
 

ABSTRACT. This study surveys one element of the
government standards of conduct, named “Misuse of
Position for Personal Gain”, assesses the results, and
compares various acquisition strategies to identify high
risk procurement where individual misuse of position
for personal gain may be more pervasive. It also
provides a valuable historical summary of government
standards of conduct. The study concludes with an
assessment of enforcement mechanisms, or lack
thereof, to ensure that government procurement is
conducted in a manner which gains public trust and
confidence.

 

Introduction

Unethical behavior exists in society today. The
media often reports on cases where a government
employee, including elected officials, misused

his/her position for personal gain. Each reported
incident serves to advance the image that gov-
ernment employees, especially those in the pro-
curement field, act in an unethical manner.
Media attention and public perception would
have one believe that unethical behavior is
rampant in the government acquisition process.
Although thousands of procurement actions take
place each day without public attention, there
remains numerous examples of misconduct.

“A contract specialist is sent to Wright-
Patterson Air Force Base for some training that
is required for his position. Many of the con-
tractors this specialist works with are located in
Dayton, Ohio, near Wright Patterson. The
contract specialist has built up a rapport with one
particular contractor. They are about the same
age and have similar interests. The contract
specialist figures that while he is in town, he
should meet with this contractor. He chooses to
schedule a social meeting rather that an official
business meeting. The two meet at a local bar,
have a few drinks, and spend the remainder of
the evening at a “gentlemen’s club”. Both had a
good time and each paid their own way. Upon
returning to his home base, the government
employee was reprimanded and cautioned about
future meeting with current and potential
contractors. The contractor later received a
$4 000 000 contract.”

This business meeting may sound innocent
enough, but the government employee’s actions
were in violation of the Standards of Ethical
Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch,
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entitled “Misuse of Position.” In this case, there
was no actual violation of the ethical standard,
but rather the appearance of a violation. In
government contracting, the appearance of a
violation is as troublesome as commission of a
violation within the standards of ethical conduct.
The fact that the contract specialist met, in a
social atmosphere, with a contractor who later
received a substantial contract appeared to be an
impropriety. In many cases, the public and the
media do not discriminate between an actual
misuse of position and the appearance of misuse
of position. Contracting personnel must work to
eliminate both the actual and apparent abuse of
position in order to remain free and clear of any
unwelcome focus on unethical conduct.

The need for an ethical society

A commitment to ethics in government con-
tracting is imperative. It provides one of the
keystones for improving a commitment to ethics
in our society. Today’s ever-changing world
brings with it changes in the way ethics are
taught. Values are something traditionally taught
in the home, but with so much outside influence,
the home is not the only place where values are
learned.

Government, businesses, schools, communities
and the media all play a role in the development
of values for our society as a whole. A strong
commitment to ethics by each of these groups is
positive reinforcement for individuals, of the
need to act in an ethical manner. It is through
the social influences provided by these groups
that our society can develop a strong basis for
ethical behavior. The breakdown of the tradi-
tional nuclear family may be at the heart of
developing an ethical society, if other social
groups are not involved in building a moral base.
Family will continue to play a strong role in the
development of ethical behavior, but without
positive reinforcement from outside groups, such
as the government, the important values taught
in the home are diminished. It is up to the family
to provide the basis, and for society to provide
the backup, if our country hopes to regain strong
ethical values (Meyer, 1994).

Historical development of government
ethics

The development of a standardized Government
Code of Ethics has been 40 years in the making.
The code is not yet perfected, but it has come a
long way during this period. Many Administra-
tions have taken on the task of reforming the
Standards of Ethical Conduct. The renewed
commitment to ethics reformation under each
Administration has been in response to an ethical
crisis within the government workforce. A com-
mitment from the White House is necessary to
enforce ethical conduct throughout the rest of
the Executive Branch. The following is a brief
discussion on the evolution of the Standards of
Ethical Conduct. 

