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I ntroduction

This paper offers an overview and analysis of gereas of corruption in the UK, as
gathered over the course of 2007; the second YetaedCrime and Culture research
project. Attitudes towards corruption were recordieding in-depth interviews with
participants who held an expert position within tbkowing ‘target groups’: media,
judiciary, the police, business, NGOs, and pohms. Collecting official or
representative statements of the target groupsritietated group-typical perceptions
of the nature, extent and cause of corruption, elfag of the effectiveness and cause
of effectiveness of anti-corruption efforts, formim mainstay of the second year of
research. The context in which the interviewingktgdace is highly pertinent, as
interviewees were undoubtedly influenced by thé lpgofile corruption scandals that
were dominant in the public discourse that yeaparticular, the Loans for Peerages
affairs of 2006-7, and the al-Yamamah scandal (200his paper therefore begins
with an outline of the developments that precedetl@oceeded simultaneously with
the interviewing phase of research. An explanatiothe methodological approach to
the research is then outlined, before the anabjdise interviews is presented.

This phase of the research project has demonsteattd more emphatically than the
first the popularity amongst the target groups wfural-based explanations for the
absence of widespread corruption in the UK, thearea why British individuals may

become involved in corrupt affairs and what formraption tends to take in such
instances. While there was a strong prevalencelairal explanations (usually in the
form of a hybrid systemic/individual level approactor the perceived lack of

corruption in the UK, economic explanations (alsxing systemic and individual

levels of analyses) were also often employed tda@xgorruption where British or

foreign nationals were complicit in the arrangemémhat the second phase of
research also made evident, however, was the comeloctance, cautiousness or
outright dismissal of the notion that British attes or formal practices relating to
corruption could or should be promoted for expliris important, too, to emphasise
two facets of this sentiment: firstly, it as leaa$ often related to economic
explanations as to those cultural in assessingingrgxperiences of corruption of
different states; secondly, it also appeared taubgerpinned by an admission or
awareness that British anti-corruption efforts hana been meeting international
standards and therefore were not something thatdcbe proudly promoted

elsewhere.
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Furthermore, the contemporary British experienceoofuption, as evidenced through
public discourse and the interviews themselvessrefsome points of comparison
with continental neighbours; for example, in thenooon dilemma of how to manage
party funding in a way that enhances rather thamadis from democratic values.
Despite the recent Loans for Peerages Affair afortefto address issues that lie at

)

the heart of the matter, the UK has not been abtedolve this dilemma definitively.
Equally, British approaches to forms of corrupticarried out abroad by national
representatives or registered companies has besymsince again to be one fraught
with tensions of conflicting interests and intetpt®ns of the nature and significance
of corruption (and of the obligation to combat it).

British Corruption Concerns During 2007

Over the course of 1997, a number of corruptiomdals were prominently debated
in Britain, with considerable significance for tmesearch and pertinence for the
interviews conducted during that time. The mostangnt of the scandals were the
Loans for Peerages affair and the al-Yamamah staB#dow are outlined the
developments pertaining to each that emerged dtinengourse of the year, whilst the
implications of these developements is exploreth&rrwithin the analysis of research
findings.

The ‘Loans for Peerages’ Affair

In 2006, the news broke that a number of largeddeu secretly been provided to the
governing Labour Party before the national (gefestgctions in 2005, unbeknownst
even to members of the Cabinet, the National Exez@ommittee of the Party, and
its elected treasurer. Four of those who offeredidlans (totalling £4.5 million) were
subsequently nominated for peerages (i.e. givehaorary title and a seat in the
UK’s second legislative chamber, the House of Lpré®llowing a request from a
Member of Parliament (MP) of the Scottish NatioRalrty, British police began an
investigation in March 2006 into whether two lawsrer broken: firstly, that of 1925
which prohibited the sale of honours, and secotity of 2000, which directed that
all donations to political parties of more than 880must be publicly declared. The
police soon widened their investigation to inclulde two other main political parties
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(Conservatives, and Liberal Democrats). They ats@stigated the suspicion of an
attempt to pervert the course of justice.

)

The police investigation, which cost £1 millionsted sixteen months, in which 136
individuals were interviewed, a number of high-geofindividuals were arrested
(including Prime Minister Tony Blair’s chief fundsr, Downing Street’s Director of
Government Relations, a business man who wasdatavbled, and a head teacher),
and MP Blair became the first Prime Minister toduestioned by police in the course
of an investigation. The Prime Minister was intewed three times, but as a witness
rather than as a suspect (he was not interviewadetucaution’). All those concerned
in the inquiry denied any wrongdoing, and the CroRmosecution Service (CPS)
announced in July 2007 that there was “insufficievidence to provide a realistic
prospect of conviction against any individual faryaoffence”, and thus that noone
would face charges.The 1925 Honours (Prevention of Abuses) Act regian
“unambiguous agreement” to have been made betvineepairties to such corruption,
but without compelling evidence of such an agreertte CPS felt unable to proceed
to a charge. The CPS website also noted that séritee seemingly more powerful
evidence collected by the police might have beeslueed from a trial due to legal
rules® The Assistant Commissioner of Police (John Yates) headed the inquiry,
said at its end that the investigation took londee to the necessity of looking into
the allegations of a cover-up, which emerged duthmgy inquiry. In a subsequent
statement to the House of Commons’ Public Admiatgin Committee, Mr. Yates
said that “political pressure”, but not improperegsure, had been put upon him
during the course of the investigation, and he thadsense that the investigation was
treated (by politicians) as a political, rathertlaacriminal, problem.

The Impact of the Case on British Political Parip&ncing

The immediate impact of the outbreak of the affeds that the government swiftly
introduced legislation requiring loans to be diseld in the same manner as
donations, and announced further reform of partgiing? After eighteen months of
negotiations, however, cross-party talks on thestuize of these reforms broke down
in October 2007 when the two largest political jart(Labour and Conservative)

! BBC News, ‘Q&A: Cash For Honours’ (2007).

2 BBC News, ‘Honours Chief Defends Inquiry’ (2007).
% Silverman, 2007.

4 Ewing and Ghaleigh, 2006.
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could not agree upon the limits to set for electampaign spending and on the size
of donations to be accepted. The opposition Comasiges Party was accused of
walking away from the negotiating table by the parft government, Labour, and the
third largest party (also opposition), the Libes@mocrats. The Conservative Party
blamed the Labour Party’s intransigence for thekdewn in talks; the Conservative
Party wanted donations from Trade Unions (histdicaupportive of the Labour
Party, providing it with over sixty percent of denation income in recent years) to be
subject to the same cap on donations — i.e. £56;08¥ proposed for individuals and
for corporations.

)

In mid-December the House of Commons’ Public Adstiation Committee
recommended a number of changes to appointmenite tdouse of Lords, including
that control of appointments should be moved fraantypleaders to the House of
Lords Appointments Commission (which currently res advisory role). By this
point, however, a new funding scandal had emergdttn news broke in late
November that the Labour Party had received donstmf nearly £400,000 (later
found to be £663,975) from a property developer Whd used proxies to pass on the
money to the party (seeking thereby to avoid putgiognition)® According to the
information of the Electoral Commission, the dofidavid Abrahams) has thus been
the third largest donor to the Labour Party underd@n Brown’s leadership, but not
all high-ranking ministers accused of knowing oé tdonations admitted to such
knowledge (including the Prime Minister hims€lffhe police began investigating
the donations at the request of the Electoral Casiom, whilst the motivations and
integrity of the donor were questioned by all slsadéthe media (one broadsheet
newspaper also suggested that the donor was amtirigehalf of Israel, which was
denied by the donor, whilst many raised conceras ttie donor may have ‘bought’
local planning decisions favourable to his busineds early December, the Prime
Minister called for all-party support to bring atbhaeforms to the system of party
financing as swiftly as possible, but the Consevea©pposition party reiterated that
their support would be forthcoming if the governmetemonstrated genuine
commitment to reforming the system of Trade Unionations to the Labour Parly.

