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ANZSOG: Integrity Project

It is clear that ‘public sector integrity’ will be a high profile and critical public sector issue for
the foreseeable future. The release of the Robodebt Royal Commission report has

highlighted the breadth and depth of integrity challenges at the Commonwealth level —and
the operations of the National Anti-Corruption Commission (NACC) will maintain this focus.

In anticipation of these initiatives, in October 2022, the Public Service Commissioners
Conference (PSCC) discussed integrity issues broadly, with further consideration at their
March 2023 meeting. All jurisdictions are focused on integrity issues in one way or another,
and all public sector commissions are seeking more information and reliable advice related to
their integrity priorities and challenges.

The ANZSOG program of work on integrity will drive a coordinated approach to bolster
pro-integrity strategies, policies and cultures across jurisdictions — to offer strategic advice
that has a positive impact with governments, partners and the community.

ANZSOG welcomes further discussions with public sector commissions and other
government entities focused on integrity to share information, boost analysis and support
the design of integrity strategies and cultures.

The papers attached here have been authored by ANZSOG staff: Dr Andrew Bushnell,
Dr Lisa Carson, Dr Julia Richardson and Dr Robert Jansen.
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1. ANZSOG (2023), Integrity in Practice: An Analysis of Public Sector
Integrity Reviews

Dr Andrew Bushnell, September 2023

Integrity is an issue of rising salience and importance in public administration in Australia. The
July 2023 release of the Royal Commission into the Robodebt Scheme highlighted serious
failings in government and raised questions about the honesty and intentions of Ministers
and senior public servants, the robustness of Cabinet processes and the way that policy and
legal advice is formulated, and how government considers the needs and circumstances of
those it ostensibly serves.?

Integrity had already been identified as a key area of public sector reform by the 2019
Independent Review of the Australian Public Service (‘the Thodey Review’), which outlines a
‘pro-integrity’ agenda that includes legislating the principles and values that guide the APS in
its work, which guide how it ‘measures and tests’ its integrity.? Thodey connects integrity to
the public’s trust and confidence in government, which has, by some measures declined in
recent years.

For example, the Australian National University’s Australian Electoral Study 2022 found that
70% of respondents hold the view that ‘people in government look after themselves’ and
54% of respondents believe that government is ‘run for a few big interests’.3 While these
measures are not entirely driven by the public sector’s performance, integrity failures in
government are increasingly understood as potentially undermining government itself.

The question, then, is what the public sector can and must do to establish and demonstrate
integrity. Integrity is a matter of practice — it is found in how individuals and institutions act,
and to what ends. In public administration, integrity can be said to refer to the proper
governance of public institutions through policies, processes and practices that achieve their
designated functions, steward their resources, reflect high ethical standards, and guard
against corruption by bad actors and influences.

An institution demonstrates integrity through the alignment of its actions (and the actions of
its staff) with its mission and the expectations of the government and the public. But because
integrity is about practice, this simple definition is insufficient; it must be filled out by
consideration of how governments and public sector bodies have sought to act with integrity
and to correct integrity failings.

To this end, this paper provides a comparative analysis of some recent and important public
sector integrity reviews, often precipitated by corruption and serious procedural failures. This
sample of reports is representative but not exhaustive, with the aim of illustrating how
integrity has been understood by governments across Australia.

ICatherine Holmes, Report of the Royal Commission into the Robodebt Scheme, Canberra: Australian
Government, 2023, xxiii-xxix. See also the summary of this report appended to this document. (Hereafter,
Robodebt.)

2 Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, Our Public Service, Our Future: Independent Review of the
Australian Public Service, Canberra: Australian Government, Ch 3. (Hereafter, Thodey.)

3 Sarah Cameron et al, The 2022 Australian Federal Election: Results from the Australian Election Study,
Canberra: Australian National University, 28.
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The paper also identifies directions for further research on integrity. In keeping with
ANZSOG’s mission, further research on integrity will seek to capture recent insights in
research and practice and translate them into useable guidance for public servants and
others in government — work that will inform, and be informed by, ANZSOG’s various
functions across research, advising government, and education for leaders and practitioners
in the public service. The aim of this research is to inform decision-makers in government of
context relevant to their contributions to integrity and the management of integrity systemes.

Integrity in practice

Public sector integrity includes the actions of institutions and individuals. It refers to the
internal and external governance of institutions —the frameworks that define an institution’s
functions and processes, and its place in and contribution to the broader machinery of
government. It also refers to the values and behaviours of public servants and, especially, the
public service leadership, because government institutions are run by and for people.
Integrity resides in the complex interactions of governance systems and individual actions,
and how these together determine the successful and ethical performance of an institution’s
established functions.

