>1000 APS
employees), 26 as medium (251-1000 APS employees) and 41 as small (20250 APS employees). These
Size categories are generaly consistent with those used by the ANAO in Report No. 49 of 1998-99,
Saffing reductionsin the Australian Public Service.

EMPLOYEE SURVEY METHODOLOGY

The employee survey was designed to establish the views of APS employees on a range of issues,
including work-life balance, the APS Vaues, the Code of Conduct, job satisfaction, and learning and
development. The results of the employee survey are one of the main sources of information on which the
APS. Commission has drawn during the preparation of this report.

The employee survey was also designed to complement the agency survey. The results of the
employee survey were, in part, intended to act as a ‘redity check’ in analysing responses to the agency
survey. To achieve this objective, similar questions were asked in both surveys on a range of topics.
Additional questions, suitable for employees but not for agencies (such as on job satisfaction), were also
included in the employee survey.
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SCOPE AND COVERAGE

The scope of the survey was dl APS employees (both ongoing and non-ongoing) in agencies with
more than 100 APS employees. Employees in agencies that employed 100 or fewer APS employees were
excluded on the basis that their responses could possibly identify them.

At the time the survey sample was selected, the most up-to-date data (contained in the Statistical
Bulletin 2001-02) indicated that the total number of APS employees at 30 June 2002 was 123,494. The
survey sample was selected from the total population of APS employees from agencies with more than 100
APS employees, which at 30 June 2002, was 122,529.

STRATIFICATION

A dtratified random sample of 6279 APS employees was selected using two databases maintained by
the APS Commission—the APS Employment Database (APSED) and the Senior Executive Management
System (SEMS). The sample was stratified by:

« Levd (APS, EL and SES classification groups);

« Agency size (small 100250 APS employees;, medium 251-1000 APS employees; large
>1000 APS employees);

« Agency (only for the 22 large agencies);

e Location (ACT and non-ACT).

To enable sound statistical inferences to be made about all APS employees, the individuas were
randomly selected from each of the strata. Each individual within a stratum had an equal chance of
selection.

The sampling rates varied between the strata to ensure that sufficient statistical accuracy would be
achieved for survey estimates from APS employees with the key characteristics captured by the
stratification variables (level, location, agency and agency size). To gain the same accuracy for estimates
for a small population (such as the SES) a much higher sampling rate was required than for a larger
population (such as APS-level employees).

The accuracy requirements varied between the demographic variables listed above, and thisalso led to
differing sampling rates for these demographic variables.

This gratification process has not introduced a bias in the population estimates because the responses
are appropriately weighted to take these differing sample rates into account. See the section ‘Weighting
and estimation’ for further details.

REPORTING OF LARGE AGENCY RESULTS

The survey was designed to alow the APS Commission to provide the large agencies that want them,
a copy of their own employee survey results for internal management purposes, subject to the results
satisfying a statistical accuracy benchmark. To enable this, the 22 agencies with more than 1000 APS
employees were included separately in the stratification process (see the section * Stratification’ above).

Where relevant, the State of the Service report includes agency level results of large agencies that met
the minimum number of weighted responses (see the section ‘Measures of accuracy and error’ below).
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PRIVACY, ANONYMITY AND CONFIDENTIALITY

Maintaining confidentiality throughout the entire employee survey process was a primary concern to
the APS Commission.

Privacy arrangements for APSED preclude APS Commission staff, other than those in the APSED
team and the Commission’ s Executive, from accessing APSED data relating to individuals. This meant that
the identity of those individuals selected in the non-SES sample from the APSED were not known to the
State of the Service team, ORIMA Research staff or any other non-APSED staff involved in the survey.

Privacy arrangements for the SEMS database, however, do alow for limited access within the APS
Commission on a project-by-project basis. The identity of individuas selected in the SES sample were
known to the State of the Service team and relevant ORIMA Research staff. However, all responses to the
employee survey were anonymous so individuals could not be identified. Respondents were not asked to
provide names, positions or workplace location (other than postcode) when responding to the survey. The
need to maintain respondent anonymity affected survey design and the ability to conduct targeted follow-

up.
SURVEY DESIGN

Initial input into the draft employee survey was sought from several central agencies, including
DEWR and the NAA. The draft survey was then subjected to cognitive testing involving individuals at the
APS, EL and SES levels from AQIS, Defence, DEWR, Health and the APS Commission. A further refined
draft survey was then tested at a focus group session attended by individuals at the APS, EL and SES
levels from Centrelink, Comcare, Customs, DIMIA, NOHSC and the APS Commission.