® |bid, p.17; BBC News, ‘Parties’ Funding Talks Sesged’ (2007).
® BBC News, ‘Abrahams Cash Placed Out of Reach’ 7200
"Woodward, 2007.

8 BBC News, ‘PM ‘Wants Quick Funding Reforms” (2007)
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The Al-Yamamah Affair

This affair concerned a company that had alreadgdaa number of corruption
scandals domestically and abroad, but which ha@niesiess retained state support
(it has been the subject of seven other corrupiimuiries into the group’s
international operations in 2007Y-he al-Yamamah affair did not emerge in 2007; the
Guardian newspaper had broken a story in May 20@giag that the al-Yamamah
deal of 1986 to sell 120 British Tornado fightetsjgo Saudi Arabia (the largest arms
export deal ever secured by a UK government, w4 billion), was won thanks to
a ‘slush fund’ by which secret payments totallirg@ £nillion which were made by the
British company BAE Systems to the Saudi Ambasstaltre US at that time, Prince
Bandar. In June 2007, however, these allegations Wether elaborated by a BBC
Panorama television programme, on which it wasgatlethat the payments were
alleged to have taken place to Prince Bandar fer ¢en years and that they were
made with the implicit approval of the British Matiy of Defence and possibly
knowledge of ministers in the Treasury Ministry.eThpayments were also alleged to
have continued after 2002, when new anti-terrofsgislation came into force in the
UK, which included a prohibition on the bribing fafreign officials. Prince Bandar
denied receiving any improper payments. The Serioasid Office (SFO) began its
investigation into the affair in 2004, but in Dedsen 2006, the British Attorney
General, Lord Goldsmith, announced that the SFO Hempped its 2.5 year
investigation; the SFO was given information abautspecific threat to British
security from the potential breakdown in relatiovith Saudi Arabia that would could
ensue from the investigation continuing. The SHQiiector, Robert Wardle, insisted
it was his decision to halt the investigation, arat dictated by anyone else (the
Attorney General would have the power to make d&isision, and Lord Goldsmith
had a close relationship with the Prime Minister).

Although it was suggested that the reason why #se gvas dropped was government
concern about the possible loss of British jobhé Saudi’'s cancelled their order (at
the same time, the Saudi’'s were negotiating a newtract for 72 Eurofighter
Typhoon jets, in a deal worth at least £20 billianitially the government argued that
the dismissal of the case was on the grounds abnadtsecurity, as Saudi Arabia
threatened to stop co-operating on terrorism iigitice with Britain, and because it
was apparently doubtful that a successful prosecutias likely (although the SFO
were more positive regarding this aspect). In J2@@7, however, Prime Minister

° Fortson, 2007.
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Blair supported the decision to drop the SFO irigatibn into the affair by arguing
that if not dropped it would have led to “the coetpl wreckage of a vital strategic
relationship and the loss of thousands of Britishs|'® Indeed, a PR campaign
mounted on behalf of BAE and the Saudi’'s was swsfaks) conveying the message
through much of the British media that between 80,000,000 British jobs could be
at risk, even though a study by York University gesfed the figure concerned was
around 5,008 The OECD launched its own investigation into thenas in the wake
of the SFO’s decision to drop the case, and sédCD officials claimed that they
were victims of a smear by British diplomats, whd gthem under pressure to drop
their investigatiot? The SFO subsequently opened inquiries into BAElsdéa
Tanzania, Chile, South Africa, Romania, Qatar, gn@Czech Republic. Switzerland
also began an investigation into money-launderltegations against BAE, whilst the
US Department of Justice opened an investigatiotaie@ June 2007 into BAE’s
compliance with anti-corruption laws with regardt®dealings in Saudi Arabia.

)

In April 2007 the British NGOs ‘Campaign Againstetth\rms Trade’ and ‘Corner
House’ lodged grounds for a full judicial review tife government’s decision to
abandon the SFO investigation, but this was refused High Court judge in June
2007. The two NGOs applied for a hearing to renasirtapplication, but meanwhile
in late June 2007 the government and Court Semebesed to allow the SFO’s
defence of its actions in stopping the inquiry ® rfnade public. At this point, an
individual campaigner brought a legal action askingt the SFO defence be made
public, and was successful in receiving copiehef$FO’s defence four weeks later.
The SFO documents revealed that although its Qirekt not believe the decision to
end the investigation broke international law, Sthwas not for him a critical or
decisive matter: the threat to national and intéonal security was such that, even if
consideration of those matters had been contrattyatioprovision, he considered them
to be of such compelling weight that he would didive taken the same decision.”
Although the Attorney General and the head of th® $ad emphasised to the OECD
that they “at all times had regard to the requinetmeof the OECD’s Anti-Bribery
Convention”, the SFO defence implied that the gonent was prepared to breach its
international obligations to terminate the inquinyany case (as the Corner House
said it was “shocked” to discovel) For its part, BAE insisted that it did nothing to
contravene existing laws at any time. At the saime,tit was seeking to expand its

19 BBC News, ‘Goldsmith Denies BAE Cash Claim’ (2007)
1 CAAT, 2008; Leigh and Evans, 2006.

2Woolf, 2007.

13 BBC News, ‘US to Probe BAE Over Corruption’ (2007)
* Thomas, 2007.
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operations internationally, and had already mageasn business acquisitions in the
us.

)

Thelnterviews

The project called for semi-structured in-deptleimiews to be conducted with expert
representatives from each of the above six targetips. It was expected that a
minimum of two and maximum of three interviews wiblle carried out per target
group. Potential interviewees were selected acogrth the proximity of their work
with anti-corruption issues as well as their satyawithin their organisation, and all
those willing to take part were interviewed. Eacteiview lasted one hour on
average, and all, bar the first, were conducted lgingle researcher (the first was
conducted by both researcherd)nterviews generally began with the interviewee
introducing themselves, their work, and their eig®e with corruption/anti-
corruption issues. As agreed with the rest of &search consortium, we tried to elicit
from them their understanding of what ‘corruptios, including by asking them to
remark upon the well-known case studies that we dimx$en for the research. We
asked them for their views on the level of corraptin Britain comparatively to
internationally, the successes and failures of-@miuption efforts, and what
stimulated and hindered corruption in Britain. Queestions were thus also to some
extent informed by the code families generatedhefirst part of the research project
from representative materials gathered from eadheofarget groups. Questions were
not restricted to these, however, and we were keencollect interviewee’s
assessments respectively of each of the targepgrioucombating and contributing to
corruption, of whether attitudes to corruption hdghnged, and if so, in what way,
how and when. Furthermore, we sought to recordiniterviewee’s evaluation of
Britain’s international standing and overseas ¢$fcoombating corruption.

Audio recordings were made of each interview, amalensubsequently transcribed.
Some early glitches with dictaphones did not caseeous difficulties and were
avoided in later interviews by the use of a dig#alind recorder. As advocated by the
grounded theory that was the basis for the prgectiethodology, interview
transcriptions were then analysed for ‘codes’; dayiformulas underlying stated
perceptions in the text, which related to the stibpé corruption. With the assistance
of Atlas-ti software, a large number of codes hidaaly been generated in the first,

!5 Kalin Ivanov, of the SEESOX team, carried out tagority of the interviews.