Thus, writing for ANZSOG as input to the Thodey Review, Nikolas Kirby and Simone Webbe
describe institutional integrity as comprising four qualities that institutions ought to possess:
purpose (defined ends), legitimacy (prescribed means), commitments (delivered promises),
and robustness (accountability mechanisms). For public servants, these institutional qualities
entail a commitment to the institution’s values, their coordinated stewardship of its
resources, and leadership that is accountable and models expected behaviour.*

Similarly, Professor Peter Coaldrake holds, in Let the Sunshine In: Review of Culture and
Accountability in the Queensland Public Sector (‘the Coaldrake Review’), citing relevant
academic literature, that acting with integrity involves ‘the use of public power for officially
endorsed and publicly justified purposes’.> For the public, integrity should be apparent in the
consistency, coherence and trustworthiness of government institutions and actions.

Integrity therefore gives rise to a range of practical considerations within government at the
institutional and individual levels, including the procedures that generate public trust and
confidence, the frameworks that define and secure institutional functions, the culture that
grows up around those frameworks, including values and behaviours, and the various
capabilities required of leaders and public servants to ethically achieve institutional purposes.
These aspects of integrity in government have been examined and illustrated by various
reviews across jurisdictions — some of specific incidents giving rise to systemic concerns,
others of systems themselves.

Governance issues

Integrity is a product of the frameworks, structures and procedures that specify what
institutions are to do and why. Importantly, public institutions do not exist in isolation; they
form a system, the machinery of government generally understood, which is the tool by

4 Nikolas Kirby and Simone Webbe, Being a Trusted and Respected Partner: The APS Integrity Framework: An
ANZSOG Research Paper for the Australian Public Service Review Panel: ANZSOG Research Insights No. 3,
Melbourne: Australia and New Zealand School of Government, 2019, 9.

5> Department of Premier and Cabinet, Let the Sunshine In: Review of Culture and Accountability in the
Queensland Public Sector — Final Report, Brisbane: Queensland Government, 6. (Hereafter, Coaldrake.)
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which the elected government enacts the priorities it has been empowered to pursue. This
suggests a need for coherence between the different parts of the system, as well as for the
effectiveness of each part of that system.

Accordingly, public institutions are governed by frameworks at the system level as well as at
the institutional level, and their internal governance includes their procedures and various
inputs into institutional culture that shape individual behaviours, including the consistent
demonstration of public sector values and adherence to codes of ethics.

Frameworks and functions

The frameworks that define institutional functions and their place within the machinery of
government operate both across and within institutions. A good framework contributes to
integrity by establishing principles by which institutions are to operate and cooperate;
conversely, an inadequate framework creates, increases or fails to mitigate the possibility of
corruption.®

Across institutions: Governance across the system includes standards that outline how
institutions and public servants should operate, overseen by bodies like public sector
commissions, and tied together by the Cabinet process. Broadly, the goal of this governance
is to increase coherence across the system. The Thodey Review, for example, was concerned
with recreating the APS as a ‘united institution’ that is aligned ‘around shared purpose, vision
and values’.” The theme of coherence can also be found in considerations of how certain
parts of the system are arranged; that is, in the interactions of certain institutions within the
broader machinery of government.

e Forexample, a fundamental factor in the Robodebt scheme, as identified by the Royal
Commission, was the failure of policymakers across different departments, and in the
Minister’s office, to consider legal advice warning that the scheme was unlawful. This
advice had been referenced in a minute signed by the Minister but was subsequently
omitted from the briefing given to the Expenditure Review Committee of Cabinet, and
the Royal Commission accepted that the Minister had not been given the original advice.?
The overlooking of this advice raises questions about Cabinet oversight of major policy
initiatives and how wider government priorities (in this case, the budget) might affect
institutional decision-making.

e More narrowly, the 2022 Victorian Parliament Inquiry into the Education and Prevention
Functions of Victorian Integrity Agencies was concerned with the coordination of integrity
functions among Victoria’s four integrity agencies — the Independent Broad-based Anti-
corruption Commission (IBAC), the Office of the Victorian Information Commissioner, the
Victorian Inspectorate, and the Victorian Ombudsman — and how they can cooperate to
deliver these functions across the broader system of government.®

6 Kirby and Webbe go too far when they write that ‘Every individual integrity failure, is a collective failure since
the social norms of the group were insufficient to restrain, motivate, incentivise, select, and/or invigilate the
individual'’. It is asking too much of any framework to eliminate the human capacity for wrongdoing. The key
point is that a sound integrity framework establishes a standard of propriety that can be followed by everyone in
an institution and used to hold people accountable for their actions. Kirby and Webbe, 13.