Institution and development period

In 1954, President Dwight D. Eisenhower signed
Executive Order 10530, which was the first
Standards of Conduct for government employees.
This executive order did not pertain to all gov-
ernment employees, but it did cover government
officers, employees of the U.S. Civil Service
Commission, and employees of the Attorney
General’s Office. This was the first of many
executive orders aimed at developing a code of
ethics for civil servants (Wical, 1994).

In an attempt to bring all employees under a
universal Standard Code of Ethical Conduct,
Concurrent Resolution 175, “Code of Ethics for
Government Service”, was passed by both the
House and Senate in 1958. This resolution
developed a list of principles to be upheld by all
employees. Many of these principles are found in
the current text of the ethics code (Wical, 1994).

President John F. Kennedy continued the focus
on government ethics and made reform one of
the top priorities of his administration. Conflict
of interest had now come to the forefront of the
public’s concern. The case of U.S. vs. Mississippi
Valley Generating brought ethics to the Supreme
Court in 1961. The case revolved around a
consultant for Mississippi Valley who also worked
at the bank where Mississippi Valley had received
a loan. The verdict: The consultant had violated
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18 USC 434, the conflict of interest statute,
because he would personally gain from the loan
given by his bank to the firm for whom he was
consulting. Public Law 87-849 sought to increase
criminal penalties for those employees who
violate laws pertaining to conflict of interest
(Wical, 1994).

President Lyndon Johnson carried this com-
mitment to ethics one step further through
issuance of Executive Order 11222 in May of
1965. This order consolidated Public Law 87-849
and Concurrent Resolution 175 into one
document; thereby, including all government
employees under regulations regarding conflict of
interest. President Johnson also developed the
idea that not only commission, but appearance,
of impropriety was a violation of the ethics code.
Executive Order 11222 also identified specific
conduct which was prohibited, either in appear-
ance or actuality:

1. The use of public office for private gain.
2. Giving preferential treatment to any orga-

nization or persons.
3. Impeding Government efficiency or

economy.
4. Losing complete independence or impar-

tiality in actions.
5. Making a Government decision outside of

official channels.
6. Affecting adversely the confidence of the

public in the integrity of the government.

The concept of appearance is at the core of
present day ethics. Ethics codes are not only
violated when an employee takes prohibited
action, but also where the employee gives the
appearance that the code is violated (Wical,
1994).

During this period of development, the very
basis of government ethics standards were
formed. Each agency relies on the guidance of
various executive orders, public laws, and regu-
lations for the development of its own Standards
of Conduct. The government allowed each
agency to operate as a separate entity, with its
own Standards of Conduct (Wical, 1994). 

The refinement period

The next period of ethics development is char-
acterized by its focus on the procurement field.
This period extended from 1975 through 1991.
The refinement period is characterized by drastic
changes in the ethics standards for procurement
organizations. A good deal of the reform looked
as the issues of conflict of interest and misuse of
position for personal gain. 

Many of the changes early in this period
focused on taking existing regulations and
applying them to the acquisition process. The
Department of Defense (DOD), in its Standards
of Conduct manual DOD Directive 5500.7,
included a number or prohibitions with regards
to conflict of interest. These changes focused on
the exchange of gifts and the conduct of business
transactions with relatives and friends (Wical,
1994).

In l978, President Jimmy Carter signed Public
Law 95-521, Ethics in Government Act of l978,
which required all federal employees at the
GS-16 level and above to submit annual finan-
cial disclosure forms. This submittal tracked
investments and outside sources of income for
high level government officials. Loans, income,
gratuities, gifts and investments must be reported.
Under the law, the Office of Government Ethics
was formed to oversee the review of disclosure
statements and to investigate potential irregular-
ities (Wical, 1994).