10
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documentary phase of the research project. Thedesdoad been allocated to code
families that each reflected a common theme oraggbr to corruption. These codes
and code families — in particular the popular andtversial relationships between
them — provided an invaluable basis for the anslgbihe interviewees’ comments.

)

As noted in the first scientific report from thisam, an overarching aim of the
research project is to highlight areas where péimep of corruption between
different target groups conflict or agree. Areasemhcodes converge or compete are
therefore of central relevance to this study. AidbgdAtlas-ti software, relationships
between codes were highlighted in the first stagthe research project, where the
logic of perceptions (codes) from different sourcalating to corruption appear to be
related (are either comparable or contrasting).

To summarise the most popular and controversiat ¢achilies generated in the first
phase of research, which remained influential is stage of research, they were the
following:

1. Anti-corruption and transparency reforms in reggzars have helped to
restore trust in the political system.

2. NGOs have been important motors of perception aactipal change against
corruption.

3. Businesses are the victims of negative stereotypheg;do oppose corruption.

4. Standards of public life in the UK are generallyywkigh; corruption is rare
and, when it does happen, happens unwittingdysuscomplicit politicians
are just that.

5. Corruption protects British jobs by allowing Brhigirms to win international
contractsyersuscorruption is bad for the British taxpayer.

6. Access does (or does not) equate to influence.

7. The loans for peerages affair increased publicailistbr politicians and the
political process.

Given the nature of the analysis being carriedfauthe project, and to protect the
identity of the interviewees of the project (somelitly requested not to be cited),
below are listed anonymously the positions of thogerviews for the research
project according to each of the designated taygrips.

11
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Politics
A senior civil servant

Legal System
A Barrister at an independent law firm

Police
A Detective Superintendent

Media
1. A correspondent at broadsheet newspaper ‘A’
2. A correspondent at broadsheet newspaper ‘B’

Civil Society

1. A member of an anti-corruption NGO ‘C’.
2. A member of anti-corruption NGO ‘D’.

3. A member of anti-corruption NGO ‘E’.

Economy
1. An official of a national trade association

2. A development consultant

Limitations

As evident from the above list, we maintained arialb in our interviews for the
police, legal, and politics groups. This was nog¢ tlu lack of effort on our part, as we
have been in sustained correspondence with a nuofbprofessionals from each
group who, due to the commitments of their worlynid it necessary to frequently
reschedule interviews and some ultimately faileche®t us at all. A second hindrance
was the difficulty we found in reaching the rightgple, as several of our emails
received no response whatsoever. Some recipierdagsnhthe police may have been
anxious to avoid making statement in light of omgpiand recently concluded
controversial cases. Amongst the politics groupwds interesting to note that a
number of recipients appeared to decline intervibesause — as at least one stated
explicitly — they believed the theme of corruptitmnbe irrelevant to their work (even
though they worked on national investigative bodgking into the condition of
democracy in Britain today).

12
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The financial limitations of the project meant tlaty 2-3 interviews per target group
could be carried out. Of course, given the verylsmanber of interviews conducted,
the findings from these cannot be interpreted @&ngfically representative opinion
surveys. Equally, polling of the public could na imcluded in the research project,
and a very important dimension of the constructadnnational perceptions of
corruption was therefore excluded from the pararseté the study. As with the
interviews carried out for the target groups, hosvevpreviously collected
documentary evidence and broader background réséanmm the first period of the
project were used to provide a vital explanatorgkblaop for analysis of the findings,
although always aiming to do so in a way that waardch the bottom-up perspective
gained from analysing the ‘codes’ generated from fifst research period findings
(i.e. via a grounded theory approach).

Per ceptions of Corruption

In this section are summarised the results of éatenview, outlined in reference to
the earlier outlined code families wherever appieaand highlighting definitions of
corruption used by the interviewees.

Target Group Politics
Interviewee: A senior civil servant

The interviewee emphasised that it was importaxigtnguish ‘corruption’ as a legal
category from behaviour considered inappropriatpuhlic life; ‘standards in public
life’ was a phrase to ensure the wider issue oppnapriate pubic behaviour was
treated, and should not be regarded as a devioasswtd shying away from using the
term ‘corruption’. The interviewee also voiced tbeinion that some standards are
harder for politicians to uphold than for other nters of public, however, and that
this is indeed positively expected of them (i.ethwegard to telling the truth: “its part
of your role, maybe, not to all the time if its notthe public interest”).

The interviewee took a contradictory position oretter corruption was increasing or
decreasing in British public life. On the one hamdyas posited that before the 1960s
there was an intuitive consensus about appropbeb&viour in public life, “people
call it the ‘good chaps’ theory of public life” (seode family 4). Breakdown of the

13
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harmony in public life emerged as there was a dedh deference from the general
public to authority, at the same time as publie (ite. working for the State) “became
more porous”, no longer guaranteeing that memberxgddvshare the same attitudes,
practices and expectations. On the other handast avgued “things have improved”
over the last 10-15, and 30-40 years, mainly duthéocodification of standards and
establishment of independent scrutiny (code famjlyin addition to that of public
pressure via the internet and of NGOs (code fa@jilyvhich is helping to “flush out
some of these anomalous areas that have been edt@picustom and practice”. It
was then posited by the interviewee that “actusténdards are very, very good”, and
that publicly raising questions about standard$etiaviour of public officials can
create an unfairly negative portrayal of such dbkneral citizenry.

)

The interviewee placed the blame for corrupt pcastion individuals rather than
systemic level causes, but stated that in lighthef party funding scandals, political
parties were also partly responsible for publicicygm about their standards (code
family 7). Ironically, the interviewee also acknadtfed that the public were much
likely to hold favourable views of individual pattans with which they are familiar,
rather than the political class per se, and this Blamed on negative media portrayals
of the political class. Interestingly, the intemwige commented that the media too
often ignored the fact that many of the problemsnig Britain also faced other
countries (e.g. party financing problems afflictiodper Western democracies), again
painting an unfairly negative picture of the Biitigolitical class to its public.

Despite initially giving a favourable impression thfe impact of codification, the
interviewee closely identified a lack of codifiaati with British culture and claimed
that there are many benefits from this approachwelk as limits and even dangers
inherent in the changes that could be brought alwpgbdification. It was posited that
early under-regulation led to a detrimental oveulation (in areas such as local
government). In sum, the interviewee was unsur® d®w useful the British model
was (in terms of under-codification or codificatidself), both in the UK and being
proposed as a model for other countries in combatorruption (code family 4). The
interviewee was one of the few to emphasise theitapce of public opinion to the
strength of public institutions, arguing that thos#o took a cynical view of
corruption (that it has always happened) underegéichthe importance of tackling it,
particularly with respect to public confidence e tstate’s institutions (damage to the
public’s trust and consent towards them).

14
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Target Group Legal System
Interviewee: A Barrister at an independent law firm

The interviewee argued that the “high-water mark’Batish corruption was in the
1960s, referring to corruption between the consivacndustry and politicians, and
then later the issue of police corruption (espégidlut not limited to, the 1970s). The
interviewee argued that the police had always baetfairly fertile source of
corruption” in the UK but that it is far less rif@w than it was 35-40 years ago. The
British judiciary were seen as having the highesifgssional standards, and the
interviewee stated that they had never come aamgsstance of corruption within it.

The British were seen as culturally indisposeddwuption, though not because they
were angelic (code family 4). Corruption was sees@mething which the British get
involved in only “from time to time” and that lowrgsecutions did not mean low
detection rates. The interviewee admitted to having

“always felt that there’s a natural aversion amonht#e British to corruption as a
concept. [...] have no empirical basis for this #f hut | have always felt that
people [..] don’t like the concept of unfairnedsatt[one] wins something by [...]
underhand means, [...]"

and later added:

“We have a reputation for going out and getting iwkuand kicking the shit out of
people, out of each other. [...] That's what we dmng. But going out and
making corrupt payments to people, its just not paour make-up as a nation. |
know, | can't justify, | can’t prove it.”

