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Insights Briefs 

Insights Briefs are interim papers reporting on the Global Programme for Measuring Corruption’s research 

activities. Briefs are different from the programme’s planned Research Papers in that they offer a short 

description of key insights, developments, and methodological considerations arising from the expert 

‘thinks-ins’. They are based on background research into secondary literature and on the content of in-

person facilitated discussions with a range of stakeholders (in the case of country research visits) or among 

workshop participants (in the case of expert ‘think-ins’). Briefs are written and formatted in a style that is 

more broadly accessible compared to standard Research or Working Papers.   

 

The GPMC will produce a series of eight briefs covering the programme’s country research visits and expert 

thematic workshops during the period October 2022 – May 2023.   

 

This brief presents key insights from the GPMC’s Expert Workshop on Measuring Integrity, held in October 

2022 in Vienna and Laxenburg, Austria.  
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INSIGHTS SERIES NO. 01 / NOVEMBER 2022

Overview

This Brief was produced by the Global Programme on Measuring Corruption (GPMC) hosted by the 
International Anti-Corruption Academy (IACA). It presents key insights from the GPMC’s Expert Workshop 
on Measuring Integrity.

The GPMC works with international organisations, governments, civil society, the private sector and 
academia to collaboratively design a robust, relevant and useful approach to measuring corruption. Since 
the 2017 G7 summit, the international community has highlighted a need to develop new corruption 
measures. Key milestones include UNCAC’s Conference of the States Parties Resolution 8/10 on 
Measurement of Corruption in 2019; the prioritisation of measurement at the G20 Academic Roundtable

on Anti-Corruption in 2020; and the publication of a G20 Compendium of Good Practices on Measuring 
Corruption in 2021. The GPMC was initiated in May 2022 in response to this growing international

demand.

For any new corruption measure to be truly useful and relevant, it is important to understand the strengths 
and limitations of existing measures, to identify and critique new innovations in methods, and to advance 
progress towards the development of more comprehensive and scientifically robust methods. The GPMC is 
therefore conducting a series of expert workshops on different aspects of corruption measurement. The 
outcome of this workstream will be published in a paper reviewing the ‘state of the art’ of corruption 
measurement methodologies in September 2023.

Purpose

This brief is one of eight Insights Briefs and summarises the key insights arising from the Expert 

'Think-Ins' on Measuring Integrity which took place in October 2022. In this workshop, the participants 

explored why measuring integrity might be preferable to measuring the prevalence of corruption, 

particularly at the level of organisations. Insights briefs are intended to be of primary use to organisations 

or researchers working on corruption measurement, countries currently developing tools or systems to 

measure corruption, and civil society.

The Brief is structured into three main sections. First, a conceptual framing explains the rationale for 
focusing on integrity, explaining key terms and prior research (see Background Note ). Second, the Brief 

summarises the different intellectual building blocks which the participants contributed, reflecting a range 

of expertise from practitioners in different sectors and academics from multiple disciplines. Third, the 

Brief summarises the collective insights of the group on how to measure integrity for the purposes of 

preventing corruption or monitoring anti-corruptionprogress.

Approach

Integrity was selected as a workshop theme because of developments in anti-corruption practice as well as 
academic thinking. On the practical side, many countries are approaching corruption prevention and 
control by requiring organisations to assess their corruption risks. This often translates into a compliance- 
based exercise, focusing on whether appropriate governance structures are in place. Yet on the academic 
side, a growing body of research suggests that behavioural insights and social norms may be important to 
understanding why corruption occurs and that compliance-based approaches may sometimes be 
counterproductive. Being better able to measure integrity might provide a way of bridging the gap.

Participants were selected following a mapping process which identified experts based on their academic

or practical experience on researching integrity at the level of individuals, organisations or national 
institutions, implementing policies that seek to assess integrity, or developing measurement 
methodologies.

Each workshop follows a standard co-creation and facilitation methodology. This includes pre-workshop 
engagement and preparation, a mix of plenary and group discussions to identify gaps or limitations of 
existing measures, structured brainstorming on likely data sources for new measures, and critical 
exploration of new and emerging methods.

https://www.iaca.int/measuring-corruption/news/


GLOBAL PROGRAMME ON MEASURING CORRUPTION | INTERNATIONAL ANTI-CORRUPTION ACADEMY  

 

INSIGHTS SERIES NO. 01

 

/ NOVEMBER 2022

 

3 

 

 

 

 

circumstances sometimes react differently to pressure or 

opportunities to engage in corruption. This suggests that individual or 

personal values or traits matter. 

