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Discussion Questions: 

Part I: A.H. Monjurul Kabir, DGG/BDP, UNDP New York


Discussion Questions
 

1. Taking diverse local/regional contexts (i.e., culture, social norms etc.) into consideration, how do you define political corruption? Is political corruption different from administrative corruption in your country/region? 

2. What are the ethical and/or moral dimensions of political corruption? How important are these dimensions?

 

3. What experiences can you share (both positive and negative) in working to combat political corruption? Based on these experiences what specific elements should be part of UNDP’s approach towards working to fight political corruption?

 4. How can we assess the progress of anti-corruption activities? What have been the successes and failures of similar initiatives in the past?

 
Launch Message
Dear Colleagues,

We are very pleased to launch the E-discussion on Political Corruption (18 September-16 October 2006). The Democratic Governance Practice Network (DGPN) has organised this discussion in response to the network’s increasing demands, expressed inter alia in the recent DGPN survey on Political Corruption (August 2006). As always, members of the network are encouraged to react to the various suggestions and questions, and to share their own experiences, and lessons learned.

Discussion Context

The issue of corruption, particularly political corruption has drawn increasing attention from the international community during the past decade. Minimizing corruption is critical to reduce poverty and promote social and people-centred sustainable development. In the words of the UN Secretary General Kofi Annan, “Corruption is an insidious plague that has a wide range of corrosive effects on societies. It undermines democracy and the rule of law, leads to violations of human rights, distorts markets, erodes the quality of life, and allows organized crime, terrorism and other threats to human security to flourish.”  

UNDP's strong emphasis on long-term systemic changes and the human dimensions of development shape its position in promoting democratic governance, public accountability, transparency, and integrity. Over the years, UNDP has been engaged in many anti-corruption initiatives world-wide focusing primarily on developing national anti-corruption bodies, legislative mechanism, and on public administration reform. Only a few of UNDP projects target corruption in the area of political parties, such as vote-buying, illegal party financing or politically-driven kickback payments. It is, however, difficult to address through technical assistance programmes the misuse of elected public office for private gain or gain of a particular group of people often organized in or around political parties. Political corruption represents the violation of the trust in the public office; as such, it undermines democracy, good governance, rule of law and hampers the effectiveness of aid.

To view the concept note, discussion questions, background readings (online & bibliographic resources), please visit the e-discussion webpage: http://practices.undp.org/democratic-governance/e-discussions/?src=121515
As mentioned before, the first part of the e-discussion seeks conceptual clarity on political corruption. The discussion explores possible social, cultural, ethical and/or moral dimensions, of political corruption. The discussion also intends to solicit and draw upon practitioners’ experience on UNDP’s approach towards working to fight political corruption. Please do not hesitate to contact us should you require any further clarification.

We very much look forward to hearing your views. 

With best wishes.

Sincerely,

A.H. Monjurul Kabir

Moderator

E-discussion on Political Corruption: Mapping the Reality (Part-I)
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Part II: Alejandro Grinspun, UNDP Mexico

Discussion Questions
 

1. How extensive is political corruption — or the perception of it — in your country? How is it being tackled, in what domains, and with what results? Have specific measures (legal, institutional, social) been  implemented to reduce the scope for corruption in public affairs in your country, e.g. by imposing limits and controls on party and campaign financing, instituting transparency and access to information laws, social audits or other accountability mechanisms meant to curtail discretion in the political process? 
2. To what extent has corruption in your country eroded people’s trust in its political leadership or estranged them from the political process? When can unabated corruption lead to a crisis of regime stability? 
3. Are there any signs of a new constellation of actors emerging around an agenda focused on preventing corruption in your country? Are they equipped with the required knowledge, capacities and resources for effective action? 
4. What are the special considerations to address political corruption effectively in post-conflict states? 
Launch Message
 

Dear Colleagues:

 
"If men were angels, wrote James Madison more than 200 years ago, no government would be necessary. If angels were to govern men, neither external nor internal controls on government would be necessary."

 

This quote from The Federalist 51 brilliantly articulates one of the great challenges of democratic governance today. Because men (and women) are not angels nor are governed by them, controls are needed to prevent both governments and other institutions (legislatures, judiciaries, political parties, interest groups) from engaging in unethical, abusive or illegal behavior. These controls may take many forms, from regular elections and the separation of powers to freedom of information laws, anti-corruption bodies, ombudsman offices, and other mechanisms that introduce checks and balances into the exercise of power.

 

Corruption imposes heavy societal and political costs. It violates the public trust, distorts decision making processes and tilts policy outcomes in ways that often harm the public interest. Whether it is political parties, elected or unelected officials, business and trade union representatives, or media moguls that indulge in corrupt behavior, it results in a diminution in the quality of the democratic process, which may compromise its substance and undermine people’s trust in democracy thereby compromising long-term prospects for democratic governance in a society.

 

Some argue that the increasingly porous nature of territorially based actors due to globalization, along with privatization and the dismantling of regulatory agencies in many countries since the 1990s, has opened new avenues for corruption in the political arena. One of its most insidious forms relates to the common practice of vote buying. When this practice takes place through the misuse of public funds earmarked for social development, the negative effects on democratic governance are compounded: not only are people deprived of their rightful claim to public resources, but also of their right to a free vote in democratic elections. Yet the practice of intimidating or coercing voters through control of the public purse — through promises to offer, or threats to discontinue, publicly provided goods and services — remains pervasive in too many countries, even after the switch away from universal entitlement programmes to targeted ones.