7 Thodey, 52.

8 Robodebt, 88-9, 106 (and 55-107 for the full story of the genesis and fate of this advice).

9 Integrity Oversight Committee, Inquiry into the Education and Prevention Functions of Victorian Integrity
Agencies, Melbourne: Parliament of Victoria, 2022.
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e Similarly, IBAC's Operation Ord (2016), which investigated corruption within the
Department of Education and Training where senior officials were found to have
misappropriated public funds over many years, stated that an enabler of corruption was a
lack of systematicity across the Victorian school system: there was a separation between
school administrators and central office, including different accounting systems and no
clear lines of oversight.9

Within institutions: The internal governance of institutions includes the structures and
policies that enable the institution’s operations. These might include features like governing
or advisory boards, the organisational structure, standing committees, and so on. For
integrity, the governance of an institution must support its functions and the oversight of its
operations.

e So, for example, Operation Ord also demonstrates deficiencies in internal governance.
IBAC found that the Department had inadequate controls for procurement, financial
management and auditing. Not only were these systems operated poorly, with directions
often ignored, but they were badly designed, with obscure language and infrequent
oversight.

e |BAC followed Operation Ord with Operation Dunham (2017), which investigated
corruption in a specific program of the Department of Education and Training. It similarly
found inadequate financial management processes, as well as a lack of clarity around the
responsibilities of key actors, including the Secretary of the department.*!

Recent years have seen a range of failures in the governing frameworks of public institutions,
both across and within institutions. This kind of integrity failure includes a lack of oversight or
coordination at the system level and inadequate controls within institutions, with internal
processes being or becoming corrupted and opportunities for corruption being created.
These issues are related: the proper level of system oversight is determined, in part, by the
kinds of governance in place within an institution and the kinds of functions it performs, and,
conversely, the internal governance and functions of an institution are defined, in part, by
the place of that institution within the broader system.

So, these framework issues also raise the question of institutions’ independence; that is, how
much autonomy public institutions need to perform their functions, and how to judge
whether an institution requires greater oversight (and possibly direction) from the centre.
The answer will vary for different kinds of public institution, with, for example, departments
(with their large budgets and policymaking roles) arguably being more integrated into the
broader system than small statutory agencies (usually set up for specific purposes, with
smaller budgets and at arm’s length from the rest of government).*? Addressing this kind of
governance issue, then, is not as simple as merely increasing oversight from the centre —
governance must fit the purpose of each institution as well as the broader needs of
government.

19 |ndependent Broad-based Anti-corruption Commission, Operation Ord Special Report, Melbourne: Victorian
Government, 2016.

1 Independent Broad-based Anti-corruption Commission, Operation Dunham Special Report, Melbourne:
Victorian Government, 2017.

12 David Gilchrist and Shamit Saggar, The Governance and Operation of Smaller Statutory Agencies: Evidence
Review Report, Melbourne: Australia and New Zealand School of Government, 2023.
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In any event, the central problem of governance framework failure is that it can cause or
permit the corruption of the procedures of institutions — without proper governance, the
activities of institutions and actors may not achieve the desired results. In turn, this raises the
guestion of what qualities those processes should have if they are to properly track
institutional functions and thereby demonstrate integrity.

Procedures

Procedural integrity can be understood as the way that government institutions should
operate, within their governing frameworks and structures. Consistent with Thodey’s
concerns, aspects of procedural integrity, including transparency, public engagement,
impartiality and accountability have often been identified as a key contributor to public trust
and confidence in government.

Transparency: It is widely considered desirable that, all else equal, government decision-
making processes should be made legible to citizens through accurate and accessible
documentation and clearly identified responsibilities for those exercising government
powers. Access to information provides the basis of public oversight of and participation in
government. 3

e Notably, this issue was recently reiterated by the Victorian Public Sector Commission
(VPSC) in guidance issued in the wake of the COVID-19 Hotel Quarantine Inquiry (‘the
Coate Inquiry’), which investigated how the decision to establish the failed policy of hotel
quarantine had been made. The Coate report recommended that the VPSC respond to
evidence heard by the inquiry as to the ‘lines of accountability and responsibility’
between departments and Ministers. The guidance subsequently issued aims to clarify
the timing, content and form of briefs for Ministers, emphasising the importance of
documenting ‘what decision was made, who made it, [and] the information the decision
was based on’.*

e [n 2019, the New Zealand Government introduced a policy for the ‘proactive release’ of
Cabinet papers, whereby the default position for cabinet papers is their release within 30
business days of cabinet decisions (though redactions may be applied to sensitive
information).* The Minister who introduced the policy change noted that the ‘proactive
release of official information promotes good government and transparency and fosters
public trust and confidence in government and the public agencies’.*®