The mgjority of questions, 78 of 90, were asked of al respondents. Two questions were asked of SES-
level employees only. Five questions were asked of EL and SES employees only. Five questions were
asked of APS and EL-level employees but not SES.

The questions asked of employees were not dependent on location (inside or outside the ACT) or
agency size (small, medium or large).

The employee survey was delivered using two methods. The main delivery method was online via a
secure internet site. Employees working in agencies with routinely available desktop internet access were
sent aletter from the Commissioner inviting them to participate in the online survey.

The secondary, paper-based, delivery method was developed and implemented for employees
working in agencies that do not routinely have access to the internet at their workplace desktops. A list of
agencies without routinely available desktop internet access is at Appendix 3. Employees selected in the
random sample from these agencies received aletter from the Commissioner inviting them to participate in
the survey, aswell as a paper copy of the survey to complete and return to ORIMA Research.

The 6649 invitation letters were mailed out to respondents workplace addresses between 22 and 27
May 2003°. Respondents were asked to complete the survey and return it by Wednesday, 18 June 2003. An
adjustment was made to the final sample size to account for separations from the APS that were estimated

3. Because of their unique operating environment involving a high proportion of APS employees posted
throughout the world, all DFAT employees included in the sample were emailed the invitation letter. This
was done to prevent paper copy letters arriving at employees’ workplace addresses after the close-off date.
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to have occurred between 30 June 2002 and the time the sample was drawn (early May 2003)".
Accordingly, the final sample size was reduced by 370 to 6279.

WEIGHTING AND ESTIMATION

The survey responses were re-weighted to reflect the characteritics of the underlying population of
APS employees. This was done to ensure that the overall demographic characteristics of the survey results
exactly matched the demographic characteristics of al APS employees. The re-weighting process was
based on five main demographic characteristics:

« Leve (APS, EL and SES classification group);

e Location (ACT and non-ACT);

« Agency size (small 100250 APS employees; medium 251-1000 APS employees,
« Large>1000 APS employees);

« Agency (only for the 22 large agencies);

. Sex.

There were therefore 288 different weights applied—level (3) multiplied by location (2) multiplied by
agency size and agency (24) multiplied by sex (2). For this survey, the weights were cal culated by dividing
the populations of each stratum by the number of respondents to the survey in each stratum. For example,
if there are 4000 EL women at medium-sized agenciesin the ACT and 200 responded, the weight assigned
to each ACT EL woman working in a medium-sized agency is 20. If the data were not re-weighted, some
strata could be over-represented and others under-represented in the total survey results.

The weighting approach adopted assumes that respondents respond in the same way as non-
respondents for the characteristics of interest. Applying the weighting method above, the responding
persons are used to represent the non-responding persons. However, the re-weighting by sex has the effect
of rectifying to some degree any potentiad non-respondent bias arising from differences in the sex of
respondents.

In this survey, with anonymous responses, it was not possible to identify the non-respondents. This
severely limited our ability to follow-up non-respondents. However, there would need to be a marked
difference in the views of non-respondents from those of the respondents to ater or bias the overal results
to any significant extent. For analysis presented in this report it was assumed that there was no significant
bi as between those who responded in the survey and those who did not respond.

The results are caculated under the assumption that responding persons answer in the same way as
nonrespondents.

This should be considered when using the data to make inferences about the APS popul ation.
Please note that results have generaly been presented rounded to the nearest whole percentage point

(i.e. 38% not 37.7%). Due to this rounding, the percentage results for some gquestions may not add up to
exactly 100%.

