
Anti-
Corruption
Resource 
Centre
www.U4.no

U4report

Anti-corruption policy making in practice:
What can be learned for implementing Article 5 of UNCAC?

Synthesis report of six country case studies:
Georgia, Indonesia, Nicaragua, Pakistan, Tanzania, and Zambia

U4 report 2007:1 (1st part)

 Karen Hussmann





 
 

Anti-corruption policy making in practice:  
 

What can we learn for the implementation of 
Article 5 of UNCAC? 

 

Synthesis report of six country case studies: 
Georgia, Indonesia, Nicaragua, Pakistan, Tanzania and 

Zambia 
 
 
 
 
 

Karen Hussmann 
 

U4 REPORT 2007:1 (1ST PART)* 

 
 

 
 

                                                      
* For the complete U4 Report 2007:1, including country case studies, go to 
http://www.u4.no/themes/uncac/report.cfm  

  

http://www.u4.no/themes/uncac/report.cfm


  

U4 Issue 
No. 2007:1 (December) 
Previously published as a part of U4 Report 2007:1 
All U4 publications can be downloaded  
from www.U4.no/document/publications.cfm  
and hard copies can be ordered from: 
U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Centre 
Chr. Michelsen Institute 
P.O. Box 6033 Postterminalen, 
N-5892 Bergen, Norway 
Tel: + 47 47 93 75 00 
E-mail: U4@U4.no 
www.U4.no 
 
 
 
 
 
 
U4 (www.U4.no) is a web-based resource centre for donor practitioners who wish to effectively 
address corruption challenges in their work. We offer focused research products, online and in-country 
training, a helpdesk service and a rich array of online resources. Our aim is to facilitate coordination 
among donor agencies and promote context-appropriate programming choices. 
 
The centre is operated by the Chr. Michelsen Institute (CMI: www.cmi.no), a private social science 
research foundation working on issues of development and human rights, located in Bergen, Norway. 
 
U4 Partner Agencies: DFID (UK), Norad (Norway), Sida (Sweden), GTZ (Germany), CIDA (Canada), 
MinBuZa (the Netherlands), BTC (Belgium), and AusAID (Australia). 
 
All views expressed in this issue paper are those of the author(s), and do not necessarily reflect the 
opinions of the U4 Partner Agencies. 
 
Copyright 2007 — U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Centre 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Indexing terms 
Corruption 
 
 
Project number 
28401 
 
Project title 
U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Centre



U4 REPORT ANTI-CORRUPTION POLICY MAKING IN PRACTICE 1:2007 
 

Contents 

CONTENTS.......................................................................................................................................................5 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS..............................................................................................................................6 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY...............................................................................................................................7 

1 INTRODUCTION TO ANTI-CORRUPTION POLICY FRAMEWORKS.....................................12 
1.1 WHAT ARE ANTI-CORRUPTION POLICIES? ............................................................................................. 14 
1.2 WHAT TYPES OF ANTI-CORRUPTION POLICY FRAMEWORK CAN BE IDENTIFIED? ................................... 16 

1.2.1 Explicit anti-corruption policy documents ...................................................................................... 17 
1.2.2 Legislative agendas for transparency or anti-corruption ............................................................... 18 
1.2.3 Targeted approach focusing on key areas for anti-corruption reform............................................ 19 
1.2.4 Embedded anti-corruption approach through public sector reform ............................................... 20 
1.2.5 Selected fixes and implicit anti-corruption policies ........................................................................ 21 

1.3 ANTI-CORRUPTION POLICY DOCUMENTS AND UNCAC IMPLEMENTATION........................................... 21 
2 ANTI-CORRUPTION POLICY FRAMEWORKS – HOW DO THEY EVOLVE? .......................23 

2.1 BRIEF BACKGROUND AND COMMONALITIES OF THE COUNTRIES STUDIED ............................................ 23 
2.2 DESIGN OF ANTI-CORRUPTION POLICY DOCUMENTS ............................................................................. 25 

2.2.1 National ownership ......................................................................................................................... 26 
2.2.2 Policy making process and participation........................................................................................ 27 
2.2.3 Information and knowledge............................................................................................................. 28 
2.2.4 Content, priorities, and sequencing ................................................................................................ 29 
2.2.5 Linkages with other government policies and reforms.................................................................... 30 

2.3 IMPLEMENTATION OF ANTI-CORRUPTION STRATEGIES AND POLICIES ................................................... 30 
2.3.1 Coordination – roles and responsibilities ....................................................................................... 30 
2.3.2 Communication ............................................................................................................................... 31 
2.3.3 Resources ........................................................................................................................................ 32 

2.4 MONITORING AND EVALUATION........................................................................................................... 32 
2.5 ROLE OF DEVELOPMENT PARTNERS IN SUPPORTING ANTI-CORRUPTION POLICY MAKING ..................... 33 

3 CONCLUSIONS DRAWN FROM THE SIX COUNTRY EXPERIENCES....................................34 
NATIONAL OWNERSHIP...................................................................................................................................... 34 
CONTENT AND APPROACH ................................................................................................................................. 35 
IMPLEMENTATION, COORDINATION AND MONITORING ...................................................................................... 37 
INTERNATIONAL FACTORS................................................................................................................................. 38 

4 ISSUES TO CONSIDER FOR FURTHER POLICY DEBATE ON UNCAC IMPLEMENTATION ...40 
4.1 DIFFERENT OPTIONS FOR “EFFECTIVE AND COORDINATED ANTI-CORRUPTION POLICIES”..................... 40 

4.1.1 Anti-corruption strategy or alternative approach for coordinated policies?.................................. 41 
4.1.2 Integration with core policies – potential for an embedded approach?.......................................... 42 
4.1.3 Sectoral approaches – complement or substitute for national strategies?...................................... 42 
4.1.4 How can appropriate prioritisation and sequencing be achieved?................................................. 43 
4.1.5 Could monitoring and evaluation of ongoing governance policies/reforms from an anti-corruption 
angle help strengthen anti-corruption prevention?...................................................................................... 43 
4.1.6 What about arrangements for implementation and coordination? ................................................. 44 

4.2 FIGHTING CORRUPTION BY FIGHTING CORRUPTION – IS THIS THE WAY TO GO?..................................... 45 
4.3 ISSUES FOR DEVELOPMENT PARTNERS TO CONSIDER ............................................................................ 45 

5 BIBLIOGRAPHY ..................................................................................................................................48 
 

 5



U4 REPORT ANTI-CORRUPTION POLICY MAKING IN PRACTICE 1:2007 
 

Acknowledgements  
This research project was inspired by discussions held at the first Conference of States Parties (CoSP) 
regarding the implementation of the United Nations Convention against Corruption (UNCAC) and the 
kind of technical assistance needed for this purpose. As the U4 Anti-corruption Resource Centre1 
pursues as one of its priorities the provision of knowledge on UNCAC as well as a pool of good 
practice for its implementation, the idea for this study emerged at the CoSP of 2006 in Jordan and its 
findings will be officially presented at the next CoSP in Indonesia.  
 
At this point, we would like to thank the U4 partner agencies not only for financing this study, where 
the main credit goes to the Gesellschaft für Technische Zusammenarbeit (GTZ), but also for their 
invaluable support to the preparation of the country case studies by identifying local researchers, 
establishing contacts, and providing information and logistical support where needed.  
This study would not have yielded its results without the enormous dedication and in-depth research of 
the country research teams: Georgia - Jessica Schultz (Chr. Michelsen Institute - CMI) and Archil 
Abashidze (Tbilisi I. Chavchavadze State University); Indonesia - Zora Ledergerber (Basel Institute 
on Governance) and Bivitri Susanti (Centre for Indonesian Law and Policy Studies); Nicaragua - 
Miguel Peñailillo and Angel Saldomando; Pakistan - Jessica Schultz (CMI); Tanzania - Karen 
Hussmann and Max Mmuya (University of Dar es Salaam); and Zambia - Karen Hussmann and 
Davies Chikalanga (University of Zambia). Specific acknowledgement goes to the great generosity of 
all interview partners, who have been extremely forthcoming and helpful in providing their insights, 
knowledge and time, without which the case studies could not have been produced. Finally, the 
disinterested contributions of peer reviewers in each country were particularly helpful in ensuring 
factual accuracy and overall coherence. 
 
We would also like to give warm thanks to the Advisory Committee of this study, Gretta Fenner 
(Basel Institute on Governance), Dedo Geinitz (GTZ), Robin Hodess (Transparency International), 
Patrick Keuleers (UNDP), Bo Rothstein (University of Gothenburg) and Martin Tisne (TIRI), for their 
support in defining the research methodology, the selection of case study countries and their expert 
review of the synthesis report. We are also very grateful to Noha El-Mikawy (UNDP), Alf Morten 
Jerve (CMI), Phil Matsheza (UNDP), Richard Messick (World Bank), Roberto de Michele (IDB), 
Andrew Preston (DFID) and Geir Sundet for their generosity in sharing their long-standing experience 
and time by commenting thoroughly on the overall study.  
 
Finally, a great and warm thank you goes to the staff team of U4, who have always provided excellent 
support for all stages of the study and have shown great flexibility in accommodating unpredictable 
necessities for change.  
 

                                                      
1 The partner agencies are the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA), the Department for 
International Development (DFID) from the UK, the Deutsche Gesellschaft für Technische Zusammenarbeit, 
(GTZ – German Technical Cooperation), the Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation (Norad), the 
Swedish Agency for Internationa Development Cooperation (SIDA), and the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 

 6



U4 REPORT ANTI-CORRUPTION POLICY MAKING IN PRACTICE 1:2007 
 

Executive Summary 
The United Nations Convention against Corruption (UNCAC) has been recognised as a reference 
framework for the fight against corruption, unique because of its comprehensive coverage based on a 
common understanding among a broad range of States Parties. While it provides new opportunities 
and guidance for national policies and anti-corruption measures, it also poses considerable new 
challenges, for instance the temptation to undertake too many anti-corruption measures at the same 
time. In order to address the multifaceted phenomenon of corruption, Article 5 of UNCAC stipulates, 
among other provisions, that “Each State Party shall, in accordance with the fundamental principles 
of its legal system, develop and implement or maintain effective, coordinated anti-corruption policies 
…”. As a fundamental preventive provision, Article 5 puts emphasis on a strategic approach and is a 
gateway for the implementation of UNCAC provisions. The U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Centre 
therefore found it relevant to study experiences from existing anti-corruption policy regimes and 
analyse what can be learnt from them.    
 
From among the many different forms that anti-corruption policies can take, the present study explores 
the experience of six countries that have pursued explicit national anti-corruption policies or strategies. 
This focus was chosen because it is likely that such an approach will be pursued with greater 
enthusiasm as States Parties seek to fulfil Article 5 of UNCAC.2 
 
The main objective of this study is to provide insight into how countries have so far grappled with 
the challenges of anti-corruption policy making and implementation, to analyse what this 
experience can tell us and to identify issues for consideration in future policy making, both for 
States Parties and for development partners.3 The purpose is to explore in depth how anti-corruption 
policies or strategies came into being in six countries, what the catalysts and driving forces were, 
which criteria were used to select and prioritise reforms, how they were implemented, and what the 
role of development partners was in the overall process. The study is based on an extensive literature 
review, empirical research through in-depth country case studies from Georgia, Indonesia, Nicaragua, 
Pakistan, Tanzania and Zambia, as well as the concluding analysis of what can be learned from this 
experience.  
 
Section I provides the background to this research project and looks at the basic features of anti-
corruption policies. It also depicts various ways in which anti-corruption policy frameworks4 have 
emerged around the world in order to illustrate different possible ways in which the implementation of 
Article 5 of UNCAC may be pursued. For example, some countries have chosen to develop explicit 
broad national strategies, others pursue more selective policies focused on improving integrity, 
transparency and accountability in certain key areas of the public administration, and yet others have 
opted for embedding anti-corruption measures in broader public sector reforms. Further, certain 
countries set out on legislative transparency and anti-corruption agendas, while in others no 
specifically declared anti-corruption policies can be found, but rather implicit ones. It should be noted, 
though, that boundaries between these approaches are sometimes blurred.  
 
Section II contains the main findings of the empirical research on the six countries mentioned above. 
It examines to what extent key features for effective public policy making, such as national ownership, 
stakeholder participation, knowledge-based design, priority setting, coordination, monitoring and 

                                                      
2 Other approaches to the implementation of Article 5 emerge in the course of this analysis, and are explored in 
detail in section 4.1. 
3 The term “development partners” refers to all bi- and multilateral agencies that provide development aid and 
technical assistance to partner countries.  
4 With the term ”anti-corruption policy framework” we refer to a set of anti-corruption policies that have 
emerged in a specific country context and that can be seen as following a broader national level logic or 
nationality steered anti-corruption approach. 
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evaluation, are found in practice and what shortcomings have been experienced. Given that anti-
corruption policies are interdependent with other core governmental policies and reforms, it explores 
how these linkages are reflected in practice. Finally, special emphasis is put on the role development 
partners play throughout the anti-corruption policy cycle.  
 
Section III summarises what we can learn from experience in the six countries studied. The political 
response to perceived widespread corruption in most of the countries studied consists in the 
development of a broad national anti-corruption policy or strategy. Nevertheless, in most countries this 
approach has not been overly successful for a variety of reasons, amongst which the following merit 
special attention:  
 
• Not enough attention has been given to the political dimension of anti-corruption policies: in 

particular, the high-level political will that gave birth to anti-corruption strategies could not be 
maintained from the beginning to the end of the governmental cycle, not to speak of continuation 
into the periods in office of new governments;   

• Implementing agencies do not own the strategies: the high-level leadership of ministries and 
public agencies which have to implement the lion’s share of the measures contained in anti-
corruption policies and strategies did not participate actively in their design, and political 
agreements and hence committed buy-in were weak;  

• The tension between comprehensive and targeted approaches remains unresolved: most anti-
corruption strategies were not strategic. They did not set priorities, nor did they consider a 
sequenced roll-out across agencies, allowing for pilot testing and keeping in line with capacities 
and resources.  

• The coordinating agency often lacks authority: the public agencies charged with the coordination 
and monitoring of anti-corruption strategies usually did not have the authority, political backing or 
capacity to encourage or compel powerful line ministries to implement envisioned measures and 
report on progress; 

• Ongoing technical advice and mentoring is absent: public agencies that have to implement anti-
corruption measures frequently did not have the required capacities to “mainstream” these 
measures into their daily business operations and anti-corruption lead agencies often lacked the 
capacity to remedy this situation;  

• Monitoring and evaluation has been almost entirely ignored: self-assessments did not bring results 
and external reviews of progress, e.g. by parliaments, research institutes and universities, had not 
even been foreseen; 

• The lack of information for and communication with implementing agencies, political actors, the 
media and the public hinders the creation of a sustained political debate and thus of political 
pressure to move anti-corruption policies forward; 

• The role of development partners has been problematic: although important support was provided, 
development partners often failed to help partner countries creatively to remedy the above 
mentioned shortcomings. They also often lack sufficient senior expertise on the ground to help 
identify alternative avenues and provide appropriate guidance.  

 
These main findings do not suggest that there are no serious players in each country studied who 
firmly believe in the need and usefulness of anti-corruption strategies and who actively engage in the 
fight against corruption. They tell us rather that anti-corruption strategies in their current form are 
easily derailed from their original track into overly ambitious and unmanageable undertakings. The 
analysis of some key features of policy making provides some insights into why this happens:  
 
With regard to national ownership, anti-corruption policies and strategies are indeed based on initial 
political will and clearly pursue political objectives. However, these objectives tend to be concentrated 
on strengthening the government’s power base and maintaining the status quo. On the other hand, 
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formal democratic processes have had positive effects in that they have allowed the public to voice, in 
particular through elections, demonstrations and media reports, a demand for anti-corruption policies. 
But the lack of mechanisms for continuing participation throughout the full policy cycle impedes the 
effectiveness of these anti-corruption efforts.  
 
In their content, most of the anti-corruption policies and strategies studied focus on norms and 
institutions with limited effects on performance in terms of corruption control. The notable mismatch 
between the political nature of the problem and technocratic solutions is likely to result in superficial 
interventions. In addition, envisioned solutions are not based on adequate diagnostics of their causes 
and often diagnostics are entirely lacking. The case studies further reconfirm that the politically 
attractive punitive approach to corruption needs to be accompanied by the will to change systems and 
attitudes. In addition, integration with other core governance policies and reforms is taking place on 
paper but not in practice. Finally, it emerges that addressing corruption risks in development aid has 
not been part of national anti-corruption strategies.  
 
In terms of implementation, coordination and monitoring, it is particularly worrisome to note that 
this crucial phase of the policy cycle does not receive sufficient political and operational attention. 
Leadership and oversight are often characterised by a mismatch between institutional capacities and 
ambitious objectives. Insufficient information and communication with key stakeholders create further 
opacity. Also, it is not clear how an approach of self-reform through self-assessment is supposed to 
work, in particular when one takes into account that institutions anywhere in the world tend to be 
resistant to change. Last but not least, the lack of meaningful participatory monitoring and evaluation 
seems to convert anti-corruption policies into paper tigers.   
 
In addition, some international factors need to be considered. First, as in many other fields of 
international assistance the role of development partners has been ambivalent in the countries studied, 
as already mentioned above. International anti-corruption treaties have certainly served as catalysts for 
legal reform. But so far too little attention has been paid to implementation, both to avoid the 
distortion of regulations implementing these laws and to put them effectively into practice.   
 
Section IV examines the potential options for the implementation of Article 5 of UNCAC, that is, for 
“effective and coordinated anti-corruption policies”. On the one hand, this section aims at providing 
States Parties with some issues that they may want to consider when approaching the implementation 
of UNCAC, in particular of Article 5. On the other hand, it offers suggestions to be considered by 
development partners when providing assistance to States Parties for UNCAC implementation.   
 
