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characterization continues to be very controversial. So, while it is fre
quently noted that corruption is Othe abuse of power bysajalblic o

for private gain,O not all corruption needs to involve pigiiddoctors
need not be publi6 cals but can be corrupt if they prescribe medicine in
accordance with who pays them to do so, rather than with what is best for tl
patient) or involve a private gain (when a county clerk grants wedding license
in line with their personal moral or religious convictions and not the law, it ca
be a case of corruption but need not involve any private gain whatsoever).

Indeed, it is now commonly noted that what is being corrupted need not
be an individual person at all but can be an entire social 8stisukiad.
of institutional corruption has, especially in the last few years, come to be se
as ever more central and impartdany of the major contemporary social
problems appear to center on the undermining of institutions like voting, the
free press, policing, or health care: instead of every citizen being equally able
in; uence political decision-making, to be informed about what is going on ir
the wider society, to be secure, or to be healthy, the institutions meant to pr
vide these goodsen seem to fail in their ts&ks form of corruption thus
deserves and has seersignPcant amounts of scrutiny in the last few years.

However, it continues to be a challenge to specify exactly what makes sor
thing a case of institutional corrup@#BExactly which actions subvert the

C '1/451)',  is widely recognized to be a major social problem, but its
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relevant institution, and exactly why is it the case that these actions subve
the institution? What, sfeaily, is an institutionOs purposafaper seeks

to further the debate surroundyy answering these questiores. &,

without a clear characterization of the na@y®gbiting or avoiding it is

di6 cult> for it is then not clear precisely what is to be fought obavoided.

9 e paper, therefore, presents a general, philosophically and secial scien
ically well-grounded theoryhat is centered on the idea that institutions
have a social and not inherently normative function that is being subverted |
cases @AWVhile this theory shares some?sigdleomponents with some of
the existing ones in the literat@specially those of Lessig and:Mitlés,
in fact, quite Berent from theHar@n particular, by being built on the most
compelling form of social functionalism, the theory presented here has a sol
theoretical foundation, does justice to the complex ethical@zture isf
in line with work in the social sciences more generally. Moreover, this theotr
is shown to have several important novel features: it is graded (institution
can be more or less corrupted), general (it can be applied to political contex
but also many other social phenomena, from social media to private corpol
tions and nongovernmental organizations like the International Federation o
Association Footbd@pi3and unifying (it makes clear why highly corrupt
societies tend to become unstable, whatever exactly the cause or moral ste
is of the corruption).

9 e paper is structured as follows. Selaysnout the nature@and
develops desiderata for its characterization. In order to provide a groundin
for the functional ascription at the he@rfsefctiod presents the currently
most compelling form of social functionalism. Set@mthis account of
social functionalism to develop a new non-normative teleologicafitheory of
that satiZes the desiderata of settiSmectioh concludes.

|.@,L1)141) +8AY/451)',

Human social living centers around social institutions: the Orules of the gan
that structure human interactions and which set out the kinds of behavior
that, in a given type of situation, members of the society are &xqretted to
expect others>toengage iMSocial institutions, in this standard social sci
enti”c sense, comprise a vast array of familiar aspects of contemporary soc

) Rothstein and Varraidiaking Sense of Corruption
*  See Lessig, OOInstitutional CorruptméOpMillemstitutional Corruption

+ Parsons! e Social SysteNorth, Institutions, Institutional Change, and Economic
Performance
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living, from the structure of the government (e.g., representative democrac)
and the economy (e.g., free enterprise) to that of the family (e.g., polyandr)
and religion (e.g., Hinduism). Note that it need not be whysmasal insti

tutionN prescribes behavigin situatioi®> i.e., what the function of the
institution is. Similarly, it is not presumed that the behavior prescribed by th
institution is morally obligatory: institutionally based norms are fhot neces
sarily moral norrRall that migers is that institutions dictate the norms of
behavior for a given society.

Given this@8oncerns cases where people engage in actions-that undel
mine a particular social instituBoase actions need not involve a private
gain oguid pro quexchanges of favor; indeed, these actions need not be inhel
ently immoral or illegal. However, these actions still prevent the institution
from operating as it is meant to. Such cases have come to be seen as beir
major importance when it comes to ensuring that societies function in way
that ben@ all their memberg

For example, in a given democracy, elections might be won-only if ca
didates can obtain vast amounts of funding from major sponsors: only thi
ensures that they get heard or seen by voters. In that case, though, the o
candidates who have a chance of obtéinagre those ableFoaat the
necessary funds?mance their campaighds gives big political donors
(businesses or wealthy individuals) an outaieci® on the running of the
democracy. In turn, this can cause ordinary voters to feel like their voices
not méer, so they cease to participate in the politicalprasedscisions
are made in line with who can pay for access to these lawmakers, not w
voted for them. At its extreme, this can spell the end of the relevant democra
Similar points can be made about other examples, such as the privatization
prisons which incentivizes incarceration rates and can thus decrease publi
security, in opposition to what prisons araridrthe mass dissemination of
misleading or false informatievhich can undermine belief in public infor
mation of any Kirt¥.

, Miller employs a morally loaded notion of social institution that is furthermore restricted
to organizationsoughly, complex structures of organized sets of norms). Seestiller,
tutional Corruptiotdowever, as noted in the text, this is not the standard notion used in
the social sciefit literature.

I Miller, Institutional Corruptiaryessig, OOInstitutional Corruptich@d@® ompson,
Gt eories of Institutional CorruptionO; Bér@A Taxonomy of Institutional CorruptionO;
Ceva and Ferge OPolitical Corruption, Individual Behaviour and the Quality of Institu
tionsO; Della Porta and VannuceiHidden Order of Corruption
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Cases like these have come to be seen to be of major importance: th
are at the heart of some of the most widely discuss&dcissganany
contemporary societ@@ number of theoretical proposals have been put
forward to make the nature of institutional undermining that underlies them
more precise.

S09 ompson argues ti@Boncerns cases where publiats espe
cially legislatorsreceive political gains for providing services that are Oproce
durally improperO and that have a tendency to damage the polifical proces
Services are procedurally improper when they are not determined on th
merits of the case, and/or they fail to follow the rules that ensure the politice
process is fair. If done systematically, such services can erode the public c
dence in the political prozebs., corrupt political institutions.

Not unrelatedly, Warren characte@#esinstances where publaials
claimto respect the egalitarian idea that all indiEdatgd Ay the collective
decisions of the publécaials should be able taiance these decisions, but
where theséeialgn facimake their decisions so as to favor those who have
provided bers to thesebaials, and thus have privileged access T@them.

In other words, according to WarrenOs a@isuattheart about duplicitous
violations of democratic egalitarian ideals: @ubitsqretend to uphold

these ideals, but do not actually do so, and that in a way that is in fact harm
to some members of the public.