4, The reduction in the sample was based on APSED’ s annual separation rates calculated over the previous
two-year period. The annual rate was multiplied by 0.8 to account for the ten-month period between 30
June 2002 and when the sample was drawn (early May 2003).
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WATCHDOG STAFFING COMPARED

Jurisdiction Agency Years (used for graphs)
Commonwealth Ombudsman 1990/91 to 2002/03
Australian National Audit Office 1990/91 to 2002/03
NSW Ombudsman 1990/91 to 2002/03
Audit office 1990/91 to 2002/03
ICAC 1990/91 to 2002/03
Police Integrity Commission 1996/97 to 2002/03
Qld Ombudsman 1990/91 to 2002/03
Audit office 1990/91 to 2002/03
CJC/Crime and Misconduct Comn 1990/91 to 2002/03
SA Ombudsman 1990/91 to 2002/03
Audit office 1990/91 to 2002/03
Tasmania Ombudsman 1990/91 to 2002/03
Audit office 1990/91 to 2002/03
Victoria Ombudsman 1990/91 to 2002/03
Audit office 1990/91 to 2002/03
WA Ombudsman 1990/91 to 2002/03
Audit office 1990/91 to 2002/03

ACC/Corruption and Crime Comn

1990/91 to 2002/03

Statistical Notes

* Unless stated otherwise al figures were obtained from the relevant departments annual reports.

* Unless stated otherwise all 2003-2004 and 2004-2005 figures (financia and staffing) were estimates
extrapolated from current trends.

* |n 2004-2005 it is projected that Victoria will have a total of 100 staff based on recent Victorian
Government announcements.

* Victorian Ombudsman staffing figures from 1993-1994 and 1994-1995 were obtained through
telephone conversation with Mr. Peter O’ Grady (senior investigator Victorian Ombudsman).

* Victorian audit figures include both the ‘audit office’ staff and ‘audit Victoria staff, even though
they were officialy separate bodies until 1998-1999.

* WA figures for 2003-2004 and 2004-2005 based on division 29 of page 490 of the public reports

relating to the CCC.
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ANNEX 3

ANNUAL REPORT 1996-1997°
OFFICE OF THE COMMONWEALTH OMBUDSMAN, AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT

Client satisfaction

This year, we conducted our fourth annual survey to gauge the expectations and satisfaction levels of
our clients. We surveyed a random sample of clients who had complained about different agencies and
whose complaints were dealt with in different ways. We distributed more than 3,600 questionnaires and
amost 30 per cent of the survey recipients responded.

As well as surveying clients whose complaints we investigated, we again surveyed clients whose
complaints were not investigated (that is, where discretion not to investigate or further investigate was
exercised) as well as clients whose complaints could not be deat with because they were outside the
Ombudsman'’ sjurisdiction.

This year, we were particularly interested in looking at the impact of how we dealt with a client’s
complaint on their overal satisfaction levels. With reduced resources, our discretion rate (not to investigate
a matter) has now increased to 60 per cent and the number of out of jurisdiction (OOJ) complaints has
increased by 90 per cent over the 1996-97 year. Against this background, we wanted to look in some depth
at the experiences of these groups of clients, as well as continuing our usua analyses and benchmarking
against previous years.

Outcometypes
Out of jurisdiction complaints (OQJ)

The survey results indicate that many people approach us as a type of “onestop-shop” when they have
a complaint. This is particularly true for our OOJ clients, who are generally more likely to expect the
Ombudsman to provide information or advice (55 per cent compared to 44 per cent overal) or refer them
to the right place for help (40 per cent compared to 23 per cent overall).

0OQ0J clients are aso more likely than other clients to say that they had previoudy used the
Ombudsman’s Office, which tends to suggest that they consider the office to be a useful source of
information and advice about how they can pursue their complaint.

Compared to previous years, OOJ clients now think that we give them clearer advice about where else
they can go for help. This is a very pleasing result because athough we are legaly precluded from
pursuing these types of complaints, we aim to provide useful referral information. More than half of clients
whose complaints were out of our jurisdiction now say that we gave them clear advice about where else
they could go, compared to 44 per cent last year and 39 per cent for al clientsin 1997.

5. Extract from the Annual Report 1996-1997, Office of the Commonwealth Ombudsman, Australian
Government, pp 95-99.

86



GOV/PGC/ETH(2004)5

While some come to us wanting information and referral, it is clear that many want us to investigate
directly. Only 25 per cent of OOJ clients were satisfied with the Ombudsman’ s decision not to help them
resolve their complaint.