First of all, it seems of great importance that States Parties recognise the need to build high-level 
political agreements in order to develop a strategic vision about how to fight corruption in a given 
country. The challenge lies in making an anti-corruption policy framework “strategic” instead of 
elaborating long wish lists. For this purpose, it is also important to acknowledge that there are no 
ready-made or definite solutions but rather pertinent questions for States Parties to consider when 
designing their anti-corruption policy framework, such as:  
 
• Should a single anti-corruption strategy or a n alternative approach for coordinated policies be 

chosen and what conditions influence the choice?  

• Would integration with government core policies and reforms provide a potential alternative?  

• Are sectoral approaches an alternative? If so, under what conditions and would they complement 
or substitute for an overarching national approach?  

• How can appropriate prioritisation and sequencing be achieved?  

• Could monitoring of ongoing policies and reforms from an anti-corruption perspective help to 
strengthen anti-corruption prevention?  
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• What kind of institutional arrangements for implementation and coordination is necessary for the 
approach chosen?  

 
No matter what form the anti-corruption policy framework may take, results from this study suggest 
that States Parties may want to consider more modest goals and objectives, stronger implementation 
modalities, in particular through clearer implementation arrangements, monitoring, and concrete 
prioritisation of issues, in particular those that constitute battles which can be won in the short to 
medium term (e.g. service delivery in key areas).  
 
Finally, fighting corruption by directly addressing it may not be the most suitable approach in all 
contexts. Rather, the question arises whether an approach that concentrates on widely accepted 
antidotes to corruption, such as transparency and accountability, might be more promising. Another 
basic issue that also should be considered is whether a State Party wants to formulate a “negative”, 
that is anti-corruption, approach, or a “positive”, that is pro-integrity or transparency, approach.   
With regard to the development partners, there are a series of issues for them to consider when 
designing and deciding upon assisting States Parties with UNCAC implementation, again in particular 
of Article 5:  
 
• First and foremost, they should use and promote UNCAC as a binding legal and political 

international commitment to further good governance.  

• Secondly, they should recognise Article 5 as the “gateway” for the implementation of UNCAC, 
but not as an automatic obligation to develop one single national anti-corruption strategy. For this 
purpose, they should help States Parties to identify different options for coordinated policy 
frameworks and provide experience-based information about their advantages and disadvantages.  

• Third, development partners need to make every effort to strengthen the links between anti-
corruption and governance reforms, which also entails overcoming certain “silo” visions that 
continue to persist within specific sectoral approaches as well as among the experts working in 
them. Integrating or “mainstreaming” specific anti-corruption components into core reforms is 
key, as well as continuing training and mentoring of sector specialists in anti-corruption 
approaches.  

• Fourth, they should promote open and transparent dialogue between governments, themselves, 
parliament and non-state actors to assess progress.  

• Fifth, they should increase knowledge and understanding of corrupt practices and their forms, 
manifestations and dynamics, disseminate the findings widely and ensure public access to them.  

• Sixth, development partners should invest much more in fostering effective and non-state 
monitoring and evaluation of anti-corruption policies, e.g. by parliaments, universities and civil 
society organisations, and at the same time support more effective internal monitoring.. This 
particularly important area would entail the not so attractive but highly pertinent issue of 
strengthening national information management systems. It would also entail supporting the 
production of non-state monitoring and evaluation materials.  

• Seventh, despite progress at headquarters level and, for example, within OECD-DAC, 
development partners should make greater efforts to bring their actions at country level more in 
line with these OECD-DAC agreements, in particular with regard to donor coordination, 
harmonisation of aid and the joint principles for anti-corruption.  

• Finally, development partners should also review their collective reaction when partner 
governments do not live up to mutual agreements. In particular, the often portrayed dilemma of 
having to choose between non-toleration of corruption and the pursuit of “bigger goals” such as 
poverty reduction needs to be questioned, as there is room for pragmatic “grey zone” approaches 
which would avoid an “either-or” answer.  

 

 10



U4 REPORT ANTI-CORRUPTION POLICY MAKING IN PRACTICE 1:2007 
 

By way of concluding, it should be reiterated that the study cautions against the applicability of one 
and the same approach to implementing Article 5 of UNCAC in all countries around the globe. 
Countries with different degrees of institutional capacity and diverse political contexts and social 
backgrounds will require and may want to choose varying modalities. In addition, the temptation to 
interpret “effective and coordinated anti-corruption policies” as the need for a single anti-corruption 
strategy certainly points towards one option, but there are several more. Last but not least, partner 
countries, where necessary and desired with the support of development partners, should consider 
pursuing anti-corruption work with effective modest targets instead of ambitious but unfeasible 
promises. 
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1 Introduction to anti-corruption policy frameworks5  
The United Nations Convention against Corruption (UNCAC) recognises that corruption is a 
multifaceted phenomenon that results, among others, from weak governance systems and failing 
institutions with multiple interactions among each other. Article 5 of UNCAC stipulates that:  
 

“Each State Party shall, in accordance with the fundamental principles of its legal system, develop and 
implement or maintain effective, coordinated anti-corruption policies that promote the participation of 
society and reflect the principles of the rule of law, proper management of public affairs and public 
property, integrity, transparency and accountability.” 

 
This article reflects the conviction of the States Parties that anti-corruption measures should be 
embedded in coordinated policies instead of being carried out in isolation or an ad hoc manner. It also 
recognises that anti-corruption approaches cannot be confined only to technocratic solutions aimed at 
fixing certain systemic problems. Rather, it places emphasis on the realm of public policy and thus 
acknowledges the inherently political nature of anti-corruption work. Article 5 puts emphasis on a 
strategic approach which becomes more evident when it is read together with the articles that follow. 
 
In addition, Article 5 reinforces the spirit of the Convention in preventing and combating corruption 
not as an end in itself but to promote integrity and accountability as well as the proper management of 
public affairs. These are key ingredients for good governance and as such crucial preconditions for 
sustainable development (see Figure I).6 Hence, national anti-corruption policy frameworks face the 
challenge not only of building bridges between the realms of corruption prevention and enforcement 
but also of linking them adequately to other policies and reforms aimed at building the basis for 
sustainable development. 
 
National anti-corruption policies can take many different forms, such as explicit anti-corruption 
policies (which have often found their expression in anti-corruption strategies or similar policy 
documents), cross-cutting transparency/public integrity policies or an amalgamation of public sector 
reforms which tend to be considered as implicit anti-corruption agendas in themselves (see section 
1.2).7 Clear demarcation lines between these options, which are not mutually exclusive, are difficult to 
establish and in practice it is common to find a combination of such policies.   
 
With a view to providing inputs for States Parties and development partners for the implementation 
of Article 5, this study analyses the experience of six countries (Georgia, Indonesia, Nicaragua, 
Pakistan, Tanzania and Zambia) with the design and implementation of one of these options, namely 
explicit national anti-corruption policies or strategies.8 It explores how these anti-corruption policy 

                                                      
5 With the term ”anti-corruption policy framework” we refer to a set of anti-corruption policies that have 
emerged in a specific country context and that can be seen as following a broader national level logic or 
nationality steered anti-corruption approach. 
6 The United Nations Millennium Declaration of 2000 states that one of its primary objectives is to “create an 
environment - at the national and global levels alike - which is conducive to [sustainable] development and to the 
elimination of poverty” and further says that “success in meeting these objectives depends on good governance 
within each country … and at the international level ...”. General Assembly resolution 55/2 of 8 September 2000. 
7 These public sector core reforms – often referred to by development partners as good governance reforms 
without going into detail about what “governance” means in the particular context – frequently cover the areas of 
public expenditure management and financial accountability, the civil service, the justice sector and 
decentralisation.  
8 In national-level anti-corruption initiatives around the world, there has not been consistency in the use of terms 
for explicit national anti-corruption approaches. Although the need for clarification is acknowledged, for the 
purpose of this study we will look at anti-corruption policies and strategies as national anti-corruption policy 
frameworks. The purpose is to study the dynamics of policy making, not to determine if a policy is a policy or 
strategy or vice versa. Hence, the term “explicit anti-corruption policy or strategy” refers to a publicly declared 
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frameworks were developed and identifies catalysts and driving forces as well as criteria that were 
used to prioritise reforms. The study further explores how the policies were implemented and what 
role development partners (DP)9 played in the overall process. Special attention is given to finding out 
more about what these country experiences can tell us about the presumptions for effective anti-
corruption policy making, such as ownership, stakeholder participation, knowledge-based design, a 
holistic approach, priority setting and sequencing, coordination and monitoring, as well as about 
potential tensions between some of these features.10 The methodological approach is summarised in 
Annex I.  
 
Figure 1 – Interdependence between prevention and combating of corruption for sustainable 
development11 
 

 
 
 
This focus has been chosen because i) to date it has often been pursued; ii) there is a critical lack of 
empirical knowledge about how these policies were developed and implemented; iii) development 
partners – including the U4 agencies – have been actively engaged in developing the type of anti-
corruption and governance reforms discussed in this study; and iv) it is likely that such broad anti-
corruption policies or strategies will be pursued with greater enthusiasm as States Parties seek to fulfil 
their obligations under Article 5 of UNCAC.  
 
The study examines in depth anti-corruption policies and strategies targeted on preventing corruption, 
as well as their links with public sector and governance reforms, while combating corruption is 
touched upon as an integral part of national anti-corruption policy frameworks and often as a precursor 
for prevention in the countries studied. Although Article 5 of UNCAC is part of Chapter II on 
preventive measures, effective and coordinated policies are needed to implement both preventive and 
punitive anti-corruption measures as well as to establish the vital links between these mutually 

                                                                                                                                                                      
“anti-corruption strategy”, “anti-corruption (action) plan”, “national integrity strategy/plan” or “anti-corruption 
policy” that is drafted and steered by a national government.   
9 The term “development partners” refers to all bi- and multilateral agencies that provide development aid and 
technical assistance to partner countries. 
10 These features of good policy making in general were taken up in recommendations for effective anti-
corruption policy making issued by international organisations such as the World Bank, UNODC and UNDP. 
11 Source: Adapted from U4 background paper “International Cooperation Workshop on Technical Assistance for the 
Implementation of UNCAC”, Montevideo (May 2007). 
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reinforcing fields of anti-corruption work.12 As such, Article 5 is a gateway for the implementation of 
overall UNCAC provisions.    

1.1 What are anti-corruption policies?  
The meaning of public policy depends on the context of its use.13 An often quoted and useful approach 
considers public policies as processes, highlighting the historical dimension of policies and pointing to 
different phases during the process, e.g. policy making, policy implementation and policy evaluation 
(Turner and Hulme, 1997). Policies are created by a variety of actors with multiple, often conflicting 
and at times changing political objectives. One of the most important features is that public policy 
making is not a highly rational process with static goals in which expert technocrats have the control 
to achieve predicted or stated outcomes. Rather, policy making is often a “fuzzy betting attempting to 
influence the probability to future situations” (Turner and Hulme, 1997).  
 
Anti-corruption policies cut across different sectors of a country’s governance system and its multiple 
institutions, and can complement, strengthen or compete with each other. Their dynamics and 
strengths depend on the broader governance context, changing political agendas and the capacities, 
will and power of the players involved.14 A good illustration of this can be found in the anti-corruption 
policies of Chile over the past 10 years, as reflected in Figure II.  
 
It is important to note that the provisions of UNCAC are often pursued through a series of cross-
cutting policies (e.g. legislative, state modernisation, government auditing and probity policy, see 
Figure II) under the auspices of different ministries, departments and other public agencies. During the 
political cycle of a government these policies move up and down in importance on the political agenda 
depending on the priorities of the moment, the leadership of the responsible institution and factors of 
the political environment. The experience of Chile also shows that institutionalising the different anti-
corruption policies has allowed all of them to survive at least to some extent, even in changing 
political settings. Continuity must be ensured if these policies are to have an effect. 
 
It is noteworthy that in the US and Europe the battles and negotiations of political interest groups are 
concentrated on the policy making and design stages while implementation follows through the 
institutional systems.15 In developing countries, however, where decision making processes are often 
more closed and “interest aggregating structures are weak”, political interest groups tend to focus their 
influence on the implementation phase, where “those with particular interests are best able to 
participate” (Thomas and Grindle, 1990).16 The empirical part of the study confirms this and points to 
the need for more attention to be given to policy implementation, where policies and legal or 
administrative measures often become distorted.  

 

                                                      
12 See U4 background paper “International Cooperation Workshop on Technical Assistance for the 
Implementation of UNCAC”, Montevideo (May 2007). 
13 Birkland (2001) outlines common elements of the different definitions of public policy: policies are i) made in 
the name of the public, ii) made or initiated by government, iii) interpreted and implemented by public and 
private actors, iv) what the government intends to do, and v) what it chooses not to do.  
14 “Few political leaders have been able to bind themselves to anti-corruption reforms over an extended period of 
time.” (Heilbrunn, 2002). Also, cyclical anti-corruption policies often negatively affect continuity (Doig et al., 
2005).   
15 Lahera (2002) offers a useful approach to distinguishing between different phases of policy making: i) genesis 
– or bringing an issue onto the political agenda, ii) design – decision making about what will be done and what 
not, iii) implementation, and iv) monitoring and evaluation.  
16 “At this stage a large portion of individual or collective demand making, the representation of interests, and 
the emergence and resolution of conflict occur. Also, politics based on factions, patron-client ties and other 
affective forms is highly suited to individualised demand on the bureaucracy for the allocation of resources” 
(Thomas and Grindle, 1990).  

 14



U4 REPORT ANTI-CORRUPTION POLICY MAKING IN PRACTICE 1:2007 
 

Figure II – 13 years of different anti-corruption policies in Chile17  
 

 
 
Contrary to a common belief, policy making does not follow a linear model where implementation is 
conceived as simply putting government documents into practice and where failures are mostly 
attributed to a lack of political will, resources or understanding of the nature of the problem. 
Conversely, policy processes are dynamic interactions with multiple feedback loops permeated by 
politics and power issues that influence or even dominate technocratic approaches. This is particularly 
true for anti-corruption policies, which affect the distribution of or access to political power and 
reduce opportunities to accumulate (illicit) economic wealth and thus restrict power.18 Hence, 
interactions between reformers and opponents create unforeseen consequences for the policy 
objectives and require adjustments and corrective measures throughout the implementation process, as 
can be seen in Figure III.  
 
As indicated above, to date considerable efforts have been made to develop practical advice on what 
an anti-corruption policy document or strategy should consist of and how it should be developed. 
However, these recommendations have been largely prescriptive and some of the underlying 
assumptions have more recently been questioned.19 Also, the lack of sound, reliable diagnostics, 
contingent on the political, institutional, cultural and economical character of each country, has been 
an important impediment to developing public policies that combine the best of “politics” with the 
best of “technocratic approaches”. And the essential phase of implementing anti-corruption policies 
has received relatively little attention from governments and development partners alike, although this 
is the phase in which political and economic actors in countries with weak institutions play their cards 
to achieve personal or group interests.  

 

                                                      
17 Source: Miguel Peñailillo (2007) – International Conference on Anti-corruption in Latin America. 
18 The relationship between corruption and power is well captured in the following phrase: “Corruption is about 
governance and governance is about the exercise of state power …” (Schah and Schachter, 2004).  
19 For example, Michael (2004) warns that recommendations such as integrated and holistic strategies are based 
on assumptions that have not been proven to work in practice. Haarhuis and Leeuw (2004) state that “none of the 
identified top-down anti-corruption premises is clearly supported by cross-country empirical evidence”. Shah 
and Schachter (2004) point out that support for anti-corruption agencies or awareness raising campaigns will 
have limited effects in a context with rampant corruption. Rather, efforts should focus on broad underlying 
features of the governance environment. The focus on awareness raising has been criticised as it mainly helps to 
create an atmosphere of public cynicism. And the creation of broad coalitions has been questioned due to their 
limited success in sustainability (Tisné and Smilov, 2004).  
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Figure III - The interactive model of policy implementation20 

 

 
 
 
Finally, inherent tensions between some of the recommendations for effective anti-corruption policy 
making simmer under the surface without being acknowledged. Thus, the quest for a holistic and 
broad-based approach can create difficulties for the setting of priorities and sequencing. National 
ownership can be “kidnapped” by national elites, who may steer anti-corruption approaches towards 
areas that are not too damaging or sensitive for the powers in place. National initiatives may also just 
be the result of international pressure behind the scenes, while real ownership is lacking. As will be 
shown in the empirical part of the study, the politics of anti-corruption policy making have been 
largely neglected, although an understanding of the political context and policy dynamics is crucial for 
quality policies (Turner and Hulme, 1997).   

1.2 What types of anti-corruption policy framework can be identified?  
Since the mid-1990s, countless initiatives against corruption have emerged at the country and 
international levels. This has been largely due to the fact that the international community recognised 
the devastating effects of corruption on sustainable development, on political stability and, since 2001, 
on global security. But these anti-corruption initiatives were also fostered by the public outcry in many 
countries about the impact of corruption on their lives as well as by the growing number of so-called 
anti-corruption governments.21  
 
Experience has shown that every country in the world faces the challenges and risks associated with 
the phenomenon of corruption. However, the ways in which corruption creeps into and reproduces 
itself in a given society vary widely and depend on a set of historical, political, economic, social and 
cultural factors. For similar reasons, the ways in which governments choose to deal with corruption 
also vary widely. Nevertheless, from a macro-level perspective, a series of distinct approaches with 
common features can be identified.  
                                                      
20 Source: Thomas, J. W. and Grindle, M.S. (1990) “After the decision: Implementing policy reforms in 
developing countries”, World Development, vol. 18 (8). 
21 Since the late 1990s, in many countries new governments have been swept to power on broad anti-corruption 
platforms containing promises to introduce zero tolerance policies. However, to put the promises of the election 
campaigns into practice has proven to be difficult in many of these countries.   
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In the following sub-sections an attempt is made to identify the main types of anti-corruption policy 
framework found in practice.22 Rather than providing an exhaustive classification of different 
initiatives, the study seeks to illustrate different ways in which the implementation of Article 5 may be 
pursued as a gateway to the provisions of UNCAC. It should be noted that clear lines between the 
different approaches are often difficult to establish.  