9 ere is no question that both of these characteriz@idasecdllowed
for many useful insights and advances. Most obviously, the problems caus
by some forms of campaigmce for contempora@iNdemocratic processes
are well illuminated by both of these accounts: such forms oPnangeaign
can be procedurally improper and in violation of egalitarian ideals of dems
cratic political decision-making. Beyond this, the abstractness, especially
WarrenOs account, also makes clear what is wrong witB iotirey dsna
temporary (representative) democracies, such as gerrymandering and vot
suppressiof. ese are cases that violate the egalitarian ideals at the heart of
genuine democracynd they do that in a way that is surreptitious and thus
hard to notice, avoid, and combat.

I"  Satz, OMarkets, Privatization, and CorruptionO;IrhAiiIenjonal Corruptiphessig,
OOQiInstitutional Corruptiorh&iO# ompson,®eories of Institutional Corruption.O

I& For helpful surveys, see,#.9mpson,#® eories of Institutional CorruptionO; Bésre
OA Taxonomy of Institutional CorruptionO; Brock, Olnstitutional Integrity, Corruption, and
Taxation.O

I' # ompsonEthics in CongreSse also Philp, ®feg Political Corruption.O

I( Warren, OWhat Does Corruptlon Mean in a Democracy?,0 OPolitical Corruption as Duplic
itous Exclusion,0 a#deMeaning of Corruption in Democracies.O



"U N*$4&0

However, both of these proposals also struggle to go beyond this sociopol
ical context and anal@fore generally. It is not clear that these twe propos
als can be used to understar@éifiesay, prisons, the press, corporations, and
not just that of political decision-making in representative democracies (an
theTNspedcally). For example, the privatization of prisons is not obviously
procedurally improper or done in a way that is democratically d@pdicitous.
issue with this privatization is not how it came about, which may have bee
entirely proper, or that it is inegalitarian, which it need not be, but that it unde
mines the institution it concerns. Much the same is true when it comes to th
mass dissemination of misleading or false information (the source of whic
need not even be a puld@icial at all). What Fexs is just that it concerns
an undermining of the public press, not how it was decided on. In short: sinc
@#s widely seen to comprise cases other than those of campaign donation
representative democracies, the propdsaspton and Warren appear
inst6 ciently generalwhatever other virtues they fiBve.

9 e account of Lessig is, therefore, a step in the right/d#ectoting
to Lessig, Oinstitutional corruption is manifest when there is a systemic a
strategic jruence.. that undermines the institutidfgdsieeness by divert
ing it from its purpose or weakening its ability to achieve it Mirigose.O
in; uence need not be illegal, immoral, or procedurally improper; the key is ju:
that it thwarts tHanctiorof the relevant institution. In this way, this account
is sigriicantly more general than the of®eswwipson and Warren. While it
remains the case that the account in Lessig also tends to focus on the kinc
(OdependenceO) corruption of the democratic political précesgpHuat
and Warren focus on, there is no reason that it cannot be easily extended
cover the corruption of the prison system, the press, and other public or eve
private institutions; indeed, it has been applied to the pharmaceutical industr
with much succe&s.

9 e main challenge the account faces is that it leaves open exactly wt
the function of a social institution is. What are prisons, or the press, or th
National Collegiate Athletic AssociatABB( for? Because of this, it also
remains somewhat unclear exactly how this function can be undermined. Is tl
rise of social media undermining the press? Why? Without spelling this ot

1) See also Milldnstitutional Corruptiow/ £0. For a historical study of political coerrup
tion, see also SparliRglitical Corruptiony

I* See Lessig, OOInstitutional CorruptiamédOgthis is further developed in Lasséy,
ica, Compromised

I+ Lessig, OOInstitutional Corruptichi@d@1.
I, See especially Lessigerica, Compromisaad Fields, OParallel Problems.O
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the account lacks a thorough theoretical grod@dbmg given that LessigOs
focus also is t@af thel Npolitical systemwhose function may be relatively
clear this need not be greatly problematic for many of the uses Lessing he
put his account 8@However, as a fadicount o®A_essigOs account falls
short; while it has &siently general overarching structure, this structure
is not spelled out in enough detail to be able to makecsana# of its
diEerent facets.

9 e account of Milldfempts t@ll this lacundd_ike LessigOs, the account
is teleological and general in nature; however, unlike that of Lessig, it is mc
fully spelled out.

According to Miller, social institutions are organizat@nsets of struc
turally related functional rolebat provide Ocollective goods by means of
joint action®9 at is, on this account, the purpose of a social institution is
the provision, through the joint activity of the members of the institution, of
objectively moral goods that are made available to all members of the releve
societ=9 ese goods comprise aggregated (needs-based) moral-rights, fre
doms, or well-beiBgNote that it is not&aient that an organization-pro
vides collective goods thathemeghto be moral goods; only organizations
that provide collective goods thahdaeimoral goods qualify as genuine
social institutior@n this way, the account of Miller makes it possible to
provide a precise and systematic statement of what makes it the case the
given social institution has whatever function it has: namely, the fact that th
collective intentions and actions of the members of the relevant society crea
institutions whose end is the obtaining of a collective, objectively moral huma
good. In turn, this also allows for a clear and general {@é@untafrs
when members of an institution intentionally engage in actions that tend tc
have the foreseeable and/or avoidadaleaf undermining the function
spelled out as abevef the relevant institution (without, though, destroying
that institutiongG

9 e account of Milterike that of Lessigs appropriately general. Since
it makes the teleological natu@Aéntral to its characterization, it is not

" Amit, et al., Olnstitutional Corruption Revisited®pson, #© eories of Institutional
Corruption.O

"l # ompson,#®eories of Institutional Corruption.O
Miller, Institutional Corruption
"& Miller, Institutional Corruptiph, 23
" Miller, Institutional Corruptipf/3.
(' Miller,Institutional Corruptiph.
") Miller, Institutional Corruptiph, 25.0801
"* Miller, Institutional CorruptipgsZEb5
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restricted or tied to the corruption of the democratic political process (import
ant as that may be). Instead, it can be straightforwardly extended-o other pl
nomena such as the corruption of prisons or the foeskese two are
instances where the provision of the collective moral goods (security and trar
parency) is thwart8d¥urthermore, the account of Miller improves on the one

of Lessig, as it spells out this teleological n@iwedefai8® e function

of social institutions is netd@en as something t@lked in by the whims

of the relevant researchers, but it is ur@gryi a philosophically well-
grounded treatment. However, MillerOs account also faces three key drawba

First, the theory does not speak to (what Miller calls) instituticnal corro
sion (where actions are done that happen to slightly undermine the function c
an institution but which fail the conditior@#@t out above), institutional
destruction (where the institution is fully destroyed), or externally perpetrated
@However, this restrictive focus of the analysis is not greatly compelling
Institutional corrosion, destruction, and ex@atidkead to the same kind of
failure of the provision of the relevant collective @dtagroper sense
according to Miller. While the source and exact nature of the prevention c
the provision of the relevant collective moral goditdenet dihe fact that
there is this prevention is not. In this way, the account is ove#lyidinsited.
an important point to which | return below.