 

We would like to engage you, colleagues and practitioners, in this second part of the discussion concerning the impact of corruption on democratic governance. In responding to these queries, you are welcome to distill lessons learned from local, national and/or regional case studies.

 

We look forward to hearing your perspectives on the questions outlined above.

 

Regards,

 

Alejandro Grinspun

Moderator 

E-discussion on Political Corruption: A Crisis in Democratic Governance? (Part-II)
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Part III: Pauline Tamesis, DGG/BDP, UNDP NY
Discussion Questions
1. How are UNDP Country Offices dealing with political corruption? 

2. What can UNDP do to strengthen its programmatic interventions and policy advocacy against political corruption?

Launch Message
Dear Colleagues:
The last three weeks provoked many interesting responses on defining political corruption (Part I) and how this feeds into the notion of “crisis in democratic governance” (Part II).  In many respects, although there is a consensus in the anti-corruption community about the definition of corruption (“the misuse of public office for private gain”), we thought it useful to find out how people perceive political corruption as opposed to corruption more generally. Our collective understanding of “political corruption” determines how we shape the responses to the problem.  One of the key lessons we learned in the last few years has been:  “technical responses to the problem of corruption remain ineffective if the political context is not addressed.”  We believe that UNDP has a unique role in addressing the political aspects of corruption to help deliver sustainable reforms.  Further, the new World Bank anti-corruption strategy provides us an opportunity to step up our contributions in the area of political governance.

In addition to questions posed above, I would like to invite you to elaborate on some of the key suggestions and related questions we have heard in on-going e-discussion that feed into the concluding topic:

1. Coordination: Most contributors expressed the view that UNDP should spearhead coordination of anti-corruption efforts of all actors involved in any given country (including with other UN agencies, WB, bilateral donors, etc.). What are the concrete steps that UNDP should take to ensure a more concerted approach development approach to anti-corruption? Does UNDP have an operational capacity to assume such a role?

2. Strengthening political commitment/leadership and "beefing up" interventions in periods of transition: According to the ongoing e-discussion, two major elements create a conducive environment for addressing political corruption and thus for UNDP's interventions in this area. These are:  1) political commitment at the top of the leadership (“champions” within the government) and in the Parliament and 2) transition periods when the “rules of the game” are being rewritten (e.g., post-conflict or a major change in the power structure). However if in country X, the above conditions are not met, shall UNDP wait for the ‘right moment’ to intervene, work with civil society and the media, or do nothing at all concentrating its resources on assisting countries Y and Z where the political leadership is more inclined to cooperate? In addition, how can we shield the “champions” in anti-corruption in the government from existing pressures from within the government?

3. Challenges on the ground: COs staff is often faced with problems the solution to which cannot be found easily in the policy literature. On this forum, colleagues have shared excellent examples of situations that display a paradox of working ‘with’ the government and ‘against’ the government in cases of political corruption. For example, how can we ensure that COs staff has sufficient political backing for taking up this issue with the political leadership in the country without the fear of damaging the relationship with the government and his/her career? Or, what advice would we give to COs colleagues on how to handle the cases of “petty” corruption that might occur while working with a government counterpart (e.g., charging fuel costs for personal transportation against UNDP project)? In conclusion, recognizing the sensitivity of political corruption, we should discuss methods that would ensure that our interventions in this area would not adversely affect UNDP’s overall relationship with the government. Finally as several of you pointed out, can salary supplementation be a tool against corruption in general and political corruption in particular? Is this realistic or feasible?

Your views on how we can start addressing political corruption as part of our work in strengthening democratic governance would be most helpful.

Thanks,

Pauline Tamesis

Moderador 

E-discussion on Fighting Political Corruption: An Agenda for Action (Part-III)



Responses were received, with thanks, from: 

