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ABSTRACT
Corruption remains one of the most persistent challenges to democratic governance, public administration, and institutional legitimacy. Although anti-corruption reform is frequently framed as a matter of legal enforcement, this article argues that corruption control depends more broadly on institutional trust, bureaucratic professionalism, political accountability, and administrative transparency. Through a comparative institutional analysis of Finland and Brazil, the study examines how different governance systems produce divergent anti-corruption outcomes despite formal commitments to integrity, legality, and democratic rule. Finland represents a high-trust administrative state characterized by low corruption, strong bureaucratic professionalism, transparent public institutions, and dense accountability norms. Brazil represents a democratic system with advanced legal institutions and significant anti-corruption capacity, but also persistent vulnerabilities arising from political fragmentation, patronage networks, uneven enforcement, and institutional distrust. Drawing on governance theory, comparative public administration, institutionalism, and political economy, the article demonstrates that anti-corruption effectiveness depends on the interaction between legal enforcement, administrative culture, party-system incentives, judicial independence, and citizen trust. The findings show that Finland’s integrity system operates through preventive institutional norms, while Brazil’s system relies more heavily on reactive legal prosecution and investigative institutions. The article contributes to politics and governance scholarship by developing a comparative framework linking corruption control, institutional trust, bureaucratic capacity, and democratic legitimacy.
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INTRODUCTION
		Corruption remains a central concern in contemporary politics and governance because it weakens state capacity, distorts public policy, undermines democratic legitimacy, and erodes citizens’ trust in public institutions. Although corruption is often understood narrowly as bribery or illicit exchange, contemporary governance scholarship increasingly conceptualizes it as a systemic institutional problem involving political incentives, administrative discretion, regulatory weakness, informal networks, and unequal access to public power (Rose-Ackerman & Palifka, 2016). In this broader sense, corruption is not only a legal violation but a governance failure that reveals how public authority is organized, monitored, and legitimized.
		International governance indicators continue to demonstrate wide variation in corruption control across democracies. Transparency International’s Corruption Perceptions Index 2024 consistently places Nordic countries such as Finland among the world’s least corrupt states, while Brazil remains positioned in a more vulnerable range despite significant investigative and judicial reforms (Transparency International, 2024). The World Bank’s Worldwide Governance Indicators similarly show substantial cross-national variation in control of corruption, rule of law, government effectiveness, and voice and accountability (World Bank, 2024). These differences indicate that anti-corruption performance cannot be explained merely by the existence of laws, courts, or public agencies. Rather, it depends on how institutions structure incentives, constrain discretion, generate transparency, and sustain trust.
		The governance problem examined in this article is therefore the institutional production of integrity. Why do some democratic systems develop corruption-resistant administrative environments, while others remain vulnerable despite formal anti-corruption laws and enforcement agencies? This question is theoretically significant because corruption challenges core assumptions of democratic governance: that public office should be exercised impartially, that administrative decisions should serve public purposes, and that political competition should not become a mechanism for private extraction. It is institutionally significant because corruption undermines bureaucratic capacity and policy implementation. It is democratically significant because citizens who perceive corruption as pervasive often lose confidence in elections, legislatures, courts, and public agencies. It is administratively significant because corruption increases transaction costs, reduces service quality, and weakens regulatory credibility.
		This article addresses the problem through a comparative institutional analysis of Finland and Brazil. These cases are analytically useful because they represent two democratic governance systems with contrasting corruption-control trajectories. Finland is widely regarded as a high-integrity administrative state where corruption prevention is embedded in bureaucratic professionalism, transparent decision-making, social trust, and strong rule-of-law norms. Brazil, by contrast, possesses an extensive legal-institutional anti-corruption apparatus, including prosecutors, audit courts, federal police, transparency laws, and judicial review, yet corruption remains recurrent in public procurement, party financing, infrastructure contracting, and patronage relations.