Engagement: There is an emerging view that transparency should be complemented by
active engagement by government with populations affected by policy decisions throughout
the design and implementation phases of the policy cycle. As early as 2010, the Australian
Government had described its commitment to ‘openness and transparency’ in terms of

13 Richard Mulgan, Transparency and Public Sector Performance, Melbourne: Australia and New Zealand School
of Government, 2012, 8.

¥ Victorian Public Sector Commission, Office and Executive Guide for Informing and Advising Ministers,
Melbourne: Victorian Government, 2022, 17. (Hereafter, VPSC).

15 Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, ‘Proactive release of Cabinet material’,
https://www.dpmc.govt.nz/publications/proactive-release-cabinet-material [accessed 31 August 2023]

16 Hon Chris Hipkins MP, Government to proactively release Cabinet papers —and Open Government Action Plan
to be issued (media release), The Beehive, 18 September 2018
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/government-proactively-release-cabinet-papers-%E2%80%93-and-open-
government-action-plan-be-issued [accessed 31 August 2023].



https://www.dpmc.govt.nz/publications/proactive-release-cabinet-material
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/government-proactively-release-cabinet-papers-%E2%80%93-and-open-government-action-plan-be-issued
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/government-proactively-release-cabinet-papers-%E2%80%93-and-open-government-action-plan-be-issued
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informing, engaging and participating, and these principles were later captured in the 2019
APS Framework for Engagement and Participation.'’

Similar frameworks have been adopted across Australian jurisdictions. Aided by technological
advances, community engagement has become a regular part of policymaking, being widely
considered useful for designing policies that effectively serve the intended beneficiaries.® To
the extent that community engagement should be part of the policy design process, a failure
to engage properly or sufficiently might be, or contribute to, a failure of integrity. Though it
should also be noted that the capture of policy and regulatory processes by special interests
(including business, political and community groups) is also a significant integrity risk.

e The Robodebt Royal Commission identified a lack of consistent engagement with peak
bodies in civil society as one contributor to the harm caused by that policy.
Recommendation 12.3 of the final report advises that ‘Peak advocacy bodies should be
consulted prior to the implementation of projects involving the modification of the social
security system’. The report goes on to note that ‘Such consultation should be standard
and provided for in relevant business documents of DSS and Services Australia’.*

Impartiality: Within the Westminster system of government, the public service is obliged to
be apolitical and independent. While this is sometimes in tension with the increasing
desirability of political astuteness or responsiveness to government needs, it is understood
that the public service, as the APS Values put it, ‘provides the government with advice that is
frank, honest, timely and based on the best available evidence’.?? As such, impartiality
complements engagement, contributing to integrity by committing public servants to
resisting political interference and other forms of undue influence on policymaking
processes.?!

e The 2022 independent inquiry into the appointment of former NSW Deputy Premier John
Barilaro as Senior Trade and Investment Commissioner to the Americas (led by Graeme
Head, ‘the Head inquiry’) found real concerns about the processes leading to the
appointment, including whether the public servant leading the process had followed the
code of conduct and whether the appointment was consistent with the merit principle.??
The appointment was the subject of considerable public controversy, focusing on political
interference and the use of public office for private gain. The NSW Minister for Trade,
Stuart Ayres, was subsequently forced to resign, and Mr Barilaro was implicated in
political interference in a separate appointment for a similar position.?> However, the

17 Department of Industry, Science and Resources, APS Framework for Engagement and Participation, Canberra:
Australian Government 2019/2021.

18 See discussion in John Wanna, ‘Introduction’ in Opening Government: Transparency and Engagement in the
Information Age, Canberra: ANU Press, 2018.

19 Robodebt, 376.

20 Australian Public Service Commission, ‘APS Values’, https://www.apsc.gov.au/working-aps/information-aps-
employment/aps-values [accessed 31 August 2023].

21 Kirby and Webbe, 23.

22 Department of Premier and Cabinet NSW, DPC Inquiry: Appointment of Senior Trade and Investment
Commissioner to the Americas, Sydney: NSW Government, 2022. (Hereafter, Head).