1.         Lenni Montiel, UNDP Vietnam

2.         Renata Nowak-Garmer, DGG/BDP, UNDP NY

3.         Sirinivasan Gopalan, UNDP Afghanistan

4.         Linda Maguire, DGG/BDP, UNDP NY

5.         Noha El-Mikaw, UNDP SURF- AS

6.         Pradeep Sharma, UNDP India

7.         Pippa Noris, DGG/BDP, UNDP NY

8.         Jamshed Kazi, UNDP Lao PDR (1)

9.         Nadine Bushell, UNDP Caribbean SURF

10.       Farhan Sabih, UNDP Pakistan

11.       Ram Shankar, UNDP Maldives

12.       Allassoum Bedoum, UNDP Chad

13.       Joseph L.M. Mugore, UNDP RSC, Johannesburg

14.       Sophie de Caen, UNDP Cameroon (1)

15.       Kevin Evans, UNDP Indonesia
16.       Khaled Ehsan, UNDP EO, NY

17.       N S Bereng, UNDP Lesotho  

18.       Anonymous Feedback

19.       Audax Rutta, UNDP Tanzania

20.       Nandita Dutta, UNDP Bangladesh

21.       Eugene Nkubito, UNDP Rwanda

22.       David Omozuafoh, UNDP Nigeria

23.       Herdade Santos, UNDP Timor Leste

24.       Christine Umutoni, UNDP Rwanda
25.       Kenneth Scott Hubli, BDP/DGG, NY

26.       Luc Franzoni, BRSP Geneva

27.       Assan Ngombe, UNDP Zambia

28.       Oumar Sako, UNDP Mali

29.       Fernando Abaga Edjang, UNDP Comoros

30.       Milena Leivi, UNDP Argentina

31.       Simon Magbenga, UNDP Togo

32.       Oumar Diallo, UNDP Cape Verde

33.       Shane Cogan, UNDP Sri Lanka
34.       Edwin Baba, UNDP Sudan

35.       Rebeca Arias, UNDP Dominican Republic

36.       Mathieu Ciowela, UNDP Djibouti

37.       Charles A. Ariyibi, RBA

38.       Jan Tuit & Pepijn Gerrits, Netherlands Institute for Multiparty Democracy

39.       Cecile Molinier, UNDP Mauritania

40.       Nargis Nurullokhoja, UNDP Tajikistan

41.       Marta Gazideda, UNDP Kosovo

42.       Damir Ahmetovic, UNDP Bosnia and Herzegovina
43.       Naglaa Arafa, UNDP Egypt

44.       Eugene Nkubito, UNDP Rwanda

45.       Samson Adeyekun, UNDP Nigeria

46.       Simon Magebenga,  UNDP Togo (1)

47.       Tegegnework Gettu, Office of the Administrator

48.       John Morris, UNDP Rwanda

49.       Joachim Nahem, BDP/DGG, NY, and Alexandra Wilde, OGC

50.       Fernando Abaga Edjang, UNDP Comoros

51.       Sophie de Caen, UNDP Cameroon (2)

52.       Max Ooft, UNDP Suriname
53.       Ayesha Dias, UNDP

54.       Jamshed Kazi, UNDP Lao PDR (2)

55.       Milena Leivi, UNDP Argentina

56.       Simon Magebenga,  UNDP Togo (2)

57.       Darko Pavlovic and Claudia Melim-McLeod, UNDP Serbia
The detailed discussion (including individual contributions) could be downloaded from<http://content.undp.org/go/practices/governance/docs/download/?d_id=815148>  


Summary of Responses: 

Part I 

Summary of Member Responses by A.H. Monjurul Kabir
The initial discussion explored UNDP’s niche in fighting political corruption. The discussion was grounded in the results of the DGPN Survey on Political Corruption (August 2006). DGPN members were encouraged to think outside the box and examine the following issues: Can you define political corruption? Is political corruption different from administrative corruption? What are the ethical and/or moral dimensions of political corruption? How important are these dimensions? What experiences can you share (both positive and negative) in working to combat political corruption? Based on these experiences what specific elements should be part of UNDP’s approach towards working to fight political corruption? How can we assess the progress of anti-corruption activities? The contributors shared a wide range of perspectives and lessons learned.

1 (a) Defining Political Corruption

Demystifying and defining the concept of political corruption for the organizational purposes is a very important but difficult exercise considering UNDP’s presence in over 160 countries with their diverse socio-economic, political, cultural or religious backgrounds, all of which are factors influencing perception of the issue. Political corruption is, indeed, highly contextual (most contributors supported this view).

There seems to be an overwhelming consensus on the definition of political corruption. The consensus also confirms the DGPN Survey on Political corruption results. Political corruption is the misuse of private or public office for private gain. It can be petty or grand, organized or unorganized and, is rampant in both political and bureaucratic offices. Political corruption has several dimensions. It could relate to the issue of political finance (including receiving money from illicit sources, funding vote buying, receiving funds from private sector in return for contracts, abuse of state machinery during electoral campaigns among others); non-disclosure of actual wealth; and abuse of office when in power. Yet another dimension is when there is a conflict of interest and political leaders also hold office of profit. Political corruption can be sub-divided into “extractive corruption”, through which political leaders gain personal financial advantage; and “political corruption to maintain power”, used basically to control and manipulate political machineries and electoral systems, among other mechanisms. 

Political corruption represents the violation of the trust in the public office; as such, it undermines democracy, good governance, rule of law and hampers the effectiveness of aid.

1 (b) Political corruption versus administrative corruption

It seems that distinguishing between corruption in public administration and corruption in the area of political parties is particularly difficult. Opportunities for public servants to become involved in unethical conduct often arise from the power they exercise in both the development and administration of public policy. In some cases they are one and the same; in others, the administrative corruption is driven by political corruption. Political corruption is particularly insidious, since it creates the enabling environment for tolerance of petty or administrative corruption throughout the public and private sectors.  

The only difference between political corruption and administrative corruption is that while the former is by the people in political power, the latter is by the bureaucrats – both for private gains 

Most contributors view both kinds as highly interlinked. Yet, each type of corruption requires a different policy response. For example, corruption in public administration can be addressed via traditional PAR/AC interventions, while corruption in the area of political parties might require a compilation of different remedies (e.g., projects aimed at increasing access to information, strengthening anti-corruption bodies, reforming campaign finance law, requiring political parties and politicians to disclose their assets through amendments to existing laws and an effective e-governance projects, etc.). 