Nevertheless, the interviewee was sure that allgwiibes to be paid abroad for the
benefit of British Industry was a factor which “hasted upon the minds of those that
make the payments” , and that there has been Emdjsiy knowledge of such within
government and the higher echelons of the Foreiffiselout a ‘blind eye’ has been
turned to them — even though the interviewee emgbasthat from the legal
perspective the giving of bribes is illegitimatedarertainly is corruption.

Equally, the interviewee distinguished between sinaen the laws on corruption

should be followed, and when they might not be abl¢in reference to the SFO’s
cessation of its investigation), admitting that:

15



é Discussion Paper Series No 18 | 2008 & Culture

“there will be times when it may not be in the patl interest for the
[corruption] investigation to go on and there wille times when the national
interest will have to take priority.”

In general, responsibility for corruption was ndketess strongly argued to be
individual (middle management levels) rather thgstesmic.

With regard to party funding, whilst the convictisras voiced that those who donate
to political parties by and large do so for “propeasons” (code family 4), the
interviewee was critical of the existence of thentwars system, which panders to
“peoples’ self-importance” and will always theredobe a potential source of
relationship that could be misconstrued as corompti

Success in combating corruption (within the Brithlice) was seen largely a result
of stricter regulations and controls, includingeimational agreements such as that
amongst the OECD, the UN, and especially pressora the US’ Foreign Corrupt
Practices Act, and better detection and oversigbthanisms, which disincentivise
those contemplating corruption (code family 1). Titerview voiced the opinion that
“the law has changed attitudes”. With regard tostattion companies and British
companies overseas, the interviewee commented thiegt had seen a growing,
obvious awareness of the risks of becoming drawa oorruption investigations
worldwide. NGOs were also viewed as playing a molpressuring government to act,
but the media was seen as less effective than tiiek (though the public are
sometimes more worried than they should be) (caddly 2). Public opinion had a
limited role in deterring corruption, for examplerelation to cash for honours, since
they elect MPs, but pressure on government witlrde¢p British corruption abroad
is likely to stem from sources external to the UK.

Concerning the potential of British anti-corruptipractices as an exportable model,
the interviewee responded that it would be totafgossible, but also

“l don’t think we’ve [..] covered ourselves withagly over the way we dealt with
the BAE payment. So | [..] think we have beenyasilly if we expect the rest of

the world to [..] take our advice on how you dedhworruption!”.

The interviewee expressed sympathy for businesses were acting in countries
where “for cultural or other reasons” payment obribe from them was expected
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(code family 3). Disincentives for business to papes were that they might become
embroiled in a long investigation, which could Igadprosecution and which could
bring damaging publicity for their reputation inetimarket (again, public opinion is
not seen as important source of pressure on coepanigovernments), a dangerous
development if they are doing business in the dn8&tes, for example.

)

Target Group Police
Interviewee: A Detective Superintendent

The Detective Superintendent enunciated one obtbadest definitions of corruption
offered by our interviewees, not restricted to ficial gain:

“Corruption for us is when any individual gains seradvantage as a result of
their position; advantage for themselves or for sbody else. Any its generally
around what is plain to see as completely unfanfair competition, obtaining
money or status”.

For the interviewee, allegations of corruption wesssily made but extremely risky
for the police because of their potential to undearcriminal trials (if you can link
any police officer involved with corruption, the fdedants will undoubtedly walk
free). It was also emphasised that the police gotagrconsent and are trusted by the
public; Britain has the lowest ratio of police offrs to members of the public in the
EU, and is a largely unarmed force. The reputadibtine police is therefore “central”
to their effective functioning. The high reputatioh the police is in some ways a
double bind, however, because a higher standangramf is required to prosecute
police officers for corruption. There is no cultuecceptance of police corruption,
and people are more than willing to complain if gieiation arises (which helps to
limit corruption) (code family 4). The media is seas helpful at times, but they are
seen as having their own agenda that can leadgatine outcomes for the police, e.g.
they can often draw attention and link separateesad police corruption, which
damages the reputation of the police.

The Detective Superintendent suggested that thatcorrupter” would be external to
the police force, corrupting the police, but exptathat the police is drawn from the
community, and since corruption is part of humatureg some individuals who join
the police will have corrupt intentions. Corruptars generally regarded as stemming
from the world of organised crime.
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)

The interviewee acknowledged the existence of hsg@aration of powers between
the government, legislature and police, but emgledsthe role of political will in
helping to fight police corruption by giving thed@pendent police anti-corruption
body the freedom to act widely. British police oéirs know that their organisation
runs secret integrity tests on them, which is areimive for them to report corrupt
behaviour. The interviewee argued that the sudogsseping corruption down within
the police force is due to the resources and effiedicated to tackling the issue.

The interviewee argued that in other countries, [mlice pay and general public
acceptance may mean that bribery and corruptioncaremon occurrences, but
argues that widespread corruption undermines thenaeoy, thereby indicating

underlining the negative implications of corruptiorhe interviewee suggested that
other countries could improve their anti-corruptefforts by using the best detectives
to fight police corruption, involving prosecutom@d having firm political backing.

Independent oversight is also required, as with dbmpletely independent police
complaints body. Witnesses need to be protectegher8ision and undercover
methods are key to limiting corruption in the peliorce.

Target Group Media
Interviewee 1: A correspondent for broadsheet napsp‘A’

The interviewee highlighted a long-standing conderrtheir work to avoid double
standards when discussing corruption abroad arfdnmibhe UK. Thus, the cash-for-
honours scandal was, for the interviewee, an imyasbn of corruption. The
interviewee argued that Western governments anganies are deeply complicit in
corruption around the world, and Britain was ncaoker than other countries and did
not observe higher standards. Whilst one could &y in one sense British
bureaucracy is cleaner and there is less open pt@ru here, if one considers
Britain’s role over the last century (relating tode family 4), because of its historic
power and economic wealth,

“it has probably been implicated in far more cortign than Nigerian

governments or companies or individuals ever hasnbSo you have to look
at the thing at two levels”.
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Corruption can be bad for business, both becauseakes them vulnerable to
blackmail themselves and because foreign investmdinbte undermined if politics is
believed to unfairly intrude on regulation in thenket place. Nevertheless, not all
businesses are convinced of this logic, most arbiatent when it comes to
combating corruption, and even those that are neagdutious about speaking out
against corruption because of their own past iremient in corrupt acts (‘skeletons in
the cupboard’) (code family 3 — contrary). Corroptihas become a particularly
critical problem for business in OECD states beeacsmpanies in non-member
states, such as China, India and Russia, have bamupeting more assertively in
foreign markets and, if an international standagéiast corruption is not enforced,
there could be a ‘race to the bottom’ between westempanies (who already have a
poor reputation on this) and companies who are ewere involved in corruption
from other parts of the world.

)

The interviewee suggested that Britain has realisatlcombating corruption is good
for the wealth of the nation, but suggested thataBr has always been prepared to
export corruption, cynically allowing companies amdlividuals to act corruptly
abroad in order to secure direct economic benefithe UK. There has been an
increasing commitment to anti-corruption norms otleg past 15-20 years, which
means that politicians would now be less willingkimowingly consent to corrupt
arrangements, but what has appeared instead iskarn@ questions, hear no lies”
approach; loopholes remain in British oversight arefulatory mechanisms.
Furthermore, although the ‘war on terrorism’ hasanteghat there is greater scrutiny
of international money flows, which means casesafuption are more likely to
come to light, because of the focus on the wareamt, cases may be less likely to be
properly investigated (as in the case of the BA&hdal).