		The comparison is not intended to portray one system as simply virtuous and the other as deficient. Rather, it examines how different institutional mechanisms produce different governance outcomes. Finland illustrates how corruption control may operate through preventive institutions, administrative norms, and high generalized trust. Brazil illustrates how corruption control may depend on reactive enforcement, investigative mobilization, and episodic reform, while remaining constrained by political fragmentation and entrenched informal networks. This contrast allows the article to distinguish between preventive integrity governance and prosecutorial anti-corruption governance.
		The literature on corruption and governance is extensive. Klitgaard (1988) famously conceptualized corruption as a function of monopoly, discretion, and weak accountability. Rose-Ackerman (1999) emphasized the relationship between corruption, institutional incentives, and political economy. Johnston (2005) developed a comparative typology of corruption syndromes, showing that corruption varies according to political and economic institutional arrangements. Rothstein (2011) argued that quality of government depends on impartial institutions and social trust. Persson, Rothstein, and Teorell (2013) challenged principal-agent approaches by arguing that corruption is often a collective action problem where citizens and officials expect others to behave corruptly.
		More recent scholarship has expanded these debates. Mungiu-Pippidi (2015) emphasizes control of corruption as a transition from particularism to ethical universalism. Bauhr and Grimes (2021) examine how transparency can reduce corruption when supported by accountability institutions. Marquette and Peiffer (2021) argue that anti-corruption reform must consider political settlements and context-specific incentives. Fisman and Golden (2017) highlight the political economy of corruption in democratic and authoritarian systems. Della Porta and Vannucci (2020) demonstrate how corruption networks adapt to legal reforms. Together, these studies show that corruption control requires more than formal institutional design.
		However, existing political and governance scholarship remains limited in several ways. First, anti-corruption research often overemphasizes enforcement institutions while underanalyzing administrative culture and preventive integrity norms. Second, comparative studies frequently contrast democratic and authoritarian systems but devote less attention to variation among democracies. Third, policy literature often assumes transparency will reduce corruption without examining whether citizens and institutions possess the capacity to act upon disclosed information. Fourth, scholarship on high-integrity countries sometimes treats trust as an outcome rather than a mechanism of governance reproduction. Fifth, studies of corruption in Latin America often focus on scandals and prosecution without sufficiently analyzing how political fragmentation and party financing create recurring integrity risks.
		This article contributes to these debates by advancing an institutional trust framework for anti-corruption governance. It argues that corruption control depends on the interaction of four mechanisms: legal accountability, bureaucratic professionalism, political finance regulation, and institutional trust. Legal accountability constrains misconduct through investigation and sanction. Bureaucratic professionalism reduces discretionary abuse through merit-based administration and ethical norms. Political finance regulation limits the conversion of economic power into illicit political influence. Institutional trust encourages compliance by reinforcing expectations that rules are applied impartially.
		The novelty of this article lies in comparing preventive and reactive anti-corruption governance models. Finland demonstrates that corruption control can be sustained through routine administrative integrity and trust-based compliance. Brazil demonstrates that even sophisticated enforcement institutions may struggle when corruption is embedded in political incentives, coalition bargaining, and patronage networks. The article therefore moves beyond simplistic “strong law versus weak law” explanations and situates corruption control within broader institutional and political systems.
		The analytical framework developed here proposes the following relationship: institutional design → bureaucratic professionalism → transparency and accountability → institutional trust → corruption control → democratic legitimacy. This framework assumes that corruption control is not a single policy outcome but a recursive governance process in which institutions shape behavior, behavior shapes trust, and trust reinforces institutional compliance.
		The research objective of this article is to explain how different institutional configurations shape anti-corruption governance, institutional trust, and democratic legitimacy in Finland and Brazil.