Discretions

Compared to last year, there has been a dight increase in the proportion of “discretion” clients who
expect simple telephone advice only, athough the clear majority of this client group continues to expect a
formal report based on further investigations (54%). Managing these clients expectations represents a
significant challenge for the office.

Less than half of the “discretion” clients surveyed felt that we gave them clear advice about where
else they could go for help. In part this reflects the absence of other suitable avenues of redress that such
people can be referred to. During 1996-97 we worked hard to encourage agencies to establish their own
complaints systems, and we would expect these mechanisms to pick up the bulk of the complaints which
we do not have the resources to investigate. As these internal complaint systems become more widely
available, 1 hope to see an increase in the proportion of “discretion” clients who feel satisfied with the
referral advice we provide. This conclusion is generally supported by the different response patterns of
“discretion” clients who complained about particular agencies, with DSS and DEETYA “discretion”
clients generally being more satisfied with our referral to the Socia Security Appeals Tribuna or other
tribunals.

More than half of our “discretion” clients now say that they were not confident about the way their
complaints were handled (54 per cent compared to 45 per cent last year) and that they did not find the
office sfina finding or decision reasonable (50 per cent compared to 38 per cent last year). They are also
much more likely than clients who had their complaints investigated to say that the Ombudsman acted on
behalf of the agency (36 per cent compared to 28 per cent last year). | suspect that these results reflect, in
part, our practice of referring clients back to the agency in the first instance if they have not aready tried to
resolve their complaint in this way. However, these findings are of significant concern to me as the
Ombudsman'’ s Office must be seen to be an independent and impartia decision maker.

Only 25 per cent of discretion clients were satisfied with the office's final finding or decision and
amost half said that the Ombudsman did not meet their expectations.

Although | am pleased to note the generally increased levels of satisfaction amongst OOJ clients, the
survey results suggest that our increased discretion rate has had a detrimental effect on perceptions of the
Ombudsman'’s Office.

Thisis not surprising since we are saying “no” to a group of people who come to the Ombudsman’s
Office astheir last resort. Thisleadsto an erosion of public confidence in the Ombudsman’ s Office.

Aqgency groups
The agency findings are based on results achieved for clients whose complaints we investigated.

Compared to last year’'s results, | am pleased to report a genera increase in satisfaction levels of
clients who complained about the ATO. Seventy one percent of this group were confident in the way the
office handled their complaint, compared to 63 per cent last year, and 59 per cent over all agency groupsin
1997. Sixty three percent of ATO clients found the office's final finding or decision reasonable, compared
to 51 per cent last year and 55 per cent over al agency groups in 1997. Seventy per cent of ATO clients
were satisfied that the critical issues in their complaint were understood, compared to 58 per cent last year
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and 54 per cent over al agency groups in 1997. Fifty seven percent of ATO clients said that the
Ombudsman’ s Office completely met their expectations, compared to 50 per cent last year and 43 per cent
over al agency groupsin 1997.

| believe that these results reflect the increased resources given to the office to establish the Specialist
Tax Ombudsman function in 1995. We are now able to devote more resources to the investigation of
serious and complex tax complaints, and this is clearly being reflected in the satisfaction levels of our
clients.

Our DEETYA clients have also demonstrated a general increase in satisfaction compared to last year.
Sixty six percent of this group were confident about the way the office handled their complaint, compared
to 58 per cent last year. Fifty eight per cent of DEETY A respondents were satisfied with the office’ s final
finding or decision, compared to 57 per cent last year, and 50 per cent said that the Ombudsman
completely met their expectations, compared to 44 per cent last year.

Our DSS clients were also generally more satisfied than last year, particularly in their assessments of
whether the office’ sfinal finding or decision was reasonable (64 per cent compared to 58 per cent in 1996).

Against these pleasing results, | am again disappointed to report continuing lower levels of
satisfaction amongst respondents who had complained about the AFP and the defence forces. In the 1997
survey, 54 per cent of AFP respondents and 51 per cent of Defence Force respondents said that they were
not confident in the way the office had handled their complaints (compared to 63 per cent and 45 per cent
respectively in 1996). Although we are achieving some substantial improvements in the way we deal with
our AFP clients, we still have along way to go.

| believe that the decreasing satisfaction levels amongst Defence Force respondents is aso linked to
resource constraints within our office. These clients will now be feding the impact of the decision to
devote less resources to Defence Force complaints as this area generates proportionately fewer complaints,
and must therefore receive proportionately fewer office resources. More than a third of defence force
respondents expected the Ombudsman to be their avenue of last resort for justice.