23 Ashleigh Raper, ‘Why John Barilaro’s New York Job Saga is an Own Goal for NSW Premier’, ABC News, 4 August
2022, https://www.abc.net.au/news/2022-08-04/why-john-barilaro-new-york-job-is-own-goal-for-dominic-
perrottet/101297818 [accessed 31 August 2023]; Michael McGowan, ‘Inquiry Finds John Barilaro “Interfered” in
Selection Process for a Senior UK Trade Job’, The Guardian Australia, 27 February 2023,



https://www.apsc.gov.au/working-aps/information-aps-employment/aps-values
https://www.apsc.gov.au/working-aps/information-aps-employment/aps-values
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2022-08-04/why-john-barilaro-new-york-job-is-own-goal-for-dominic-perrottet/101297818
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2022-08-04/why-john-barilaro-new-york-job-is-own-goal-for-dominic-perrottet/101297818
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Independent Commission Against Corruption (ICAC) found no evidence that either Mr
Ayres or Mr Barilaro had engaged in corrupt conduct.?*

e The 2023 Independent Review of Services Australia and NDIA Procurement and
Contracting (led by lan Watt, ‘the Watt Review’) investigated reports that the two
agencies had not followed proper procedure in awarding certain contracts. The reviewer
made a number of observations about procurement processes across government,
including that a high rate of procurements leading to subsequent procurements from the
same vendors and to variations increasing the size and scope of procurements might be
suggestive of ‘too convenient’ relationships being formed. Dr Watt also noted that a lack
of competition in the tender process reduced transparency, accountability for value for
money, and equitability for vendors.?

Accountability: Along with establishing ethical decision-making processes, integrity —
especially as it pertains to public trust in government — also includes the consequences of
failing to follow those processes. Just as the elected government of the day is held
accountable for its decisions to the public through elections, the public sector is, and must be
seen to be, accountable for its use of public resources. Beyond anti-corruption measures,
accountability also includes performance monitoring, program evaluation, and other positive
measures that provide assurance that public funds are being used to legitimate and
beneficial ends.

e Perits terms of reference, the Robodebt Royal Commission was established not only to
investigate the failure of that policy but also to identify those ‘responsible for its design,
development and establishment’ and why they ‘considered [it] necessary or desirable’.
The final report notes that the scheme was an important budget measure, and as the
budget allocates public money, ‘it is appropriate that there is proper oversight of, and
accountability for, spending’.?® The budget process is coordinated by Cabinet, and this
process was seen to fail in this instance, with senior public servants among those
implicated.

e The new National Anti-Corruption Commission (NACC) has been established to fill a gap in
the Commonwealth’s integrity system; it is empowered to investigate corruption and
educate the public sector on anti-corruption measures.?’ In part, the establishment of
the NACC is motivated by inquiries into the Community Sport Infrastructure Grants
program, in which the Australian National Audit Office (ANAO) found that at least one
grant for sports facilities departed from established processes.?® A Senate Committee

https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2023/feb/27/inquiry-finds-john-barilaro-interfered-in-selection-
process-for-a-senior-uk-trade-job [accessed 31 August 2023]

%4 Independent Commission Against Corruption, “Statement Regarding the Appointment of John Barilaro as
Senior Trade and Investment Commissioner to the Americas (media release)”,
https://www.icac.nsw.gov.au/media-centre/media-releases/2023-media-releases/statement-regarding-the-
appointment-of-john-barilaro-as-senior-trade-and-investment-commissioner-to-the-americas [accessed 31
August 2023]

%5 lan Watt, Independent Review of Services Australia and NDIA Procurement and Contracting: Independent
Reviewer’s Report, Canberra: Australian Government, 2023.

%6 Robodebt, pages x and 422.

27 National Anti-Corruption Commission, “Overview of the NACC”, https://www.nacc.gov.au/about-
nacc/overview [accessed 31 August 2023].

28 Australian National Audit Office, Award of Funding under the Community Sport Infrastructure Program,
Canberra: Australian Government, 2020.
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subsequently recommended that the ANAO be given increased resources and that a
national integrity commission be established.?®

In sum, the integrity of government procedures is demonstrated in practice by certain design
features that, together, enable the public to see for themselves how and why decisions are
made and who is responsible for making them. But this is not a sufficient description of
integrity: these procedural concerns raise a further set of questions about the capabilities
and character of decision-makers and the environment within which they make decisions.