Second, the account of Miller needs to make strong commitments to highl
contentious philosophical doctrines, such as a strong moral realism and me
odological individualism. However, it is far from clear that these commitment:
are jusfled. For example, it is not obvious that the existence of objective more
facts such as which collective goods faetmorally ooe can be made
plausiblez Similarly, there are some good reasons to think that a strong mett
odological individualism is not compelling in the social sciences&n general.

9 ird and most importantly, MillerOs account is made problematic by the
fact that it is fundamentally normative. On this a@@fwstbe morally
bad (at leagro tantp the moral appraisa@fand of social institutions in
general) ibuilt intahe nature @4£and institutions in generalHowever,

"+ Miller, Institutional CorruptipP4e45
", A point also noted Byompson,#®eories of Institutional Corruption.O
&- Miller, Institutional CorruptipB3 6/.

&! MackieEthicsJoyce! e Myth of Moralit§treet, OA Darwinian Dilemma for Realist
# eories of Value.O

&" Ruiz and Schulz, OMicrofoundations and Methodology.O

&& Miller allows for the existence of Onoble cause corruption,C) but this would be the case
where corruption is engaged in faratantp morally defensible reasdms(itutional
Corruptioh However, this does n@eat the main point in the text.
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this fails to do justice to the moral comple@t#x@fhen it comes to the
moral status @,everything depends on the details of the case and should
not be built into the characterization of the na@#/eadple can engage in
actions that lead to or consti@#but these actions can be morally neutral
or even morally good (e.g., when the relevant social institutions are moral
problematic)B

Put dierently, the normative focus of MillerOs account makes this accour
arbitrarily limited. From the point of view of the underlying causal mecha
nisms i.e., from the perspective of what is happening to the relevant inst
tutions> the @Af the M2a or the Nazi Party may be identical to Tt of
representative democracy or the press. While our normative evaluation of tt
former two cases may Berdint from theRar two, the social phenomenon
underlying the four cases is the same: they share the crucial feature of thwart
the purpose of a social institu@iaey should thus be treated in the same way,
too:D9 is is an important point to which | return in siéction

9 e point is further strengthened by the fact that the normative focus of
Miller®s account does?htite long tradition of functional ascription in the
social sciences more geng&llg next section lays this out in more detalil,
but for now, the key point to note is just that, according to the mest compe
ling accounts, functional ascription in the social societriagadamentally
normative in the way that MillerOs account is. Rather, in the social sciences,
common to ascrihennormatifenctions to social institutions. Hence, Mill
erOs picture of functional ascription does not match that of the social scien

&' Lessig, OOInstitutional Corruptiofifed®®# ompson, ® eories of Institutional
CorruptionO

&( # is makes this@rent from some other related phenomena. For example, arguably,
abusing oneOs power is alwaysahtp morally bad: it concerns cases where a person
acts against the reasons why they are in a position of power. It may be that a person aim
at morally defensible outcomes by abusing their power, but the fact that they achieve
these outcomes by abusing their power is one (moral) reason that speaks against doing
so. However, this is7dient from cases of institutional corruption: %ee tes not
directly refer to ways of acting, but to the status of a social ingitutidrether it
is well-functioning. Put7@rently, an abuse of powsem result ithe corruption of an
institutiorB but the I&er can also result from behavior that is not an instance of the abuse
of power. Importantly, also, since institutions can be morally good or bad, the well-func
tioning of these institutions can be morally good or bad as well. | thank Dale Dorsey for
useful discussion of this issue.

&) Miller considers thedfar a case of Oorganizational corruption,0 and thus excludes it from
the analysidr(stitutional Corruptio2§.

&* See, e.g., Durkheimge Elementary Forms of the ReligipialiifewskiArgonauts
of the Western PadklsterUlysses and the Sjreet, OFunctional Explanation and
Virtual SelectionO; Bigelow, OFunctionalism in Social Science.O
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more generattywhich is problematic, as the investigat®fs af part of
the social sciences.

PuFing all of this together, it becomes clear that what is still needed is a
account a®@#hat has the following three features:

I. GeneraP e account needs to focus on the teleological r@#ire of
generally and not be restricted to the underminingr  ploét(
ical process only.

J. Spelled o@& e account needs to ground the function of so€ial insti
tutions in a plausible theoretical treatment and not leave it open to
the intuitions of a researcher.

K Nonnormativ® e account needs to spell out the function of social
institutions in a way that does not presuppose that this function aims
at some human good; rather, the moral valence of the sacial institu
tion needs to be assessed depending on the details of the case.

An account that s&8s these three desiderata is able to combine the best
features of the existing characterizati@mstofe avoiding their drawbacks.

To make headway in developing such an account, the next section outline
the currently most compelling theoretical framework for functional ascription
in the social sciences. On this basis, Klegtsoout a novel accou@ &fat
sati®es desideratgKand that has some further useful implications.

Before doing this, though, it is important to note that implicit in desiderata
IEXis the idea th@tss, in its nature, quiteadent from individual corruption.

As just noted, this is a common assumption in many@feaisbly those

of9 ompson and Lessig), but it is not without controversy. For example, somq
authors argue tt@teduces to individual corruption and that strongly sepa
rating out individual fra@ébfuscates the mechanisms by which corruption
spreads from one institutional context to aldRle¢mtedly, it is implicit in
desideratdKthat@# to be analyzed teleologically (in terms of what the pur
pose is of the relevant social institutions) and not, say, deontologically (in terrr
of what it is our duty to do as members of a certain institution) or in terms o
virtue (in terms of what virtuous members of the social institutiorPare like).

Without question, there is a lot that could be said about these alternativ
individualistic treatments@#fdowever, instead of engaging in these debates
directly, the approach here is the reexgsaper shows that adopting a
teleological and non-individualist perspect@&aoherent and has several

&+ Ceva and Fefg OPolitical Corruption, Individual Behaviour and the Quality-of Insti
tutionsO; Ferwg OA Taxonomy of Institutional Corruption.O See also P&ilingODe
Political Corruption.O

&, See, e.g., Rothstein and Varrsiaking Sense of Corruption
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advantages. In turn, this provides a reason for adopting this kin@gf view of
Of course, no pretense here is made that titiketdas| $ke issues surround

ing this issue (or, inde@dh general). Rather, the aim is more modest: it is
just to show that a compelling, teleological, and non-individualist perspectiv
on@» available. If an alternative treatment is to be adopted, it would have 1
be shown to be superior while taking the8&sletoeaccount. (I return to

these points below.)