Next came President Ronald Reagan’s
Administration, which also had a hand in deter-
mining the shape of ethics reform during the
refinement period. Early in the presidency (l981),
President Reagan enacted Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) Circular A-123, Internal
Control Systems, to monitor management
enforcement of ethical standards and to combat
perceived problems of fraud, waste and misman-
agement. He established the President’s Council
on Integrity and Efficiency. The President’s
Council looked at ways to improve the procure-
ment process to ensure, once again, that public
funds were being spend in an efficient and
effective manner. It was hoped to end the pro-
curement of “$300 hammers” and “$600 toilet
seats”, and other inefficiencies that grabbed
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medial and public attention. In 1982, Executive
Order 12352, Uniform Federal Procurement
System, was implemented for the purpose of
consolidating procurement regulations. This
Executive Order established the Federal
Acquisition Regulations (FAR) which was a con-
solidation of all procurement regulations for
federal agencies. The consolidation of procure-
ment regulations served to make a cohesive ethics
code all the more important, because everyone
was committed to follow the same acquisition
rules. 

The final initiative taken by the Reagan
Administration was the establishment of the
President’s Blue Ribbon Commission, commonly
known as the “Packard Commission” to investi-
gate Defense Department management actions
from July 1985 to February 1986. The procure-
ment branch of the DOD soon found itself under
close scrutiny because of alleged ethical viola-
tions. The Packard Commission was charged
with investigating allegations of ethical violations.
As a result of their work, they made significant
recommendations for changes needed within the
procurement system (Wical, 1994).

In 1987, the Commission cited four major
deficiencies, in terms of ethics, in the Defense
Department. (1) The DOD Directive had not
been updated to incorporate changes since 1977.
The DOD was using ethics regulations which
were outdated and incomplete. (2) The DOD did
not provide employees with ethics training.
There were no provisions in place for training
new employees, much less keeping current
employees up to date on ethics standards changes.
(3) There was no effective training concerning
enforcement of compliance with ethical standards
of conduct (4) Compliance with existing ethical
standards needed improvement and challenged
managers to accept this responsibility (Wical,
1994).

In response to the Packard Commission, DOD
revised and reissued Directive 5500.7 in 1987.
Included in the revisions were the focus on
financial disclosure, and management’s role in
training and enforcing Standards of Conduct.
The DOD directive also incorporated procedures
for the release of information, prohibited release
of proprietary information, and provided guide-

lines concerning relationships with defense
contractors. In 1989, the Defense Department
released A Standard of Conduct Guide for DOD
Employees, which outlined regulations and
provided real life scenarios to help answer
employee’s questions regarding acceptable
behavior (Wical, 1994).

In 1989, Executive Order 126687 established
the President’s Commission on Federal Ethics
Reform, charged with the review of agency
specific Standards of Ethical Conduct. The
Commission concluded that there should be one
standard of conduct across all agencies, especially
for individuals in procurement positions (Wical,
1994).

The consolidation period

The last period of ethical evolution involves the
consolidation of ethics standards, thus “The
Consolidation Period”. This period extends from
1991 to the present. During this period, ethics
regulations came into their present form found
in 5 CFR Part 2635, Standards of Ethical
Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch.
It includes numerous topics such as gratuities,
gifts, bribes, misuse of position, and other
regulations concerning expectations of ethical
conduct from all federal employees (Wical, 1994).

Survey objectives

Throughout the development of ethical stan-
dards, two themes prevail. One is to make sure
the government is effective and efficient in the
way it does business. The other is to minimize
fraud, waste and mismanagement. These reasons
are the very basis for the increased emphasis on
ethics in the acquisition field. It is imperative that
those in this field keep focused on what is con-
sidered ethical conduct, specifically avoiding
MISUSE OF POSITION for personal gain. 

The purpose of this survey is to determine
which factors in the procurement process provide
the greatest opportunity for MISUSE OF
POSITION. Knowing which procurement
strategies create the highest risk for MISUSE OF
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POSITION is the first step in providing adequate
safeguards and training in the ethics code. The
next step is to make employees aware of the
consequences of unethical behavior and enforce
standards consistently. Managers may need
training in the guidelines for enforcing the ethical
code of MISUSE OF POSITION. The study
investigates employees understanding of the reg-
ulations concerning MISUSE OF POSITION,
suggests procurement factors which play a role in
unethical behavior, and reviews enforcement of
the code. In order to reach the objective, five
questions will be answered.