The interviewee argued that to tackle corruptioocessfully, one should not merely
try to regulate companies more, but to change esopkliefs about the acceptability
of such behaviour. The British media probably hakpdd to make corruption less
acceptable, though not all have been particulankgrested in the subject. The
interviewee argued that a simple distinction shoudtl be assumed to hold between
broadsheet and tabloid coverage of corruption, kewearguing that some tabloids
had played an important role in uncovering casescafruption, whilst some
broadsheets were cynical and resigned. The OECDplaged an important role on
consciousness-raising with regard to anti-corruptdforts, but there is still a long
way to go. NGOs have also played an impressive ipachanging mindsets about
corruption, by telling people what British companand nationals are doing overseas

19



Discussion Paper Series No 18 | 2008 & Culture

(code family 2). The legal framework is still inagete for effective anti-corruption
efforts in the UK. Meanwhile, politicians from tio leading political parties have
not been eager to tackle the issue.

)

Britain is seen as a model for good governanceinesparts of the world (rightly or
wrongly) and for that reason the recent BAE scahdalbeen very damaging, both in
terms of undermining British anti-corruption efforabroad and in encouraging a
similar devaluation of anti-corruption efforts eldeere. The OECD Convention can
offer a more useful model of anti-corruption stamda and successfully prosecuted
corruption cases internationally.

Interviewee 2: A correspondent for broadsheet nepsp‘B’

The interviewee explained that there was no spetibuse rule’ of the newspaper on
using the word corruption, other than caution toidvibelling people and adhering to
the legal definition, which the interviewee desedbas “quite tight”. However, the

interviewee later commented that because corruploms not appear to be a priority
in the UK, there has been a lack of effort to taclle problem of definition and

update Britain’s corruption laws.

The interviewee argued throughout the interviewt t@ruption is not a systemic
problem in the UK, and is “very limited” (code fdsné). There are more cases of
corruption than have been prosecuted, but it isaaige very difficult to prove. It was
allowed that there is sometimes favouritism indkarding of contracts, but these are
exceptions to the rule); public administration islofie fairly cleanly and
decently’(code family 4), especially at the natiof@s opposed to local) level of
government. The interviewee posited that “classicruption” in Britain involved
local planning at the local council level with r@laly little money involved.

The interviewee traced Britain’s fortune with redjao its lack of systemic corruption
to a long, cohesive tradition of public administvat and reforms of public life in the
19" century. Also, that standards raised over the past2 years reduced the scope
for political favours (code family 1). The interwee distinguished between
dangerous and innocuous forms of corruption. Theh-¢ar-honours scandal was
viewed as “second rate” corruption, and denied vaoch significance because, it
was argued, giving someone a title does not giemtlpower; those who have
allegedly bought titles were assessed as playingctige role in the House of Lords
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in actual fact. The interviewee also proposed tlwetations to political parties might
give the donor more access to a political partyh@aring”) but would not guarantee a
contract or indeed make much practical differemcesality (code family 6).

)

The interviewee argued that the media, especiakytabloids, have fuelled public
cynicism about politics. The interviewee stated iha30 years of experience, very
few politicians were ‘in it for themselves’, andaththey approach ‘grey areas’
thinking of the public good (“in public policy test) (code family 4). In their
newspaper, however, the interviewee made clearthiea¢ is an effort not to assume
the worst, i.e. not to support suspicions of systefiailure, but to treat problems as
serious deviations. Thus, just “because you ghbadand fraudulent votes in various
places doesn’t mean the whole election is fraudulen

The interviewee emphasised that interactions betvpediticians and business may
often be legitimate but may unfairly be interpretedcorrupt (e.g. the revolving door
between Ministry of Defence staff and the defenudustry). Equally bribery and
corruption in general are not necessarily bad imsirfess, it rather depends on the
type of business being considered. Thus, in a mdokeconsumer products, bribery
would distort the market and so be bad. On therdthad, where the contract is with
a State — e.g. the Pergau Dam — and is thus atmiétther than competitive market,
the interviewee indicated that this would not beipalarly bad.

The interviewee did not appear to regard briberjoodign officials (e.g. as with the
Pergau Dam affair of the 1990s) as a serious fofroooruption, but rather as a
serious “conflict of objectives”; between suppagtiobs in Britain and foreign policy
alliances, and the objectives of overseas aid aedutring proper development”. In
referring to the Pergau Dam affair, the interviewtemed that it was not corruption
since “it wasn’t a case of anyone lining their petsk; i.e. it was not corruption for
private financial gain. However, the interviewee dittempt to distinguish between
the relatively innocuous Pergau Dam affair and ‘teeen murkier” recent BAE
scandal. Competing moral goods, such as employarhsecurity, were difficult to
balance with anti-corruption policies (code family Nevertheless, the interviewee
suggested that in the aftermath of the BAE sca®fdish ministers will not be able
to lecture foreigners on anti-corruption efforts.

When asked their view of NGOs who have campaigngainat corruption, the

interviewee Iinitially responded that they were fpetly entitled to do it, but [didn’t]
think that there are absolute moral rights on o r another”. However,
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immediately afterwards, in a discussion of whetbemuption was less acceptable
now than in the past, the interviewee respondetitheas less acceptable today and
this was in part thanks to NGO campaigns (now preged positively) (code family
2).

)

The interviewee agreed that British businesses soayetimes be forced to adapt to
local customs with regard to paying bribes (anchigal out that one cannot expect
them simply not to operate in certain countriegjditionally, it was implied that it is
hard or undesirable to (over-) regulate the behavid companies abroad. They also
underlined that company directors are much morsites now towards anti-bribery
requirements than they were a few years ago.

Target Group Civil Society
Interviewee 1: A member of anti-corruption NGO ‘C’

The interviewee demonstrated a difficulty in digtirshing normative values from an
objective interpretation of the success of antrigation efforts in the UK (especially
with regard to value and impact on law developneent on impact of training and
education for companies).

A considerable degree of pragmatism was displayethé interviewee in accepting
logic sympathetic to cases of non-compliance biesiad businesses (code family 3).
With regard to the BAE scandal, the interviewee wad sympathetically
government’s decisions in light of what were acedpb be the competing pressures
of British jobs and security, even though he ladzbthe move “a mistake”:

“If I were the head of the SFO and the SFO wereegiall the information, |
would think twice about continuing against the macoendation. | think you have
to be a realist.”

Concerning industry, the interviewee argued that
“there’s been a feeling that somehow you only vaintiacts in some countries for
selling arms or you know, aircraft or really majthings, if you bribe, and then

there’s probably a lot of truth in that. And theestion is then do you condone
that or do you cease business? So you've got &ystetrk choice.”
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There was evident optimism from the interviewee uabibe potential and current
effectiveness of anti-corruption efforts in the Ukhich was justified with reference
to positive legal developments, the raising of firefile of corruption and the
development of discourse on the subject withinlKe(code family 1).

)

The language used still suggested that corruptiadghe UK should not be overplayed
or exaggerated (the interviewee referred with sdficism to the view that the UK
did not have corruption problems, but was uncorafg with the challenge that the
NGO itself had under-focused on corruption in th€ Blamed it on lack of resources
in the organisation’s early days and a desire tp the poor in developing countries.)

The general public were not considered to playnaportant role in constructing the
discourse in the UK or as a source of anti-cornmptpressure on government or
businesses. Indeed, they are believed to not caoh rmbout anti-corruption policies
and consider them of secondary importance to priogp@ritish interests.