With this in mind, consider ways of spelling out the function of a socia
institution is is important, as the very nature of institutional purpose is
sometimes seen as incoherettich would thus make it a highly preblem
atic basis for an accour@®8fs the next section makes clear, though, this
impression is misleading.

J.N™)+&H4,*1)' +&)LO

9 ere is along tradition in the social sciences that sees value in analyzing so
institutions in terms of their functi@y understanding what a social insti
tution is for, it is thought that we cBerlggasp what the institution is, how

it relates to other social institutions, how stable it is, and how to best alter
However, this functionalist approach toward social science has also been fac
with some major criticisms; in particular, it is thought that it cannot be made
empirically plausibt€As it turns out, though, recent advances in this area
make clear that social functionalism is, in fact, a compelling and well-grounde
research program in the social sciences.

To see this, begin by noting that, according to the traditional version of
social functionalism, what grounds the function of a social institution is som
form of biocultural evolutie® is account of functional ascription can be
related to a parallel development in the biological and cognitive: sciences

- See, e.g., Durkheimge Elementary Forms of the ReligiptaliffewskiArgonauts
of the Western PadMlerton,Social eory and Social StructitsterUlysses and the
SirensPeit, OFunctional Explanation and Virtual SelectionO; Bigelow, OFunctionalism in
Social Science.O Of course, functionalist accounts of various phenomena go back at least
Aristotle. However, as far as the discussion in the social sciences is concerned, the class
OtraditionalO sources are the ones cited in the text.

'l ElsterUlysses and the Sjfeet, OFunctional Explanation and Virtual Selection.O
Bigelow, OFunctionalism in Social ScienceO; Rd3kittwoghy of Social Scikimmid,
OAssessing Functional Explanations in the Social Sciencéd@sdelsnd the Sirens

‘& Millikan,Languagg, ought, and Other Biological Catedfitidksin,Varieties of Meaning
PapineatReality and Representghiieander, OContent for Cognitive ScienceO; Garson,
OFunction, Selection, and Construction in the BrainO; Papineau and Garson, OTeleosems
tics, Selection and Novel Contents.O Note that theseZAgeinsdimerous particulars,
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On these models, the function of the human heart is to pump blood becaus
pumping blood is what the heart was selected for. Humans with hearts th:
pumped blood (or whose hearts pumped blood more relédigndly e

had a greater expected reproductive success than those whose hearts did
pump blood (or as reliably@ciently). Other features of the beanch as

the noise they makdid not contribute to their expected reproductive suc
cess. Hence, it is the fact that hearts pump blood (refiaiythyye not

that they make a certain kind of sothrad should be taken for their function

for this supported their spread in the popuation.

Transposing this to the social realm, a number of authors have argued th
a given social institutdmas the functiénif past tokensMfwere biologi
cally or culturally selected tB.dBf past tokensMfthat did- had a higher
chance to reprodudehan those tokenshbthat did not hawe thenN
(now) has the function tokldn short, functional ascription is about-identi
fying the selective reasons for the spread of an institutisB or trait.

However, this way of grounding functional ascription in the social science
faces what has become known as the Omissing mechanisms@rgument.O
the heart of this argument is the claim that few social institutions have th
kind of selective history needed for them to have a function of the above sc
Hence, they either need to be seen to have nofuhasamderdting the

but for present purposes, thegerdnces do not fer. Note also that there is an-alter
native view of functional ascription in the biological and cognitive sciences according to
which the Fer is to be grounded in the causal roles a given trait or component plays in a
larger causal system: see, e.g., Cummins, OFunctional Analysis.O Interestingly, some clas
works in the structuralist functionalist tradition in the social sciences follow this line, too:
they see social institutions as akin to elements in a large social system and ground thei
functions accordingly (see, e.g., Pats@Spcial Sys)efowever, views like this face
the problem that it makes the nature of a function observer-dependent: depending on
what causal system is chosen, the causal role function of a trait or instit@gon will di
# is is particularly problematic in the social sciences where one of the major reasons why
a functionalist approach was sought igrshelace lies in the fact that it allows for an
analysis of social dynamics that is not purely observer dependent. For this reason, the
etiological accounts have come to dominate the discussion there.
Millikan,Languagé, ought, and Other Biological Categodéarieties of Meaning

'( Bigelow, OFunctionalism in Social ScienceO; RoBéilbsoghy of Social Sciiree
caid, OAssessing Functional Explanations in the Social Scienddb@s&isaa the
SirensRappaportRigs for the AncestmdEcology, Meaning and Religion

) Millikan,Languagé, ought, and Other Biological Categnd¥®arieties of Meaning
PapinealReality and Representaieander, OContent for Cognitive ScienceQ; Garson,
OFunction, Selection, and Construction in the Brain.O

*  ElsterUlysses and the Sjieét, OFunctional Explanation and Virtual SelectionrO; Bige
low, OFunctionalism in Social Science.O
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motivation for the entire functionalist approactheir function cannot be
grounded in their selective history. In a bit more detail, the missing mechanis
argument can be seen to rest on three pillars.

First, a genuine selective process requires vaitatieever, it is not
clear that actual social institutions, in fact, display this kind of variation. Instec
there is <en only ever one version of an institution that was present. Hence
this institution cannot have been selent@ibackground population: there
was no such background to select from.

Second, even in cases wherenthghe relevant kind of variation, this
variation gen does not appear to have greatly impacted the evolution of the
relevant social institution. Instead, this evolution appears to have been heav
driven by chance aletid familiar example of this is the adoption of the
OqwertyO keyboard, which, for largely fortuitous reasons, ended up the preva
keyboard design despite its inhaisadvantagesmpared to rival desiB@s.
Hence, there was no gensghectionf these institutions.

9 ird and?nally, genuine selection requires reprodBetiomever,
social institutions generalBedinly in their propensity to survive or grow
(assuming the relevant variation even exists) but not in their propensity to hay
oEspring social institutid®®. e qwerty keyboard design did not give birth
to a second generation of gwerty keyboard designs; rather, it simply persist
at the expense of rival designs. Hence, this is not a case of genline selecti

Now, it does need to be acknowledged that there are limits to the scope ¢
this Omissing mechanism argument.O In particular, more recent analyses su

'+ Godfrey-SmittDarwinian Populations and Natural Sej&ramlonAdaptation and
Environmente® also Schu&tructure, Evidence, and Heuristic

,  Godfrey-SmitH)arwinian Populations and Natural Selection

(- David, OUnderstanding the Economcset> O; Lewin#QOe Market Process and the
Economics &:;<=> 0O

(! BrandonAdaptation and Environmbut see also Godfrey-Sniithrwinian Populations
and Natural Selectit\ote, though, that the exact nature of the inheritance processes can
di7er across @ierent cases. See Boyd and Richergo@rigin and Evolution of Cultures
Godfrey-SmittDarwinian Populations and Natural Sej&almer, OEvolution#reory,
Causal Completeness, #ndism.O Note also that evolutionary processes do not need
to involve replication in a narrow sense, but merely reproduction with some resemblance.
See Godfrey-Smitbarwinian Populations and Natural SejetdioerPhilosophy of
Biologyand e Nature of Selection

(" Hodgson and Knudsen use the labels Osuccessor selectionO and Osubset selectionO (det
from Price) for this distinctioB&rwinOs Conjecte@s4/0).