2. Ethical and/or moral dimensions of political corruption (in conjunction with social and cultural contexts, if any)

Political corruption is often perceived as a social evil and those who indulge in it usually have a very low estimation in the eyes of the common people. However, if political corruption becomes rampant over a period of time without being overtly curbed, people gradually become apathetic about it and even tend to acquiesce in it causing devastating impact on cultural values. One may feel ‘entitled’ to certain privileges because of the ‘good things’ s/he does for people, and be supported by different quarters.  Also, political corruption may be tolerated or even accepted, if it means social stability or if the alternative would be to get something else in place that people want even less, e.g. a military dictator or foreign domination.

Political corruption may not be culture specific. Indeed, it has transcended cultures as well as time. However, contributors and survey respondents emphasized  that UNDP’s approach and analysis of political corruption can only be done on a country-by-country basis and must necessarily include a country’s historical, social, cultural, and institutional background; what constitutes corruption in one culture might be considered ‘normal’ behavior in another. 

Is there any relation with political corruption and the religious nature of any governing system/mechanism? The discussion does not provide any direction about it. It might be an area for potential research. In countries with a one-party system, it is practically impossible to design effective projects aimed at tackling political corruption and therefore it would not be recommended for UNDP to get involved. Another dimension pointed out by a contributor is a challenge for UNDP to work “with” the government, as a national partner, and “against” the government (or ruling party/coalition) with regard to political corruption. 

3. UNDP’s Approach towards Working to Fight Political Corruption 

I.  Unity in efforts to fight corruption within UN and with other development partners

· UNDP should inspire and lead local UN Teams in promoting a common approach to fighting corruption. In this field, UN Coordination is crucial. Coordination with other actors (World Bank, bilateral donors) needs to be ensured. 

· Recent OECD DAC GOV assessment mission on anti-corruption, despite its shortcomings (limited amount of time in the country, example) is a step in right direction; UNDP seems to be well-placed to assume the coordination role on the country level.  

· UNDP can learn from regional and global experiences and good practices, but they still need to be adapted/changed based on the country context. 
II. Tools for effective change 

· National instruments (legal framework - i.e., integrity institutions, electoral commissions, campaign laws, acts of info laws, disclosure laws, etc.)

· UNCAC - e.g., calls for such measures as prescription of criteria concerning candidature for and election to public offices, enhancement of transparency in the funding of political parties and adoption, maintenance, and strengthening of systems that promote transparency and prevent conflict of interest 

· Strong partnerships with donors (e.g., Cameroon, Nigeria) 

· National/international indexes and other measurement methods

III. Potentials for programming and/or interventions (see parts 2 & 3 of the discussion for further corroboration) 

Most contributors expressed the view that political commitment at the top of the leadership and in Parliament can bring about a real change, and for some donors (see example from Cameroon) prerequisite for further support 

· Find champions within the government (e.g., Norwegian activities on bilateral level where persons in the government are identified who are likely to spearhead anti-corruption efforts and help with pressure they have to endure)

·  “Traditional” policy interventions have been prescribed by the contributors (same goes for the DGPN survey), i.e., 1. Strengthening the legal framework for anti-corruption, including AC bodies and institutions, with emphasis on independent judiciary; 2. Supporting legal framework governing political parties, incl. campaign and electoral laws (e.g., Canada has been cited a good practice for regulations in political party finance); 3. Strengthening civil society and independent media.

· UNDP should initiate dialogue at the political party level; encourage dialogue within the party and between parties. This will give UNDP a better sense of the ground reality. 

· UNDP and the donor community needs to focus more on ensuring access to legitimate sources of political finance than on limiting access to illegitimate sources; While international community spends a lot of fund on electoral administration (recent study on cost of elections), but then spends next to nothing to finance the political competition; yet, in many transition countries, legitimate sources of political finance do not exist 

· UNDP needs to concentrate on electoral law Reform, issues of conflict between duties and interests of parliamentarians; defining limits of Parliamentary privileges; securing the autonomy of Investigating Agencies; asset recovery at the national level from the practitioners of political/administrative corruption, and people’s access to information coupled with media freedom..

IV. Country Examples

· POGAR supported launching of Arab Parliamentarians against Corruption (Arab chapter of GOPAC) 
· UNDP Sudan is currently formulating a program with activities in the area of political parties development (issues discussed – party establishment and party finances) 
· UNDP Egypt signed MOU with the Ministry of Investment for a project that will include assistance and support for drafting of a right to information act, and awareness campaigns. Planned program on parliamentary oversight 
· UNDP Yemen – pilot courts involving improving judicial systems (court management and access to justice esp. for marginalized groups); by streamlining court processes and case management and by establishing trained and supervised hotlines, the pilot courts have had a positive impact on reducing rent-seeking activities in courts. 

· UNDP Cameroon coordinates concerted efforts of several donors and the government to address corruption; Recent OECD DAC GOV assessment mission on anti-corruption (first of this kind and planned in other countries) despite its shortcomings is a welcome development; Several anti-corruption activities have been undertaken (e.g., been undertaken in this regard: incl. ratification of UNCAC; decree signed establishing National Anticorruption Commission; arrests of high level officials; work toward an independent electoral commission;); However, these have shown very limited effect (e.g., as of April 2006, National Anticorruption Commission members still not named; electoral commission not in place; high profile fraud case files mysteriously lost and case dropped, government pursues computerization of electoral lists w/o electoral commission in place). 