With respect to AFP complaints, | believe that the improvements we have made in this area reflect our
decision to devote increased resources to them.

Our concerns about the patchy quality of AFP interna investigations, combined with our findings of
poor satisfaction among our AFP clients, contributed to our decision to investigate more AFP complaints
directly. | believe that the value of thisis starting to be borne out in our survey results. In the 1997 survey,
42 per cent of AFP clients said that the Ombudsman’s Office acted independently in deaing with their
complaints, compared to 31 per cent who gave this response last year.

Nevertheless, the comparatively low satisfaction levels reported by AFP clients (compared to other
agencies) continues to illustrate the difficulties my office experiences with the procedures in place for
dealing with AFP complaints. | have made submissions in relation to this matter (see AFP section), and
would reiterate that if these procedures are not changed, we will be unable to provide a high quality of
service to these vulnerable clients.
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ANNEX 4

THE AUSTRALIAN SURVEY OF SOCIAL ATTITUDES, 2003

Written surveys of ....Australian adults, nationwide, August-December 2003.
Source: Australian Social Science Data Archive, Research School of Social Sciences, Australian National
University. http:\\assda.anu.edu.au.

Select questions:

V20: Agree: Media in Australia effective in keeping governments honest
PreQuestion Text

Please tell us how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements.
a. Themediain Australia is effective in keeping gover nments honest

Value Categories N
1 Strongly agree 119 B 5.6%
2 Agree 669 I 31.5%
3 Neither agree nor disagree 610 [ 28.7%
4 Disagree 555 [ 26.1%
5 Strongly disagree 132 I 6.2%
9 Can't choose 400 1.9%
-6 Not asked 2087
Missing 58

V42: Confidencein: The defence forces

PreQuestion Text
How much confidence do you have in the following organisations?
a. The defence for ces

Value Categories N
1 A great deal of confidence 1012 [ 24.3%

2 Quite a lot of confidence 2324 [N 55.9%
3 Not very much confidence 648 [l 15.6%

4 No confidence at all 710 1.7%

9 Can't choose 106 | 2.5%

-2 Skip 0

-1 Missing 109
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V44: Confidencein: Theunions
PreQuestion Text

How much confidence do you have in the following organi sations?
c. Theunions

Value Categories N
A great deal of confidence 136 [l 3.3%

1
2 Quite a lot of confidence 980 [N 23.6%

3 Not very much confidence 1882 [N 45.3%
4 940 I 22.6%

9

No confidence at all

Can't choose 217 5.2%
2 Skip 0
-1 Missing 115

V45: Confidencein: The courts and the legal system
PreQuestion Text

How much confidence do you have in the following organi sations?
d. The courtsand thelegal system

Value Categories N
A great deal of confidence 182 [l 4.4%

Quite a lot of confidence 1008 [ 24.2%

1
2
3 Not very much confidence 1915 [N 46.0%
4
9

No confidence at all

977 I 23.5%

Can't choose 81l 1.9%
2 Skip 0
-1 Missing 107

[v45] Confidencein: The courts and the legal system (Row)
[v364] By State (Column)

New South Victoria Queensland South Western

Northern

Tasmania ACT .
Territory

Wales Australia  Australia

A great deal of 38 58 40 16 50

confidence

Quite a lot of 232 291 21.2 22.6 225 222 27.3
confidence

Not very much 46.0 439 49.2 48.9 44.4 46.2 41.6
confidence

glf confidence at 247 185 24.6 255 27.2 226 224
Can't choose 2.3 2.7 1.0 1.4 0.8 1.7 2.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0
N= 1392 1074 695 368 378 117 77

0

Total

0.0 44

20.0 243

66.7 46.1

13.3 233

0.0 19
100.0 100.0
15 4116
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V46: Confidencein: The Federal parliament
PreQuestion Text
How much confidence do you have in the following organi sations?