(& BrandonAdaptation and Environm¥nba, OWhat Is Species Selection?0;Bnimlz,
ture, Evidence, and Heurticsee also Godfrey-Sniidrwinian Populations and-Nat
ural Selection
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that, for at least some social institutions, the needed biocultural selection pr
cesses may well have been pleeBentexample, some moral frameworks
and political systems may have existedrantliversions which competed
for copying success in nowhgsBB

However, this point ultimately does not greatlythe strength of the
Omissing mechanismO argument. To be a truly compelling approach tow:
social analysis, functionalism needs to be widely dpfitedrieare only
a handful of cases to which it can be usefully applied, social functionalis
becomes a mere methodological footnote and will not allow for major progres
in the social scien@grefore, even if it turns out that the historically focused
version of social functionalism works in some cases, it remains true that it is r
general enough. As a general approach toward the social sciences, it canno
the kind of work we ask it to do.

Fortunately, more recent treatments of social functionalism are availabl
that improve on the traditional historical account. One of theuertslin
of these is the account BftB#According to theHer, functional ascription
in the social sciences should not be seen to rest on an iastitatimOs
cultural selective history but on whether and why that institution would be
virtuallyselected. More sgReailly, according toFRea social institutidh
has functioF if,in cases where the existerdavefehreatened by some
external factd{Os havifigvouldensure that continued to exist. Hdlv
actually evolvedwhether its existence ever actually got threatenet
relevant to its function. In this wadit Bees social functions as counterfac
tually grounded: whatFaes is how the institution would respond if4ts con
tinued survival weralled into questi@iv

9 is new form of social functionalism certainly has much to recommend
it. By skiing the focus away from the actual (selective) history of a social
institution, PEitOs account sidesteps all of the above problems concerning th
absence of such a history for a large number of social institutions. On top of tt
by focusing on what ensures that a given instituiereis foom threats to

(' See, eg., Boyd and Richeﬂsngrigin and Evolutiop of Cultttesrich and McElI
reath, ODual-InheritasiceoryO; Wilson and qudy, OEvolution as a Gaesadical
Framework for Economics and Public PolicyO; Gegetive Gadgets

(( Henrich,! e Secret of Our SuckEg®ls,Sentimental Ryl&simar and Campbeh,
Beter Ape

(0 Pedt, OFunctional Explanation and Virtual SelectionOyFistes and the Sirens

(* P&jt, OFunctional Explanation and Virtual Selection.O See alseddialtoenry and
Social Structure

(+ Pe%t, OFunctional Explanation and Virtual Selection.O
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its existence, s virtual selectionist ac@simtell to the major motiva
tion behind social functionalism. Ait Fates,

9 e tradition of thinking associated with the likes of Durkheim in the
last century and Parsons in this is shot through with the desire to sep
arate out the necessary and the reliable from the contingent and the
ephemera® e idea in every case is to look for the core features of a
society and to distinguish them from the marginal and peripheral. Func
tionalist method is cast throughout the tradition as a means of providing
Oa basisalbeit an assumptive ba$is sorting out Oimportant® from
unimportant social processesO (Turner and Maly&MspilKEBP

However, that said, the accountHif #eo faces several problems that pre
vent it from being fully compelling as it stands.

First, the truth-functional evaluation of counterfactuals is generally very
di6 cult. Would& happen X were to happedzre is no clear method known
for assessing these sorts of €@nis.is problematic as®®s account
requires us to know which of the relevant counterfactuals are true. Assul
ing theA33 allows young athletes to obtain a college education they could
not otherwisekard, what would happen if the numb&B8fscholarships
became severely restricted (e.g., due to falling reA@8wgaates)? Would
people stillkempt to join théA33> and thus, would th&33 persist or
would they seek other career paths? Would alternative institutions (such ¢
expanded minor leagues) arise that have sinftaPbdme do we know?

Note that the issue here is again not thavekamow how to evaluate
counterfactual3Rather, the point here is just that there ar@amgrgun
terfactuals that we do not know how to ev@lisateéers, as it introduces
a parallel problem to the Omissing mechanism argumentO for the- historical
sions of social functionalism: it maké&©Paccount too narrow to be useful.
We would only rarely be able to say what the function of a social institution |
9 is does not make for a robust socialZecieathodology.

Second, it is not clear which shocks a social institution needs to be pr
tected from for it to have a given function. Requiring that an institution would
be able to persist in the faa# sliocks is too strong. If a new sociat institu
tion> a professional second division sports leagummared that also
gave young athletes the funds and time to obtain a college education, itis r
implausible that th&33 might cease to exXdsis, though, might not be

(, Pe%t, OFunctional Explanation and Virtual Seledfian,0
)- Stalnaker, @GAeory of ConditionalsO; Lewis,the Plurality of Wald
)! Fodor,! e! eory of Content
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seen to speak againstABB& having the function to help young athletes
obtain a college education they could not oth&osdsexar all, it may be
preciselpecaugbe professional second division sports league co-opts this
feature that it can push.&®&3 out of existence in this counterfactual sce
nario. However, what determines the limits of the counterfactual circumstance
to be considered when determining the fundi@rEwkry answer to this
guestion seems arbitrary. In turn, this would make functional ascription in th
social sciences arbitrary too, and thus violate another key motivation behin
social functionalidD8

However, this does not mean that it is impossible to provide a compelling
version of social functionalism. To do this, the funistisimooid be seen
to be dependent on those featuhss dfany that increase the expected
survival or reproductive succésmatscurrensociocultural environmeit.
9 atis, the key idea of the account to be defended in what follows is that a so«
institutionN has functidrif it imowselected or sortedFoMore precisely:

Presentist Social Function&kstiuré& of social institutidtis (part
of) the function & if F makes it more likely tNatvill survive or
reproduce in the current sociocultural environment.

To put this slightlyEirently, unlike Peds account, functional ascription

is seen to lie in actual, not virtual, selection pressures. However, unlike in t
historical version of social functionalism (derived from biofunctional accounts
like those developed by Millikan), the focus here is on whictattags are

tive not which asdaptatiori330 understand thisHeg, consider the key
features of the account in more detail.