· UNDP Nigeria has helped to ensure transparency in the electoral process via: Support to National Election Commission; Review of electoral law; support to civil society to monitor the electoral process; protection of votes; In addition, UNDP Nigeria organized donor consultative meetings, which led to setting up of a joint donor basket; UNDP Nigeria also supports institutional reforms to encourage financial disclosure: the Code of Conduct Bureau, Economic and Financial Crime Commission and Independent Corrupt Practices Commission; support for telephone hotlines and protecting whistle blowers.  

4. Assessing the progress of anti-corruption activities

Assessment prior to any kind of engagement is key. Success indicators in the fight against corruption should include reported cases of corruption and prosecutions following due process. Situational reviews for purposes of assessing progress based on sectoral studies and periodic surveys may cover different aspects including legislative measures, regulatory measures, deregulation of the economy, law enforcement, efficacy of investigating and watch dog institutions, dispensation of justice, public service delivery, management of public finance, Inter-institutional, intra-national and international cooperation etc. 

Developing country-specific baseline anti-corruption measurements followed by performance measurements using internal (UNDP), national, and global methods (CPI, TI Barometer, WB, and others) should be prioritized.

Public commitment of those in the authority to address the specter of corruption is important, however, not just through empty lip service at national rallies and election campaigns, but by keeping commitments and providing real-life examples.

5. General Trends and Issues throughout the discussion

· Leadership in a particular country with clear strategies and direction in combating corruption is crucial. But leadership not followed by relevant and committed institutions may not yield sustainable results. 
· The emergence of transformative leaders (who reach power through corrupt means, but then use their power to change the corrupt system) is often outside the control of the international and donor communities. However, development partners/donors should keep an eye on the process of emerging transformative leaders.     

· Political corruption concerns both developed and developing countries and societies 
· Political parties are not the only actors of political corruption although they have become a visible means of expressing it 
· Programming and advocacy in this area demands greater sensitivity. 
5A. Concerns from the field

· How can we ensure that UNDP staffs, RR and RC have a sufficient political packing for their engagement? Often, RC/RR does not dare to be critical of the government, for fear of harming relationship with the government and his/her career (DGPN survey).

· How can we deal with “small” corruption that occurs with the government counterparts (e.g., charging fuel costs for personal transportation); the common response may be to prepare a “Note to File”; even if repeated instances of corruption are brought up to the governmental counterparts, not much emphasis is placed on the issue to not to harm long-term relationship.

· How can we expect political corruption to be curtailed if a government official earns $30 per month? Shouldn’t we (donor community) first reduce incentives for corruption by topping up government salaries? 

· UNDP should explore ways of better engaging on the issue of political corruption, recognizing that it is politically sensitive and that UNDP may not always be the best-placed actor to address the issue.

· Sensitivity of the issue vis-à-vis  UNDP’s reputation of an “honest broker” and an impartial organisation 

· What are the minimal conditions in a country/government for UNDP’s engagement on political corruption?

5B. Critical questions remain unanswered:

· What are the different contexts of political corruption and what are the incentives structures; what has worked and hasn’t in terms of highly regulated systems versus less regulated regimes? 

· Why do East Asian countries enjoy sustained growth despite high corruption? Are some countries absorbing transaction costs of corruption better? 

· What is the effect of globalization on political corruption or moving to market economy? If there is no political will in the country to address the issue, shall we wait or work with civil society until the political environment is more conducive to fight corruption?

· How best to use the transition period or period of political turmoil for anti-corruption programming? Can these interventions be planned at all?

Part II

Summary of Member Responses by Haley Horan
Political Corruption is an age-old phenomenon, which is interlinked with corruption in other sectors such as public administration and the private sector, and which is not restricted to developing countries. However certain conditions in some developing and post-conflict countries may exacerbate its effects:

· Weak institutions allow corruption to take on especially ravaging effects, especially in former colonies where no tradition of public service was built by the former colonizer (resulting in a lack of understanding of the notion of public service) and in transitional and post-conflict states. 
· Widespread poverty and poorly organized public services may lead to elections which are not decided based upon the policies and political programs of candidates, but upon the perceived ability of candidates to quickly provide for the primary needs of the people. In such circumstances, a system of redistribution of wealth and associated services may be established by the local tribe, clan, or village chiefs, who exchange access to public funds or goods for votes when election time comes. Further, in the absence of institutions, political leaders are left with few options from which to draw legitimacy and may be tempted to focus on potentially divisive factors such as ethnicity, race and religion, rather than uniting to combat problems such as corruption, poverty or disease. 
· In Djibouti, it was observed that people have lost confidence in accountability mechanisms where fixed prices are set by the same individuals charged to enforce the respect of regulations, and where audits carried out are followed by no repercussions. On the other hand, in Rwanda, which is recognised to have made great strides in combating corruption, the President of the Republic is a champion of the anti-corruption program and has set an example by dismissing ministers and other high ranking officials who have been investigated and found guilty of corrupt activities. 