Do the number of years in government service
result in a better understanding of the ethical
standard for MISUSE OF POSITION? The
response to this question will indicate if there is
a link between the number of years in govern-
ment service and the understanding of ethics
regulations. An assumption is made that those
with longer service are in a position to enforce
regulations. If the supervisor is unable to recog-
nize ethics violations, it is difficult to have stan-
dardized enforcement. The following categories
will be used in making observations concerning
the number of years of service:

a) Up to 7 years experience – Most of the
shake ups in the procurement field
occurred during the mid 1980s, which is
prior to the time when these employees
entered government service. These workers
have been employed during a time when
high ethical standards are an intricate part
of the procurement process.

b) 8 through 14 years – These workers are
no longer considered new employees, at
the same time they are not considered long
term employees either. These employees
have experienced the relaxed approach to
ethical standards as well as the current focus
on high ethical standards.

c) 15 years or more – This is the acquisi-
tion workforce who has seen the Standards
of conduct develop over the years. They
are likely to be in decision making
positions, and often are supervisors.
Enforcement of standards of conduct fall
heavily on this group. They have the

benefits of longevity, perhaps with the same
employer, and have earned freedom to
make decisions, and structure a vision for
the organization. They have a great stake
in standards of conduct, for themselves and
their subordinates.

Do certain types of contracts result in a higher
incidence of MISUSE? The purpose of this
question is to determine if there is a correlation
between contract type and the incidence of
MISUSE OF POSITION. There are basically
two families of government contracts. Certain
acquisition characteristics lend themselves to one
family or the other. The following provides a
brief description of the two contract families:

a) Fixed-Price Contracts –

 

* Preferred contract method
* Once awarded, the contractor must

perform at the contract price
* Low risk to the government in terms of

cost risk
* Government requirement clearly defined
* Normally used for production and

commodity contracts
* Not suitable for all procurement situa-

tions
b) Cost Contracts –

* Contractor receives compensation for
allowable and allocable costs

* Government bears cost risk – In the case
of overruns, if the cost is allowable, the
contractor can be compensated

* Requirements not clearly defined
* Used for research and development

programs, also others

Cost contracts offer the most opportunity for
interaction with the contractor both before and
after award. If the relationship between contract
type and unethical behavior is determined, safe-
guards can be implemented.

Does the solicitation procedure increase the
incidence of MISUSE? This question focuses on
the relationship between procurement method
and MISUSE OF POSITION. In government
contracting, there are two types of solicitation
procedures – sealed bidding and negotiation. This
factor will indicate if MISUSE occurs under one
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or both methods. The following is a brief
description of the procedures followed under
each method:

a) Sealed Bid (FAR Part 14) –
* Advertise Requirement
* Issue Solicitation
* Bids are submitted – sealed until bid

opening
* Public Bid Opening
* Evaluation
* Award based on lowest cost to the

government
b) Negotiation – (FAR Part 15)

* Advertise requirements
* Issue solicitation
* Offers submitted – not publicly opened
* Evaluation of offers and set negotiation

objectives
* Negotiations conducted
* Best and final offers received
* Award made on quality, technical merit,

price and other factors

Do different solicitation conditions, namely
sole source vs. competitive procurement, result
in a higher incidence of MISUSE? The intent
of this question is to determine if the procure-
ment situation plays a role in MISUSE OF
POSITION. The disclosure of proprietary
information can be very beneficial to a potential
contractor looking for a competitive edge in
obtaining a multi-million dollar contract. The
contracting personnel have access to advance
information concerning the governments
requirements, as well as the competitive envi-
ronment. This type of information not only
helps the contractor to be more competitive in
achieving its immediate goal to win a contract,
but also can prove helpful to commercial
business. The access to such information provides
for a greater probability of ethics violations. The
availability of confidential procurement informa-
tion is one reason standards of ethical conduct
strongly focus on the acquisition/procurement
workforce. The disclosure of proprietary infor-
mation fall under the heading of MISUSE OF
POSITION.