METHODOLOGY
		This study employs a comparative institutional analysis integrating public administration theory, political economy, and governance studies to examine anti-corruption governance in Finland and Brazil. The research design compares two democratic systems that differ substantially in corruption-control performance, administrative culture, party-system structure, and institutional trust. Finland is selected as a high-integrity case characterized by strong rule-of-law institutions, professional bureaucracy, low perceived corruption, and high public trust. Brazil is selected as a reform-intensive democratic case with significant legal and investigative capacity but persistent corruption vulnerabilities linked to political fragmentation, public procurement, party financing, and informal patronage. The comparison therefore enables analysis of two distinct governance logics: preventive integrity governance and reactive enforcement-centered anti-corruption governance. The principal units of analysis are anti-corruption institutions, public administration systems, judicial and prosecutorial mechanisms, transparency regimes, political finance structures, procurement governance, and public trust indicators.
		The empirical basis consists of Transparency International corruption data, World Bank governance indicators, OECD public integrity reports, national anti-corruption legislation, audit and procurement frameworks, electoral finance rules, peer-reviewed corruption research, public administration literature, and institutional reports from international organizations. The analysis applies qualitative comparative interpretation, institutional process tracing, and cross-case governance synthesis. Key variables include rule-of-law capacity, bureaucratic professionalism, political accountability, transparency mechanisms, enforcement credibility, public trust, and corruption-control outcomes. The study does not rely on fabricated interviews or unverifiable field evidence; instead, it triangulates publicly available governance data and established scholarly literature. Its limitations include the difficulty of measuring corruption directly, the use of perception-based indicators, and the challenge of isolating causal effects in complex political systems. Nevertheless, the comparison provides strong analytical leverage for understanding how institutional trust and administrative capacity mediate anti-corruption outcomes.