· In countries where the line between senior civil servants, politicians and business people blur easily, individuals may switch places easily to ensure that money continues to flow in the same direction; such circumstances may erode people’s trust in leaders, resulting in political instability. 
· Perhaps one of the greatest challenges to fighting corruption, and to promoting democratic governance in general, is that not all nations have a citizenry which understands and recognises a common “national interest,” above personal, tribal, or other interests which may conflict. Thus, the battle still faced in many developing countries is to create a cohesive national interest to rally behind. Information and dissemination campaigns on the rights and duties of citizens, and the development of a free and independent media are therefore important considerations. 
Actors that must be involved in the process of combating corruption were highlighted as: national partners such as government officials, the parliament, the judiciary, officials from independent agencies, political parties, the media, civil society organizations, and the business community - and international partners such as members of the United Nations community, international NGOs, donors, and other development partners. 

Areas of intervention suggested included:

Public Service Reform:

· Members placed a special importance on public service reform as a means to curb corruption. The idea must be instilled that the civil service exists for the greater good of a country and its inhabitants, and the civil service must be professionalized. It was highlighted that in many developing countries, employment in the civil service does not carry the same amount of esteem, nor stability, as it would in a stable country. Assuring the professional dignity of civil servants and providing for their basic needs will result in officials being less likely to accept bribes and will help to reduce problems of ‘brain drain’ (where civil servants seek to ‘escape’ to the ‘nearest’ international organization or to the private sector). 

· Appropriate recruitment and compensation schemes must be established. Salary structures should be based on proper job analysis and classification, and tied to merit. Such reforms may help create savings which can be used to improve the compensation level of those who are really needed. Likewise, non-monetary rewards may be offered, such as low cost housing or low interest loans. It was suggested that Malaysia or Thailand might provide examples of such non-monetary compensation schemes. The issue of salary supplements is discussed in Part III of the summary. 
· Accounting practices must be strengthened, including through the adoption of internationally recognised standards. 
Core Institutions:
· In post-conflict states, characterised by institutional weakness, UNDP has a key role to play in consolidating the rule of law, nurturing accountability systems and strengthening institutions. Core institutions such as the executive, legislative and judiciary, must be strengthened through an appropriate system of checks and balances. Legal and regulatory mechanisms must be robustly implemented, backed by political will and monitored by independent agents. 
· The justice system must be reinforced and the independence of the judiciary must be ensured to allow the prosecution of crimes of corruption. The risk of detection and punishment must be greater than the gains of corruption. 
· Especially in a post-conflict environment, Parliaments have a key role to play in combating corruption. Support for this role may be provided, inter alia, via support to parliamentary oversight committees, fostering parliamentary oversight functions, assistance to parliaments in human rights and rule of law legislating, and supporting parliaments to monitor themselves. 
· Legislation must be enacted to provide dissuasive sanctions to combat the offence of bribery, anti-money laundering legislation which provides for substantial criminal penalties must be enacted to address the problem of capital flight. To curtail discretion in the political process, Electoral Acts may provide controls on campaign funding, and Fiscal Responsibility Bills may be introduced to ensure prudent spending of state resources. 
Independent Agencies and Commissions: 

· Independent evaluations should be carried out by institutions such as the Office of the Auditor General and the Office of the Ombudsman, to ensure that each staff member is accountable for his or her results. In Nigeria, where the anti-corruption crusade is yielding positive results according to the Economic and Financial Crimes Commission, UNDP’s intervention included the establishment of an anti-corruption unit within the Ministry of Finance which acted as a whistle-blowing agency and operated transparency telephone hotlines to encourage public participation in combating corrupt practices in the Ministry and the country at large. Such efforts to protect citizens from those that would exploit their trust are well in line with UNDP’s Human Rights Based Approach. 
· In Nigeria, following signing the UNCAC, independent commissions, such as the Independent Corrupt Practices and Other Related Offences Commission, have been established by related legislation, not only to maintain a high standard of morality, but also to investigate and prosecute cases of corruption. Furthermore, panel inquiries have been convened to investigate and review all major contracts awarded by the military in previous regimes and to investigate human rights abuses. 
Electoral Systems, Political Parties, Public Participation, and Related Interventions:

· Technical assistance is needed to increase the transparency and independence of electoral bodies and electoral systems through support for the independence of electoral bodies in law and practice and through training and civic education initiatives. 
· Support to political parties may be provided through enhanced investment in their internal democratization, in their capacity to define policy platforms, and in establishing the external regulatory environment for them to play a constructive role in national governance. Dialogues and peer pressure between parties should also be stepped up, as should cooperation between civil society and political parties, including communication via the media. 
· Public participation in anti-corruption activities may also be promoted through the involvement of CSOs in monitoring of public sector programmes and activities. 
· Benchmarking to those who do the best work has also been found effective. In Peru, a national CSO annually issues ‘best practice awards’ to government agencies. This initiative has garnered widespread media attention and created competition between agencies to improve. 
· It was suggested that UNDP attempt to establish the link between democracy, economic growth and social/human development, inter alia by quantifying the cost of political corruption and its impact on reform programs, on the allocation and management of national resources, and on the social fabric of countries. 
· Ensuring access to information is vital to the fight against corruption. Areas of intervention may include training for media practitioners and government managers of public information, and support to the development of right to information legislation. The Indian Right to Information Act of 2005 has proved effective in combating corrupt practices in the bureaucracy and changing power equations. 
· E-governance mechanisms, which reduce interaction with officials on administrative matters, may reduce opportunities for corruption (i.e. through use of the internet to send information such as tax forms, and using automated computer systems for the processing of such paperwork). 
· Corporate responsibility and accountability must be promoted including through codes of conduct, whistleblower mechanisms, and measures to sanction bribery. 
· Decentralization reform may promote accountability by involving more people in decision making processes at the local level. In Rwanda, at the district level, decisions are no longer made by the mayor alone; key decisions are instead voted upon by a district council. 
The International Community:

· Finally, it was highlighted that the international community must lead by example, by refusing to allow or to encourage the transfer of illegal funds to their countries, and by refraining from linking development aid to the performance of political favors (such as assistance in return for a vote in one direction or another at an international meeting). 
While political corruption has a long and universal history, the experience of members has shown that proper implementation of the right mix of the interventions outlined in the discussion, tailored to the country context, has gone a long way toward combating corruption by offering populations a viable and affordable alternative to build and to sustain an honest life.