Organisational cultures can foster or impede corruption. Recent 

research also finds that social norms can foster or curb corruption in 

specific contexts, and that individuals may adapt behaviour to fit 

different social reference groups. This suggests that it may be 

possible to foster integrity through efforts to build the right kind of 

organizational culture. 

 

 

 

 

 

A focus on integrity could also unlock new data sources, 

measurement approaches and collaborations to better 

understand, measure and track corruption. Attention to indicators 

of integrity or its absence, particularly at organisational level, could 

serve as the proverbial “canary in the coalmine” to proactively 

identify emerging corruption issues, and complement documentation 

of actual incidences of corruption. From a policy perspective, a 

reorientation towards a positive framing of building integrity might 

attract more partners and be less vulnerable to political 

 

Key questions 

1. How is the understanding of integrity evolving and informing new approaches to preventing and 

combatting corruption - in relation to individuals, organisations and professions?   

2. How do these approaches relate to the measurement of corruption, corruption risks or corruption 

control?    

3. Which methodologies might best harness synergies between building integrity and countering 

corruption?    

4. In which contexts (country, region, sector, organisational or professional) would such approaches be 

most practical and useful? 

“Integrity is to corruption 

what sustainability is to 

environmental pollution – a 

much more engaging and 

encompassing framing that 

opens an important agenda 

to a broader set of 

stakeholders and intersecting 

issues” 

Participant 

“by focusing on integrity, 

which is a more positive 

attitude… we may sidestep 

some of the shortcomings we 

have encountered in treating 

corruption… a term that 

traditionally carries a very 

strong negative stigma.” 

Participant 

What are the key components of integrity? 

1. An anchoring in basic moral principles. 

2. Alignment with core normative expectations and responsibilities that attach to the role that an individual, 

organisation or profession plays in society. 

3. Internal consistency of values, motivations and conduct. 

 
 

 

  

Why focus on integrity?

This section provides brief background on why Integrity was chosen as a workshop theme; for a deeper 
dive, please consult our background scoping paper.

Corrupt behaviour depends at least partly on individual traits. Although institutional context and 
incentives are also important, two individuals in the same

A focus on building integrity offers a cheaper and more positive alternative to compliance-based 
approaches to corruption prevention. This may reduce the regulatory burden on companies and 

countries. Some scholars even suggest that compliance-based approaches are counterproductive for 

combating corruption, because they can undermine individual motivations for ethical behaviour.

In short, the study of integrity and how to foster integrity offers the promise that we might be able

to better prevent corruption from occurring in the first place, and make our efforts to control 
corruption more efficient and sustainable. But to achieve this, we need first to establish ways of

measuring integrity in organisations. With better measures, we might be able to shift policy and practice 
towards such an approach.

instrumentalization than a punitive focus on anti-corruption. However, participants also cautioned that, as 
with corruption, integrity faces its own challenges in definition and measurement and should not become 

a moralizing or patronizing tool.
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(Bologna University) advocated for more cross-tabulation of approaches to measuring corruption and 

integrity, to identify the most important intersects and complementarities and prioritise these. Corruption 

measurement in his view could particularly benefit from outside help when it comes to tracking corruption 

developments over time and in a timely manner, as the extant tools in this area are rather blunt and slow 

to respond to change. At the same time, Lucio highlighted the need to take into account the importance of 

context in defining integrity and constructing measures. This need for contextualisation to accurately 

assess risks and control measures often comes into tension with demands to devise comparative 

frameworks across countries, but ultimately context is critical to tracking progress over time.  

We need to understand how institutions, infrastructure and incentives interact to foster or 

undermine integrity. This point about the contextual nature of integrity and corruption assessments was 

echoed and further expanded by Viktoriia Poltoratskaya (Central European University). As someone with 

deep experience on the frontline of using public procurement data for assessing corruption risks, she 

emphasised that not all ‘international best practices’ are feasible in lower-income or lower-capacity 

settings. However, very basic skills and resources - for example, skills to access and analyse government 

data – can make the identification of corruption risks feasible and underpin pockets of effectiveness even 

in low-capacity settings. Essentially, assessments of integrity, just as those of corruption risks, need to 

consider three different layers: how institutions are designed and function in practice, the quality of data 

and communications infrastructure, and the incentives facing individuals to comply with the rules.  