e. The Federal parliament

Value Categories N
A great deal of confidence 186 [l 4.5%

1

2 Quite a lot of confidence 1428 [N 34.2%

3 Not very much confidence 1816 [N 43.5%
4 592 I 14.2%

9

No confidence at all

Can't choose 150 [l 3.6%
2 Skip 0
-1 Missing 98

Variablev47: Confidencein: The public service

PreQuestion Text

How much confidence do you have in the following organi sations?
Literal Question

f. The public service

Value Categories N
A great deal of confidence 84 ] 2.0%
Quite a lot of confidence 1206 [ 29.0%

1
2
3 Not very much confidence 2061 [N 49.6%
4
9

No confidence at all

646 I 15.5%

Can't choose 160 |l 3.8%
-2 Skip 0
-1 Missing 113

[v47] Confidencein: The public service (Row)
[v364] By State (Column)

New South . ,. . South Western . Northern

Wales Victoria Queensland Australia  Australia Tasmania ACT Territory Total
A great deal of 1.7 1.9 2.4 2.4 1.3 1.7 7.8 00 20
confidence
Quite a lot of 279 277 28.5 30.3 32.0 33.6 44.2 40.0 291
confidence
Not very much 50.4 505 49.8 48.1 49.7 44.0 33.8 53.3 49.6
confidence
g'lf confidence at 159 16.0 16.5 13.8 cE 147 143 0.0 155
Can't choose 40 39 2.7 5.4 3.7 6.0 0.0 6.7 3.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
N= 1386 1073 695 370 378 116 77 15 4110
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VariableV48: Confidencein: Major Australian companies

PreQuestion Text

How much confidence do you have in the following organisations?
Literal Question

g. Major Australian companies

Value Categories N
A great deal of confidence 72| 1.7%

1

2 Quite a lot of confidence 1565 [N 37.9%

3 Not very much confidence 1800 [N 43.6%
4
9

No confidence at all 433 I 10.5%
Can't choose 258 Il 6.2%

2 Skip 0

-1 Missing 142

VariableV49: Confidencein: Banks and financial institutions
PreQuestion Text

How much confidence do you have in the following organi sations?
Literal Question
h. Banks and financial institutions

Value Categories N
A great deal of confidence 77 | 1.9%

1
2 Quite a lot of confidence 968 [ 23.3%

3 Not very much confidence 1834 [N 44.2%
4 No confidence at all 1192 N 28.7%

9

Can't choose 82 2.0%
-2 Skip 0
-1 Missing 117
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VariableV50: Confidencein: Churchesor religiousinstitutions

PreQuestion Text
How much confidence do you have in the following organi sations?
Literal Question

i. Churchesor religiousinstitutions

Value Categories N
A great deal of confidence 256 [l 6.2%

1

2 Quite a lot of confidence 1099 N 26.4%

3 Not very much confidence 1480 [N 35.6%
4 No confidence at all 1033 I 24.8%

9

Can't choose 291 I 7.0%
2 Skip 0
-1 Missing 111

VariableV51: Confidencein: The policein my State (or Territory)
PreQuestion Text

How much confidence do you have in the following organi sations?
Literal Question

j. Thepolicein my state (or Territory)

Value Categories N
A great deal of confidence 524 [l 12.6%

Quite a lot of confidence 2410 [N 57.8%

1
2
3 Not very much confidence 945 [ 22.7%
4
9

No confidence at all 219 5.3%
Can't choose 720 1.7%
-2 Skip 0
-1 Missing 100
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[vb1] Confidencein: The policein my State (or Territory) (Row)

[v364] By State (Column)

New South
Wales
A great deal of 10.8
confidence
thg a lot of 54.7
confidence
Not very much 26.8
confidence
No confidence at 6.0
all
Can't choose 1.7
Total 100.0
N= 1395

L South
Victoria Queensland Australia

14.0 14.1 16.8
60.9 59.1 58.6
18.5 21.4 18.9
4.7 3.9 3.8
2.0 1.6 1.9

100.0 100.0 100.0
1073 697 370

Western
Australia

8.2

55.0

28.3

7.4

11
100.0
378

16.8

Tasmania ACT

7.9

56.3 72.4

18,5 145

5.9
2.5

5.3
0.0

100.0 100.0

119

76

VariableV101: Agree: A lot of corruption in the police force my state/territory

PreQuestion Text

Northern
Territory

Total

6.7 12.6

73.3 57.9

13.3 22.7

0.0 5.2

6.7 1.7
100.0 100.0
15 4123

Here are some statements about law enforcement. Please tell us how much you agree or disagree
with each of the following statements.