Culture

The governance and procedures of institutions create the conditions under which individuals
perform the tasks that contribute to the institution’s mission. Connecting the two is the
culture of the institution, comprising the values and principles that the institution expects
individuals to follow, and the patterns of behaviour of leaders and staff. For integrity, the
culture of an institution must support the institution’s functions and overall mission.

Values: Institutions aim to instil a set of values in their leaders and staff that guide their
actions towards the achievement of the institution’s functions. Relatedly, institutions may
prescribe certain specific behaviours or principles, often as a code of conduct or similar. For
integrity, values and principles aim to ensure that individuals” actions place institutional
purposes first, while minimising the scope and propensity for acts that are contrary to those
purposes.

e The Head Inquiry found various failures to follow the Code of Ethics and Conduct and
recommended legislating the Code of Ethics and Conduct for the public service.*°

e |BAC’s Operation Dunham uncovered a pattern of corruption in which there was a
consistent blurring of private and public interests: the key figure in the case sought to
exploit intellectual property developed on worktime and used his position in the
department to obtain commercial opportunities for himself and partners. Similarly, the
earlier Operation Ord uncovered a ‘boozy and blokey’ culture that enabled corruption. In
response, the Department of Education implemented a new integrity system, including a
new set of values and plans for their dissemination to staff.

Education and prevention: Integrity can be understood as having both positive and negative
aspects; it is both the cultivation of the qualities of integrity and the avoidance or
minimisation of corruption. Writing in 2018, former ANZSOG Dean and CEO Ken Smith
argued that ‘The work of an anti-corruption body must... be complemented with a pro-
integrity focus to monitor and lift general standards of integrity across the public service...
Public sector leaders must take responsibility and advocate for integrity reforms that support
their own long-term stewardship of the public sector’.3?

e Forexample, Victoria’s review of its integrity agencies focused on their role in preventing
integrity by raising standards across the public sector. For example, Recommendation 11

2% Australian Senate, Select Committee on Administration of Sports Grants: Final Report, Canberra: Australian
Government, 2021, 61-2.

30 Head, 8-10.

31 Ken Smith, “Remembering who you Report to: Pathways to Good Policy Outcomes”, Griffth Review 67, 2020.
Available here: https://anzsog.edu.au/news/taking-the-lead-on-transparency-and-trust-anzsog-dean-ken-smith-

in-griffith-review/ [accessed 31 August 2023]
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proposes that the Victorian Public Sector Commission (VPSC) develop a mandatory
annual training program for public servants on the public sector’s values and code of
conduct, and Recommendation 12 proposes that the four integrity agencies establish a
‘corruption-prevention and education network’.3?

e Further, the Australian Government has introduced legislation that will add stewardship
as an APS value, with a proposed definition of ‘The APS builds its capability and
institutional knowledge, and supports the public interest now and into the future, by
understanding the long-term impacts of what it does’.33 An important direction for
research in this area will be to connect this understanding of stewardship with integrity,
especially integrity’s positive, educative aspect.

Whistleblowing: Both a structural and cultural matter, whistleblowing is often the cause of
integrity investigations. Structurally, integrity reviews have found deficient processes and
protections for raising integrity issues with relevant authorities. Culturally, they have also
found a reluctance to disclose or expose wrongdoing (to blow the whistle) can be a product
of the institutional culture.

e The Victorian Parliament’s inquiry found that a key part of a culture of integrity is safety
of reporting; that is, the protection of whistleblowers from victimisation, including such
measures as anonymous reporting.34

e While Operation Ord began with a complaint from a whistleblower, the investigation that
followed, and the later Operation Dunham, found that the pattern of corruption might
have been detected earlier but for a lack of avenues and protection of intimidation for
people who had concerns about the conduct of the senior officers in question.

Institutional culture refers to the values that staff demonstrate in their actions. A pro-
integrity culture prevents corruption through the education of staff in the institution’s values
and training in ethical procedures, while also contributing to accountability by enabling the
reporting of wrongdoing. Integrity is, then, a set of behaviours learned through instruction
and practice, and as such, it is a question for individuals as well as institutions.

Personnel Issues

Institutional culture captures the way that governance aims to influence individual behaviour,
but integrity also goes directly to the qualities and capabilities of the individuals themselves;
that is, it is vital to fill institutional roles with people committed to, and capable of,
performing them.