1.2.1 Explicit anti-corruption policy documents  

A number of developing and transitional countries – including those covered by the case studies here – 
have crafted extensive anti-corruption policy documents23 (often called anti-corruption strategies). 
Those often contain a large number of legal and administrative measures, sometimes even several 
hundreds.24 The design of these documents is sometimes preceded by country-specific diagnostic 
work, such as corruption or integrity baseline studies, an analysis of the country’s integrity system, or 
an examination of the national institutional arrangements for fighting corruption, among others.25 But 
it can also be the result of a deliberate gathering of a broad range of interests and initiatives, at times 
dominated by development partners, which are then anchored in a national plan.26 
 
Responsibilities for the implementation of these broad documents are distributed in different ways, but 
always involve multiple agencies. Often all ministries are required to develop and implement their 
own action plans. Coordination and monitoring is crucial and in many countries specific anti-
corruption agencies are tasked with both, as is the case in Pakistan and Zambia. However, the political 
weight and hierarchical rank of such an agency is often low and sometimes at best similar to other 
ministries, thus impeding their exertion of authority over powerful public agencies, which usually 
have to implement the lion’s share of anti-corruption strategies in their day-to-day work. 
 
In other cases, the implementation and monitoring of the plans is assigned to a multi-agency 
coordination mechanism, which may have the form of a national integrity, transparency or anti-
corruption council or committee. Membership of these committees and councils may be high level but 
continuous, long-term coordination and monitoring tend to be challenging, if not impossible (UNDP, 
2005). A third option is to assign overall responsibility for such strategies to a ministry charged with 
reform coordination, as in Georgia.  
 
Explicit and usually extensive anti-corruption policy documents are frequently found in countries with 
perceived widespread corruption.27 The official rationale for this approach seems to be that to break 

                                                      
22 Anti-corruption policy frameworks are referred to by many different terms. For the purpose of this study 
national governmental initiatives will be taken into consideration if their stated objective is to reduce / control / 
prevent corruption with the aim of improving the proper management of public resources as required by Article 
5 of UNCAC.  
23 The terms used for explicit anti-corruption policy documents also vary widely and include “anti-corruption 
policy”, “anti-corruption strategy”, “action plan” and “national integrity plan”. We will put these documents 
under the umbrella term of “anti-corruption policy documents”, as they define the government’s goals and 
objectives in the fight against corruption, are part of the national political agendas and indicate what the 
governments intend to pursue.  
24 Pakistan’s National Anti-Corruption Strategy (2002), for example, features almost 400 different measures, and 
Albania’s Anti-Corruption Plan (2000) envisaged more than 130 measures in five broad areas.   
25 For example, the World Bank has developed a three-pronged survey of public officials, the private sector and 
civil society, UNDP and others have been engaged in integrity or baseline studies, and Transparency 
International has conducted numerous studies of national integrity systems. 
26 The experience of the Ghana Anti-Corruption Coalition (GACC) in developing an Action Plan (2001) is an 
example of this. The Action Plan that was finally adopted by the GACC and donors, and contained what 
development partners were pursuing and what the Coalition thought ought to be done. However, the Plan was 
not based on a diagnosis as the results of an anti-corruption survey were not yet available (Asamoa, 2003). 
27 In South-East Europe, a specific modality of comprehensive anti-corruption strategies has been dubbed “anti-
corruption Omnibus Programmes” by the EBRD. They tend to share some or all of the following components: an 
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through the vicious circle of mutually reinforcing forms of corruption all-encompassing solutions are 
required (Tisné and Smilov, 2004). The unofficial rationale may be that governments and development 
partners need to show different constituencies that corruption is being addressed (see sections 2 and 3). 
However, this does not seem to be an appropriate or feasible approach for countries with weak state 
capacities (see individual case studies for this report).   

1.2.2 Legislative agendas for transparency or anti-corruption  

Another form of anti-corruption policy framework can be found under the umbrella of legislative 
agendas for transparency, probity, integrity or anti-corruption. In this case, countries strengthen the 
legal basis of their institutions to prevent corruption, but also improve or broaden their criminal codes 
in order to be able to prosecute different types of corrupt practice. However, the apparent reasons and 
political dynamics for such legislative approaches can vary widely. In the following, three different 
ways are briefly illustrated:  

i)  Remedy of specific weaknesses of institutions or governance systems 
Specific vulnerabilities to corrupt practices are often evidenced through scandals, political competition 
or advocacy efforts by non-state actors.28 In response to the identification of systemic institutional 
weaknesses, existing laws are either amended or new legislation is developed. Often, such processes 
take time, above all when political consensus is lacking about what needs to be done and how. 
Particular difficulties arise with respect to contentious issues such as political party and campaign 
financing or lobbying regulations.  
 
This form of anti-corruption approach can be found specifically in countries with relatively well 
functioning institutions and a fair level of governance. Initiatives for reform emerge largely from 
national actors, governmental and non-governmental alike, who may well use international 
frameworks as a reference point to exert pressure on opponents. These initiatives are usually carried 
out through already existing institutions. A good example is Chile’s Probity and Transparency Agenda 
of 2006, which was launched by the President in response to a series of scandals. It addresses a 
number of long-known underlying causes for corrupt practices and was embedded in the framework of 
UNCAC.29  

ii)  Legal obligations for accession to the European Union  
Accession to European Union (EU) membership has not only been made dependent on legislative 
changes in the realms of the rule of law, respect for human rights, and broader democratic governance, 
but to a significant extent also on compliance with anti-corruption measures. Incentives for EU 
membership are powerful and candidate states have been relatively quick to carry out a series of 
legislative anti-corruption measures. For example, by the end of 2002 eight out of ten candidate 
countries had ratified the Council of Europe’s (CoE) Criminal Convention against Corruption 
compared with only three out of the fifteen member countries (OSI, 2002). EU accession states, such 
as Estonia, Slovenia and Poland, were also the most likely among twenty-four transition countries to 
review and amend key legislation for corruption prevention, such as their laws on the civil service, 
financial disclosure, public procurement, freedom of information, party financing and money 
laundering (Steves and Rousso, 2003).30  

                                                                                                                                                                      
anti-corruption law; a national anti-corruption strategy or programme; a ministerial commission, specialised unit 
or dedicated agency; an action plan to implement the programme; and a monitoring mechanism (Smilov, 2006).  
28 Examples in many countries include the areas of political party and campaign financing, lobby activities, civil 
service appointments, public procurement and the lack of transparency and access to information, among others.    
29 See “Agenda de Probidad y transparencia del Gobierno de Chile” (November 2006) 
www.gobiernodechile.cl/agenda_transparencia/medidas.htm.   
30 South-Eastern European countries, such as Romania, Bulgaria, Serbia and Montenegro, have been most active 
in undertaking Omnibus Programmes. This can be partly explained by the higher levels of corruption in these 
countries but also by pressures from the Stability Pact and others to make visible anti-corruption efforts (Stevens 
and Rousso, 2003).  
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This approach is largely motivated by external factors, notably the political pressure of the EU 
Commission. On the other hand, candidate countries have high expectations about the benefits to be 
derived from EU membership. Hence there is an important endogenous momentum, too. However, in 
the absence of strong national constituencies and considering that the governments of EU accession 
countries may be held accountable by the Commission rather than by their own population, it remains 
to be seen to what extent this approach will bring about real change.  

iii)  Anti-corruption laws as a precursor for broader reform  
Some developing countries have concentrated their anti-corruption efforts in a first phase on the 
development of an often comprehensive anti-corruption law. These laws tend to encompass the 
definition of different types of corrupt practice, the regulation of some preventive measures and the 
investigation of corrupt practices as well as, sometimes, the creation of a special public agency 
responsible for the implementation of the law. The efforts are in some cases accompanied by the 
development of implementation plans for the laws, including institutional development plans for the 
anti-corruption agencies themselves and/or other integrity institutions. Examples of this approach can 
be found in some countries in Asia, such as Cambodia,31 Laos,32 Mongolia and, in a less sophisticated 
way, Afghanistan.  
 
Although this approach could be considered an “ice-breaker” in some environments where corruption 
used to be a “taboo” issue in public debate, as was the case in Laos, considerable challenges remain to 
be addressed in the following phase. These challenges include the need to link anti-corruption efforts 
to broader governance reforms, in particular in the area of public sector management, the regulation of 
economic activities, but also the accountability of public officials and the regulation of interest groups 
(UNDP, 2006).    

1.2.3 Targeted approach focusing on key areas for anti-corruption reform  

A number of countries have focused anti-corruption policies on specific areas for action. A common 
element of these targeted policies seems to be the belief that concerted and determined action in a 
specific field can lead to change in others.  
 
One form of targeted preventive anti-corruption policy is found in the “Public Integrity Approach” 
(OSI, 2002). Efforts are concentrated on strengthening the sense of public responsibility and 
accountability and on creating a public culture of shared values and ethical standards. The assumption 
is that public officials should have positive incentives to behave with integrity. It is believed that 
corruption is best controlled if public officials can act with varying degrees of autonomy in the interest 
of the public good as long as a strong culture of public ethics and integrity makes them more or less 
immune to opportunities for wrong-doing. Examples with elements of this approach can be found in 
the Polish civil service (OSI, 2002), the Presidential Anti-Corruption Programme of Colombia (1999-
2002), and in Puerto Rico.  
 
More recently, some countries have started to pursue sectoral anti-corruption approaches, sometimes 
substituting and sometimes complementing broader anti-corruption strategies. Sectoral approaches 
focus either on government agencies that are considered highly vulnerable to corruption (such as tax 
and customs departments), or on sectors that are crucial for the achievement of the Millennium 

                                                      
31 In Cambodia, an implementation strategy for the Anti-Corruption Law was discussed even before the law was 
approved. This approach was supported by development partners, which hoped that it would speed up the 
approval process.  
32 It should be noted that in Laos the current legal and institutional anti-corruption provisions are the result of 
prior efforts to fight corruption. Hence the Anti-Corruption Law of 2005 is based on a prior anti-corruption 
decree from 1999, and the recently created Counter Corruption Agency (2006) is the result of merging the prior 
State Inspection Authority with the Party Central Control Committee. Prior efforts suffered from significant 
difficulties in generating effects and the new institutional arrangements are expected to help bring about change.  
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Development Goals, such as the health and education sectors. Examples are the Mongolian health 
sector as well as the Afghan revenue department.  
 
Another targeted, albeit initially punitive, anti-corruption approach can be found in countries that 
started with a determined crackdown on corrupt practices. Newly created, highly specialised, 
independent and well-resourced anti-corruption agencies focused on the investigation and prosecution 
of corrupt individuals. Recognising that a sanctions-based approach was not enough, these countries 
quickly introduced elements of the above-mentioned public integrity approach. Examples are Hong 
Kong, Singapore and New South Wales. Due to their success, there have been many efforts to export 
them to countries of the developing world with widespread corruption, often supported or advocated 
by the international community. However, results there have been at best mixed (Heilbrunn, 2002; 
Meagher, 2005; Doig, 2005) largely due to the fact that the model is not easily exportable to any given 
country context. Hence, caution is needed when selecting such an approach, which seems to be more 
adequate for countries with relatively good levels of governance (World Bank, 2000; Michael, 2004).  

1.2.4 Embedded anti-corruption approach through public sector reform 

Some countries do not have major explicit anti-corruption policies or programmes. Under certain 
circumstances, in particular when corruption at all levels is pervasive and state capacities are weak, a 
good way to address different manifestations of corrupt practices can be an implicit or embedded 
approach through reforms of the core areas of public sector management systems (World Bank, 2000), 
which are often also called (good) governance reforms. These generally encompass the areas of public 
financial management, civil service reform, judicial reform, decentralisation, administrative 
procedures and public procurement, as well as internal and external audit systems. The main 
objectives of these reforms are not to curb corruption per se but rather to increase the effectiveness, 
efficiency, transparency and accountability of the administrative, financial and control systems. The 
expected control of corruption is seen as a valuable by-product, although this hypothesis has not been 
proved so far.  
 
This approach is also often found in conflict or post-conflict countries where a direct focus on 
corruption tends to be politically sensitive.33 It is mainly supported by development partners for the 
reasons given before. But at the same time governments may create anti-corruption agencies with 
broad mandates (investigation, anti-corruption education, prevention) and then do little to provide 
them with the necessary political and technical support. Such window-dressing, though, does not fool 
the public and the international agencies for long. Hence, two different approaches may co-exist and 
also conflict with each other, examples of which can be found in the Democratic Republic of Congo 
and Afghanistan.  
 
The main challenges of this approach lie in ensuring i) that core governance reforms include a 
strategic anti-corruption dimension in order to address the main risks of corruption for the success of 
these reforms (including intervening in vested interests),34 ii) that the existence of often politicised 
anti-corruption agencies does not consume scarce resources unproductively or create public cynicism 
vis-à-vis anti-corruption work, and iii) that there is a shared strategic vision between the multiple 
actors (in particular within development partners) so as to avoid isolated piecemeal initiatives and 
duplication.  

                                                      
33 What to do about corruption in conflict and post-conflict countries has been a contentious issue for fear of the 
risks of destabilising them and/or reinvigorating violent conflict (UNDP, 2006; TIRI, 2007). 
34 For example, the permanent justice institutions of Afghanistan have developed in 2005 a 10-year strategy 
“Justice for All” in order to overhaul the whole sector profoundly. The justice sector in Afghanistan is perceived 
to be the most corrupt sector in the country (Integrity Watch, 2007), with corrupt practices being omnipresent in 
the police, the court system, the Attorney General’s Office and the Ministry of Justice. Despite these severe and 
well-known problems the Justice for All Strategy does not propose measures on how to address vulnerabilities to 
corruption and only includes activities to train judicial professionals in ethics.  
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1.2.5 Selected fixes and implicit anti-corruption policies  

The non-existence of explicit anti-corruption policies is a common feature of developed countries, but 
for different reasons. The majority of developed countries have strengthened their institutions to 
prevent and control corruption during the country’s political and development process over decades or 
in fact centuries.35 The levels of accountability, transparency and public integrity that characterise the 
institutions of most of these countries today are a result of long-term public policies. Considering that 
the three principles of accountability, transparency and integrity are generally handled as antidotes to 
corrupt practices, one could dare to say that most developed countries have implicit anti-corruption 
policies.  
 
Nevertheless, in many countries certain areas have either not been “sealed” yet against corrupt 
practices or have become more vulnerable over time, e.g. in the financing of politics, the regulation of 
“revolving doors” between the public and private sectors,36 and in public procurement. The debacle of 
the Enron case in the US is a good example, with the underlying institutional weakness being mended 
by the creation of a Public Company Accounting Oversight Committee.  
 
In most of these countries, demand for reform tends to come from the public as a reaction to major 
scandals, from non-state actors through sustained advocacy work, or from the political establishment 
itself. Further, demand for selected reform also originates from international anti-corruption initiatives, 
such as obligations derived from the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention or more recently UNCAC.  

1.3 Anti-corruption policy documents and UNCAC implementation  
The “typologies” described above are by no means exhaustive and interpretations drawn from them 
must be treated with care. Which specific anti-corruption policy frameworks are chosen or emerge 
depends on the political context of each country, its history, institutional environment, and the relative 
strength and power of different political actors, but also contextual factors and purely coincidental 
circumstances. Therefore the development of anti-corruption policies needs to be based on a good 
understanding of the local context and political dynamics.   
 
UNCAC offers a comprehensive reference framework for anti-corruption work and it provides new 
opportunities to orient policies and anti-corruption measures at national levels. However, it also poses 
considerable new challenges. The temptation to undertake too many anti-corruption measures at the 
same time may be reinforced, and the drive to amend or pass ever new laws in line with high 
international standards might draw attention away from effective implementation of what is already in 
place (even if it does not live up to the highest standards). In short, implementation of UNCAC could 
become an end in itself instead of serving as a vehicle for strengthening governance systems, 
accountability and public integrity.  
 
Against this background and in view of the anticipated demand for policy advice, from both national 
governments and international development partners, on how to implement Article 5 of UNCAC as a 
gateway for implementing UNCAC as a whole, this study looks at explicit national anti-corruption 
policies and strategies to gather insights from nearly a decade of experience in six countries. It is 
neither the purpose nor the scope of this study to come to any conclusive findings. This would not be 
possible based on six case studies, nor desirable as there are no “one size fits all” approaches. Also, it 
should be borne in mind that although for this study we have grouped the political players into 
“government”, “development partners” and “civil society” in order to simplify the analysis, we want to 
remind the reader that these groups do not in reality act as monolithic blocks. In summary, the aim of 

                                                      
35 See Dwivedi and Jabbra (2001), “Where corruption lives”, for brief overviews of the development of 
corruption and government responses from the US, Canada and France, for example.  
36 “Revolving door” refers to the interface between the public and private sectors with regard to public decision-
makers transferring to private sector positions in fields close to where their public decision making power lay. 
The revolving door also refers to situations that work the other way round.    
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this study is to contribute to a relatively unresearched field and to nurture discussions on the 
implementation of UNCAC.  
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2 Anti-corruption policy frameworks – how do they 
evolve?  