First, Presentist Social Functionalism groups together genuine selectiol
(i.e., the heritableEdrential reproduction of social institutions) and mere
OsortingO (i.e., tiedintial growth or persistence of social instit@is).
is useful since (as noted earlier) it is not generally plausible to see social in
tutions as reproducing, bistatausible to see social institutions as growing or
surviving at Berent rates. So when it comes to social functionalism, the focus
shoulde on theFar kind of process (though, as noted earlier, the former

)" See also nofe above.

)& P&t at times hints at the importance of the current adaptive pressures on a given social
institution (OFunctional Explanation and Virtual SelectionO). However, these hints are
not developed as they are here.

)" For functionalism in the biological and cognitive sciences, see, e.g.l aidjikage,

I ought, and Other Biological Categodésrieties of Meanifkgr more on the adapta
tion/adaptive distinction, see Sterelny an@@siSex and Deatbee also Nanay, OTele
osemantics without Etiology.O
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need not be ruled aupriorieither). Hence, the fact that social functions can
be grounded in either OsortingO or genuine selection is made explicit on
present account.

Second, according to Presentist Social Functionalism, shlylas that
functionF is making a claim about what is trueNabowtlt is not making
a claim about wNycame to have feafareike PEitOs account, though, this
matches a key motivation behind social functionalism: to express what par
of society are its reliable, corep@tssentist Social Functionalism allows
us to home in on those features of social institutions that make their survival
reproduction more likelyand thus are feer able to identify the institutions
that are the stable parts of society.

9 ird, according to Presentist Social Functionalism, the only counterfactua
that m&ers to the evaluation of the function of a social instiiattors
one: wouldOs expected reproductive or persistence success decrease if it
not hav&DD is is a much more restricted use of counterfactuals than what
is found in POs account. In particular, we do not need to asseds whether
with F would continue to exist in all (relevant) possible worlds. In this way,
Presentist Social Functionalism can sidestep the major problems that bef:
PeritOs account.

Fourth, since Presentist Social Functionalism does not use the history of
social institution to ground its function, it avoids the problems of-the histor
ically focused versions of social functionalism. On the one hand, Presenti
Social Functionalism can allow the actual biocultural eviutiiohavie
been heavily:inenced by chance. It just impliedNBsthavifgncreases
the expected survival or reproductive sudtesthefcurrent environntient
does not even require M@ havifdully determines the survival or repro
ductive success\bfonly that it is madwre likelyOn the other hand, the
past existence of a population of varying institutions of the same type is n
required here either. In fact, Presentist Social Functionalism does not eve
require theurrengxistence of a populationEdréint institutions of the same
type9 e question is just whetkés havifigncreases its expected survival
or reproductive success of institution relative to a (possibly) counterfactua
version dfl that lacks.

Fi<h and?nally, the present account can still allow for malfunction. It is
not like anything tHdtdoes is part of its function. Rather, only those features
that contribute to its expected reproductive or survival success are part of t

)(  See also Bigelow, OFunctionalism in Social Science.O

)) Indeed, precisely th&4a is at the heart of NanayOs OTeleosemantics without EtiologyO
as well.
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function. So, to see a social institutfthre. A33) as having functién(to

provide a space for the twemeymembers of the board of governors to get

to know each othefHee and deepen their professional networks) might turn
out to just barongwhileG may indeed be a featuM ohles§ increases

NOs expected reproductive or survival success (which is plausibly not the ¢
when it comes to t#83), it is not its function. Inde@dnightower s
expected reproductive or survival success: networking among the membe
of the board of governors could make it harderA83the fuPll its true

function (say, enabling college studentscestdyhealthy). If this is so, then

if board of governors meetings are used for networking purposes rather than
?nding ways to keep studerasd healthy (say), tA83 ismalfunctioning

Now, it is important to note that in the backgrounddmetef Presentist
Social Functionalism in gereislthe need for an individuation schema that
determines what the relevant social institutions and their features are. Mar
things can impact the likelihood with which a social institution survives ol
reproduces, including the presence of other social institutions and various ext
nal features of the biosocial envirorih@otvever, these do not necessarily
become part of the function of a given social institution. Only if they are feature
of the institution could they be part of its furBctispoint also extends dia
chronically: it needs to be determined when a social institution remains th
same social institution and when it becomes a new one. If Mbtisifigen
tureF at timéYand a &erent featur® at timéZ is it still the same institution
or a new one (e.g., if a company that solely produced consumer té¥¢hnology ¢
also starts to provide consumer lending setjciseatit become a bank)?

9 ese, though, are familiar issues for all the relevant accounts of function
ascription (throughout the social, cognitive, and biological scienkes)
indeed, the nature of evolution by natural selection ilD§&ortualately,
for present purposes, it is not necessary to determine the right social insti
tional individuation schema; any reasonable approach can be used in conjul
tion with Presentist Social Function@lBnat is to say, Presentist Social

)* For example, the appearance of the institution of fantasy football leagues can make the
institution of théBGmore likely to spread and persist. | thank an anonymous referee for
useful discussion of this issue.

)+ Bertrand, OProper Environment anBEa&ccount of Biological FunctionO; Laland, et
al., OOn the Breadth and Sagmice of Niche ConstructionO; Odling-SmeeNeatta.,
Constructigawkins, OExtended Phendyipet Not Too ExtendedO &nd Extended
Phenotyp&ri@ths, OReview of ONiche Constructior@ii3; @il Gray, ODevelopmen
tal Systems and Evolutionary Explanation.O

), Bertrand, OProper Environment an®fBéccount of Biological FunctionO@t1s
and Gray, ODevelopmental Systems and Evolutionary Explanation.O
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Functionalism should be seen to be built on an existing theoretical foundatio
that individuates society infeedint institutions with various feata@s.

In this way, it becomes clear that functionalism is an important theoretica
approach to the social sciences that can be given a compelling gloss: Presel
Social Functionalism. Importantly also, this gloss is nonnormative. It is not th
case that the function of a social institution needs to be focused on a hum:;
good. Rather, anything that contributes to its expected survival, growth, c
reproductive success can be part of this function. (Indeed, the fact that th
function of a social institution is not tied to a human good is something tha
all of the major versions of social functiondlistarical, counterfactual, or
presentist have in common.) With this in mind, it is possible to return to the
guestion of the characterization of the naf@#e of

K@,L1)141),+8A/451), :3[/%L%,1)L1
N'*)+&H4,*1)' +&)L1 34,1

With the presentist theory of social functionalism in the background, a nove
characterization @#&an be developed thatZagiall of the desiderata laid

out in sectiod and that has several further usef@clzmplications. In
particular, given the plausibility of Presentist Social Funct@alisbe
characterized as follows:

Institutional corrupti®ne extent to which the actions of a set of agents
prevent a social institutdofrom fuPlling its functioR, wher& is the

set of featuresithat increas¢Os expected survival or reproductive
success.