Leadership: Coaldrake notes that ‘culture is shaped by leaders at all levels... their tone will be
a precondition for success, whether that tone be in the form of modelling behaviour, policy
ambition and encouraging a contest of ideas, supporting the community in times of crisis, or
the manner in which authority is exercised and the voice of the public heard’.? This
leadership role requires certain capabilities, and so an important enabler of integrity is the

32 VPSC, xvi-xvii.

33 APS Reform Office, ‘Consultation Paper: Proposed Updates to the Public Service Act 1999 and Subordinate
Legislation’, https://www.apsreform.gov.au/resources/capability-development/consultation-paper-proposed-
updates-public-service-act-1999-and [accessed 31 August 2023].

34 parliament of Victoria Integrity and Oversight Committee, Inquiry into the Education and Prevention Functions
of Victoria’s Integrity Agencies, Melbourne: Victorian Government, 61.

3> Coaldrake, 1
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selection and development of leaders who are capable of setting the tone for their
institutions.

e One specific capability that has received recent attention is political astuteness, or the
sensitivity of public service leaders to the political reality influencing Ministerial decision
making. As the VPSC notes in its guidance for informing Ministers, following the Coate
Inquiry, the challenge for a leader is to remain apolitical while demonstrating awareness
of Ministerial priorities and building a relationship of -trust.36

e Failures of leadership can compound integrity problems; for example, IBAC’'s Operation
Dunham raised serious questions about the lack of oversight and engagement by the
departmental Secretary with the program in question, even though it was one of the
biggest items on the department’s agenda.?’

Merit: The merit principle holds that roles should be filled by persons capable of performing
their tasks, and, ideally, by the most capable person available. Merit emerges from the same
concern as integrity: the alignment of action with purpose and principle.

e Importantly, both Thodey and Coaldrake pointed out that diminished trust in government
is linked to a decline in government capability. Such concerns are reinforced by incidents
like those featured in the Head Inquiry, in which favouritism possibly trumped merit. The
merit principle is also supposed to minimise the risk of recruiting, retaining and
promoting people who lack personal integrity, such as the principal actors examined by
Operation Ord.

e There has also been recent interest in how the merit principle interacts with diversity and
inclusion in the public sector. For example, the 2019 A Fair and Responsive Public Service
for All: Independent Review of Queensland State Employment Law (conducted by Peter
Bridgman, ‘the Bridgman Review’) recommended various diversity measures, including
the creation of a Special Commissioner for Equity and Diversity. The review linked these
measures to transparency and accountability in the recruitment, retention and
promotion of staff.3®

The Bridgman Review was concerned with placing renewed emphasis on the human factor in
institutions — recognising that institutions operate through and for people — and this is a key
point for integrity as well. The sound governance of institutions through frameworks and
procedures is necessary but not sufficient for institutional integrity. In fact, whether or not an
institution demonstrates integrity ultimately comes down to the capabilities and character of
its leaders and staff.

Implementation of recent integrity reforms

In the wake of the reviews cited here, governments across Australia have taken various steps
to strengthen integrity by implementing the recommendations provided in the many reports.
The size of the task is roughly illustrated by the number of recommendations across these

reviews: for example, Coaldrake made 14 recommendations, Thodey 40, the Robodebt Royal

36 \VPSC, as above. See also Jennifer Coate, Covid-19 Hotel Quarantine Inquiry: Final Report and
Recommendations, Melbourne: Victorian Government, 2020.

37 Operation Dunham, 79.

38 peter Bridgman, A Fair and Responsive Public Service for All: Independent Review of Queensland State
Employment Law, Brisbane: Queensland Government, 2019.
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Commission 58, and Bridgman 99. The recommendations across the reviews can be placed in
three broad groups:

e Qversight: Attention has been paid to strengthening the agencies charged with
systemwide oversight. The Thodey Review and the Coaldrake Review both recommended
strengthening the relevant public sector commissions, including giving them new powers,
and Coaldrake and the Victorian Parliament Integrity and Oversight Committee both
made recommendations about the powers and operation of integrity agencies like the
Ombudsman and Auditor General. The reviews have also recommended the creation of
new bodies: Thodey endorsed the idea of a Commonwealth integrity commission, now
created as the NACC, while Bridgman recommended a new Queensland Governance
Council among other recommendations aimed at supporting public servants in their
work.

e Governance: Naturally, many reviews have identified possible improvements in the
frameworks and procedures of public institutions. Notable examples include Coaldrake’s
recommendations regarding the proactive release of Cabinet documents (following the
New Zealand example) and enhanced whistleblower protections (also noted by the VPSC
in their 2021 guidance), and the Victorian Ombudsman’s Operations Ord and Dunham
leading to a new integrity framework for Victoria’s Department of Education and Training,
along with a new public sector conflict of interest policy. The Head Inquiry and the
Bridgman Inquiry recommended changes to both legislation and human resources
practices in recruitment and training, while the Watt Review recommended changes to
public sector procurement processes.

e Fducation: Consistent with the desirability of a pro-integrity culture within the public
sector, the reviews have also drawn attention to improved education and training on the
integrity responsibilities of leaders and staff. For example, this was a key theme in Thodey
and in Operations Ord and Dunham, while Watt endorsed the professionalisation of
procurement as a distinct role and set of capabilities.