“my experience is that [work 

across disciplines] is 

tremendously difficult. 

Everybody is working on his 

own, in his own language, in 

his own context. And here we 

are, people coming not only 

from different continents, 

different cultures, but also 

different disciplines. And still, 

this cooperation I find was 

extremely fruitful… we all 

learned a lot 

Participant 

a global donor tasked with supporting the climate transformation. 
Integrity in this context is recognized as an indispensable ingredient for 
disbursing money efficiently and maximising intended project outcomes. 
According to Sanjeev, relatively new donors and disbursement 
mechanisms such as the GCF have a strong demand for developing 
minimum integrity requirements that grantees must demonstrably meet - 
for example, by having the right mechanisms, processes and systems in 
place. Identifying suitable indicators, which might include using AI- 
supported screening systems for red flags, is an urgent need and could 
inform guidance about what percentage of budgets should be dedicated 
to integrity measures and what steps should be taken to mitigate risks.

Most measures of corruption are not useful for tracking change over 
time or informing prevention efforts in a timely manner. Lucio Picci

INSIGHTS SERIES NO. 01 / NOVEMBER 2022

A rich tapestry of perspectives

Participants drew on their different areas of expertise to contribute the intellectual building blocks and 
practical insights that inform methodology development.

Many countries and organisations are introducing tougher rules on ethical standards, without 
empirical evidence about whether they work. A better measure of integrity could help design more 
evidence-based systems. Christoph Demmke (Vaasa University) directed attention to the importance of 
organisational justice. This concept is used in the study of public administration and is found to shape 
many individual and organisational outcomes - from workplace satisfaction and commitment to (dis)trust in 
leadership, stress and the readiness to cut corners. His research across EU countries highlights that 
ideological discussion wether value-based or compliance-based countries perform better or worse does not 
make sense as both systems can coexist with very different outcomes, and even tightening the rules does 
not necessarily improve performance. The implementation gap may occur because enforcement capabilities 
lag behind, but there is also a risk that rules perceived as too complex or onerous result in more rule 
breaking and disrespect for rules.

Donors need better ways of assessing organisational risks. Sanjeev Narrainen (Green Climate Fund)

emphasized the importance of integrity and integrity screenings for grantees from the vantage point of
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The measurement of integrity could benefit from utilising the concept of public service motivation, 
and identifying sub-dimensions that are relevant and measurable. Wouter Vandenabeele (University of 
Utrecht) works particularly on integrity in public administration, and focuses on ‘public service motivation’. 
He emphasised that while individuals inevitably occupy many roles at the same time, with different norms 
and reference groups, building integrity within the public service is about improving the salience of an 
individual’s professional role. It is therefore important to think about context dependency in measuring 
integrity. He encouraged us to think about three problems: the theoretical causality between integrity and 
corruption; the challenge of collecting empirical evidence to test models; and the transferability between 
different units of analysis, e.g., individuals, organisations and national institutional systems. To measure 
integrity, he recommended identifying ‘markers’ or sub-dimensions, and, taking context dependency into 
account, developing survey questions that measure these multiple factors indirectly rather than relying on 
direct self-reporting.

When designing a new measure, it is critical to think about its purpose. Paul Vorster (The Ethics 
Institute), coming from the perspective of psychology and with expertise in psychometric testing, 
recommended that the group focus on the broader term of ‘ethical climate’ rather than integrity. This can 
be more easily measured, he argued, and can be used to identify which aspects of organisational culture 
most accurately predict ethical and unethical conduct. His research has found that the relationship

between rules and ethical behaviour is not linear: too great a focus on rules and compliance can be 
counterproductive. This suggests a need to combine values-based and compliance-based approaches. 
Moreover, measurement itself can serve different purposes – for example, to diagnose corruption risks, 
predict corrupt behaviour, or to foster/improve ethical behaviour – and the agreed purpose should be 
central to the design of any measurement method.