The code regarding faith in the basic decency wé ehorality and corruption by

mistake or mistaken logic was prevalent (code fam)l With regard to politicians,

the interviewee explicitly rejected the notion afegtioning their integrity, expressing
also the opinion that:

‘I do believe that the vast majority are highly ietll. I'm not one of these people
who write politicians off, because | have to woikhwhem, and | would say that
on the whole those people with whom | work areadfitips for a good reason,

they want to make a difference, and | have evemnjidence [that this is s0].

A perhaps surprising level of support was vocalifedbusiness and portrayal as
flexible partners in fighting corruption, more fible and forward thinking than
politicians (code family 3):

“To some extent, politicians have been behind kassinin recognising the costs.
The business world was ahead of politics long leetbe politicians caught on.
But not all businesses, of course.”

The media was interpreted as playing a negative aslmuch as a positive in anti-

corruption efforts, but more rigorous interpretatior critique of their role and
influence was lacking.
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Interviewee 2: A member of anti-corruption NGO ‘D’

)

The interviewee argued that corruption in the Ulday is mostly a matter of the
‘revolving door’ of public officials into positionsvith business and vice versa,
especially with the Ministry of Defence and defecoenpanies. The cash-for-honours
scandal, on the other hand, was indicative of tlieemissue of ‘patronage politics’,
which carries the seeds of corruption and is deeyyained in the UK. Here, it is
often about an individual winning influence ratliean about personal financial gain.

British political and business elites were alsosprged as having an attitude that
corruption is part of other peoples’ culture andréfore there is no alternative to
bribing abroad to secure construction and defepogracts for British business (code
family 4). There has been too much emphasis ofbribe-takers, rather than the role
of the bibe-givers; Western companies reinforcestexg corruption and developing

countries may often not have the resources to eoacit them. However, it was

posited that businesses are increasingly statiagdbrruption is bad for business (it
increases risks, making a company less secure anel\alnerable to blackmail).

The interviewee argued that whilst preaching toeotbountries about fighting
corruption and good governance, the British govemmhas done nothing
constructive in the UK:

“There is an absolute lack of political will to psecute corruption. The
withdrawal of the BAE probe is a classic example...”

The UK'’s legislation against corruption is “a mesghd Britain is not properly
implementing the OECD Convention. The UK is lagginghind the US and in
comparison with other European states (unlike majruption prosecutions in
Germany, France, and Italy, there has only beennainnated enquiry in the UK).

To tackle corruption, a well-resourced investigatiody is required, but this has not
been a priority in the UK, unlike the goal of beimgarded contracts (code family 5).
The role of the media has been mixed; it has hetperdhise consciousness about
corruption, but can often portray it as part of thdture in developing countries.

Some NGOs were seen as playing a stronger pantilc@ruption efforts than others

(code family 2).

24



Discussion Paper Series No 18 | 2008 & Culture

The BAE scandal has encouraged perceptions in thehSthat the UK has a
hypocritical stance on corruption, and this vieva isonsiderable obstacle to the UK’s
ability to promote good governance internationafylesson that could be learned
from the UK is that hypocrisy leads to a loss dfuence. More lessons should be
taken from grassroots anti-corruption efforts ie tBouth, which demonstrate that
policies, rather than culture, create corruption.

)

Interviewee 3. A member of anti-corruption NGO ‘E’

The interviewee explained that corruption can bgarged as a symptom of a
problem, and it is therefore more helpful to try wuaderstand what people are
complaining about when they are complaining abootruption. Frequently,
corruption is tied to perceptions of inequalitiexd avastages, but these need to be
addressed on a country-by-country basis. Focusmgntegrity — accountability,
professionalism, and corruption control — is aretiize way of tackling corruption.

The interviewee argued that NGOs were not affettettieir outlook by the country

in which they are based. The interviewee statetittigalevels and focus of media and
NGO activity here means that that there is no tehae to talk about corruption in
Britain. Furthermore, the interviewee suggeste@ *work ethos of England makes it
sort of slightly less prone to corruption” (codenity 4).

The interviewee implied that Britain, as a consadbde aid donor country, has an
interest in pursuing the financial accountability recipient states, which is why
NGOs focus on corruption abroad rather than inUke Although the UK might be
used as a model for anti-corruption standards im@onwealth countries, according
to the interviewee the NGO rather used

“the traditional templates [..] like [..], LiberaDemocracies 101 but like as
much as possible the nondescript country [..]”

In general, NGO use of the UK as a model for exp@s presumed to be implicit
rather than explicit, unlike the case of the US.

The interviewee argued that people in developinghtiies are more likely to criticise

British anti-corruption assistance on the basiBnitish political policies abroad than
on the basis of British corruption scandals, bat th general the British have a good
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reputation abroad in the field of development anti-eorruption efforts (particularly

)

because of the strengths of the Department forratmnal Development). The
interviewee outlined the way in which counteringraption can be more effectively
achieved by structuring societal accountabilityhea than consciousness-raising.

Target Group Economy
Interviewee 1: An official of a national trade asiswion

The interviewee displayed a degree of reservatitienwdiscussing the reputation
(“rightly or wrongly”) of the British civil servicefor being corruption-free (code
family 4), carefully qualifying his comments casa&scorruption have tended to be
seen as very isolated. The interviewee arguedattempts to bribe British officials
are unlikely to be recorded, as are cases whdreddre actually taken.

Low salaries in developing countries were thoughbe responsible for corruption to
be more prevalent, and one could expect corrugtiobe less evident in countries
where government officials are relatively well reded. The interviewee also
highlighted the difficult position of individualsdm the business world whose career
may depend on the delivery of a contract or theigak of a business unit, so may
come under great pressure when a government beyeartts a bribe be paid in order
to award the contract (code family 3).

Moreover, the interviewee to some extent sympathveigh companies whose critical
market makes it necessary for them to work withegoments that are well known to
be corrupt, whereas if the particular market isipteral, it would be easier for a
company to stop doing business with corrupt govemisiin that area;

“what are you going to do? Say that ‘I'm not goitgybe a part of one of the
biggest markets in the world’? | mean, that seemsné [..] an impossible
situation for a company to be in.”

With regard to anti-corruption efforts, the inteawiee explained that many companies
have some form of corporate social responsibilipnifesto, and that companies had
recommended that the national trade associatiorrebw/igorated by addressing
ethical issues such as corruption. Neverthelesy; st over 3% of the trade
association’s membership have signed up to its @mib-corruption initiative
(although this includes “most of the big playerstle industry”). The interviewee
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argued that this was because most companies, apesmaller ones operating
domestically, do not feel that the issue of coluptffects them.

)

Companies felt that in an internationally compegitenvironment, it is important that
“all the supplier countries are [on] the same page far as anti-corruption’s
concerned”, and an international initiative is regd to achieve this.

International standards-setting against corruptias been an important motivator for
British businesses; In the last few years, UK besses have felt that then need to
respond to US trade association anti-corruptiohaitives with European standards-
setting. The interviewee emphasised,

“l wouldn’t want to give the impression that we wesort of pressured into doing
it forcibly. 1 think it was something that [..] weere thinking about and [..] felt
that it was important to do..”

It was nevertheless made clear that many Britishpamies are in close contact and
indeed operate in the US market, so US anti-camngegislation and prosecutions
have been a major factor in raising awarenesstkigaissue needed to be addressed
amongst British companies. Domestic standardsageltodies are also credited with
propelling the anti-corruption agenda in the UKgnfr government, to NGOs and
research institutions, to industry associationisofalvhich have sent relevant literature
on the subject to companies).