The seriousness of these recommendations is reflected in the commitments made by
governments to implement them. The current Commonwealth government has accepted the
Thodey Review in full, including Recommendation 7, which is specifically directed to integrity,
and to which the previous government had agreed only in part.

Similarly, the Queensland Government has accepted all the recommendations of the
Coaldrake Review, and, in the wake of Operations Ord and Dunham, the Victorian
Government sought to comprehensively update the integrity systems that had failed in those
cases. A notable exception is that the then NSW Government did not accept all of the Head
Inquiry’s recommendations, withholding support for recommended changes to the
Ministerial code of conduct, but nonetheless accepting the recommendations pertaining to
the public service.

Research directions

Building on these recent reforms and drawing on the motivation for change created by
recent incidents, a pro-integrity agenda is starting to coalesce. But there is also a range of
emerging issues in public administration with implications for integrity that require further
investigation.
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Stewardship: As a value or principle for public servants, stewardship seems to be closely
related to the positive aspects of integrity. A pro-integrity framework for government
institutions and the broader machinery of government will need to define how the structures
and values of institutions support and encourage stewardship as a value and the capabilities
it requires, like policy foresight and political astuteness. Moreover, while stewardship has
previously been understood as a responsibility of public service leaders, it is now considered
desirable as a general capability of public servants at all levels, as illustrated by its addition as
a legislated APS value. Whether and how this bears upon the governance arrangements,
roles and responsibilities, and processes of institutions is a prospective area of both research
and innovation in practice.

Leadership: Various reviews have identified leadership failures as contributing to integrity
failures, and some high-profile cases have directly implicated public service leaders in
deliberate departures from ethical standards and unlawful behaviour. The pro-integrity
agenda therefore includes a focus on the broader suite of leadership capabilities that the
public service requires, along with the kinds of behaviours that leaders ought to model for
their staff.

Data and digital: Among the resources managed by the public sector, an increasingly
valuable and important one is data. As Ken Smith puts it, ‘If data is the new oil, governments
are sitting on priceless deposits’.3? But this raises various questions about how this resource
is collected and used, who owns it (sometimes called data sovereignty), and who can access
it. Integrity in government will increasingly require sound answers to these questions and the
development of frameworks and processes that reflect their importance.

Engagement: It is increasingly understood that transparency in government, central to
integrity and the development of public trust, includes an opportunity to participate in the
design and implementation of policy, not only a chance to scrutinise it after the fact. But this
new way of working also requires new forms of governance, and new capabilities in
government, if it is to be done ethically and with due attention to the rights and duties of
those involved, to be consistent with the functions of institutions and avoid the appearance
of policy and regulatory capture, and to conduce to the general benefit of society.

Merit: Integrity is defined, in part, by the functions and roles within an institution, which
determine what the institution is trying to do and how staff are expected to contribute to
that mission, and merit is broadly understood as the fitness of a person for a particular role.
For integrity, the question arises as to whether and how considerations like those canvassed
in this paper affect the meaning of merit for different roles and how this might be assessed.
Governments may establish system-wide priorities (for example, in respect of diversity and
inclusion across the public sector) and an emerging discussion in public administration is
whether these priorities are relevant to merit itself, or to be traded-off with merit
considerations. How the merit principle is understood contributes to how institutions
demonstrate integrity in recruitment, retention and promotion processes, and is also
relevant to the instrumental value of integrity in generating trust and confidence in
government.

As these research directions indicate, a pro-integrity reform agenda will influence a wide
range of public sector functions, capabilities and practices. In this, an important cross-cutting

39 Smith, as above.
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question is the proper size and scope of integrity structures within the public sector —
developing frameworks and processes that enable the functions of public institutions but do
not over-govern them or direct them away from their established missions. For example,
while some measure of trust and confidence in government is desirable, it is not always the
main end towards which government actions ought to be directed, just as it not obvious that
more government (more policies and programs) or more governance of the public sector
(more frameworks and oversight) is necessarily desirable.

Similarly, some balance between political astuteness and the imperatives of independence
and stewardship must be reached, and this is likely a matter of practice and not something