The issue of competitive verses sole source
procurement is one that enters every contract

specialists’ mind when he/she prepares to issue
a solicitation. The competitive procurement has
more than one company offer/bid on the
requirement, while sole source procurement has
only one offeror. Competition is the preferred
method of procurement, but this is not always
possible.

Is the ethical standard concerning MISUSE
OF POSITION FOR PERSONAL GAIN
being enforced? Enforcement of the ethical
standard is key to maintaining an ethical work-
force. The standards lose their credibility unless
enforcement is consistent. A focus on real life
examples from employees will help to reveal if
the ethics code, MISUSE OF POSITION, is
enforced through a standardized procedure, if it
is being sporadically enforced, or not enforced
at all. It may be that lack of enforcement is the
root cause of employees’ unwillingness to follow
the rules. 

Survey methodology

A survey was distributed to 100 Government
contracting personnel of the Defense Fuel Supply
Center in Virginia. Contracting personnel are
defined as those employees working with the
award and administration of contracts. The con-
tracting personnel have a broad team of special-
ists supporting the procurement action, which
include program managers, quality and technical
personnel, and cost/price/financial analysts. This
study focused specifically on those involved with
the award and administration of contracts. The
respondent was not required to provide his/her
name. Each respondent was asked to answer a
series of questions pertaining to work experience,
including any experience with the misuse of
position. The employee returned the survey to
the investigator. A total of 50 surveys were
returned. 

The first six questions elicited information
concerning the employees work experience. The
questions requested specific information con-
cerning the agency of employment, number of
years of service, contract types used, procurement
methods used, and solicitation situation. 

The next two questions focused on the
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employees experience with the ethics regulations.
Question number seven looked specifically at the
employees training in the regulations. This
included, formal training and self training. The
eighth question elicited the respondent’s real life
experience with the standard entitled “MISUSE
OF POSITION”. 

The final question contained five scenarios.
The respondent was asked to determine which
situations were considered a misuse of position.
The responses were either “Yes or No” answers.
Four of the scenarios came directly from the
regulation, while the fifth was a real life example.

The data collected through the surveys was
utilized to provide results with regards to the
objectives of this study. The data was used to
determine the relationships or links, if any,
between procurement factors and MISUSE OF
POSITION. The data also provided information
concerning the extent of enforcement.

Survey results

The survey revealed that 22% of the respondents
had a personal experience concerning the
violation of the standard entitled “Misuse of
Position”. The fact that almost one quarter of the
employees surveyed have been exposed, first
hand, to this problem indicates that improve-
ments still need to be made in the training and
enforcement of this ethical standard. 

Years of experience did not necessarily result
in a greater understanding of what situations are
considered violations of misuse of position.

As revealed in Table I, employees in the first
group answered the scenario questions correctly
on the average 82.22% of the time, those in the
second group answered correctly 86.25% of the
time, and those in the third group answered
correctly only 80% of the time. Respondents
employed more than 15 years scored lower than
those employed for a shorter period; however,
the differences are minor. Those employees in a
position to enforce the regulations have a slightly
lower understanding of the regulations. This may
become a problem when there is a need to
enforce the standards.

The results reveal that all government

employees have the same basic level of under-
standing when it comes to government ethics.
Some improvement may be needed in the level
of understanding for those in the 15 years or
more category. The inability to distinguish
misuse of position may result in a sporadic
enforcement of the standards. This does not
provide the reinforcement needed to uphold high
ethical practices. 

Thirty-five employees work with fixed-price
contracts and 20% had been exposed to cases of
misuse of position.

Of the fifteen employees working with cost
contracts, 36.36% indicated personal contact with
someone who misused his/her position. 