Part III

Summary of Member Responses by Renata Nowak-Garmer
Coordinated Approach
· UNDP is well-positioned to assume an increased coordination role of the development partners working on anti-corruption programming (RC system, infrastructure, trusted position among donors and governments); however, a particular decision should depend on a specific country-context and be at the discretion of the CO management. 

· While negotiating terms of coordination, UNDP should proceed with caution – in some cases UNDP not only plays a role of a coordinator but also benefits from hosting a project  (which creates a slight conflict of interest); Recommended partners include: other UN agencies; with particular attention to UNODC on collaboration on ratification and implementation of the UN Convention Against Corruption, WB, IMF, OECD, bilateral donors, national chapters of Transparency International; Aid-Effectiveness initiatives offer further opportunities for joint-assessment and programming. 

· Mapping of donor project in a country (or/and region) was proposed as a good method to establish donors’ expertise and avoid overlaps (see contribution from Serbia). 

 

Windows of Opportunity for Engagement 
· While some believe that UNDP should only work with governments truly committed to curbing corruption, most contributors still find it worthwhile to engage in “less controversial” projects, e.g., capacity building of anti-corruption bodies, e-governance projects, A2Info projects, on public procurement procedures, transparency trainings, etc. Working with civil society (media and watchdog organizations) is another possible entry point where government’s commitment is weaker. In general, the contributors recommended a broad approach to addressing political corruption, one that is more implicit and generic than specific; in doing that, UNDP should utilize the existing framework of its governance portfolio. However, while working within this framework, UNDP should be more focused and work with a clear tangible anti-corruption results in mind. 

· UNDP along with the donor community in any given programme country should firmly stand behind the “champions” for change in the government; if needed, this could mean placing conditions on foreign assistance that would make it difficult for the government to replace them. 

 

Challenges on the Ground 
· Caution and country-specific approach has been recommended for engaging with the government on highly sensitive issues of political corruption. Moreover, while training and knowledge exchange on a global level are highly advised, CO staff should have the flexibility to exercise its own judgment. In some cases, UNDP may not always be the best-placed actor to address the issue. 

· Most contributors do not regard salary supplements as a good method to curb corruption; lack of sustainability of such a scheme has been listed among reasons against implementation.   
· While UNDP is a leader in provision of technical electoral assistance, the organization needs to proceed with extreme caution if engaging with political parties. 
· It was recommended that UNDP undertakes sector-specific analysis of corruption; depending on levels of corruption, e.g., in education, health, agriculture; this approach would allow for specific technical policy solutions.   
· UNDP staff should have the full support of its senior management and cases of corruption while dealing with government counterparts should be addressed according to UNDP rules and regulations. One contributor recommended that turning a blind eye on cases of “petty” corruption could eventually backfire and jeopardize UNDP’s reputation as a trusted implementing partner. Some projects need to be closed because of misuse of funds (see contribution from UNDP Cameroon). 
 

Context-specific approaches
· Political corruption is highly contextual; therefore a needs assessment is necessary before engagement in programming; the assessment should take into account the socio-cultural context. A country-by-country analysis is necessary (policy developed based on regional and global experience still needs to be adapted to the country context). 

 

Other recommendations 
· Several respondents underlined the importance UNDP’s setting a good example in its operations, procurement, human resources policies, demonstration of greater transparency, accountability. 
· Linking anti-corruption to MDGs was raised as a possible advocacy tool. 



Related Resources: 

· E-discussion Webpage: http://practices.undp.org/democratic-governance/e-discussions/?src=121515 

· Preliminary analysis of the DGPN Survey on Political Corruption                   http://practices.undp.org/democratic-governance/e-discussions/?src=121515 

· U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Centre – http://www.u4.no 

· OECD Webpage on Corruptionhttp://www.oecd.org/topic/0,2686,en_2649_37447_1_1_1_1_37447,00.html 

· United Nations Convention Against Corruption. December 2005. http://www.unodc.org/unodc/crime_convention_corruption.html 
· UNDP Practice Notes: Anti-Corruption, Public Administration Reform, Electoral Systems and Processes, Parliamentary Development, E-Governance, Access to Justice, Human Rights, Access to Information, Decentralization. http://www.undp.org/governance/practice-notes.htm 
· Parliaments and Crisis Recovery: Guidelines for the International Community, UNDP 2006. http://www.parlcpr.undp.org/docs/GPPS_Guidelines.pdf 

From the Network Archives: 

Anti-Corruption and Good Governance: General: 