The empirical work of this study is based on country case studies from Georgia, Indonesia, 
Nicaragua, Pakistan, Tanzania and Zambia.37 In order to guide the difficulties in selecting the six 
countries the following criteria were used: i) the existence of an explicit national anti-corruption policy 
or strategy, and ii) support of these efforts by international development partners.38  
 
The case studies were elaborated on the basis of qualitative interviews with a broad range of key 
interviewees in each country and a literature review, including key policy and reform documents as 
well as political analysis.39 The teams, comprising a national and an international researcher, followed 
the methodological approach attached in Annex I. Given that this is an independent research project, 
the case studies where not shared with or sanctioned by the respective governments, although the case 
study authors drew largely on information provided by governmental actors. Rather, each case study 
underwent a national “peer review” process to ensure factual correctness and overall quality. 

2.1 Brief background and commonalities of the countries studied  
In all the countries, new political and economic systems have emerged over the past 15 years, albeit 
with significant differences in both of these areas. The transitions to free market economies have 
generally been in the forefront of reforms with a considerable consolidation of macroeconomic 
stability. On the other hand, political transitions to multiparty democracy started but are still 
incomplete with structural weaknesses in the area of political governance. The concentration of power 
in the executive (except in the cases of Indonesia and Nicaragua, where minority governments had to 
forge difficult coalitions) usually hinders mutual control between the three state powers. Naturally, the 
executives invest a fair amount of effort in avoiding change and the old political and economic elites 
continue to cast their shadows over reform efforts.  

Core government policies and reforms  
All countries studied have been undergoing intensive restructuring, modernisation and/or public sector 
reform programmes over the past 15 to 20 years with a specific focus on reducing widespread poverty. 
These core reforms usually aim at making the public service more effective, efficient and accountable 
and are as such frequently believed to constitute an anti-corruption agenda per se. Most countries have 
focused their reform efforts on public expenditure management and financial accountability, civil 
service reform and downsizing of the state, justice sector reform and decentralisation. In aid-
dependent countries such as Nicaragua, Tanzania and Zambia, the reforms are perceived by national 
interviewees as responding to demands from international agencies rather than being home-grown, 
while in Georgia and Indonesia they seem to coincide with nationally driven reform agendas.  
 
It is noteworthy that these core reforms are centred on technocratic reforms aimed at strengthening 
state institutions. However, they do not significantly affect the balance of power. The “bigger” issues 
of a more political nature, such as electoral reform and institutional reform to guarantee the 
independence of oversight organisations, sound party financing, access to information and 
transparency, are either not part of the political agenda or systematically blocked. An apparent 
exception is Nicaragua, which formally gives high importance to transparency and civil society 

                                                      
37 Fully developed case studies on each of these countries are available at www.u4.no.   
38 Post-conflict countries and countries already in the process of EU accession were excluded. 
39 Key interviewees were drawn from government and public agencies (such as the auditor general and attorney 
general offices, parliamentary committees, etc.), development partners, civil society organisations, the media and 
the private sector.  

 23

http://www.u4.no/


U4 REPORT ANTI-CORRUPTION POLICY MAKING IN PRACTICE 1:2007 
 

participation, but where in practice the government does not have enough political will to put declared 
commitments into practice.  

Scope of corruption  
All countries studied suffer from perceived widespread corruption, which is evidenced in national and 
international surveys, qualitative research and indicators.40 However, not all countries have suffered 
from corruption like a hereditary sin. Tanzania and Zambia enjoyed relatively clean state 
administrations early after independence. Corrupt practices crept in only during the 1980s and 
intensified during the economic liberalisation and laissez-faire governments of the 1990s, a process 
which may be difficult to reverse. The other four countries, however, have experienced rampant 
corruption for many decades, often used as a political tool to buy off opponents and cement the power 
of undemocratic regimes.  
 
Usually the so-called petty, grand and political types of corruption co-exist and mutually feed off and 
protect each other.41 It is noteworthy, though, that the face of corruption and its manifestations have 
changed over the years. Thus, countries like Georgia in particular, but also Tanzania and Zambia, have 
made some progress in the control of petty or administrative corruption, which has helped to affect 
perceptions positively. But some countries show worrisome trends towards higher-level corruption, as 
is the case in Tanzania with the consolidation of corruption networks in the forestry and wildlife 
sectors, and in Georgia’s procurement and privatisation processes. In the case of Indonesia, a massive 
decentralisation (devolution) reform has also decentralised the opportunities for corruption. Finally, 
resource-rich countries in particular (like Indonesia, Tanzania and Zambia) are at the same time 
victims and participants in cross-border corruption affecting the forest, wildlife and other resource 
sectors.  

History of anti-corruption initiatives  
Most countries under review, in particular those with a democratic past, have a long history of anti-
corruption measures, which traditionally focused on sanctions for bribery and abuse of power in the 
public sector. Special police-like investigation units have been established since the 1970s, in 
particular in the Commonwealth countries Pakistan, Tanzania and Zambia, but often to no avail as 
they themselves quickly fell victim to corruption. With the growing international anti-corruption 
agenda and increasing public outrage over the looting of the state, the political response was to create 
or strengthen a wealth of investigative and oversight institutions with anti-corruption mandates. In 
practice, however, these were often marred by blurred lines of responsibility and a lack of sustained 
political support. Furthermore, in all countries studied legal frameworks were reviewed in many areas 
related to the core reforms mentioned above. But laws to promote transparency and accountability 
have frequently not been passed, have been distorted or are not enforced.42  
 
Corruption prevention has not been as politically attractive and well-publicised as investigations and 
sanctions, and a punitive approach was privileged specifically in countries with a new political 
leadership. Hence, Georgia, Indonesia, Zambia, and Pakistan opted initially for a sanctions-oriented 
approach, in most cases directed against political opponents. On the other hand, Tanzania and in a way 
Nicaragua, where governments had continuity in power, focused primarily on prevention, which was 
considered to be less threatening and easier to manage in order to look good.43 An interesting shift 
towards prevention took place in Zambia and Georgia when both governments were and are preparing 

                                                      
40 For the national data sources please see the bibliographies of the individual case studies. The international 
surveys and indicators include the World Bank Governance Indicators, the Afro- and Latinobarrometer and 
others.  
41 For working definitions see http://www.u4.no/document/glossary.cfm.  
42 For example in the areas of access to information, political party financing, and procurement.  
43 It should be noted that Musharraf, in Pakistan, first established an anti-corruption agency to prosecute former 
political leaders. It was only two years later that the National Accountability Bureau developed a preventive anti-
corruption strategy. Nicaragua focused on prevention, although President Bolaños converted the prosecution of 
former President Alemán into one of his flagship political goals.  
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for presidential elections. It should be noted here that the years of experience with the implementation 
of preventive anti-corruption policies differ considerably in the countries studied.44 

Main players  
A common feature of the countries studied is that their political life is dominated by a powerful 
executive, with the exception of Indonesia and until recently Nicaragua as indicated above. In 
parliament, the ruling parties have enjoyed comfortable majorities, a situation which is accompanied 
in some countries by large powers being constitutionally vested in the president.  However, 
parliaments usually do not have much ownership of public policies, nor do they participate 
significantly in their development. On the other hand, the civil service in most countries is highly 
politicised with often overall weak capacities, which frequently impedes effective implementation of 
public policies. Otherwise the landscape of political actors is diverse and differs from country to 
country, although the situations of Tanzania and Nicaragua stand out negatively for the de facto one-
party state in the former and the pact of two parties to share political power in all state institutions in 
the latter.45  
 
One would expect that countries with independent media and a relatively vibrant civil society, such as 
Zambia, Indonesia and Georgia, would feature more dynamic policy processes. However, it is not 
clear whether dogs that bark have the capacity to bite and if they do, whether it hurts. Civil society and 
the media are mostly active in public education and advocacy on corruption, to a much lesser extent in 
policy monitoring, if at all, and hardly ever participate in the development phase of anti-corruption 
policy. On the other hand, in Georgia and Nicaragua the proximity of civil society organisations to the 
government in power has reduced their apparent capacity for constructive criticism. Altogether, public 
expectations of governments to deliver on anti-corruption promises have been very high.   
 
Development partners in all countries under review strongly support and demand (good) governance 
reforms. But their role in anti-corruption initiatives varies, while patterns are difficult to detect (see 
section 2.5). However, there is no doubt that development partners have played a crucial role in giving 
anti-corruption policy documents an initial push or support. 

2.2 Design of anti-corruption policy documents  
Based on experience with public policy making in general, international institutions that support and 
promote the global anti-corruption agenda, such as the World Bank, UNDP and UNODC, have 
identified a series of key features for effective anti-corruption strategies and policies. The main 
features, such as ownership, stakeholder participation, knowledge-based design, a holistic approach, 
priority setting, sequencing, coordination, and monitoring, are used in this study as an analytical 
framework which is illustrated in Figure IV.46 Given that anti-corruption policies cut across sectors, 
have multiple interactions and are interdependent with other core governmental policies and reforms, 
additional attention is given to these linkages. Further, special emphasis is put on the role of 
development partners throughout the policy cycle.  
 

Figure IV – Analytical framework to understand anti-corruption policy making 
 

                                                      
44 Tanzania has six years experience, Nicaragua and Pakistan four, Georgia and Indonesia two. Zambia has yet to 
start.   
45 In Nicaragua, the Executive is dominant today due to a power-sharing “Pact” recently agreed to by the 
majority parties FSLN and PLC, which basically erodes existing accountability mechanisms. The presidency of 
Bolaños, though, was characterised by his weak position due to a minority in parliament and little support from 
his own party base.  
46 For an extensive list of these features see the methodological approach for the country case studies in Annex 1.  
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It should be kept in mind that the anti-corruption policy cycle is not a linear undertaking but rather a 
dynamic process between the multiple players and different policy phases.  

2.2.1 National ownership  

One of the main features identified for effective anti-corruption policy making is “national 
ownership”, meaning that national actors, in particular the government but also other relevant players 
which have a stake in putting reforms into practice, drive, own and watch both the process and the 
content of anti-corruption policies.  

Contextual factors that catalyse national ownership 
Public discontent about soaring levels of corruption and media revelations about massive stealing of 
state resources by political leaders built national pressure in most of the countries studied. This spurred 
the need for a political response, specifically at election time.  
In addition, development partners exerted pressure on governments, openly or behind the scenes, to 
commit to good governance and to anti-corruption initiatives. Incentives - sanctions are generally not 
applied - include large amounts of development assistance to Nicaragua, Tanzania and Zambia.  
 
It is often argued that international anti-corruption treaties, be it the CoE Convention for Georgia, the 
OAS Convention for Nicaragua or the UN Convention for Indonesia and Tanzania, have also 
encouraged action. Nevertheless, apparent efforts towards compliance with such treaties should not be 
praised before the end of the day. While in Georgia compliance with GRECO recommendations may 
have brought about discipline in a largely ad hoc approach to anti-corruption, key areas for an 
accountable public service (such as parliamentary oversight and a merit-based bureaucracy) have been 
neglected. In Tanzania, the rush for compliance with UNCAC has raised concern among experts as 
international pressure for change is focused on formal compliance with an anti-corruption law, instead 
of looking at its quality or enforcement.47  

Incentives for national ownership 
Some governments, such as Georgia, Indonesia and Zambia, upon coming to power opted for a multi-
purpose zero tolerance stance towards corruption. The purposes pursued were to consolidate their own 
                                                      
47 The Performance Assessment Framework (formal agreement between donor agencies and government) 
contained an indicator to submit a new anti-corruption law to parliament. International pressure upon non-
compliance resulted in a sub-optimal law criticised for still not giving the national anti-corruption agency the 
necessary teeth for prosecutions.  
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power base, to reassure the public that they were serious about addressing corruption, to show 
officially that nobody is beyond reach (although their own ranks and allies did usually remain beyond 
the reach of selective prosecutions) and to convince the world that stealing from state coffers would no 
longer be tolerated. Another important incentive has been the drive to recover large amounts of stolen 
assets for the benefit of the country.  
 
On the other hand, the governments of Nicaragua and Tanzania, having a firm grip on power,48 started 
with preventive anti-corruption strategies which mainly aimed at soothing the public and making 
development partners “happy”. Although prevention was officially chosen in acknowledgement of 
underlying governance failures, all countries from the outset lacked a strong political leadership and 
consensus to address these very failures.  
 
Finally, Georgia, Indonesia and Zambia have more recently started to complement law enforcement 
with preventive approaches, largely in response to the pressure of international agencies. The resulting 
anti-corruption policies or strategies seem to be more realistic, as they either bring isolated ad hoc 
measures under one umbrella or reinforce and complement ongoing reforms, an approach that appears 
to be in line with the governments’ core priorities. However, implementation is in its infancy and the 
main challenge will be to steer these initiatives through the resistance of political and bureaucratic 
actors as well as powerful vested interests.  

2.2.2 Policy making process and participation  

Another key feature of effective anti-corruption policy making is to ensure the broad involvement of 
political and social actors in order to bring anti-corruption demand into line not only with appropriate 
responses but above all with state capacities. High expectations of the public need to be managed 
carefully, pursuing rather modest and feasible commitments instead of ushering in ambitious but 
empty promises.  
 
Most of the countries studied followed a rather top-down policy making approach with widely varying 
degrees of participation and consultation. The policy documents were developed by national teams 
consisting mostly of government officials, but also of consultants and academics. These teams were 
frequently supported in varying degrees by international experts, in particular to give advice on 
process and format for the initiatives. It is less clear to what extent international experts influenced the 
content and priorities and whether or not such guidance was helpful.49  
With the exception of Zambia, the policy formulation processes were driven by mid-level government 
officials with little political leverage and with little participation of the very ministries supposed to 
implement large parts of the plans.50 The latter were simply instructed to develop their own 
institutional action plans but with poor guidance or strategic direction for a coherent national 
undertaking. This lack of vision was often hidden behind the argument that each agency would know 
best what priorities to set. Although this is true, it does not excuse severe shortcomings in guiding the 
process in order to achieve coherence, feasible commitments and realistic solutions.  
 
Equally problematic is that the processes were not championed by the political leadership despite 
efforts in Georgia, Indonesia, Nicaragua and Zambia to involve the president’s office or a state 
ministry. High-level officials were mostly absent in identifying the major problems and developing 

                                                      
48 In Nicaragua, the party in government may change but the power-sharing “Pact” between the Sandinista Party 
(FSLN) and the Liberal Party (PLC) would make an alternation between these two ruling parties meaningless.   
49 In Zambia, the terms of reference for the policy development consultancy pointed, for example, to the broad 
issues that should ideally be covered, including service delivery corruption but also state capture. But in most 
countries no guidance was given to ministries and public agencies on how to set real priorities and sequence 
activities in order to keep in line with capacities and resources. Above all, no emphasis was placed on pilot 
testing measures before a nation-wide roll-out, which has often resulted in not much being achieved. 
50 Although the process in Georgia was led by the State Ministry for Reform Coordination, which did have 
political leverage, there was only superficial participation by the relevant ministries.  
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adequate solutions for which they, in theory, would later be held accountable. In addition, the lack of 
political participation – be it by the cabinet or the parliament – further reinforced the lack of high-level 
ownership.  
 
Finally, consultations for feedback took many different forms, from broad nationwide processes taking 
up to two years (Pakistan and Zambia) through limited opportunities for public agencies to provide 
inputs (Indonesia, Nicaragua and Tanzania) to little participation at all (Georgia). The participation of 
civil society organisations in the policy design phase was, with the exception of Zambia, weak to non-
existent.   

2.2.3 Information and knowledge  

It has been widely argued that anti-corruption policies and strategies need to be developed from a 
sound base of knowledge about the scope, patterns and modalities of corrupt practices in a particular 
country. However, information, knowledge and understanding of corruption dynamics continue to be a 
great weakness for the formulation and prioritisation of anti-corruption initiatives after a decade of 
anti-corruption work in most of the countries under review.51 This is in large part due to the lack of 
vision or interest of governments in conducting surveys or other analysis, but it is also partly due to 
the difficulties in generating the required knowledge (U4 Brief by M. Johnston, 2007). The resulting 
negative effect is several-fold and severe: prioritisation is done in an ad hoc, non-strategic manner, 
action plans are not focused, objectives are not necessarily in line with local expectations and 
demands, and it is not clear against what to monitor progress.  
 
Interestingly, most countries, with the exception of Zambia and Pakistan, did not base their policy 
documents on recent diagnostics of forms, manifestations and levels of different corrupt practices.52 
Furthermore, the poor understanding of risks of and vulnerabilities to corruption in specific sectors 
and institutions negatively impacts on ministerial and agency plans. On the other hand, in some cases 
well-known problems with high-level abuse by public officials are purposely not taken into account 
for political reasons.  
 
Finally, anti-corruption initiatives are usually based on definitions of corrupt practices and ethical 
standards derived from international treaties. Mostly, they do not make an attempt to explore local 
values and principles of social organisation and how these coincide with or differ from the prescribed 
standards. This negligence impedes a focus on those corrupt practices most unacceptable to the public 
and finding solutions where values are in conflict.53  
 
It is noteworthy that the earliest anti-corruption frameworks - those from Nicaragua, Pakistan and 
Tanzania - were explicitly guided by the World Bank Institute model of the late 1990s, which was 
based on the concept of a National Integrity System (NIS).54 While this rather exogenous approach 

                                                      
51 It should be noted that in some countries, such as Pakistan, Tanzania and Zambia, the existence and mandate 
of the national anti-corruption agencies was not the logical consequence of a national anti-corruption diagnosis 
and strategy but rather agencies that were already in existence at that time developed the policy approach. 
52 In Tanzania, the World Bank had suggested such a diagnostic in 2000 to the Mkapa Government but the offer 
was turned down and international agencies did not look for an alternative way to produce a survey.  
53 One of the most typical examples is certainly the way in which public positions are staffed. Under the 
principles of modern merit-based appointment systems, the human resource officer is expected to give the 
vacancy to the most competent candidate. However, in many developing countries the public official is expected 
by his/her family/clan/group to give the vacancy to a member of his/her social or political group. The profound 
rifts and dilemmas created by these conflicting values are generally not even mentioned as a risk to be taken into 
account. An interesting exception is found in Zambia where traditional chiefs participated in the policy 
formulation process and deliberated on a compromise on the gift-giving culture in order to maintain this social 
institution while at the same time putting a break on blatant abuse of it.    
54 See www.transparency.org for more information on National Integrity Systems (NIS). The NIS approach 
compares the institutions (organisations, key players, and rules and regulations) of a country against an ideal 
type of NIS.  
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allowed for developing relatively holistic anti-corruption strategies, these have not been anchored in 
national political agreements.55 Also, the NIS provides for a comprehensive analysis but is less 
successful in identifying sector-wide problems when setting priorities and sequencing. 