“In one case an employee was working in a
private business venture with one of the con-
tractors he/she was evaluating for contract award.
The person used his/her government position to
gain financially in a private business venture.” 

“In another case, a person worked in an office
that purchased goods for use on an army base.
This person bought a wide variety of items, from
office supplies to computer equipment. The
employee used his/her position to obtain price
breaks on personal items from contractors he/she
worked with on government contracts. Some of
the items purchased for personal use included
computer goods and sporting equipment.”

The procedures for negotiated procurement
requires discussions with the contractor. It is not
difficult to see this procedure may cause some
problems in terms of ethical issues. Of the forty
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TABLE I
Table of correct responses 

Ethical Number of years of service
scenario

7 or less 8 through 14 15 or more

A 83.33% 87.50% 75.00%
B 72.22% 87.50% 75.00%
C 77.78% 87.50% 81.25%
D 94.44% 93.75% 87.50%
E 83.33% 75.00% 81.25%

Average 
percentage 82.22% 86.25% 80.00%



respondents working with negotiated procure-
ment, 27.5% indicated that they were aware of
some ethical violations under that procurement
method. There were ten respondents working
under sealed bidding procedures. 0% had come
in contact with unethical behavior under this
procedure. 

Under a sealed bid procurement, the award is
made to that bidder with the lowest price. Once
the bids are opened publicly, there is little chance
a bidder can change his/her bid price although
some exceptions exist. The evaluation process is
fairly straight forward. The contract specialist has
no way of knowing what other bidders will bid
and does not have access to the bids until after
the bid opening has occurred. On the other hand
negotiated procurement are not always based on
price and some government employees may use
their position for personal gains by promising
favorable treatment in the evaluation procedure.
It may be the solicitation procedure, rather than
the employees working with the procedure, that
causes the higher incidence of unethical behavior.

The survey indicates that of the eleven
violations listed nine were under the competitive
conditions, while two occurred under sole source
conditions. 

Of the 41 surveys which show competitive
procedures, 21.95% indicated incidence of misuse
of position. Under sole source situation, 22.22%
responded that misuse of position had occurred.
It seems in this case that either acquisition situ-
ation lends itself to the possibility of unethical
behavior.

Perhaps the most disturbing results of this
survey came from the fact that out of the eleven
cases of misuse of position, only one resulted in
the person losing his/her job. Twenty-two
percent of the surveys indicate first hand knowl-
edge of the misuse of position. Many of the
incidents reported in the newspaper may result
in one of two outcomes depending on the
severity of the violation. The employee resigns,
or the employee is prosecuted to the full extent
of the law, which involves employee dismissal,
and the loss of all benefits. The price is extremely
high for some that are caught. The key word
is “some” because other employees, guilty of
misuses, are not prosecuted at all. They may be

transferred or reprimanded, but they do not
suffer extreme consequences. 

Of the eleven violations noted, only one
resulted in the removal of an employee. This case
may be considered an exception, because the
person was a political appointee and not a life
long government employee. This high ranking
official was giving procurement sensitive material
to those potential contractors he/she personally
knew. This resulted in friends receiving govern-
ment contracts. Although the appointee did not
benefit directly from his/her position, friends
did benefit, and this is strictly prohibited by the
standards. 

As for the rest of the violations two received
transfers to other positions, one received a slap
on the wrist, another was spoken to off the
record, and to respondents declined to answer,
and four received no punishment at all. In all,
90.91% of those involved in MISUSE OF
POSITION for private gain are never fully
reprimanded for their actions. en of the viola-
tors were able to stay in their jobs, receive
benefits, and most did not have a mark on their
permanent record. 

Of all the issues discussed this is probably the
most fundamental to the achievement of high,
ethical business practices in government con-
tracting. The government must enforce its
standards through example. If a superior takes
ethics seriously, then his/her staff will also take
ethics seriously. 