Findings and Discussion
1. Institutional Trust as a Foundation of Corruption Control
		The first major finding is that institutional trust functions as both a cause and consequence of corruption control. Finland’s anti-corruption performance is not primarily the result of highly punitive enforcement but of a dense institutional environment in which public authority is expected to operate impartially. High trust reduces incentives for opportunistic behavior because citizens and officials generally expect rules to be followed and violations to be socially and legally sanctioned. This confirms Rothstein’s (2011) argument that quality of government depends on impartiality and generalized trust.
		Finland’s administrative system is characterized by meritocratic recruitment, transparent public records, low tolerance for conflicts of interest, strong local government accountability, and a political culture that stigmatizes abuse of office. These mechanisms create a preventive integrity environment. Corruption is deterred not only by law but by professional norms and reputational consequences. This reflects underlying institutional mechanisms within high-trust governance systems, where compliance is supported by social expectations and administrative routines.
		Brazil’s governance system demonstrates a different relationship between trust and corruption. Public distrust in political institutions has been shaped by recurring corruption scandals, uneven enforcement, clientelistic networks, and fragmented party competition. This does not mean that Brazil lacks anti-corruption institutions. On the contrary, Brazil has developed powerful prosecutorial, auditing, and investigative bodies. However, enforcement often operates reactively after corruption has already occurred. This creates a paradox: strong investigations may expose corruption, but repeated exposure can also deepen public distrust if citizens perceive corruption as systemic.
		The comparative evidence indicates that anti-corruption governance is more durable when integrity is institutionalized preventively rather than pursued primarily through episodic prosecution. Finland’s low-corruption equilibrium is sustained through trust, transparency, and administrative professionalism. Brazil’s anti-corruption system is more crisis-driven, relying on investigations, scandals, and judicial intervention. The policy implication is that enforcement is necessary but insufficient; corruption control requires institutional environments that reduce opportunities and incentives for misconduct before scandals emerge.
		This finding contributes to governance scholarship by showing that trust should not be treated as merely a cultural variable. It is institutionally produced through impartial administration, transparency, and credible accountability. Where institutions consistently apply rules fairly, trust becomes a governance resource. Where institutions appear uneven or politicized, distrust becomes self-reinforcing.
2. Bureaucratic Professionalism and Administrative Integrity
		The second finding concerns bureaucratic professionalism. Finland’s public administration demonstrates how merit-based recruitment, administrative legality, transparency, and professional ethics reduce corruption risks. Civil servants operate within a strong legal-rational administrative tradition in which impartiality is central to public service identity. Administrative discretion is constrained by formal rules, public documentation, and ombudsman oversight.
		This system reflects Weberian bureaucratic principles adapted to a modern democratic welfare state. Professional bureaucracy reduces corruption by separating public office from private gain, limiting arbitrary discretion, and creating predictable administrative procedures. Finland’s relatively small political patronage footprint further strengthens administrative neutrality.
		Brazil’s bureaucracy is more heterogeneous. Certain institutions, such as the federal public prosecutor’s office, audit courts, federal police, and central bank, demonstrate considerable professional capacity. However, other areas of public administration remain vulnerable to politicized appointments, fragmented procurement systems, and patronage-based coalition management. This unevenness produces institutional islands of integrity within a broader environment of vulnerability.
		The findings reveal substantial governance variation in administrative integrity. Finland’s system is characterized by consistent professional norms across the public sector. Brazil’s system combines strong professional agencies with politically exposed administrative domains. This variation helps explain why Brazil can generate major anti-corruption investigations while still struggling to prevent recurrent corruption.
		The comparison also challenges simplistic narratives about state capacity. Brazil does not lack state capacity in a general sense; rather, capacity is unevenly distributed. Some agencies possess substantial investigative and legal authority, while other policy domains remain susceptible to political bargaining and informal exchange. This supports Evans’s (1995) argument that state capacity depends on embedded autonomy and bureaucratic coherence.
		The governance implication is that anti-corruption reform should focus not only on creating enforcement agencies but also on strengthening everyday administrative integrity. Meritocratic recruitment, procurement transparency, conflict-of-interest regulation, digital audit trails, and professional ethics training are essential for reducing systemic vulnerabilities.
3. Political Finance, Party Systems, and Corruption Incentives
		The third finding is that political finance and party-system structures significantly shape corruption incentives. Finland’s party system, while competitive, operates within a relatively transparent political finance environment and strong norms of public accountability. Electoral campaigns are less dependent on large-scale private financing than in systems where campaign costs and fragmented coalition politics generate continuous resource pressures.
		Brazil’s political system creates more complex corruption risks. The combination of fragmented party competition, expensive electoral campaigns, coalition presidentialism, and historically significant private-sector influence in public contracting has generated incentives for illicit financing and exchange relationships. Although Brazil has reformed political finance rules, including restrictions on corporate donations, the underlying pressures of campaign financing and coalition maintenance remain significant.
		This reflects a broader institutional mechanism: corruption often emerges where political actors require resources to sustain electoral competition and legislative coalitions, while economic actors seek privileged access to public contracts, regulation, or subsidies. Corruption is therefore not simply individual moral failure but a systemic political economy problem.
		Previous scholarship on Brazil has shown how public procurement, infrastructure contracts, and party financing have been linked in major corruption scandals. These patterns are consistent with Johnston’s (2005) analysis of influence-market corruption and Della Porta and Vannucci’s (2020) work on adaptive corruption networks. The comparative evidence indicates that anti-corruption reform must address the political financing structures that create demand for illicit resources.
		Finland’s lower corruption risk does not result from the absence of politics, but from institutional arrangements that reduce the conversion of political competition into extractive financing practices. Strong disclosure norms, lower campaign-cost pressures, and higher administrative transparency help reduce opportunities for corrupt exchange.
		The policy implication is clear: anti-corruption reform must integrate political finance reform, procurement oversight, lobbying regulation, and party-system incentives. Enforcement after corruption occurs cannot substitute for institutional reforms that reduce the structural demand for illicit political resources.
4. Transparency, Enforcement, and Democratic Legitimacy
		The fourth finding concerns the relationship between transparency, enforcement, and democratic legitimacy. Transparency is often assumed to reduce corruption automatically by exposing misconduct. However, the comparison shows that transparency is effective only when connected to enforcement institutions and public accountability mechanisms.
		Finland’s transparency regime operates within a high-trust institutional environment where public information access, media scrutiny, parliamentary accountability, and ombudsman oversight reinforce each other. Transparency strengthens legitimacy because citizens generally believe that misconduct will be addressed and that institutions operate impartially.
		Brazil also possesses significant transparency mechanisms, including access-to-information laws, digital transparency portals, audit institutions, and investigative journalism. These tools have contributed to exposing corruption. However, transparency can produce ambivalent democratic effects when citizens repeatedly encounter evidence of corruption without perceiving systemic improvement. In such contexts, transparency may increase public anger and distrust rather than institutional confidence.
		This does not mean that transparency is harmful. Rather, transparency must be linked with credible enforcement and institutional reform. Disclosure without accountability risks producing cynicism. Enforcement without procedural fairness risks politicization. Anti-corruption governance must therefore balance transparency, due process, institutional independence, and administrative reform.
Table 1. Comparative Matrix of Governance Variables, Institutional Mechanisms, and Political Outcomes
	Variable
	Finland
	Brazil
	Empirical/Institutional Evidence
	Analytical Interpretation