2.2.4 Content, priorities, and sequencing  

According to the above-mentioned international recommendations, anti-corruption strategies should be 
both comprehensive and sequenced, a challenge in any context. Although the contents and priorities of 
anti-corruption frameworks differ in all countries studied, some common features can be identified. 
First of all in terms of content, the passing of new or amended legislation and the creation of new 
institutional structures are privileged over making them work (even if they are imperfect). This 
approach is reinforced by development partners through the benchmarks they advocate or exert 
diplomatic pressure for.  
 
Further, aid-dependent countries, like Nicaragua, Tanzania and Zambia, focus their anti-corruption 
efforts on economic governance and civil service reform while core problems in the country’s political 
governance and accountability structures go largely untouched. On the other hand, countries less 
dependent on aid, like Georgia and Indonesia, pursue a more self-defined approach where overall state 
reform and modernisation programmes are considered in principle as an anti-corruption agenda. 
Explicit anti-corruption frameworks were also elaborated only recently, either in response to 
international pressure (Georgia) or because the government realised that a unifying umbrella for 
isolated initiatives was needed (Indonesia).56 These countries, too, have put few efforts into 
overcoming political governance problems related to corruption, such as favouritism in the public 
service and budget transparency.  
 
In the majority of cases, anti-corruption policies pursue mainly the strengthening of public institutions, 
the review of laws and regulations and the simplification of procedures. This approach shows at least 
two significant weaknesses: first, it is usually not coupled with a government policy proactively to 
improve transparency; second, national anti-corruption policies in their focus on self-reform do not 
take sufficiently into account the role of non-state actors and parliament in overseeing progress. Also, 
despite the fact that most countries are somehow affected by cross-border corruption, this issue is 
usually not addressed explicitly in anti-corruption strategies (e.g. how to strengthen national public 
institutions and cooperate with those abroad to impede illegal logging, the trading of hunting licenses, 
etc). 
 
In a number of countries, in particular the bigger ones and those where decentralisation processes have 
also decentralised corruption, it was highly debated whether or not local anti-corruption plans should 
be produced. While this issue escapes the scope of this study, experience in Tanzania and Indonesia 
suggest that great caution has to be applied in order not to add additional and unnecessary burdens of 
work for already stretched local administrators. 
 
Considering that most of the studied anti-corruption policy documents are thematically very broad and 
meant to be implemented in all public agencies (in Tanzania, local authorities are also covered), it is 
difficult to speak of prioritisation. Nevertheless, the selection of broad areas for intervention seems to 
draw on other core government policies and reforms, such as the civil service, financial management, 
procurement, and justice sector reforms, among others. This has the advantage that anti-corruption 
efforts are meant to reinforce ongoing efforts (although there is a big gap from theory to practice) but 

                                                      
55 For example, the Nicaraguan approach of 1998 was mainly developed by the WBI for a President who had no 
intention of doing anything against corruption. In its efforts, the WBI built on the “successes” of their approach 
in East Africa, notably in Tanzania and Uganda. With hindsight, it becomes clear that simply exporting or 
replicating model approaches, which had not even been implemented at the time, does not work and should not 
be undertaken ingenuously.  
56 These countries bowed to some international demands, such as the GRECO recommendations in Georgia and 
the Financial Action Task Force requirements in Indonesia. 
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has the disadvantage that some central problems of inadequate accountability are not addressed 
because they are not part of the political agenda of the government or because they are consistently 
blocked by the latter.  
 
The feature of sequencing is virtually non-existent, which can be attributed to several reasons. First, 
the belief that an omnipresent problem requires the participation of all public agencies at once is still 
widespread and frequently seems to be nurtured by international agencies.57 Second, this approach is a 
convenient political strategy for the government to dilute efforts, since change at all levels can easily 
result in no change at all. A noteworthy exception is Zambia, which started to implement parts of its 
anti-corruption policy in eight pilot ministries. However, this was not due to a strategic approach, but 
rather to a lack of funding. Third, there has been a lack of unambiguous strategic guidance from the 
political and technocratic leadership on what exactly is requested from implementing agencies and 
how they are expected to achieve these goals.  

2.2.5 Linkages with other government policies and reforms  

The national anti-corruption policies studied refer to links with governance and core reforms in the 
areas of financial management, the civil service, justice, decentralisation, security and the like. 
However, formal references on paper are not bound to bring about results in practice and an 
integration of anti-corruption efforts with priority policies and reforms is still far away. Horizontal 
connections are missing, a clear concept of coordination is non-existent and awareness of the benefits 
of synergies is lacking. Hence there are no spelt-out incentives, and the fact that action plans are left to 
each ministry without central high-level direction makes practical integration impossible.  
 
In some countries, such as Georgia, Indonesia, and Tanzania, governments and development partners 
believe that (good) governance reforms will be more effective in eventually reducing corruption than 
anti-corruption strategies. Nonetheless, the question remains as to why the impact of those reforms on 
the reduction of corruption is not assessed regularly, e.g. as part of routine monitoring or through 
periodic surveys.58 Also, it is not easily understandable why development partners in the case of 
Georgia would urge the government to call its de facto good governance strategy an anti-corruption 
strategy when the goals clearly go beyond corruption.  

2.3 Implementation of anti-corruption strategies and policies  
Putting anti-corruption measures into practice creates enormous difficulties not only because it 
challenges vested interests, but also because the often highly ambitious but badly planned 
undertakings do not come with adequate institutional arrangements for implementation, receive too 
few financial and human resources, and do not include tools for dealing with risks and resistance to 
change. This section concentrates on three proxies for effective implementation: coordination, 
communication and resources.  

2.3.1 Coordination – roles and responsibilities  

Roles and responsibilities are to some extent defined in all anti-corruption policies and strategies 
studied, although this exercise has taken place more on paper than in practice. Coordination is 

                                                      
57 The roll-out of anti-corruption action plans to all ministries from the start follows early international 
recommendations for comprehensiveness, but neglects sequencing in order to match goals with available 
capacities and resources. The non-existence of pilot tests for new ideas, such as the Integrity Committees in 
Tanzania and their “exportation” to Zambia, as well as insufficient technical support and monitoring, contributed 
to marring the efforts from the outset. 
58 Discussions on simple indicators for which information can be gathered easily do not seem to have taken 
place. Also certain “silo visions” of different fields, e.g. procurement, public administration reform, revenue 
collection, etc., have not yet been overcome and dialogue on how to monitor specific corruption-related issues in 
those fields is still missing.  
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generally weak, irregular or non-existent and institutions tasked to perform this function often do not 
take a proactive approach. A closer look at implementation arrangements will help in understanding 
the reasons why. 
 
Overall responsibility for coordination is usually assigned to the office of the president or to a state 
minister with the aim of providing the requisite political leverage. But this laudable approach is easily 
made ineffective by selecting units with little power or visibility, as has happened in Tanzania and 
Indonesia. Where anti-corruption agencies exist, these tend to be “twinned” with the president’s office 
to overcome the problem of their relatively subordinate rank and insufficient authority to deal with 
powerful line ministries and other public agencies.59 Also, anti-corruption agencies in Pakistan, 
Tanzania and Zambia have incentives for good performance as they are trying to carve out for 
themselves new roles with public value. Nevertheless, with the exception of Georgia the government 
agencies responsible for coordination and monitoring have little political power and all of them have 
limited capacities. 
 
In most cases, anti-corruption lead agencies do not invest enough time and effort in explaining to 
ministries their particular roles and responsibilities in implementation. Instead, booklets are sent 
around while putting them into practice is left to self-initiation. More often than not owing to the lack 
of real buy-in or engagement with the anti-corruption policy, the ministerial or agency executives do 
not issue the required instructions on how their staff are supposed to implement the anti-corruption 
measures. Also, incentives for doing so or sanctions for not doing so are absent.    
 
Managing the implementation of an anti-corruption strategy requires a keen understanding of where, 
when and how resistance to the plans might occur and how it can be overcome. Interestingly, most 
anti-corruption initiatives do not consider anything close to a risk management plan for dealing with 
changing political winds, mitigating the effects of opposition, or dealing with unforeseen obstacles. 
Nor does there seem to be awareness within anti-corruption lead agencies and other public institutions 
of the need for such measures, which reflects a lack of political will and to a lesser degree limited 
strategic management capacities.  

2.3.2 Communication  

It should be self-evident that cross-cutting reforms are particularly dependent on good communication 
between all implementing agencies and the public at large. Nevertheless, communication on anti-
corruption strategies is weak in virtually all the countries studied. The documents are not easily 
available to those interested (public officials and citizens)60 and most public agencies and politicians 
have little awareness even of their existence. Also, the fact that the goals and progress of the anti-
corruption strategies are not proactively communicated to the public does not allow the creation of a 
sustained political debate and through it political pressure to move anti-corruption policies forward.  
 
With recent developments in communication and information technologies, the fact that anti-
corruption policies and the commitments assumed by governments therein are not widely disseminated 
must raise the question whether this is attributable to a lack of capacity or an intentional lack of will. 
On the other hand, it is equally not easy to understand why development partners do not provide more 
guidance and active support. 

                                                      
59 In Tanzania, coordination of the National Anti-Corruption Strategy and Plan (NACSAP) is lost in the Good 
Governance Coordination Unit, while in Zambia cooperation between the Anti-Corruption Commission (ACC) 
and the Cabinet Secretariat has been considered positive, although the potential role of the Good Governance 
Unit in the Ministry of Justice in policy implementation has not been entirely clarified yet.   
60 A partial exception to this is Nicaragua. Here, an intergovernmental coordination mechanism and a Good 
Governance Round Table with the participation of the government, civil society and donors allowed the different 
players to be informed about the objectives of the National Integrity Plan.  
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2.3.3 Resources  

The estimation of costs and allocation of financial, human and institutional resources for preventive 
anti-corruption approaches constitute a big challenge and have so far been a rather erratic 
undertaking.61 Thus in many cases, such as Nicaragua, Pakistan, Tanzania and Zambia, considerable 
resources were invested in helping to develop anti-corruption frameworks, often with intensive 
financial injections from international agencies. However, financial and technical support for the 
implementation phase, either by the government, the development partners or both, tends to be 
concentrated on the lead institutions, such as anti-corruption agencies or coordination units, while 
ministries and other public agencies are largely left to self-financing. But the latter also usually do not 
ask for the required resources either, which may again be related to their missing buy-in.  
 
Nevertheless, many governments have increased the state resources allocated to anti-corruption 
institutions, in particular anti-corruption agencies, auditor general’s offices and the like. Resources are 
mainly used to increase staff while operational budgets for extra activities are not made available. 
Given that many anti-corruption initiatives cover areas of the public service, financial sector and 
justice reform and considering that there are areas of overlap, we admit that assessing the availability 
of resources is not an easy undertaking.  
Apart from financial resources, technical and human resources are missing at all ends. Most public 
agencies are overburdened with reform, and within the civil service few executives have the 
management skills to lead their staff through deep processes of change, to spell out responsibilities 
clearly and to hold staff accountable.  

2.4 Monitoring and evaluation  
In the countries studied, the monitoring and evaluation of the implementation of anti-corruption 
strategies in terms of progress and impact is confined to ticking the check-box of aspects that need to 
be considered during the design phase. The lack of monitoring mechanisms further complicates 
implementation as on the basis of anecdotal information nobody is or can be held accountable and no 
corrective measures can be taken. The reasons for these weaknesses are numerous. There is little 
political interest on the part of governments in being held accountable for largely uncommitted 
promises. Monitoring and evaluation are not considered a priority by the technically responsible 
institutions either. Monitoring plans are often ill-conceived and rely basically on self-assessments by 
change-resistant institutions. Another significant difficulty consists in the lack of simple but 
meaningful indicators that would be manageable by public institutions with weak data collection, 
processing and analysing capacities.  
 
Further, the monitoring and evaluation approaches are flawed in that they disregard any inputs from 
non-state actors in order to provide an independent perspective on progress. Looking at the potential 
impact that independent civil society monitoring can generate,62 this missing element is all the more 
severe. In addition, links to the monitoring of other government policies that are expected to have an 
indirect bearing on reducing corruption are not established and whether or not these have the impact 
claimed is also not measured.  
 
Last but not least, development partners have paid little attention to the field of monitoring and 
evaluation, both in terms of providing support for monitoring activities and in terms of adding tangible 
progress in reducing corruption as an issue for development agreements between the government and 
the international community.  

                                                      
61 Often activities were not even properly costed and sometimes they were simply underestimated.  
62 Good examples can be found in Bangalore with the Citizen Report Cards, in Uganda with Public Expenditure 
Tracking Surveys, in Kenya with the Urban Bribery Index, and in Colombia with the National Integrity Index of 
Public Institutions, to name but a few.  
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2.5 Role of development partners in supporting anti-corruption policy 
making 

The role of development partners (DP) in national anti-corruption initiatives depends dramatically on 
the general level of development assistance that is delivered to the respective countries. In aid-
dependent countries such as Nicaragua, Tanzania and Zambia, DPs are perceived to be the driving 
force behind anti-corruption initiatives.63 On the other hand, in countries with less international 
assistance, state reform and anti-corruption processes respond more strongly to domestic dynamics.64  
 
In all countries, DPs played an essential role in the kick-off phase for national anti-corruption efforts. 
They financed some diagnostic work and surveys, they provided technical and financial support for 
the design of policy frameworks, and in some cases they provided significant support for punitive 
strategies.  
 
Reportedly, DPs have taken a relatively backbench position in the actual design of anti-corruption 
policies, strategies and plans, focusing their support on process and format advice. However, the fact 
that DPs sometimes intervened behind the scenes and that concrete reform initiatives were at times 
requested as a condition of further aid leads this alleged attitude ad absurdum. Also, DPs can exert 
intransigent influence when it comes to defending their own priorities, as happened with money 
laundering and counter-terrorism financing issues after 11 September 2001, as well as with anti-
corruption laws to tick the box of international conventions.65 On other issues, however, which often 
constitute political priorities for the local population, such as access to information, citizen 
participation and institutional reforms to strengthen accountability, they do take a backbench position, 
which is easily resented by the local population as applying double standards.  
 
Despite international recognition that corruption is a deeply political problem, DPs’ anti-corruption 
support continues to centre on technocratic solutions that are not sufficiently supported by national 
political agreements. This is in large part due to the dilemma that DPs face significant difficulties in 
identifying ways to support or facilitate national political processes and agreements without being seen 
as contravening national sovereignty. Also, much attention is given to normative approaches to 
institutional and behavioural change, while potential benefits from redesigning incentive systems at 
both the national and international levels are neglected. Furthermore, DPs continue to focus their 
attention and leverage on the creation of laws and institutions, mostly failing to take a closer look at 
helping countries to make them work in practice. This is partly attributable to the difficulties in 
measuring implementation, but this alone is not a good enough excuse.  
 
Development partners in a series of countries came forward with constructive self-criticism, in 
particular with regard to embedding clear anti-corruption dimensions in national reforms and with 
regard to their own staffing. A highly important revelation was that DPs realised that they themselves 
had too little senior expertise on the ground to provide advice on what concretely they should be 
recommending to the government, on how to integrate relevant corruption indicators into systems for 
monitoring other reforms, and on how to integrate anti-corruption work with a quest for transparency, 
integrity and accountability. DPs also do not seem to have a holistic anti-corruption vision for their 
own work in the country which would allow them to create synergies between the different sectors 
they work in. It is not clear, for example, in which way DPs’ support for national anti-corruption 
policies and strategies is linked to their support to civil society, parliament and the private sector. 
 

                                                      
63 Even in a country with general budget support such as Tanzania, governance and anti-corruption reforms are 
financed largely through basket arrangements outside of the general budget owing to the fear that these reforms 
would not receive the necessary resources in the national budget debate in parliament.  
64 With the exception of Georgia, as indicated previously, where pressure from GRECO triggered the “express” 
drafting of a preventive anti-corruption framework. 
65 For example, the establishment of a Financial Intelligence Unit in Tanzania or the passing of the Money 
Laundering Act in Indonesia are cases in point.  
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Coordination among DPs around the issue of anti-corruption work varies and seems to be dependent 
on four major aspects: i) the funding mechanism with which aid is delivered, ii) the degree of aid 
dependence of a country, iii) the level of country leadership in showing the way and iv) the level of 
geopolitical interest from the international community.  
 
Last but not least, it is noteworthy that in some countries, such as Georgia and Tanzania, DPs are 
facing an apparent dilemma. While for some years progress with reform and the existence of political 
leadership rightly led to praise, these countries are now facing a situation of looming problems or 
deadlocked progress.66 Development partners, instead of recognising positive achievements while at 
the same time drawing attention to the problem areas, are caught in complacency. DPs observe that 
organised corrupt practices are taking root or still persist even while they praise these countries as 
“success stories”. 

3 Conclusions drawn from the six country experiences 
As the title says, the following analysis is based on the findings of the six country cases studied in 
detail for this research. Nevertheless, it seems likely that aspects presented here partially reflect 
experience with anti-corruption policies or strategies elsewhere, too, and that the findings may have 
relevance for a greater number of countries.  