Perhaps the most important motivation for Britisisipesses to support the anti-
corruption agenda was that implicitly outlined Iretinterviewee’s explanation of the
intended goals of international anti-corruption aqeration amongst industry (and
outlined explicitly in the above interview with theorrespondent for broadsheet
newspaper A). Namely, that the chief competitor&J8fand European companies in
Brazil, Japan and China, Russia, China, Indon&siega and India, are encouraged to
commit to the same anti-corruption standards. Mahyhe competitor states have
poorer international reputations with regard toolrement in corruption. It thus it
appears that there is a fear that if an internatieffort does not succeed in tying all
countries in to the same standards of competitltere may be a ‘race to the bottom’
in which British (and US and EU) companies coulgelmut, since they face greater
risk of prosecution for corruption than competitountries of these other states.
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Public opinion per se was not considered to plagepaessure on industry to pursue
an anti-corruption agenda. While the media hasistargly demonstrated some level
of interest in corruption within industry, the inteewee did not think it had played a
part in motivating companies to pursue such andaeither. Indeed, the interviewee
argued that industry’s promotion of anti-corruptiontiatives has predated media
revelations of scandals.

)

Interviewee 2: A development consultant

The interviewee displayed somewhat paradoxical aggtres towards the morality
and prevalence of corruption in the UK, was crltich overly relaxed attitudes
towards foreign corruption by development agents, dpenerally adhered to the
notion that Britain is largely corruption-free (@thmily 4).

It was argued that the “the majority of British p&oare honest”, though also that
“the majority in any society are honest — otherveseiety would crumble”.

Initially, the interviewee suggests that like antyhey, a British individual may be
similarly “cunning and intelligent people who hawat,a certain point, made a choice
to be corrupt”. However, for the interviewee thesa distinction to be made between
British and foreign corrupt officials; British offials may unwittingly be involved in
corruption by allowing bribes to be paid, but théy not take bribes themselves
(because they are paid well enough, and becautbe dhreat of prosecution and jail
in the UK) (code family 4).

Corruption is regarded as contingent upon levelsafietal affluence. Thus, the
British (and their officials) “don’needto do anything wrong” (my emphasis) because
of better pay and societal affluence, as opposedh¢o condition in developing
countries. However, low incidence of corruptiontlie UK means that there is more
trust between state and society, regulation is reteand thus that those who wish to
cheat find it easier to do so. British cultural extp such as cricket enhance Britain’s
reputation for fair play internationally. The inteewee argued that it is difficult to
prosecute corruption cases in the UK; standards\fmtence are high, and corruption
difficult to prove.

Corruption has become “more frowned upon” in the, W& which the interviewee

credited “globalisation”; the British are more likehan in the past to be aware of
“the difficulties” overseas and to understand “hdamaging it is”, so are less happy
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to pay bribes. Underlying this comment may havenb#e interviewee's own
admission of:

)

“[shock] at the amounts that are being wasted ad @ corrupt countries,
instead of being spent on humanitarian causes wHnitain..”

and of lack of faith in the argument that such w&itl be to the benefit of all in the
long term. The interviewee characterised the decisd drop the SFO investigation
into the BAE affair as morally unjustified but e@onically justified (code family 5),

and concluded that:

“l think the government made the wrong choice, thein again | don’t know
all the facts”,

implying, in other words, that the government mayébeen justified in acting with
security interests (as well as economic policynind.

Per ceptions of Corruption: An Assessment of Key Features

Definitions of ‘corruption’

There was a fairly wide array of approaches todéinition of ‘corruption’” amongst
interviewees from all target groups. It was, forffatent interviewees, legal,
restrictive, unclear (legally), ‘grey’ (morally),nd complex, characterised by rent
seeking, for some, or prestige enhancing, for sth&omewhat surprisingly, the
police respondent demonstrated usage of a morensxgadefinition (including the
motivation of prestige enhancement) than someeabther interviewees.

Sources and causes of corruption

Most interviewees cited a number of sources orema$ corruption. Although many
supported the code that standards of public lifdBiitain are generally high (and
corruption cases are anomalies relating to indafidather than systemic failures),
economic explanations were also prevalent (i.et Humietal wealth is negatively
associated with levels of corruption). Ignoranceffitials, and the existence of ‘grey
zones’ both moral and legal, was cited by somehefrespondents, but it was not a

29



Discussion Paper Series No 18 | 2008 & Culture

predominant explanatory factor. Individual and egst (intentional or default)
causes of corruption were mentioned by all inteveies.

)

Effective factors against corruption

All the interviewees referred to the perceptiond@damily 4) that there are high
standards of public life in Britain and this isatld to British cultural attitudes
towards ‘fair play’. Though not all interviewees n@eentirely convinced by the
argument and some thought it misleading, all thoutgsignificant in terms of public
discourse about corruption in the UK. As mentiorsgbve, societal wealth was
negatively associated with levels of corruption tfee interviewees, and there was a
latent sympathy and support towards the developgaais of countries in the South.

NGOs were roundly judged to have played a sigmticale in raising consciousness
of the issue (that corruption is a ‘bad thing’ tbe public and for business), and in
pressuring the government to action against caoapihey, rather than the public
itself, were regarded as an effective source ofipysessure. The media’s part in
consciousness-raising and exerting political pressuas deemed to be of mixed
value to anti-corruption efforts. Political respinikty for promoting anti-corruption
efforts was mentioned far less, and usually inicait terms (that they were
insufficiently committed to advancing anti-corrupti efforts). The effectiveness of
Britain’s legal framework for combating corruptievas also questioned by several
interviewees. The good faith of businesses in sgeto tackle corruption was more
often recognised than their connivance in corruptior than their self-interest in
supporting anti-corruption efforts.

Overall, a paradox appeared to underline the resgmonof the majority of

interviewees, who considered that a) Britain hasreng tradition of being relatively

corruption free, b) in recent years progress haednbmade in the UK towards
identifying corruption as a problem and tacklingahd c) the collapse of the SFO
investigation in the BAE case was cause for sors#éluiion or cynicism about the
extent to which things have improved in the UK amfronting corruption.
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Perceptions of the exportability of the ‘British ded

)

For the majority of the respondents, it was noirelyt clear what ‘British model’
entailed (in terms of anti-corruption norms). Sowere more concerned than others
that the potential of the British government torpode anti-corruption norms and
good governance abroad had been damaged by reeentass, but for others this was
not a significant issue, whether because it wasamitable source of ‘model’ in the
first place, or because it was not a priority imte of British interests.

Conclusion

One of the central aims of the study has been swanthe question ‘what makes the
difference in the UK?’ Why is public life in Brimaicommonly perceived as relatively
corruption-free? Moreover, can the answers to thgeestions be replicated
elsewhere? The second phase of the research patimetd us to provisionally test
some of our earlier tentative answers to these tiquss A negative explanation
offered for the perception that corruption in Bntés uncommon was that it may not
be overt, making it harder to expose. A number rtérviewees highlighted this
perspective, arguing that Britain does not appeamupt because it does not want to
investigate corruption, and these views were olshobolstered by the conclusion of
the recent SFO probe into the BAE case. CertathBre seemed to be wider support
than anticipated for the perspective that corruptis under-reported and under-
prosecuted in the UK.