	Corruption-Control Model
	Preventive integrity governance
	Reactive enforcement-centered governance
	Transparency International CPI; World Bank governance indicators
	Different institutional logics shape corruption-control outcomes

	Institutional Trust
	High generalized trust in public institutions
	Lower and more volatile institutional trust
	Public trust and governance indicators
	Trust reinforces compliance where institutions are perceived as impartial

	Bureaucratic Professionalism
	Strong meritocratic and impartial civil service
	Uneven bureaucratic capacity across agencies
	OECD integrity reports; public administration literature
	Professional administration reduces corruption opportunities

	Political Finance Risk
	Lower campaign-finance pressure and stronger disclosure norms
	High campaign-cost and coalition-maintenance pressures
	Electoral finance rules and corruption scholarship
	Political incentives structure corruption vulnerabilities

	Transparency Regime
	Integrated with accountability and ombudsman oversight
	Significant transparency tools but uneven accountability outcomes
	Access-to-information regimes; audit institutions
	Transparency requires credible enforcement to build legitimacy

	Enforcement Institutions
	Preventive oversight and legal accountability
	Strong prosecutors, audit courts, federal police, judiciary
	National institutional frameworks
	Enforcement is necessary but insufficient without prevention

	Procurement Governance
	Relatively transparent and rule-bound procurement
	Procurement remains a recurrent corruption-risk area
	Public procurement and audit reports
	Contracting systems are central corruption-control arenas

	Democratic Legitimacy
	Integrity strengthens confidence in democratic institutions
	Corruption exposure can deepen distrust and polarization
	Governance indicators and political analysis
	Anti-corruption governance affects democratic stability


		The table demonstrates that corruption-control variation is produced through the interaction of administrative capacity, political incentives, public trust, and legal accountability. Finland’s strength lies in institutional prevention, while Brazil’s strength lies in investigative capacity. The broader implication is that anti-corruption reform should move beyond punitive enforcement and develop integrated integrity systems that reduce corruption opportunities, reinforce public trust, and strengthen democratic legitimacy.

Governance Propositions
Proposition 1: Corruption control is strongest when legal accountability is embedded within preventive administrative integrity systems.
		Punitive enforcement is essential, but durable corruption control depends on institutional routines that reduce opportunities for misconduct before violations occur.
Proposition 2: Institutional trust mediates the relationship between transparency and democratic legitimacy.
		Transparency strengthens legitimacy when citizens believe that disclosed misconduct will be addressed fairly and effectively. Without credible accountability, transparency may deepen cynicism.
Proposition 3: Bureaucratic professionalism reduces corruption by limiting politicized discretion and strengthening impartial public service norms.
		Meritocratic recruitment, administrative legality, and professional ethics create institutional resistance to corrupt exchange.
Proposition 4: Political finance reform is central to anti-corruption governance.
		Where electoral competition and coalition maintenance generate high resource demands, corruption risks increase unless financing, lobbying, and procurement systems are tightly regulated.

CONCLUSION
		This article examined how institutional configurations shape anti-corruption governance, institutional trust, and democratic legitimacy in Finland and Brazil. The central finding is that corruption control depends not only on legal enforcement but on the broader institutional ecology of trust, administrative professionalism, political accountability, and transparency.
		Finland’s governance model demonstrates the strength of preventive integrity systems. Its low corruption levels are sustained through impartial administration, high institutional trust, transparent procedures, and strong professional norms. Brazil’s governance model demonstrates the importance and limits of reactive enforcement. Its prosecutors, audit courts, police, and judiciary have exposed major corruption schemes, yet recurrent vulnerabilities persist because corruption incentives are embedded in political finance, procurement, coalition bargaining, and uneven administrative capacity.
		The theoretical contribution of this article lies in conceptualizing corruption control as a recursive institutional process. Institutions shape behavior, behavior shapes trust, and trust reinforces compliance. Anti-corruption reform therefore cannot rely exclusively on punitive mechanisms. It must address the institutional conditions that generate or reduce corruption opportunities.
		Empirically, the comparison demonstrates that democratic systems may possess strong formal anti-corruption laws while producing divergent outcomes because of differences in administrative culture, party-system incentives, enforcement credibility, and public trust. This finding contributes to comparative politics, public administration, and governance reform scholarship.
		The policy implications are substantial. Governments seeking to strengthen integrity should invest in preventive administrative systems, transparent procurement, political finance regulation, professional civil service development, independent oversight institutions, and public trust-building mechanisms. Anti-corruption agencies should be supported, but they cannot substitute for integrity-oriented governance reform across the public sector.
		The study has limitations. Corruption is difficult to measure directly, and perception-based indicators may reflect media exposure as well as actual corruption levels. Future research should examine sector-specific corruption risks, local governance variation, digital procurement systems, and the relationship between anti-corruption enforcement and populist political mobilization.
		Ultimately, this article demonstrates that anti-corruption governance is not merely a legal project but a democratic institutional project. Public integrity depends on whether states can build institutions that are trusted, impartial, transparent, and capable of constraining the private capture of public authority.
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