Several aspects of this characterization are important to note.
First, it is worthwhile making explicit how this characterizatisnedatis
of the desiderata laid out in sekction

It isgenera® e present characterizatio@aipplies to all kinds of
social institutions and is not restricted to the context of representative
democracy (in tAeNor more broadly9. is is due to the fact that the
characterization is teleological and@s&gshe thwarting of the-pur
pose of a social institution. Hence, it applies to any social institution

*- Of course, as is standard in non-foundationalist sciences, Presentist Social Functionalism
can also be used to help bootstrap such an individuation#aheoiat here is just
that such a schema is separate from Presentist Social Fungtihioaiggnthe bder
also brings out the importance of determining such an individuation schema for the study
of institutional corruption.
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with a function which includes the prison system, the press, as well
as theA33, corporations, or even such social institutions &athe Ma
(among many others).

It isspelled al@ e present characterizatio@é based on a well-
grounded theory of the function of social institutions. Indeed, this is
one of the two reasons why the defense of Presentist Social Function
alism in the last section is importanBhiereefense ensures that the
characterization of the functional ascription of social institutiens under
lying@Aas a strong theoretical basis and is todhke intuitions of

the relevant researchers.

It isnonnormativ@ e present characterizatio@#&oes not inher

ently see the purposes of social institutions as moral and, therefore, does
not se€@As inherently normative. In this way, the present account of
@Awvoids the challenges faced by MillerOs Olnstitutional CorruptionO
account: by making the ethical sta@éebendent on the details of

the relevant institution, it can do justice to the ethical com@eXity of

9 e fact that the above characterizat@éati®es all of these desider
ata further nikars, as it shows that the notion of institutional purpose can
be spelled out in a coherent manner and thus form the basis of a compelli
account o@An this way, the present account can respond to some of the
worries that have been levied against teleological accounts of this phenomen
more generally: namely, that its core matistitutional purposecannot
carry the weight it need&# s the defense of Presentist Social Functional
ism makes cleaisipossible to provide a cogent grounding to the notion of
institutional purpose and thus to useRéreds a foundation for a plausible
account ad®@A

9 is leads directly to the second important point to note about the presen
characterization @Avhich has also already been hinted at but deserves to
be spelled out in more dedaik point concerns the fact that this character
ization?ts a general theoretical framework in the social Scierisdbe
second major reason why the defense of Presentist Social Functionalism frc
the previous section is important here. Unlike the accourt avMdlers
also spelled out in detahe present account is not disconnected frem func
tionalism in the social sciences more g&a&naltire contrary, the present
theory of@#s a natural extension of this general account of functionalism in
the social sciences.

*I  See, e.g., Rothstein and Varrsiaking Sense of Corruption
*' See Millednstitutional Corruption
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9 is not only gives this theor@@f solid theoretical backing, but it also
allows the easy extension of exdstlimgys from the social sciences tothe fur
ther investigation @An particular, we do not need to establish the function
of social institutions anew but can rely on the work already being done in tt
social sciences. For example, we can rely on whatever theory of the functior
corporations ends up being the most plausible one (whether it is the shareho
er-ben@t one or the stakeholder-Befmcused one), and we do not need to
derive this function from scratch in the context of the investigation of potentia
@A is way, we may &ad instances @ fhat we would have otherwise
overlooked (for example, concernin@#fecorporations).

9 e third point to emphasize about this characteriz@ifstbat it
does not require that the cause of the corruption is a systematic, intention
immoral, or illegal action. Institutions can get accidentally corrupted, and the
can get corrupted for moral or legal reasons. On the prese@ Axcidoeint,
the corruption of (electronic) data; dfsa drive (or printed out spreadsheet)
falls into a river, it is likely that the data on it will become unusable and fun
tionless9 is is so whether thash drive (or printed out spreadsheet) was
intentionally, legally, or moralty not- thrown into the river, and whether
or not the data on the drive (or table) were moral or legal in content.

9 is is thus another way in which the present account does justice to th
complexity a@At may sometimes require censure, it may be ethieally prob
lematic but excusable, it may be ethically neutral, and it may even be ethice
permissible or even required. In this way, the present account can bring o
what is common to all cases of the undermining of institutions (ineluding cot
rosion, rebellion, and accidental prevention of function) without being forced
to morally evaluate all of them in the same way. In turn, this places the norn
tive and moral considerations squarely where they can do the most good:
the details of the relevant case.

For example, if someone acted in ways that undermined the function o
the Nazi Party, then that may have been morally required. Indeed, even if t
undermining of the Nazi Party is the result of mere laziness on the part of tt
relevant agent, it is glikand it is stilb(o tantomorally gooe though the
person engaging in it need not deservé&ifaidbe same reason, the source
of the corruption need not be systematic: just ore sgtibras the distri
bution of iers in front of the University of Munican (partly) undermine
the Nazi Party and can thus co@Baén a similar way, the data;@sh

*& Fricker, OWhat Is the Point of Blame?O; Friedman, OHow to Blame People Responsibly:
*  For this reason, Sophie and Hans Scholl can be praised for corrupting the Nazi Party. (We
can also praise someone for sabddagarguptin@ a bomb so that it fails to gaad
cause harm.)
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drive or printout can be corrupted with Bbeftaviors throwing it into a
river as well as with systematic actions, such as the careless treatment of
drive or piece of paper that, over time, leadsingitijey and unreadable.)

It is important to emphasize that the generality of the present account is on
of its features, not one of its bugs. Of course, it is possilflecodisiike
tions and focus particularly on certain fo@assay, ones that are internally,
intentionally, and systematically caused and that target immoral @&itutions.
However, this does not mean that there is not also value in providing a gene
account of the phenomenon. On the contrary, the generality of the preser
account is one of its key novePts®ne

In particular, by not using the sources and consequences of the underm
ing of an institution to characterize the natayvétdfecomes possible to
bring together what many segaly diterent social phenomena have in
commorG[Bor example, the Russia-based social media manipulation in the
run-up to thWI'TNpresidential election and the Trump administrationOs
allegation of wide-scale voter fraud irethmadh of th#VJ@lection dier
in numerous particul&se former is driven by sources extefiddeone
cratic institutions, thé&¢a by sources internal to these instit@iensases
may also Eer in intention and systematicity. However, there is also something
important that is shared by these cases: they both (partially) pkevented
democratic institutions from functioning properly, and they did so in similar
way$ by increasing polarization and spreading profgagaisda.theoret
ically valuable to bring out when studying demaocratic resiliency and the way
to improve it. For example, it suggests that similar responses may be usefu
both cases, such as ensuring that the electorate is as well informed about
facts as possilflee fact that the present accou@tésn bring out these
communalities is thus one of its theoretical advantages.