· CONSOLIDATED REPLY: E-Discussion: ACCOUNTABILITY - Do we have it to demand it? [Ethiques et Responsabilites Internes]. 22-Aug-05. http://stone.undp.org/system2/comp_stage/util/message.cfm?messageid_=JiNAIyMkLTsrCg==&src=121515 

· REVISED CONSOLIDATED REPLY: India/ Comparative Experiences / Codes for Good Governance. 02-Sep-04. http://stone.undp.org/system2/comp_stage/util/message.cfm?messageid_=JSFAOyQkLT0nCg==&src=121515 
· REVISED CONSOLIDATED REPLY: Benin/Comparative Experiences/Anti-Corruption - Knowledge Products on corruption and the fight against poverty. 04-Jun-04. http://stone.undp.org/system2/comp_stage/util/message.cfm?messageid_=JSFQNyMkXThNCg==&src=121515 
AC and Access to Information and the Media: 
· CONSOLIDATED REPLY: Ukraine/Comparative Experiences/Promoting Media Accountability. 25-Jun-04. http://stone.undp.org/system2/comp_stage/util/message.cfm?messageid_=JSFQTyElXV8pCg==&src=121515 
· CONSOLIDATED REPLY: Cambodia/Comparative Experiences/Strengthening Capacity of the Media Through Entrepreneurship. http://stone.undp.org/system2/comp_stage/util/message.cfm?messageid_=JiNAPy8lPVsrCg==&src=121515 
· CONSOLIDATED REPLY: SURF West and Central Africa/Comparative Experiences/ Anti-Corruption Information Systems. 20-Jul-05.  http://stone.undp.org/system2/comp_stage/util/message.cfm?messageid_=JiNAIyYkXVsuCg==&src=121515 
AC and Decentralization: 

· CONSOLIDATED REPLY: Mozambique/ Comparative Experiences/ Participatory Monitoring & Evaluation Mechanisms for Accountability at District Level. 12-Apr-05. http://stone.undp.org/system2/comp_stage/util/message.cfm?messageid_=JiNAJycnXUssCg==&src=121515  
AC and Legal Sector: 

· CONSOLIDATED REPLY: Laos/ Comparative Experiences / Legal Sector Programme Formulation/Support of the Bar Association and Legal Aid. http://stone.undp.org/system2/comp_stage/util/message.cfm?messageid_=JSJASyQlPUkgCg==&src=121515 

· REVISED CONSOLIDATED REPLY: Republic of Congo/ Comparative Experiences / Ensuring Sustainability of Legal Clinics (Perennisation des Cliniques Juridiques). 17-Feb-06. http://stone.undp.org/system2/comp_stage/util/message.cfm?messageid_=JiNAOyInXUsvCg==&src=121515 
· CONSOLIDATED REPLY: Rwanda / Comparative Experiences and Consultants / Legal Assistance - Maison d'Acces a la Justice. 30-Aug-06. http://stone.undp.org/system2/comp_stage/util/message.cfm?messageid_=JiNAMyIlLT8sCg==&src=121515 
AC and Elections and Political Parties: 

· Consolidated Reply: Afghanistan/Comparative Experiences / Anti-Corruption Campaign and Elections. 18-May-05. http://stone.undp.org/system2/comp_stage/util/message.cfm?messageid_=JiNAJyIlLTskCg==&src=121515 
· CONSOLIDATED REPLY: Honduras/Comparative Experiences/Political Party Financing: Laws and Practices. 17-May-06. http://stone.undp.org/system2/comp_stage/util/message.cfm?messageid_=JiNANyMnTVMlCg==&src=121515 
· CONSOLIDATED REPLY: Republic of Congo/ Comparative Experiences / Political Parties Charter. 29-Mar-04. http://stone.undp.org/system2/comp_stage/util/message.cfm?messageid_=JSIgSyclLVFDCg==&src=121515 
· E-DISCUSSION: FINAL SUMMARY: Engagement with Political Parties -20 September -20 October 2004. http://stone.undp.org/system2/comp_stage/util/message.cfm?messageid_=JiNALyYkXU8rCg==&src= 
Independent AC Comissions: 
· REVISED CONSOLIDATED REPLY II: Ethiopia/Comparative Experiences/ Support to Anti-Corruption Commissions. 24-Nov-03. http://stone.undp.org/system2/comp_stage/util/message.cfm?messageid_=JSIwJy4lXT05Cg==&src=121515 
 
AC and Public Sector Reform: 

· CONSOLIDATED REPLY: Lao PDR/Comparative Experiences/ Comparative Review of Civil Service Pay Scales in LDCs. 22-Jun-05. http://stone.undp.org/system2/comp_stage/util/message.cfm?messageid_=JiNAJy8nXUcoCg==&src=121515 
AC and Post-Conflict: 

· Revised Consolidated Reply: Sri Lanka/ Experiences & Experts/ Ensuring Transparency & Accountability in Recovery. 12-May-06. http://stone.undp.org/system2/comp_stage/util/message.cfm?messageid_=JiNANyMlPVstCg==&src=121515 

Thanks to all that contributed! If you have more information that you would like to share with the network on this topic, please send it to: dgp-net@groups.undp.org  
Democratic Governance Practice Workspace: http://practices.undp.org/democratic-governance/ 
About UNDP’s work on governance: http://www.undp.org/governance/  