National ownership  

Anti-corruption policies used as a political tool for cosmetic change 
Whether home-grown or encouraged internationally, anti-corruption policies and strategies are, in all 
the countries studied, undoubtedly based on political will and pursue political objectives. However, the 
objectives pursued by those in power do not necessarily coincide with what the public demands or 
what development partners would expect. Hence, apparent political will to go against corruption is 
often employed to strengthen the government’s power base and to eliminate political opponents, in 
particular through a selectively punitive approach. At the same time, “politically correct” preventive 
measures are set in motion to win national and international approval, but design and implementation 
flaws let them die before they even start.67  
 
Not all is as bleak, though, and in certain areas corruption has been reduced in a way that ordinary 
citizens have begun to feel, although it is often not clear whether this was a result of anti-corruption 
initiatives or other public sector reforms. Achieving tangible results in service delivery is without 
doubt important and is certainly a good entry point for some “quick wins”.68 Notwithstanding, these 
victories should not divert the view from the bigger picture, where governments have shown little 
desire to increase transparency, reform accountability structures or consolidate the institutional basis 
so as to make partial improvements sustainable.  
 
In summary, core issues allowing corruption not only to be part of the system but in a number of 
countries to be the system are not being addressed. Corruption policies and strategies in most of the 

                                                      
66 This is particularly the case for Tanzania and to a lesser extent Georgia. In Zambia, the government has to 
show that it will approve and implement the national anti-corruption policy, an undertaking that has been in the 
pipeline since January 2007.  
67 One exception is Georgia, where the combination of downsizing government employees, increasing salaries 
for public officials, reducing corruption in key institutions and a zero tolerance policy brought about tangible 
results. 
68 To name but a few examples, in Georgia the police and accession to universities were cleaned in one sweep; in 
Nicaragua the delivery of driving licenses by the police was improved, which brought about a positive change in 
public opinion vis-à-vis this service delivery; and in Zambia the allocation of land titles, immigration and 
business registration was simplified and largely computerised.  
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countries under review aim at cosmetic surgery but not at changing the status quo that benefits old and 
emergent elites.   

Formal democratic processes generate demand for anti-corruption policies but the lack of 
mechanisms for continuing participation in their full cycle impedes effectiveness 
It is undoubtedly of great value in the countries studied that their relatively recent return to formal 
democratic processes has allowed the public to express their demand for anti-corruption initiatives, be 
it through elections, the media or other democratic institutions.  
 
However, the political cultures and governmental procedures in most countries do not allow the 
regular and self-initiated participation of non-state actors in anti-corruption policy making and thus 
reduce the latter to “closed shops” with a limited basis of support and no external supervision or 
feedback. In most cases some kind of participation – mostly in the form of consultation – is sought for 
the design of anti-corruption policies. But when it comes to establishing open and transparent spaces 
for information exchange or the monitoring of progress, governments have had the tendency to close 
their doors or only selectively to identify non-state actors. Development partners, as members of the 
closed shops, have been found to tolerate such proceedings instead of advocating strongly for more 
openness and transparency in policy implementation and monitoring.  

Content and approach  

A focus on norms and institutions does not affect performance in terms of corruption control 
The corruption policies studied tend to prioritise the creation or strengthening of commissions, 
committees and institutions, the review of legislation and the introduction of behavioural norms, such 
as codes of conduct or ethics. But what happens with their implementation and enforcement? In most 
countries, anti-corruption measures are not linked with performance and incentive schemes,69 although 
political and economic incentives as well as personal motivations to maintain the status quo are 
considerably stronger than any incentive to do things differently.70 In addition, benchmarks agreed 
between governments and development partners are not focused on performance but on the existence 
of laws and institutions. And formal compliance is “relatively” easy. However, this approach does not 
capture whether or not laws are actually enforced or implemented, and it is easily distorted through 
significant flaws in the institutional set-up or in the laws and regulations themselves.71  

Severe mismatch between political problems and technocratic solutions 
Despite the recognition that corruption is to a large extent a political problem, anti-corruption 
strategies deal with the phenomenon largely as a technocratic and procedural issue.72 However, 
without reaching sustainable political agreements at the political leadership level to go beyond 

                                                      
69 The above-mentioned experience of Georgia, to combine salary increases and corruption control, is an 
exception. On a different note, it might be useful also to give more attention to the existence of administrative 
procedure acts so as to give citizens a legal basis for questioning bureaucratic decisions.  
70 In most countries public officials and political leaders are not held accountable by anybody (that is by 
superiors, parliament, the public at large or international agencies) for their performance in delivering on anti-
corruption promises, and worse, they are not held accountable for malpractice or that of their subordinates either.  
71 In virtually every country studied, public agencies entrusted with an anti-corruption mandate are not given the 
necessary independence, resources and/or leadership (Georgia’s nomination of the State Ministry for Reform is 
too recent to be judged), in Indonesia regulations to implement laws are often distorted, in Nicaragua a popular 
expression says “if the law is approved, the trap is approved (“pasa la ley, pasa la trampa”), and in Tanzania the 
new anti-corruption law did not change the Prevention of Corruption Bureau’s dependence on the Public 
Prosecutor for prosecutions.  
72 This state of affairs can be partly attributed to the disconnection between the political leadership and the 
technocrats charged with the policy design (see section 2.2), partly to the lack of a vision to tie anti-corruption 
policies more strongly to democratic and governance strengthening initiatives, and partly to the missing 
participation of civil society, opposition parties, and others advocating for the opening of democratic processes. 
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superficial change (e.g., to give anti-corruption institutions functional and operational independence 
from the executive, to open up government decision making to external scrutiny, or to hold public 
executives politically responsible for the performance of their departments/ ministries), anti-corruption 
initiatives will not generate the desired results or traction. In short, a stronger focus on transparency 
and access to information is missing.  

Enforcement is politically attractive but is not strongly accompanied by a will to change systems and 
attitudes which allow corruption to take place 
The countries whose governments chose to focus initially on a vigorous zero tolerance policy against 
corruption through investigations and sanctions, such as Georgia, Indonesia and Zambia, have 
achieved positive impacts in national public opinion and the international arena. Nonetheless, this way 
of showing “justice” in action to the public is full of traps and pitfalls if not accompanied by credible 
signs that zero tolerance applies to ALL wrongdoers, no matter what their political background. The 
apparent and perceived politicisation of enforcement has in all countries studied led to serious 
questioning and is gradually nagging away at the public’s trust in the zero tolerance stance. Hence, 
these governments, sometimes with guidance or pressure from international actors, have more recently 
taken up preventive anti-corruption policies. It remains to be seen if they will get sufficient political 
backing, as they will affect the interests of current political, economic and administrative elites.  

Integration with core (governance) policies and reforms on paper but not in practice 
In the countries under review, anti-corruption policies are linked to core governance policies on paper 
while integration in practice is missing. Well intentioned efforts did not result in continued integration 
due to the dispersion of the actors and interests involved. This does not seem to be a conceptual 
problem but the result of a combination of i) insufficient political will, ii) the weak capacities of anti-
corruption lead institutions to take the initiative and help integrate corruption dimensions in the 
government’s reform agenda, and iii) the lack of awareness, vision and will to collaborate in the public 
agencies responsible for priority reforms. Considering that many of the anti-corruption strategies take 
a considerable number of objectives and activities from other policies, this state of affairs is all the 
more deplorable. Unfortunately, development partners have not devoted much attention to these 
shortcomings either.  

Envisioned solutions are not based on adequate diagnostics 
Corruption is often compared to a disease or a cancer and just as in the medical field a reasonable 
diagnosis is needed to decide how to cure the disease by addressing its causes, not simply the 
symptoms. However, in most of the countries studied the envisioned solutions have not been based on 
an adequate diagnosis of the causes, patterns and dynamics of corruption. In most cases, diagnostics 
were not of a recent date, ad hoc diagnostics were not linked to the final anti-corruption strategy, or 
the government ruled out the importance of a diagnosis from the start as “everything was known 
already”. Admittedly, comprehensive knowledge about how corruption works or which incentives are 
at play for the actors involved is not easy to develop. But the fact that even the existing diagnostic 
tools are not used highlights a severe weakness in one of the basic pillars for good policy making: 
sound knowledge  

Dilemma of striking a balance between a holistic approach and strategic prioritisation 
One area of tension has clearly emerged between holistic approaches to addressing the complex 
phenomenon of corruption and the need for a strategic and sequenced approach in order to match 
available state capacities with the overwhelming dimensions of this problem. The political response to 
widespread corruption in most of the countries studied does indeed consist in a broad anti-corruption 
policy or strategy (see section 1.2). Nevertheless, in most countries such an approach has not been 
overly successful due to the weak capacities of implementing agencies, a lack of continuing advice 
and mentoring from the anti-corruption lead agency and an absence of monitoring. On the other hand, 
a solution to this dilemma through an attempt to set priorities and sequence activities (e.g. by starting 
to work with specific sectors or institutions) has seldom been sought. Whether or not this is a result of 
the high ambitions of technocrats, a response to pressures from development partners, a deliberate 
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strategy of the political leadership to dilute efforts, or perhaps a combination of all of these, is difficult 
to tell.  

Addressing corruption risks in development aid is not part of the policy frameworks   
Experience from around the world has shown that the delivery of development aid is not free from 
corruption.73 Interestingly, addressing the specific risks of corruption in development assistance has 
not been an explicit or integral part of the national anti-corruption strategies analysed for this study. 
This may be due to its sensitivity and the potential challenges for relations between DPs and 
governments. On the other hand, including mutual commitments between DPs and the government to 
address corruption vulnerabilities in aid could help to level the playing field, in particular in aid-
dependent countries. Also, despite the efforts of DPs to harmonise aid in all the countries under 
review, a series of deficiencies remain, in particular with regard to sharing information, such as 
diagnostics, analytical work and evaluations (many of which are done for headquarters but not widely 
shared in the country) and with regard to transparency of information about funding levels and 
decisions.  

Implementation, coordination and monitoring 

Implementation – playground of vested interests – easily left to itself  
Putting anti-corruption strategies into practice is challenging for the simple reason that they cut across 
numerous public agencies, interact with other public management reforms and, most importantly, 
encounter high levels of resistance. In most developing countries policy implementation phases are the 
ones where political and economic actors most vividly play their cards in an attempt to capture, 
torpedo, distort or sidetrack reforms in line with their interests (see section 1.2). Nevertheless, 
implementation arrangements, strategies and plans in the countries studied do not include reasonable 
minimum requirements to address these many challenges along the way.   

Leadership and oversight: mismatch between institutional capacities and ambitious objectives 
Institutional arrangements to coordinate and oversee implementation of the initiatives studied were 
often ill-conceived from the start. Anti-corruption agencies usually do not have the authority, 
leadership and political backing to compel powerful line ministries to comply with anti-corruption 
measures.74 Often they even face difficulties in demanding compliance with minimal monitoring 
requirements. In some countries, local experts lamented the absence of a high-level anti-corruption or 
pro-integrity policy coordinator located close to the president to give anti-corruption policies more 
visibility and connect the technocratic with the political level. Finally, the roll-out of anti-corruption 
plans to all public agencies without technical guidance would overburden even countries with strong 
enough institutions and capacities.  

Insufficient information and communication create curtains of opacity 
Anti-corruption initiatives in the countries under review were often implemented in relative darkness. 
Governments avoided publishing and disseminating their anti-corruption commitments and hence, the 
promises contained in policy documents were kept behind curtains of opacity for most political actors 
and the public at large. In addition, weak access to information hampers non-state actor efforts to 
monitor whether the government is delivering. While it is relatively obvious that governments may not 
have incentives to change this, it is less understandable why development partners do not search for 

                                                      
73 Different aid delivery modalities are associated with different vulnerabilities to corruption, e.g. in budget 
support risks are associated with the overall accountability of public resources while in project support risks can 
occur at different stages of the project cycle. Development partners also face risks of corrupt practices within 
their own bureaucracies.  
74 Where this weakness was detected, a unit in the president’s office or another state ministry was assigned as co-
lead, but these were sometimes equally weak. An exception is Nicaragua, where the co-lead for the National 
Integrity Plan situated in the Ministry of Finance was also responsible for two core objectives of the plan.  
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more creative ways to help produce and disseminate sorely needed information on baselines, progress 
and results.  

Self-reform through self-assessments in change-resistant institutions – how can this work?  
In most countries studied, ministries and public agencies were instructed or expected to define how to 
address corrupt practices within their own institutions. This approach, good in theory, faces two flaws 
in practice. On the one hand, in most cases no high-level support or guidance was given on how each 
ministry or public institution was expected to feed into bigger national anti-corruption objectives and 
how these were integrated with other ongoing reforms in order to avoid stand-alone anti-corruption 
activities. On the other hand, the focus on self-assessment schemes without any mechanism for 
external inputs led this approach ad absurdum as naturally agencies reported satisfactory progress with 
their own (in)action.  

Non-existence of meaningful monitoring converts anti-corruption policies into paper tigers 
In most countries under review there is neither a recent national baseline on corrupt practices nor a 
conceptual approach that would define how to measure the progress and impact of national anti-
corruption strategies. Weak and formalistic monitoring and evaluation approaches report on activities 
rather than on results, if they generate regular reports at all. They were usually not open to public 
participation, nor did they consider receiving inputs from civil society organisations or academia.75 It 
must be noted, though, that sometimes the lack of routine statistical data is an additional difficulty. 
These significant shortcomings are exacerbated by the absence of political will, institutional capacity 
and documented evidence to hold anybody accountable for results. Without internal and external 
monitoring and evaluation, governmental anti-corruption documents end up being paper tigers.  

International factors  

Development partners: an asset and a liability for national anti-corruption strategies 
As in many other fields of international assistance, the role of development partners in national anti-
corruption initiatives is ambivalent. In some areas international support has proven to be crucial and in 
others the role played by DPs gives reason for questioning.  
 
DPs have stood ready to support new governments in their efforts to crack down on high-level 
corruption, try to recover stolen assets and signal to the public that nobody is beyond reach.76 DPs 
have also been sources of financing for some anti-corruption diagnoses and other analytical work. 
Without the provision of technical and financial support to the development of anti-corruption 
strategies as well as funding for implementation, anti-corruption strategies in the countries studied 
would not have taken off. Finally, the support of DPs to specific political and institutional players, 
such as the auditor general offices and civil society organisations, has helped to mix the cards of the 
political game, although it is not clear whether such funding was part of DPs’ specific anti-corruption 
support or of their other funding programmes. 
 
On the other hand, it is not easily understandable why DPs tolerate and at times support the political 
manoeuvring of governments that use anti-corruption policies merely as a political tool to look good 
vis-à-vis national and international opinion. DPs in the countries studied have failed to develop 
creative countermeasures and to pay more attention to supporting anti-corruption policy 

                                                      
75 An exception is the monitoring of international treaties, such as the OAS, CoE and UN conventions. But this 
monitoring is not necessarily in line with the priorities of national anti-corruption policy documents and only 
partially covers the latter.  
76 In some countries, e.g. Zambia, questions have been raised as to the cost-effectiveness of such a prosecution-
oriented approach. But looking into this argument goes way beyond the possibilities of this study. For more 
detail, see the AGC report evaluating the Zambian Task Force on Corruption (2007).  
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implementation.77 DPs have also paid little attention to integrating a clear focus on corruption 
prevention and control into other reforms they support.78 One important and unexpected shortcoming 
of DPs was the revelation that DPs did not provide sufficient long-term senior expertise at national 
level to advise DPs and governments on which concrete steps should be taken at different moments of 
the policy cycle. Last but certainly not least, DPs pursue their own political objectives and strive to 
show positive results to their home governments or boards of directors. Hence, DPs have a set of 
incentives to maintain “success stories” even against better knowledge, instead of pursuing a 
differentiated approach where progress is acknowledged but where deadlocks and regressions are at 
least made subject to public debate. DPs could eventually even consider applying sanctions.  

International treaties: catalysts for legal reform but require more support for implementation 
Inernational anti-corruption treaties have been used in the countries studied by various actors, such as 
anti-corruption agencies, civil society organisations and development partners, to advocate for reform. 
In the case of the OAS and CoE conventions, pressure is also exerted through the intergovernmental 
monitoring mechanisms. Despite positive results in the form of legal and administrative reforms, these 
suffer from difficulties in being either flawed or distorted and putting them into practice has so far 
often been neglected.79 In trusting the potential of the treaties for profound institutional and 
behavioural change, much more emphasis needs to be given to improving effective implementation of 
these global legal standards.  

In short, anti-corruption strategies in their current form risk being stillbirths 
This section does not suggest that there are no serious players in any of the countries studied who 
firmly believe in the need for and usefulness of anti-corruption strategies and who actively engage in 
anti-corruption efforts. However, anti-corruption strategies in their current form easily derail from 
their original track – in large part because of the factors laid out in this section – and end up being 
overly ambitious, unmanageable and non-strategic undertakings. They are often considered by the 
public and development partners alike as a waste of energy, institutional resources and money, and 
also divert attention from more fundamental governance failures such as the lack of structural 
transparency and accountability in such countries. More recent efforts in Georgia, Indonesia and 
Zambia to draft anti-corruption strategies in order to reinforce strategically and complement existing 
core governance reforms and policies may generate different experiences, but again implementation 
arrangements indicate by and large the same problems and avoiding a stillbirth will be a challenge. 

                                                      
77 For example, by helping to create open and transparent spaces for dialogue and information exchange on 
progress, including autonomous non-state actors, by strengthening independent monitoring, or by negotiating 
with the governments some corruption control performance indicators as part of multilateral development 
agreements.  
78 The justice sector is in many countries one of those most afflicted by corruption and in many countries 
development partners support justice reform programmes. Nevertheless, in many if not most cases little attention 
is paid to how to address specific corrupt practices, which ones to tackle first, how to measure progress, etc.  
79 A recent assessment of public integrity in nine Latin American countries has also shown that what matters is 
translating anti-corruption measures into practice, not the formal reforms as such (Transparency International, 
2005).  