Management must be committed to enforcing
the ethical code of MISUSE OF POSITION of
position and take appropriate action when an
employee deviates from the prescribed standard.
As indicated by the surveys, most violations are
dealt with off the record. It is important that
government managers start to enforce the
Standards of Ethical Conduct with rigor.
Without leadership from the top there will be no
commitment from the ranks. 

Suggestions for resolution

One answer to this problem is to increase training
at all levels, including the full contract team, and
to include numerous examples of violations.
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Many acts fall within the gray area of ethics. The
more case law provides supervisors with definite
examples, the better it is to enforce the code of
ethics. It is important that everyone from the
agency head to first line supervisors promote a
strong commitment to ethical standards. Without
strong leadership the very basis of ethical stan-
dards crumble. Aldrich Ames, confessed CIA
mole, stated that he never believed he would be
caught from inside of his organization and this
was the case. He was only caught after a Soviet
informant pointed the finger at him. It is a type
of thinking that prevents the deterrence of
unethical behavior. Another solution is to set
guidelines and provide training for supervisors on
appropriate actions when dealing with ethical
violations. Upper management must have a grasp
on the extent of coverage under the Standards
of Ethical Conduct and the prescribed punish-
ment for violations of these standards. Without
a clear means for enforcing the standards, it is
very difficult to maintain these standards. As
evidenced in the survey, many of the violators
received no punishment whatsoever. This type of
reaction to ethical violations will make it diffi-
cult to maintain an ethical workforce.

Conclusion

Experience did not translate into a greater under-
standing of ethical behavior under the present
regulations. Although all respondents have gone
through ethics training, it appears this training
needs to be enhanced. It may be that supervi-
sors are in need of special training to ensure that
standardized enforcement occurs.

Contract type and procurement method con-
tribute to the opportunity for unethical behavior.
Although negotiated cost contracts resulted in a
higher incidence of unethical behavior, one
respondent appropriately stated, “Both contract
types are prone to misuse of position. When
someone wants to play outside the rules, the
contract type is not a deterrent.” This is true of
most results, which suggests that MISUSE OF
POSITION occurs under a number of different
procurement conditions.

Another result of the survey indicates that

enforcement is almost non-existent. Although
each situation may merit a different level of
enforcement based on severity of the violation,
there should be some standardized procedure to
follow. In four of the cases,no action was taken.
As expressed in the surveys, employees felt that
this lack of enforcement caused low morale
among employees.

It is encouraging that 78% of the contracting
personnel surveyed have not been in contact with
another employee that has misused his/her
position. There are three possible explanations
for this. The first is that people are not objec-
tive concerning this issue. Some may feel a threat
of reprimand, if it were to come out they had
described the situation of a co-worker or super-
visor. A second reason may be that misuse of
position has not infiltrated the entire contracting
community, as the News papers would have us
believe. The third reason is that MISUSE OF
POSITION does not occur significantly at the
contracting level, but rather at another level
closely related to the contracting office. One
person surveyed suggested that it was other team
members and not the contract specialists that
used their position for their own personal gain. 

This study did show that there is still a
problem with regards to understanding the
Standards for Ethical Conduct. If coupled with
strict enforcement of the standards, continued
training will help to overcome this problem. Of
course, ethical training begins early in life, with
the family. It is important to establish a good base
for continued commitment to ethical values. If
an employee was not held accountable to certain
standards of behavior at home, it is difficult to
instill the need for acceptable behavior in the
work place. The connection between ethics in
the family and ethics in society are complemen-
tary and must provide positive examples for
reinforcement of the need to act in an ethical
manner. If an employee is allowed to act in an
unethical manner, this sends a negative message
to the rest of society. Without a commitment to
enforcement, the very basis for ethical conduct
will crumble.

The survey was designed to elicit information
from a very specific segment of the government
workforce, namely contracting personnel. To
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obtain a clear picture of all personnel involved
with the contracting field, future research is now
needed to survey employees from the contracting
team, as well as the traditional contracting per-
sonnel. 
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