The future of corruption risk assessment lies in linking up multiple datasets. Izadora Zubek (Anti- 
Corruption Agency of France, AFA) highlighted how focusing on integrity can be useful for the prevention

of corruption, which is core to her agency’s mandate. The Law of 9 December 2016 on Transparency, Anti- 
Corruption and Economic Modernisation, known as the “Sapin 2” Law,  requires public entities, as well as 
private and state-owned companies above a certain size, to conduct their own corruption risk assessments 
and design mitigation strategies. AFA’s independent audit function then evaluates the existence, quality 
and effectiveness of a sample of these organisational anti-corruption programmes. One of the priorities in 
France’s national anti-corruption plan is to optimise data analysis to improve the understanding and 
detection of corruption. With this in mind, AFA collects data from various sources, including national 
surveys, data about administrative and judicial outcomes, and data from audits, to build a richer picture of 
corruption risks around the country and inform policy design

Key insights

This section presents six insights from the Expert Workshop on Integrity. Insights are key takeaways

derived from workshop discussions

1. When designing a measure, it is important to be pragmatic, striking a balance between conceptual 
precision and identifying elements that can plausibly be measured.

Integrity offers a more elastic and encompassing reference point for measuring things that matter for 
corruption and anti-corruption, but is no easier to define. Definitional hair-splitting is not constructive. We 
suggest an ultra-pragmatic focus on instruments that plausibly measure aspects of individual, 
organisational and professional integrity, and the broader enabling or inhibiting environment for acting 
with integrity.

2. There is a need to be sensitive to context when designing and interpreting integrity indicators.

The same outcome may not have the same meaning in different contexts. This is because of the wide 
variation in relevant contextual factors that complicate data interpretation. For example, if a country has a 
high number of proven instances of misconduct in public office, this might indicate a lax system where a 
great deal of misconduct occurs, or alternatively a high-integrity system in which most of the misconduct 
that does occur is identified and punished. Equally, a low number of misconduct cases might indicate a
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context where little misconduct occurs or one where misconduct is so rife that no action is taken to 

sanction it. With measures of the quality of governance systems, good de jure rules may be irrelevant if

there is weak capacity or will for implementation. This creates a challenge for measurement 

methodologists seeking to compare countries or organisations. It is less problematic for monitoring 

change in one context over time.

3. Several existing data sources could be used to develop new measures of integrity at organisation 
or national level.

These include:

• Anonymised data on organisational integrity collected by donor screenings or by company

  audits carried out by anti-corruption agencies. Many companies retain psychometric testing

  services or deploy standardized ethical climate assessments. This represents a wealth of data that

  could, subject to consent and anonymisation, be more systematically utilized for integrity and

  corruption measurement exercises.

• The Common Assessment Framework is a tool used by more than 4,000 public-sector

  organisations across the EU to align themselves with principles of total quality management.

  Methodologists could identify proximate indicators for aspects of integrity from these.

• The World Values Survey, International Social Survey Programme, World Justice Project and

  other existing survey instruments ask questions that could be utilised to construct measures of

  integrity.

4. Data needs or gaps relate to the costs of corruption, the costs of implementing corruption risk 
mitigation strategies and the potential gains or savings from improving organisational integrity.

Such estimates would help organisations to develop guidance on how much budget should be allocated to 
corruption control. Data are not that granular in most places, it is improving quickly because of 
government digitalisation processes.

5. Methodology design should allow for the fact that countries and organizations vary in their 
capacity and resources to collect data.

Some countries and organisations lack resources to invest in data infrastructure, including to hire and 
retain data scientists. Therefore new methods of measurement should be based on modest data collection 
requirements, while allowing for these to be voluntarily scaled up for deeper analysis where possible.

6. Given the important role played by professional associations in building and maintaining 
integrity in certain professions, e.g., lawyers, engineers, auditors, more efforts should be made to 
introduce measures of integrity into systems of professional self-regulation and continuing 
professional development.

However, compared to individual and organisational integrity, the repertoire of available diagnostic 
frameworks and data sources is currently limited. The diversity of professions means that cross-sectoral 
approaches are difficult to envision and operationalize. One promising avenue is to develop and apply 
assessment frameworks for the integrity infrastructures that self-governed or co-regulated professional 
associations provide in a particular field.
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