 39



U4 REPORT ANTI-CORRUPTION POLICY MAKING IN PRACTICE 1:2007 
 

4 Issues to consider for further policy debate on 
UNCAC implementation  

The results emerging from this research with regard to the usefulness of national anti-corruption 
policies and strategies in countries with widespread corruption and weak institutional capacities are 
fairly discouraging. However, this does not mean that all hope is lost or that the solution lies in 
revolutionising anti-corruption work by reinventing the wheel. Rather, what can be learned with all 
modesty from these six country cases invites us to take a closer look at why these initiatives do not 
seem to bring about the desired results, which parts of the policy making and implementation 
processes require adjustment or even a different approach, and what may be the missing links. It 
cannot be sufficiently emphasised that the focus of this study is on nationally steered governmental 
anti-corruption policies and strategies in their totality and does not aim to pronounce opinions or 
judgements on specific anti-corruption measures which may well be part of the broader policies.  
 
As stated at the beginning of the study, the issues raised below are meant to feed into the policy 
debates on how to provide strategic advice and technical assistance to implementing Article 5 as a 
gateway to the overall provisions of the UNCAC.80 At the same time, readers should be cautioned 
against the applicability of the same approach to all countries around the globe because countries with 
differing levels of institutional capacity and diverse political cultures and social backgrounds will 
require and may want to choose varying modalities.  
 
Given that the main audience for this study, that is the States Parties to UNCAC, acknowledges the 
Convention as an international anti-corruption framework, the following sub-sections try to establish 
the relevant links between the findings of this research and the implementation of UNCAC. The areas 
for reflection and debate will be most pertinent for countries with characteristics similar to the 
countries studied. Nevertheless, some of the issues raised may be relevant for other countries, too. 

4.1 Different options for “effective and coordinated anti-corruption 
policies” 

Most countries do not have the ability to fight fires on all sides at the same time because they simply 
do not have the capacities and resources to do so. Also, despite the fact that many countries already 
fulfil a series of UNCAC provisions, whether formally, in practice or both, it would be unrealistic to 
expect States Parties to implement the whole Convention overnight, something that even most 
developed countries are struggling with. Rather, it is argued that a gradual approach is needed if the 
envisioned anti-corruption policies and measures stand a chance of being effective.81   
 
In addition, there seems to be a persistent temptation to interpret “effective and coordinated anti-
corruption policies” as the need for a single anti-corruption strategy. The rest of this paper will argue 
that this is one option but that there are several more – some of which are illustrated below – and that 
limiting the view to single strategies might even pose a danger to fighting corruption effectively. Anti-
corruption work is not a magic bullet, but needs to be nested in broader policies and reforms to 
improve transparency, integrity and accountability, an approach for which Article 5 provides the basis 
(see the introduction).  
 
In view of the comprehensiveness and complexity of implementing the anti-corruption measures that 
are stipulated by the UN Convention, there is a need for States Parties to build a strategic vision and 
                                                      
80 Among others, we hope that this study provides useful inputs for the efforts of UNODC and UNICRI to 
develop a technical guide for UNCAC implementation.  
81 See the U4 background document for the Montevideo Workshop on Technical Assistance for UNCAC 
implementation, organised by UNODC in May 2007 - www.u4.no.  
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political agreement on how to implement the provisions of UNCAC, including the selection of 
priorities and sequences. Key questions to be asked are how can States Parties make an anti-corruption 
policy framework “strategic” instead of elaborating long wish lists? And how they can learn from past 
experience and remedy recurrent shortcomings?  
 
Finally, although it seems obvious it is often forgotten that most countries with apparently high levels 
of corruption and hence most need for anti-corruption reform tend to have the weakest capacities, both 
in terms of institutional strength and in terms of human and financial resources. Also, more often than 
not these countries are already undergoing profound reforms towards restructuring and modernising 
their state administrations and governance systems, most of which contain important elements of the 
anti-corruption measures that are anchored in UNCAC. With this inflation of reforms in mind, States 
Parties should be cautious that anti-corruption activities are not conceived as another layer of tasks but 
integrated, to the extent possible, into the existing ones.  

4.1.1 Anti-corruption strategy or alternative approach for coordinated policies?   

Taking into account that explicit anti-corruption policies or strategies to date have often ended up 
paying lip-service and considering that they not only consume large resources but also produce few 
results, if any, the key question to ask in any given country is whether or not it makes sense to have 
such a broad anti-corruption strategy at all. This is not to insinuate that anti-corruption strategies are 
hopeless undertakings in all contexts, but an invitation for critical and creative reflection. Article 5 of 
UNCAC mandates States Parties to have coordinated anti-corruption policies but does not oblige the 
Parties to set out on ONE explicit strategy. 
 
One difficulty in providing possible answers to the aforementioned question is that explicit and broad 
anti-corruption strategies have been an “easy way out” and that they have often been welcomed by the 
public and development partners alike. However, potential alternatives do not seem to have been 
explored. Such alternatives could, for example, include i) an embedded approach to addressing 
specific vulnerabilities to corruption through existing policies and reforms, ii) sectoral approaches to 
focusing on institutions particularly vulnerable to corruption or sectors particularly relevant for 
national development, and iii) a focus on coordination and performance monitoring of those 
institutions that have the mandate and authority to implement a variety of corruption prevention 
measures.82 Some questions that would need to be asked prior to developing an overarching anti-
corruption approach include: what are the core areas of reform already under way? In which way, if at 
all, do they already address the prevention of corruption? What essential elements are missing? What 
are the areas in most need of reform and which ones are most likely to generate impact? How and with 
what approach can the different ends best be brought together? 
Another missing link is the disconnection between the original political will to create an anti-
corruption strategy and the subsequent lack of high-level political involvement to reach agreements 
about core goals and objectives. Well-intentioned technocrats should creatively explore how they can 
participate more actively in the political arena, how political agreements can be built and which 
alliances they therefore need to seek. Instead of developing overly ambitious anti-corruption plans 
with weak implementation arrangements, other strategic approaches may be more appropriate for 
closing the above-mentioned gap. In this context, it is particularly important to bear in mind that anti-
corruption work requires state policies and not only governmental policies. That is, a political 

                                                      
82 For example, the implementation of a merit-based recruitment system and codes of conduct for public officials 
often lies within the authority of the public agency responsible for civil service management. Implementation 
responsibility for transparent procurement systems often lies within the ministry of finance, a procurement board 
or a combination of such institutions. Responsibility for the proper management of financial resources usually 
falls within the realms of at least the ministry of finance and the auditor general’s office. Declarations of assets 
are handled by specifically assigned or created institutions. Access to information and civil society participation 
do not fall within the responsibility of any specific public institution but monitoring of public agencies in general 
is needed to assess whether these principles are being respected in practice, and so forth.  
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consensus about how to address which forms of corrupt practices needs to survive the period of one or 
more governments if these efforts are to bring about sustainable change.83      
 
Finally, good judgement and political astuteness on the part of those national actors with a real interest 
in driving an anti-corruption agenda forward are needed to decide whether or not an anti-corruption 
strategy could have the potential to generate some traction or be a platform for change under certain 
conditions. Would more modest goals and objectives, stronger implementation modalities, in 
particular through clearer implementation arrangements, monitoring, or concrete prioritisation of 
issues where the government is willing to make concessions (e.g. service delivery in key areas) make a 
difference?  

4.1.2 Integration with core policies – potential for an embedded approach?  

Most developing countries are undergoing complex public sector reforms (financial, civil service, 
justice, decentralisation, etc.) aimed at increasing effectiveness, efficiency, transparency and 
accountability. As indicated above, governments and development partners frequently consider these 
reform packages themselves as an anti-corruption agenda. They do indeed contain an important array 
of provisions anchored in UNCAC (hiring and promotion systems, codes of conduct, procurement and 
management of public finance, and the like), but so far links between the larger goals of the reforms 
and anti-corruption work have been weak.  
 
Some anti-corruption policies or strategies have made efforts to build on existing governance reforms, 
take up key components as part of their own activities and/or complement these reforms. However, 
horizontal links between the anti-corruption strategies and the main government policies and reforms 
are often missing, responsible public institutions do not have the awareness or capacity to interact and 
create synergies, and activities bundled under the anti-corruption strategies are conveyed as add-on 
activities to ministries and other state organs instead of being integrated into ongoing efforts.  
 
A rethinking of how this approach, specifically to reinforce ongoing initiatives, can be put better into 
practice is needed. How can anti-corruption dimensions be woven or embedded into (good) 
governance reforms instead of ending up as unmanageable stand-alone anti-corruption strategies? 
Which public institution should be assigned responsibility for which anti-corruption measure? What 
kinds of technical and financial resources would be needed? How could this be monitored? And who 
could be responsible for coordination and monitoring? 

4.1.3 Sectoral approaches – complement or substitute for national strategies?  

Extensive and ambitious national anti-corruption strategies are very difficult to manage. Sectoral 
approaches to preventing and controlling corruption (e.g. in the education and health sectors or in the 
revenue and customs departments) are easier to steer. While sectoral ministries, resistant to change, 
are often reluctant to accept instructions from other agencies or ministries, an internally driven process 
could bring to the fore sectoral champions that would otherwise have remained unnoticed. The risks 
are that such initiatives can become disconnected from other ongoing reforms. However, that risk 
could be mitigated by allowing the sectoral pilots to showcase their achievements and thus take pride 
in their integrity initiative through a well designed communication strategy that highlights results and 
impacts for citizens. Such an approach may well trigger the interest of other ministries that until then 
had also been considered resistant to change.  
 
Sectoral anti-corruption approaches would also go hand in hand with a recent trend towards 
developing sectoral strategies on the basis of sectoral governance diagnostics.84 Questions that need to 

                                                      
83 For more detail on this issue in five African countries see the U4 paper on “Measuring ‘success’ in five 
African Anti-Corruption Commissions” by Doig et al. (2005).  
84 For sector approaches to fight corruption see Campos and Pradhan (2006) “The many faces of corruption”, 
World Bank. 
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be asked in this context include: should sectoral anti-corruption approaches complement or substitute 
for national strategies? On the basis of what strategic criteria should reform sectors be selected, e.g. 
importance for national development, existence of strong leadership and potential champions, 
opportunity for quick wins? What still needs to be known to develop adequate sectoral anti-corruption 
policies? How can political players involved in this sector be brought together? How will progress be 
monitored? What kind of international assistance would be helpful?  

4.1.4 How can appropriate prioritisation and sequencing be achieved?  

So far, there have apparently been great difficulties in developing adequate approaches and guidance 
on how to select priorities for anti-corruption policies and how to sequence interventions strategically. 
There is a series of useful analytical tools for taking a snapshot of a country’s current situation in 
terms of its integrity system, the compatibility of its legal system with UNCAC, levels and occurrence 
of corruption, etc.85 However, none of these tools seems to be appropriate for guiding the process of 
strategic prioritisation and sequencing.  
 
Therefore, bigger efforts need to be made to select priorities strategically in line with a realistic 
estimate of capacities and available resources in the implementing agencies. Further, implementation 
should be sequenced, again due to the need for careful management of scarce resources and to avoid 
public frustration as their expectations are deceived. An issue that often seems to be forgotten is that 
most implementing agencies, be they line ministries, departments or other public agencies, may 
require continuing technical advice or even coaching in the design and first stages of putting anti-
corruption measures into practice. Such advice and mentoring could be provided, for example, by 
specialised anti-corruption bodies, and yet their capacities also tend to be limited. Hence, thought 
should be given to making a modest start on anti-corruption policies in some key areas and within 
those, in only a handful to a dozen agencies. A broader roll-out can follow later with some lessons 
learned already on board and with some results to show. However, such an effort would only make 
sense if responsibility and accountability for results were assigned to agencies with the corresponding 
mandates and if responsibility and accountability were enforceable, through either incentives or 
sanctions or a combination of both.  
 
Nevertheless, given that many countries have signed and ratified UNCAC and bearing in mind that 
pressure from the Conference of States Parties to implement the Convention fully is likely to increase, 
there is a real danger that governments, civil society organisations and development partners may lose 
sight of a gradual and sequenced approach. Most areas of public administration and the political 
system require reform, but change on all sides might not bring about any change at all. Hence, a 
crucial challenge consists in closing the gap between relatively weak capacities to deliver anti-
corruption reform in practice and high expectations, both from the national population and the 
international community.  

4.1.5 Could monitoring and evaluation of ongoing governance policies/reforms from an 
anti-corruption angle help strengthen anti-corruption prevention?  

The results from the present research point to the urgent need for meaningful monitoring of anti-
corruption policies and strategies. So far, monitoring has been either formalistic, focusing on the 
existence of laws or institutions instead of their effectiveness, or non-existent.  
 
Most countries are already being subjected to an institutional overhaul which contains elements of the 
provisions of UNCAC. Given that these reforms are expected to have a tangible impact on corruption, 
it is worthwhile considering whether it would be useful to dedicate additional resources to the 

                                                      
85 For example, the self assessment on UNCAC compliance elaborated and coordinated by UNODC, the already 
mentioned National Integrity System approach promoted by TI, the World Bank three-pronged surveys on 
corruption, the UNCAC gap analysis as piloted by GTZ in Indonesia, and vulnerability to corruption 
assessments applied to certain sectors in Afghanistan, to name but a few. 
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monitoring of anti-corruption results derived from these reforms. This could be done by i) identifying 
the specific aspects of core reforms that are crucial for increasing transparency, integrity and 
prevention of corruption and that are in line with UNCAC, ii) agreeing with all actors involved 
(government, civil society, the private sector and development partners) which elements will be a 
priority and which institutions or sectors will be pilots, iii) selecting indicators that allow measurement 
of progress in reducing corruption or increasing transparency/integrity, iv) carrying out the monitoring 
activities accordingly, and v) disseminating results and advocating for change.  
 
Such an approach would require, among others, different institutional arrangements, strong support for 
information management capacities,86 as well as support from external independent watchdog 
institutions. It would require long-term investment and might not be an attractive undertaking at first 
sight. On the other hand, it would allow different ends of accountability, transparency and integrity to 
be brought together. Considering that in a number of countries progress has been made in reducing 
corruption in public service delivery, systematic monitoring of such efforts could also contribute to a 
more regular dissemination of “good news”, which is vital to gaining and maintaining public support.  
 
Last but not least, a monitoring approach would have to struggle in many countries, at least initially, 
with the poor quality of information, difficulties in getting access to pertinent information, and the 
like. However, it could also pave the way for gradually opening up public policy processes, as it would 
help, among others, i) to create a national platform, ii) to match government reform with civil society 
monitoring,87 iii) to establish spaces and opportunities for civil society organisations to influence 
policy, strategy and outcomes, and iv) to build capacity to do ongoing analytical work, both within the 
government and outside.  

4.1.6 What about arrangements for implementation and coordination? 

Hitherto, one of the failures of anti-corruption policies and strategies has been a disconnection 
between those who design the strategies and those who are supposed to implement the measures 
therein contained. The discrepancy between the ownership of the design and the non-ownership of 
implementation is further exacerbated by the often relatively low hierarchical rank of the agencies 
tasked with the coordination and oversight of implementation. Hence, public institutions which have a 
mandate to implement specific preventive anti-corruption measures need to be given far more 
prominence at the design stage and subsequently to be held responsible for results in implementing 
them. However, the political leadership of the country also needs to demand this actively from its 
public sector chief executives and hold them accountable for progress.  
 
Bringing harmony to the institutional framework by making sure that mandates are clearly defined and 
well understood and that coordination and interaction are streamlined is both a response to and a sine 
qua non for tackling the root causes of the corruption problem. This not only means a clearer 
definition of the different mandates and outlining of the institutional hierarchies but also a better 
understanding of where and how the different mandates and responsibilities meet and interact with 
each other.  
 
Overall responsibility for coordination and oversight needs to be assigned to a high-level political 
authority which has the political mandate and support to compel powerful line ministries to follow 
through on their own commitments as well as with presidential instructions. Such a mandate could be 
assigned to an important cabinet minister, a lead figure in the president’s office or a similarly high-
                                                      
86 The information regime of the country would have to be analysed in order to match objectives and 
expectations with capacities, e.g. what kinds of capacity are there to produce information, which capacities exist 
to use this information, what kind of monitoring already exists and who uses the information for what purpose? 
Also, links with other efforts to strengthen the government’s information regime would have to be created.  
87 Continuous civil society monitoring of public sector performance in certain areas of the government’s 
activities has helped to bring about change in a series of countries (see section 2.4). Matching desired 
government reform with independent monitoring from civil society could generate a powerful momentum for 
change.  
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level authority. Specialised anti-corruption bodies, if already existent, could be in a good position to 
facilitate coordination and oversight as long as they can operate in tandem with the aforementioned 
top-level political authorities.  

4.2 Fighting corruption by fighting corruption – is this the way to go?  
It is worth highlighting again that fighting corruption is not an end in itself. The big issues for most 
countries today are poverty reduction, economic development, income distribution, deepening 
democracy and security. Those responsible for the design of anti-corruption policies need consciously 
to take into account that the anti-corruption efforts are at the service of these higher development 
goals.  
 
Now, anti-corruption policies are based on the assumption that corruption is a failure of governance 
systems or an aberration of the system. While this approach is certainly valid for countries with 
relatively well functioning institutions, in countries with weak governance systems and institutions 
corruption seems to be the system and, in addition, informal institutions have significant influence 
over formal institutions. In such an environment the fight against corruption is waged by those 
involved in the very practices they are supposed to fight. In particular, preventive measures focusing 
on the supply side of government action, such as codes of conduct, declarations of assets, merit-based 
appointment systems, reform of procurement procedures, and the like, are easily reduced to cosmetic 
surgery.  
 