Literal Question

b. Thereisalot of corruption in the policeforcein my State (or Territory)

Value Categories
Strongly agree

Agree

N

358 I 8.5%
923 I 22.0%

Neither agree nor disagree 1595 [N 38.0%

1

2

3

4 Disagree
5 Strongly disagree
9

Can't choose

-6 Not asked
-2 Skip

-1 Missing

872 I 20.8%

140 M 3.3%

313 7.5%

0
0

69

94



GOV/PGC/ETH(2004)5

[v101] Agree: A lot of corruption in the police force my state/territory (Row)
[v364] By State (Column)

\I)lveavl\g?outh Victoria Queensland iggg]alia X\{Jesst:(;ir; Tasmania ACT .Il\.lg:rtirt'g:; Total
Strongly agree 10.2 7.5 6.7 4.3 13.0 74 5.2 0.0 84
Agree 263 204 17.9 11.2 311 13.9 13.0 133 21.8
r’:';"gg;‘;‘?gze 380 388 39.4 41.2 32.4 32.0 40.3 46.7 381
Disagree 160 22.4 24.9 28.2 16.1 311 247 20.0 20.9
iitsrgg?;}é 21 35 4.3 6.4 1.3 49 65 133 3.3
Can't choose 75 7.3 6.7 8.8 6.2 10.7 10.4 67 75
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
N= 1407 1076 698 376 386 122 77 15 4157

Dataset: The Australian Survey of Social Attitudes, 2003

VariableV54: Most people can be trusted or that you can't be too careful
Literal Question

Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you can't be too careful
in dealing with people?

Value Categories N

1 Can be trusted 1621 I 38.9%
2 Can't be too careful 2325 [N 55.8%

9 Can't choose 218 5.2%
-2 Skip 0
-1 Missing 106

95



GOV/PGC/ETH(2004)5

VariableV99: Agree: When big businesses break law, they go unpunished
PreQuestion Text

Here are some statements about crime and the law in our society. Please tell us how much you
agree or disagree with each of the following statements.

Literal Question

f. When big businesses break thelaw, they often go unpunished

Value Categories N

1 Strongly agree 1659 [N 39.5%
2 Agree 1740 N 41.4%
3 Neither agree nor disagree 382 [l 9.1%

4 Disagree 224 [ 5.3%

5 Strongly disagree 118l 2.8%

9 Can't choose 80l 1.9%

-6 Not asked 0

- Skip 0

-1 Missing 67

VariableV170: Truly Australian: Respect Aust palitical institutions and laws
PreQuestion Text
Some people say that the following things are important for being truly Australian. Others say

they are not important. How important do you think each of the following is?
Literal Question

f. to respect Australian political institutions and laws

Value Categories N

1 Very important 1024 I 48.2%
Fairly important 874 N 41.1%

2

3 Not very important 123 [l 5.8%
4 Not importantatall 68 [l 3.2%
9

Can't choose 350 1.6%
-6 Not asked 2087
Missing 59
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VariableV180: Proud of Aust: Way democracy works

PreQuestion Text

How proud are you of Australiain each of the following?
Literal Question

a. Theway democracy works

Value Categories N

1 Very proud 521 [ 24.5%

2 Somewhat proud 1130 [N 53.1%
3 Not very proud 277 I 13.0%

4 Not proud at all 58] 2.7%

9 Can't choose 144

-6 Not asked 2087

-1 Missing 53

VariableV232: Increased 2 yrs: Crime

PreQuestion Text

GOV/PGC/ETH(2004)5

Over the last TWO YEARS, do you think the following have increased or decreased
or stayed the same?

Literal Question

f.Crime

Value Categories N

1 Increased alot 1606 [N 38.9%
2 Increased a littte 1289 [N 31.2%

3 Stayed the same 886 [ 21.5%

4 Decreased a littte 177 [l 4.3%

5 Decreased a lot 500 1.2%

9 Can't choose 118 0 2.9%

-2 Skip 0

-1 Missing 144
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