Similarly, it is a major b&ra the present accoun@uafhat it brings
out clearly that societies with many insta@@seofess likely to be stable.
9 ese are societies many of whose institutions are made less likely to surv

*( Asis done by, e.g., Feiir®A Taxonomy of Institutional CorruptionO; MilkeMoral
Foundations of Social Institytdesa and Fe®& OPolitical Corruption, Individual
Behaviour and the Quality of Institutions.O

*) # isis similar to other generalizing accatiet® are good reasonsRerodistinguish
viral from bacterial diseases. However, there are also good rdzmohedd these
subsets of the same overarching phenomenon: an infectiou$ tsabmes us gnd
common causes (e.g., the presence of other infected individuals) or common treatments
(isolation, hydration, etc.).

** |n fact, this is shared with other cases, séemagsato weaken the dictatorship in North
Korea.
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or reproduce. Importantly, this is so independently of whether the corrup
tion is systematic, intentional, or moral. On the present account, people livin
in highly corrupt societieghatever distinguishing details there may be
between these societiésive in common the fact that they need to deal with
highly unstable institutions (i.e., institutions that face major barriers to their
survival and reproductidh)is brings out a key common feature of highly
corrupt societies that other accounts would miss: whatever the details of the
causes, a conglomeratia@ leads to institutional instability.

Importantly also, this is not a trivial inference. Rather, the present approac
ties@#o the prevention of an institutigMlfind its function (and not to, say,
duplicitous violations of democratic egalitarian ideals) and then spells out th
function of an institution to those of its features that give it a current biocultura
selective advantage. In this way, the present aceaplineginy societies
with mucl@Are less likely to be stalttés follows from the present charac
terization o@.A-urthermore, this is not something that is, at least on the face
of it, the case for the characterizat@ranghson, Warren, Lessig, or Miller,
which would not lead us to expect @diclyo with much social instability:
undemocratic and immoral societies can b&Mable.

Here, it is also noteworthy that not every crime or misdemeanor will count
as an instance@fn the present account. For example, ordirargetie
not block the function of an institution, and neither need all cases of nep
tism: the stealing of a bike need not hawghkcgtions for the institution
of private property to survive or p&Bist. present theory thus provides a
general, encompassing account of the phenomenon without being either trivi
or forced to accept contentious moral or metaethical propositions, as is tru
of other theories in the literature, such as that di@l#gresent account
allows us to separate the analysis of the presence and cong@dwences of
its causes and moral statis gives us more degrees of freedom in tackling
this phenomenon in a way that is both feasible and compelling.

9 e fourth point to note about the above characterizatisrttuit the
source of the corruption need not be an individual human being but can also |
a collective agent, like a corporation or foreign government. In particular, th
characterization recognizes that an institution can be prevent@tirfigpm ful

*+ # ompsonEthics in Congredéarren, OPolitical Corruption as Duplicitous ExclusionO;
Miller, Institutional Corruptiphessigimerica, Compromised

* Miller, Institutional Corruptioad£41 However, it is important to note that this will
depend on the details of the case Attheomes gciently common, every additional
theF could well make it harder for an institution of private property to persist. See also
the discussion of grad&ibelow.

+- Miller, Institutional Corruption
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its function by the concertBdreof a number of human bdifiger exam

ple, if a social network eases the spread of political misinformation, this c:
prevent the public press froflliig its functioM®&mportantly, this is so

even if no individual can be seen as the sourcefofiness and employees

of the social network may not have been responsible themselves for furtheri
the spread of the misinformatiand may even hakerapted to block this
spread. Indeed, no individual user need have had any Kradrtfisigaict

on this spread. However, wiicgnt numbers of users and sources of mis
information, misinformation can spread far and quickly, merely as the result
the structure of the institution of the social nétwork.

In this way, the present account diverges from those presented, e.g., by Ce
and Ferfiéi: @Aeed not reduce to the corruption of an individudflagent.
To begin with and as noted eatidhe @Aeed not be immoral, and even
where it is, it need not result from the actions of a morally culpable individuz
More importantly, though, the corruption need not even be analyzable into the
intentions, ends, and behaviors of individual humans, as is assuniéB by Mille
Rather, it can be the upshot of a genuinely collecti® agemkers, as it
opens up a wider class of sour@analf can thus help the study and preven
tion of the eerM@ particular, the present characterization does not need to
get involved in debates about the plausibility of individualism in the social s
ences but can work with whatever is the upshot of theddMebetespe
cially important due to the¥anbted earlier that there is good reason to
think that the holism/individualism debate may call for a pluralist solution that
allows for both individualism and holism to sometimes be the best approac
to a given social sciemtssudlih this way, the present accountOs openness

+! # isis a point also stressed by Millesiitutional CorruptiBrthough, as noted below,
the 1&er is comried to spelling out this kind of collective agency in individualist terms.
See also Vergasystemic Corruption

+" See also Milldnstitutional Corruptips0 £?.

+& OOConnor and Weatherall, OModeling How False Beliefs Spread.O

+' Ferré&s, OA Taxonomy of Institutional CorruptionO; Ceva a}r%, ExPaditical Corrup
tion, Individual Behaviour and the Quality of InstitutionsO% BexteCevaRolitical
Corruption

+( Miller, Institutional Corruption

+) List and Pt, OGroup Agency and Supervenience.O

+* See also VergaBystemic Corruption

++ See, e.g., Elstef, ©Case for Methodological IndividualismO; Kincaid, OOpen Empirical
and Methodological Issues in the Individualism-Holism DebateO; Jones, OMethodological
Individualism in Proper PerspectiveO; Epsteiant TrapndOWhy Macroeconomics
Does Not Supervene on Microeconomics.O

+, Ruiz and Schulz, OMicrofoundations and Methodology.O
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to collective agency and social holism frees it from the constraints imposed |
the individualistic commitments of Miller, Ceva, arid.IF€re

9 is deepens a point that was mentioned inlssotiady. Without a doubt,
there is much complexity in the debate surrounding the question of whether &
cases @@ Aeduce to cases of individual corruptiersame is true for the
debate as to whether instead of a teleological account of the phenomenon
deontological one (say) should be progidegresent treatment cannot be
seen to address (or eveRdmat to address) all the issues here. However, the
point to note is that the present, teleological and non-individualistic accoun
has several key #sen particular, it is coherefits iivell to research in the
social sciences elsewhere, and it brings out novetaosgbpah as the
greater likelihood of instability in countries with many social institutions whose
purposes are undermined). In turn, this means that good reasons need to |
provided for giving up these Btsn# an individualistic, moral, and non-teleo
logical account@fis to be shown to be superior, it would have to be made clear
that it has befis, the sum of which is greater than that of the present account

9 e?nal point to note about the present acc@#t tifat it is tiest one
in the literature that explicitly m@asnker of degre@. is 