A number of positive reasons why Britain might bergeived to be a relatively
corruption-free country were also hypothesisechatdonclusion of the first year of
research for the project. The most obvious postibiVas that it may be rare for
people to have direct experience of corruptiontypabrruption would be uncommon,
given the wealth of Britain and relatively deceatasy levels of its officials. The

theoretical assumptions of these propositions Wwevadly supported amongst all the
respondents, and indeed the economic associatiaghegdack of corruption in the UK

appeared to be supported with stronger convictian the cultural argument - though
the interviewees placed different emphases on tmparative prevalence and
significance of corruption at local and nationaldks of government. A further factor
that could have nourished perceptions that stasdafrgublic life in Britain are high

was the recent rise to prominence of the issueeffiodt to promote clearer and more
modern legal and political approaches to the suibjéus factor was far less obvious
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in the interviewee responses than had been theircdke earlier documentary phase
of the research, and it is clear that recent sdartdtanpened most of the respondents’
enthusiasm for what progress had been made in khénUhese areas. The recent
BAE scandal was also a much-cited cause of sceptieind, for some, regret, that
Britain would not be able to promote good govermaand anti-corruption norms as

successfully at the international level becausthefloss of prestige. However, there
was weak conception of a ‘British mode’, and ins@s it was seen as cultural, there
was no belief that it could be replicated elsewh&teanwhile, the cited economic

underpinnings of the ‘British model’ were not eveantemplated as a basis for

)

replication by others.

Finally, the concluding report of the first year @search highlighted the way in
which positive perceptions of standards in Brittblic life could be correlated with
socio-economic status (according to the findingthefsurvey for the Commission on
Standards in Public Life, 208%; those with higher educational backgrounds,
broadsheet newspaper readers and the young, wermndbt likely to hold such a
perception. It was therefore hypothesised thatntioee one is able to succeed in a
society, reap the available benefits or aspiredcsad, the more positive one would
likely be in assessing the general standards ohdas of the system. Despite the
limitations of the interviews’ number and rangejsitclear that this hypothesis was
challenged by the findings of the second reseaetctog. In the first instance, it was
evident that perceptions of the fairness of theéesysvaried far more widely amongst
interviewees than had been demonstrated betweenndmts from and between
target groups in the first stage of research. Theptical approach of the
correspondent from broadsheet A was just one elerftem the interviews that
highlighted the fact that socio-economic statussdoet automatically define an
individual's perspective. Nevertheless, in light toke limitations of the interviews
carried out, these findings are only sufficientmtodify rather than to overturn those
of the survey mentioned above and the subsequ@uiigsis itself. In conclusion, it
is proposed that perceptions of levels of corruptio Britain are likely to be
influenced by the observer’s socio-economic statd moreover, that the discourse
and efforts of a country (like Britain) to combabruption are shaped by the
particular economic and political position it ergap international comparison.

'8 Survey of public opinion carried out by BMRB SddResearch between 2003-4, commissioned by
the Committee of Standards in Public Life (repap@®&mber 2004): Hayward, 2004.

32



Discussion Paper Series No 18 | 2008 & Culture

)

References

BBC News (2007) ‘Goldsmith Denies BAE Cash ClaithJune.
Available at: <http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/uk_ne®E32921.stm>.

BBC News (2007) ‘US to Probe BAE Over Corruptia26, June.
Available at: <http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/busin€289918.stm>.

BBC News (2007) ‘Q&A: Cash For Honours’, 20 July.
Available at: <http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/uk_nevedijics/4812822.stm>.

BBC News (2007) ‘Honours Chief Defends Inquiry’, @8tober.
Available at: <http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/uk_nevedifics/7056533.stm>.

BBC News (2007) ‘Parties’ Funding Talks Suspendad’October.
Available at: <http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/uk_nevedijics/7069998.stm>.

BBC News, ‘PM ‘Wants Quick Funding Reforms”, 3 Detdger 2007.
Available at: <http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/uk_pa#i7125317.stm>.

BBC News, ‘Abrahams Cash Placed Out of Reach’, é8dmber.
Available at: <http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/uk_pal#i7142790.stm>.

CAAT (Campaign Against the Arms Trade) (2008), ‘BA&=Company Out of Control’,
Briefing Paper.
Available at: <www.caat.org.uk/publications/compsiControlBAE_briefing.php>.

Ewing, K. D. and Ghaleigh, N.S., ‘The Cost of Giyiand Receiving: Donations to
Political Parties in the United Kingdom’.
Available at: <www.law.edu.uk> 19 July 2006, acees$3/10/06.

Fortson, D. ‘The Charges that could Torpedo BAHie Independenfi0 June 2007.
Available at:
<http://news.independent.co.uk/business/analyse faatures/article2638178.ece>

Hayward, B. (2004) ‘Survey of Public Attitudes Tawa Standards in Public Life.
London: Committee on Standards in Public Life/BMR8cial Research.

Leigh, D. and Evans, R. (2006) ‘Brutal Politics es for Corruption Investigators’, The
Guardian, 16 December.
Available at: <http://politics.guardian.co.uk/fogeaffairs/story/0,,1973424,00.htmI>

Silverman, J. (2007) “No Outright Winners’ in HonnelRow’, BBC News, 20 July.
Available at: <http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/uk_pa#i6908865.stm>.

Thomas, M. (2007) ‘Willing To Break the Law?’, Thiew Statesman, 9 July.
Available at: <http://www.newstatesman.com/2007 @0T%H>.

33



Crime
Discussion Paper Series No 18 | 2008 & Culture

Woodward, W. (2007) ‘Secret Donor Row Claims LabGuief’, The Guardian27
November.

Available at: <http://politics.guardian.co.uk/laliory/0,,2217599,00.html>.

)

Woolf, M. (2007) ‘Bribery Team Probing BAE Case ddles UK Dirty Tricks’,The
Independentl0 June.

Available at: < http://news.independent.co.uk/uktps/article2640421.ece>

34



Crime
Discussion Paper Series No 18 | 2008 & Culture

SIXTH FRAMEWORK PROGRAMME OF THE EUROPEAN
COMMISSION PRIORITY 7, FP6-2004-CITIZENS-5

)

]
oy

= F
=

SPECIFIC TARGETED RESEARCH PROJECT: CRIME AND CULTURE

Crimeasa Cultural Problem. The Relevance of Perceptions of Corruption to Crime

Prevention. A Comparative Cultural Study in the EU-Accession States Bulgaria and

Romania, the EU-Candidate States Turkey and Croatia and the EU-States Germany,
Greece and United Kingdom

Member s of the Project Consortium

University of Konstanz, Germany (Co-ordinator)

University of Tubingen, Germany

Police University, German Federal State of BademntWiinberg (Affiliated)
Centre for Liberal Strategies, Sofia, Bulgaria

Research Institute for Quality of Life (Romaniana8lemy), Bucharest, Romania
Galatasaray University, Istanbul, Turkey

University of Zagreb, Croatia

National School of Public Administration and Lo&Gdvernment, Athens, Greece
Panteion University, Athens, Greece

South East European Studies at Oxford (SEESOX}edid{ingdom

Center for Research and Policy Making (CRPM), FYRckHonia (Affiliated)

Contact
* Prof. Dr. Hans-Georg Soeffner, Person in Charge
Hans-Georg.Soeffner@uni-konstanz.de
« Dr. habil. Dirk Tanzler, Scientific Co-ordinator
Dirk.Taenzler@uni-konstanz.de
e Dr. Angelos Giannakopoulos, Head of the Projectooff
Angelos.Giannakopoulos@uni-konstanz.de

Univergty of Konstanz
Research Group Sociology of Knowledge

B . -
o] Universitatsstr. 10
= - Box D 35
1 ﬁﬁ,ﬁ, D-78457 Konstanz
S e e - Germany

Phone: ++49 (0)7531 88 3129
Fax: ++49 7531 88 3194

Proj ect Homepage: www.uni-konstanz.de/crimeandculture/index.htm

Email: crimeandculture@uni-konstanz.de

35



	Text1: Konstanzer Online-Publikations-System (KOPS)
URN: http://nbn-resolving.de/urn:nbn:de:bsz:352-opus-116496
URL: http://kops.ub.uni-konstanz.de/volltexte/2010/11649