In such a context the question arises whether an approach that concentrated on widely promoted 
antidotes to corruption, such as transparency and accountability, would make more sense. For 
example, would it be possible gradually to increase transparency by opening up government decision 
making processes to the public, by guaranteeing and providing access to information and by fostering 
civil society participation?88 A basic issue that also needs to be resolved is whether a country wants to 
formulate a “negative”, that is anti-corruption, approach, or a “positive”, that is pro-integrity or 
transparency, approach.   

4.3 Issues for development partners to consider 
UNCAC provides an opportunity for a coordinated and harmonised approach to the provision of 
assistance to States Parties but it also poses a big challenge to continue to pursue too much at once, in 
particular through the promotion of single anti-corruption strategies, whose effectiveness and 
appropriateness in all contexts is put into question.89 So what can development partners do to foster 
implementation of Article 5 as a gateway for UNCAC implementation?  
First and foremost, DPs should use and promote UNCAC as a binding legal and political international 
commitment to further good governance.  
 
Secondly, they should recognise Article 5 as the “gateway” for the implementation of UNCAC, but 
not as an automatic obligation for one single national anti-corruption strategy. For this purpose, they 
should help States Parties to identify different options for coordinated policy frameworks and provide 
experience-based information about their advantages and disadvantages. They could help to analyse in 
more depth the different modalities and frameworks that countries have chosen to implement and 
coordinate their anti-corruption policies in order to broaden the body of documented experience. This 
could include, for example, in-depth analysis of specific approaches, or comparative studies of similar 
                                                      
88 Experience in a number of countries has shown encouraging results if such an approach is applied in the 
budget formulation and execution processes, in the appointment of senior officials, in procurement and in party 
financing, but also in the health and education sectors, for example, all areas that are also relevant for UNCAC 
implementation. 
89 The first draft of the Technical Guide for the implementation of UNCAC Article 5, developed by UNODC, 
suggests, for example, that States Parties should develop one anti-corruption strategy for the implementation of 
UNCAC.  
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approaches, to explore what works and what does not under which conditions. Instead of encouraging 
the drafting of overly ambitious strategies and plans, development partners could rather advocate a 
more modest approach and help facilitate the strategic selection of priorities.  
 
Third, DPs need to make every effort to strengthen the links between anti-corruption and governance 
reforms. Taking into consideration that many of the preventive anti-corruption measures enshrined in 
UNCAC are or will be implemented through public sector management or broader governance 
reforms, the anti-corruption work needs to be handled as part and parcel of the governance agenda and 
not as a separate sector. This needs to be so both at country policy levels and at international 
development partner policy level. Conceptually, this is often the case, but it is not necessarily put into 
practice on the ground, mostly due to i) the persistence of “silo” approaches to sector reform and ii) 
the “silo” visions and expertise of international staff and experts.90 The following paragraphs refer to 
this point:  

• DPs would do well if they gave more attention to helping governments to introduce or 
“mainstream” strategic anti-corruption dimensions into their core policies and reforms,91 in 
particular when these are supported by international aid. Sector- or institution-specific 
vulnerability to corruption assessments and subsequent risk management plans could be supported 
and mentoring for implementation provided, to give but one example. In many countries where 
addressing corruption explicitly continues to be a sensitive topic, this would also help to find an 
alternative.    

• DPs should invest more effort into providing continuing anti-corruption training of their staff and 
into mentoring sector specialists in anti-corruption approaches. The latter is particularly relevant to 
build the necessary bridges between anti-corruption and sector work. 

• In countries that receive considerable development assistance, DPs could also consider reviewing 
their staffing profiles and expertise on the ground – possibly as a collective exercise – with a view 
to supplying the requisite senior expertise to i) provide continuing strategic advice to DPs on what 
kind of anti-corruption initiatives they should support, ii) give guidance to the government and 
DPs on how anti-corruption dimensions could be incorporated into ongoing or planned reforms, 
iii) build bridges between the different sector teams, iv) support the government in its coordination 
and oversight, possibly through mentoring and coaching of the responsible authorities, and v) 
facilitate information exchange among DPs on initiatives relevant to anti-corruption.   

Fourth, they should promote open and transparent dialogue between governments, themselves, 
parliament and non-state actors to assess progress. DPs should promote openness and transparency in 
their development agreements with partner governments as well as in the regular monitoring processes 
in order to allow for external scrutiny and to foster the accountability of government to parliament and 
civil society. This is all the more important when the tendency to pursue general budget support is 
taken into consideration as this aid delivery modality strengthens in particular the executives of partner 
countries but does not necessarily deepen democratic accountability.  
 
Fifth, they should increase the knowledge and understanding of corrupt practices, their forms, 
manifestations and dynamics, disseminate the findings widely and ensure public access to them. 
                                                      
90 As indicated before, civil service, financial management, justice sector and decentralisation reform, for 
example, often do not address specific vulnerabilities to corruption within these areas of reform. Although 
corruption often hinders progress or success in these very reforms, the issue does not seem to be on the radar 
screen of those who are responsible for them (both within the government and amongst supporting development 
partners). Also, international experts tend to have specific expertise, say in financial management, public sector 
or justice reform, but many of them do not have specific knowledge and expertise in the complexities of anti-
corruption work. In contrast, those who have broad anti-corruption experience do not necessarily have specific 
sector knowledge.  
91 In a recent international meeting on justice sector reform in Afghanistan, with the participation of most DPs, 
corruption was not even on the agenda although the justice sector is widely perceived as being most affected by 
corruption.  
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Relatively recent efforts to develop new analytical tools and assessment instruments should be 
strengthened and results widely shared. What kind of specific knowledge to produce will depend, 
though, on the context and needs of each country.    
 
Sixth, DPs should invest much more into fostering both effective internal monitoring and evaluation as 
well as non-state assessments of anti-corruption policies, e.g. from parliaments, universities and civil 
society organisations. Bearing in mind the recurrent systemic weaknesses of (independent) monitoring 
of the progress and results of anti-corruption policies, DPs should search creatively for appropriate 
ways to help remedy this situation and link the potential “power of information” specifically to the 
point made above about the promotion of transparency and participation, thus helping to empower 
local actors to carry the flame: 

• More effort needs to be made to advise governments on the design of simple but performance-
oriented monitoring mechanisms and especially indicators. In this context, DPs could also 
consider providing, at least initially, mentoring for implementation agency staff to deal with the 
monitoring requirements.  

• Such efforts would need to be connected to ongoing efforts towards strengthening the country’s 
information management system. DPs could also help to assess which kinds of information on 
issues relevant to anti-corruption are already available and which are missing, what information is 
used by whom and how (this should not be concentrated on the government alone but include 
parliament and civil society), and which capacities and enabling conditions are lacking for making 
use of the information. Such an approach may help to bring reform supply and demand closer 
together.  

• Development partners should consider strengthening more vigorously external government 
scrutiny, for example through financial and, where needed, technical support to national research 
institutes, civil society organisations, universities or the like to produce regular assessments of 
government performance in corruption control (such as institutional integrity indices, state of 
corruption reports, public expenditure tracking surveys, service delivery assessments, to name but 
a few examples).  

• Finally, DPs should consider commissioning assessments or surveys about the level of 
transparency, integrity and accountability within their own operations. Such an initiative would 
help to strengthen vulnerable areas in aid delivery but above all it would put the development 
partners onto a “level playing field” with partner governments.  

 
Seventh, despite the progress at headquarters level and, for example, within OECD-DAC, 
development partners should make greater efforts to bring their actions at country level more into line 
with these OECD-DAC agreements, in particular with regard to donor coordination, harmonisation of 
aid and the joint principles for anti-corruption. DPs should lead by example and put greater emphasis 
still on improving their own standards and practices. Areas for particular attention include increasing 
transparency in their own decision making and access to information about their development 
assistance (amount of aid available and disbursed, recipients, criteria for disbursement, selection of 
consultants, evaluations, performance assessments, analytical documents, etc.).  
 
Last but not least, development partners should critically review their relations with partner 
governments when the latter do not comply with mutually agreed commitments. More often than not, 
DPs choose not to show discontent for a variety of reasons, of which two seem to prevail: i) 
government-donor relations should not be burdened for fear of negative consequences for overall 
development assistance, and ii) donors themselves have a range of incentives to report satisfactory 
performance back home. Nevertheless, the dilemma between pursuing the “bigger goals”, such as 
poverty reduction, and tolerating malpractice needs to be reviewed as there is certainly more room for 
pragmatic “grey zone” approaches which avoid an “either-or” answer. 
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By way of concluding, it should be reiterated that the study cautions against the applicability of one 
and the same approach to implement Article 5 of UNCAC in all countries around the globe. Countries 
with different degrees of institutional capacity, diverse political contexts and social backgrounds will 
require and may want to choose varying modalities. In addition, the temptation to interpret “effective 
and coordinated anti-corruption policies” as the need for a single anti-corruption strategy points 
certainly to one option, but there are several more. Last but not least, partner countries, where 
necessary and desired with the support of development partners, should consider pursuing anti-
corruption work with effective modest targets instead of ambitious but unfeasible promises. 

5 Bibliography 

ACG Consulting (2007), “Evaluation of the Task Force on Corruption – Report Part 1”, prepared for 
the Government of Zambia and Cooperating Partners.  

Anti-corruption Network for Transition Economies (2005), “6th General Meeting – Meeting Report”, 
Istanbul, Turkey.  

Asamoa, Y.B. (2003), “National strategies for combating corruption – the Ghana experience”, African 
Development Bank.  

Basu, R. (1990), “Public administration concepts and theories”, Sterling Publishers, New Delhi, India.  

Bhargava, V. and Bolongaita, E. (2003), “Challenging corruption in Asia – Case studies and a 
framework for action”, World Bank, Washington D.C., USA.  

Birkland, Th. (2001), “An introduction to the policy process”, New York, USA. 

Campos, J.E. and Pradhan, S. (2006), “The many faces of corruption – Tracking vulnerabilities at the 
sector level”, World Bank, Washington D.C., USA.  

Cherry, K. (2006), “Corruption and development strategy: Beyond structural adjustment”, 
Undercurrent, Volume III, No.1. 

Commission of the European Communities (2001), “European governance – a white paper”, Brussels, 
Belgium.  

Doig, A., Watt, D. and Williams, R. (2005), “Measuring success in five African anti-corruption 
commissions – the cases of Ghana, Malawi, Tanzania, Uganda and Zambia”, U4 Anti-Corruption 
Research Centre, Norway.  

Dwivedi, OP. and Jabbra, J. (2001), “Where corruption lives”, edited by G. Caiden, Kumarian Press, 
Connecticut, Bloomfield, USA.  

Hamm, B. et al. (2006), “Bestandsaufnahme und Empfehlungen zur Strategie eines geplanten 
‘Kompetenzkerns Korruptionsbekämpfung’”, GTZ, Eschborn, Germany.  

Haarhuis, C.M. and Leeuw, F.L. (2004), “Fighting corruption: the new World Bank programme 
evaluated”, Journal of International Development, 16, pp.547-561.  

Heilbrunn, J.R. (2002), “Anti-corruption commissions: Placebo or real medicine to cure corruption?”, 
Draft (v.5), The Colorado School of Mines, USA 

Hogwood, B. and Gunn, L. (1984), “Policy analysis for the real world”, Oxford University Press, UK.  

Hope, K.R. and Chikulo, B.C. (1999), “Corruption and development in Africa”, Palgrave Macmillan, 
England.  

IGAC – International Group for Anti-corruption Coordination (2006), “Report of eight meeting”, 
www.igac.net.   

Integrity Watch Afghanistan (2007), “Afghan perceptions on corruption”, Kabul, Afghanistan, 
www.iwaweb.org.  

 48

http://www.igac.net/
http://www.iwaweb.org/


U4 REPORT ANTI-CORRUPTION POLICY MAKING IN PRACTICE 1:2007 
 

Interamerican Development Bank (2006), “La política de las políticas públicas – progreso económico 
y social en América Latina”, Informe 2006, USA.  

Johnston, M. and Kpundeh, J. (2002), “Building a clean machine – anti-corruption coalitions and 
sustainable reform”, World Bank Institute, Washington D.C., USA.  

Jones, C.O. (1984), “An Introduction to the Study of Public Policy”, Brooks and Cole Publishing, 
Monterrey, USA. 

Kwok, T. (2006), “Formulating an effective anti-corruption strategy - The experience of Hong Kong, 
www.unafei.or.jp/english/pdf/PDF_rms/no69/16_P196-201.pdf.   

Lahera, E. (2002), “Introducción a las políticas públicas”, Fondo de Cultura Económica Chile.  

Lindsey, T. (2004), “Legal infrastructure and governance reform in post-crisis Asia: the case of 
Indonesia”, Asian Pacific Economic Literature, Vol. 18, No. 1, pp. 12-40.  

Marquette, H. (2004), “Donors seek the right approach to corruption”, Local Governance Brief, Spring 
2004, OSI, Hungary.  

Mathisen, H. (2003), “Donor roles in face of endemic corruption – Albania in the policy debate”, U4 
Anti-Corruption Resource Centre, Bergen, Norway.  

McCusker, R. (2006), “Review of anti-corruption strategies”, Technical and Background Paper No.23, 
Australian Institute of Criminology.  

Meagher, P. (2005), “Anti-corruption agencies: Rhetoric versus reality”, The Journal of Policy 
Reform, Vol. 8, No.1, pp.69-103. 

Michael, B. (2004), “The rapid rise of the anti-corruption industry”, in Local Governance Brief, 
Spring 2004, Open Society Institute, Budapest, Hungary.  

Michael, B. and Kasemets, A. (2006), “The role of incentive design in parliamentarian anti-corruption 
programmes”, http://journalsonline.tandf.co.uk.  

OSI – Open Society Institute (2002), “Monitoring the EU accession process: corruption and anti-
corruption policy”, EU Accession Monitoring Programme, www.eumap.org. 

Quah, J. (2004), “Best practices for curbing corruption in Asia”, The Governance Brief, ADB.  

Shah, A. and Schachter, M. (2004), “Combating corruption: look before you leap”, Finance and 
Development.  

Smilov, D. (2006), “Anti-corruption commissions and agencies in South East Europe”, ISCTE, 
Lisbon, Portugal.   

Starling, G. (1988), “Strategies for Policy Making”, Chicago, Dorsey Press, USA. 

Steves, F. and Rousso, A. (2003), “Anti-corruption programmes in post-communist transition 
countries and changes in business environments, 1999-2002”, Working Paper No. 85, World Bank, 
Washington D.C., USA.  

Thomas, J.W. and Grindle, M.S. (1990), “After the decision: implementing policy reforms in 
developing countries”, World Development, Vol. 18, issue 8.  

Tiri (2007) “Integrity in reconstruction project”, www.tiri.org.  

Tisne, M. and Smilov, D. (2004), “From the ground up – assessing the record of anti-corruption 
assistance in Southeastern Europe”, Center for Policy Studies, Central European University, Budapest, 
Hungary.  

Transparency International website “Anti-corruption handbook”, case studies on new anti-corruption 
governments and other relevant material, www.transparency.org.  

Transparency International (2005/06), “Americas Convention report card on public integrity”, 
www.transparency.org.  

 49

http://www.unafei.or.jp/english/pdf/PDF_rms/no69/16_P196-201.pdf
http://journalsonline.tandf.co.uk/
http://www.eumap.org/
http://www.tiri.org/
http://www.transparency.org/
http://www.transparency.org/


U4 REPORT ANTI-CORRUPTION POLICY MAKING IN PRACTICE 1:2007 
 

 50

Transparency International (2006), “Poverty, aid and corruption”, www.transparency.org.  

Turner, M. and Hulm, D. (1997), “Governance, administration and development”, McMillan Press, 
London, UK.  

U4 Brief (2007), “Rethinking governance to fight corruption”, by Sue Unsworth, www.u4.no  

U4 Brief (2007), “Understanding the private side of corruption: new kinds of transparency, new roles 
for donors”, by Michael Johnston, www.u4.no 

UNDP (2005), “Institutional arrangements to combat corruption – a comparative study”, Regional 
Centre in Bangkok, Thailand.  

UNDP (2006), “Anti-corruption resources: a UNDP practitioner’s handbook”.  

USAID (2005), “USAID Anti-corruption strategy”.  

World Bank (2000), “Designing effective anti-corruption strategies”, Chapter 5 in Anti-corruption in 
transition: a contribution to the policy debate, Washington D.C., USA.  

http://www.transparency.org/
http://www.u4.no/




Fighting corruption is a challenge in any context, because corruption 
has many faces and can occur in different forms across all sectors 
and institutions of a country. The UN Convention against Corruption 
(UNCAC) recognises this and calls, among others, for “effective, 
coordinated anti-corruption policies” (Article 5) to address the problem 
strategically. This report explores what form such an approach could 
take, and examines in depth how national anti-corruption policies or 
strategies have come into being in six countries: Georgia, Indonesia, 
Nicaragua, Pakistan, Tanzania and Zambia. From a public policy 
perspective the authors look specifically at the catalysts and driving 
forces, how reforms were selected, prioritised and implemented, and 
finally, what role development partners played in the overall process.  

The country studies show that the political response to perceived 
widespread corruption in those countries often consisted in the 
development of a broad national anti-corruption policy or strategy. 
Nevertheless, this approach has not been overly successful for a 
variety of reasons, ranging from unrealistic planning and the lack of 
prioritising reforms, to serious shortcomings in the implementation 
arrangements, and the absence of vital political agreements for 
effective reforms. 

The report argues that explicit anti-corruption policies and strategies 
are not necessarily the most suitable and certainly not the only way to 
implement Article 5 of UNCAC, and goes on to discuss other options 
for coordinated anti-corruption policies. The report also points to 
the need of pursuing anti-corruption work with effective and modest 
targets instead of ambitious but unfeasible promises.
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