Introduction

Excellencies, dear colleagues, Ladies and Gentlemen, 
This my first visit to the magnificent Kingdom of Bhutan. I heard so many positive things from colleagues who had the chance to work here before so I am delighted to participate in this workshop on anti-corruption strategies, organised jointly by the ACC, UNDP and KICAC. 
In my presentation I will provide an overview of recent anti-corruption developments in the region, highlight some issues and concerns related to the various elements of the different anti-corruption policies, and also look more in particular at the role of civil society and the media and the importance of access to information in the process of developing and implementing these policies. I will conclude my presentation by looking at some conditions for a successful anti-corruption strategy. The topic is vast so I will not be able to address all possible challenges and problems.   

Before I go into more details,  I first want to present an overall integrity picture of the region.  
Over the past decade large amounts large amiunts of public funds have been spent on anti-corruption activities. Overall, the impact of these measures has been modest and the average quality of governance worldwide seems to have stagnated. 

But what is the situation in our region? The Asian economies, home to nearly 4 billion people have rebounded robustly since the 1997 financial crisis, with growth rates in many countries greatly exceeding the global average. But despite remarkable economic progress in the region, 50 percent of the world’s poor still live in Asia. Income disparities in South Asia in particular are among the largest in the world.  According to the Asia Pacific Wealth Report 2006, this region welcomes  200,000 new dollar millionaires per year. The same report also estimates that the total assets held by wealthy Indonesians living in Singapore amount to a staggering US$87 billion, more than  Indonesia’s annual state budget. Perceptions of high levels of corruption thus remain and continue to dilute the remarkable gains in development that have been achieved in the region. 
But analyzing the causes of and solutions to the problem of corruption in the Asia-Pacific region is a challenge because of the great cultural, ethnic, political and religious diversity. The region is home to some of the most advanced economies in the world but it also hosts 14 of the 50 Least Developed Countries. It has the world’s two most populous countries as well as some of the least populated. Mots importantly, the region also features a variety of governance models, ranging from established democracies to oppressive and autocratic regimes. These contextual differences and the diverse levels of governance are important factors that do have an influence on National Integrity Strategies. 
The average score on the Transparency International Corruption Perception Index for the 20 countries in the region covered by UNDP (Afghanistan, North Korea, Maldives, Samoa and Fiji are not ranked) is 2.8 with 10 being the score for least corrupt. Although such an average should be treated with caution it does indicate relatively high perceptions of corruption amongst the population in the region. All but three countries (Bhutan, Republic of Korea and Malaysia) included in the CPI score below 5.0.  

When looking at the World Bank’s Governance Indicator for Control of Corruption 19 out of the 25 countries covered by UNDP in the region score below the 50th percentile. Only one country, Bhutan, scores above the 75th percentile. The links between the overall quality of governance, control of corruption and levels of human development appear to be obvious, although there are some exceptions to the general trend.  
Globalisation and international trade are also putting an extra microscope on the morality of the region’s economic and trade systems. Just recently, China and India were ranked at the bottom of Transparency International’s Bribe Payers’ Index, that lists 30 exporting nations, according to their national companies’ willingness or attitude to pay bribes when doing business abroad.
	Bribe Payers’ Index ( Transparency International)

	1. Switzerland
	7. Germany
	13. Spain
	20. Italy
	26. Taiwan

	2. Sweden
	8. Netherlands
	14. UAE
	21. South Korea
	27. Turkey

	3. Australia & Austria
	9. Belgium & US
	15. France
	22. Saoudi Arabia
	28. Russia

	. 
	
	16. Portugal
	23. Brazil
	29. China

	5. Canada
	11. Japan
	17. Mexico
	24. South Africa
	30. India

	6. United Kingdom
	12. Singapore
	18. Hong Kong & Israel
	25. Malaysia
	


Source : Transparency  International 

But the rising perceptions of corruption are to a large extent the result of increased information and a rise in the debates on the subject across the region, also as a result of the increasing pressure to achieve the MDGs.
Over the past few years, several regional initiatives to support the anti-corruption drive in Asia have seen the daylight. Among the most comprehensive and active networks is the ADB-OECD Anti-Corruption Initiative for Asia Pacific, that brings together representatives from anti-corruption institutions from 27 countries in the region, as well as a steering group of development partners, including UNDP. 
ASEAN’s latest Plan of Action 2004-2020 pays increased attention to corruption as a governance issue that requires special attention. APEC has constituted an expert group to look at corruption and build capacity in member countries.
The increased awareness of the detrimental effects of corruption  has also caused parliamentarians to unite their efforts in the fight against corruption. The North East Asian and South East Asian chapters of the Global Organization of Parliamentarians Against Corruption (NEAPAC and SEAPAC) were established in May 2003 and April 2005, respectively. Plans are in the pipeline to also have the inaugural meeting of the SAPAC (South Asian Parliamentarians against Corruption). 
The coming into force of the UNCAC now seems to have spurred fresh enthusiasm that is likely to lead to the injection of massive new donor funds for the implementation and monitoring of the convention. To date, 140 countries have signed and there are already 95 ratifications and accessions. All countries in the region have signed and seven countries have also ratified the convention (Australia, Sri Lanka, China, Mongolia, Indonesia, the Philippines and  Papua New Guinea).  

Article 5 of the UN Convention Against Corruption requires the development and implementation (or maintenance, where they already exist) of effective, coordinated anti-corruption policies that “promote the participation of society. 
The importance of getting the blueprint for reform right should not be underestimated. National anti-corruption policies are a crucial tool for dialogue on public integrity among civil society, the private sector, government actors and the donor community. But there is also the risk of overly ambitious plans that are not sustainable and that may even end up jeopardizing public support for the anti-corruption effort. Many international actors such as Transparency International, UNODC, UNDP, the WBI and USAID have all produced useful tools to guide a comprehensive approach to the challenge of anti-corruption policy formation. But, donors’ eagerness to steer and support the creation of comprehensive plans also runs the risk of  undermining the national leadership that is required to implement them. 

The Convention does not dictate the form that such policies may take. In terms of  policy development, one can currently see four main trends in the region. 

· A first trend is the development of national policies linked to comprehensive strategies to combat corruption. Such comprehensive plans have been developed in Indonesia, Malaysia, Mongolia, Nepal, Pakistan,  Thailand, South Korea and Bhutan. Afghanistan is developing such a strategy as part of the Afghan National Development Strategy. 
· The second trend is to develop implementation plans for the new anti-corruption laws that have come to replace formerly separate pieces of legislation. This often includes the institutional development plans for the  anti-corruption agencies and/or other integrity institutions. 

· The third trend is linked to UNCAC implementation and consists of countries undertaking an in-depth assessment of their laws and regulations for combating corruption, to analyse the gap between the legislation in place and the mandatory and non-mandatory provisions of the UNCAC. These gap analysis are usually done prior to ratification as was the case in Mongolia, Indonesia and China. Other countries like Sri Lanka have ratified without undertaking such prior legal assessment. 

· While comprehensive strategies remain the fashion, there is also a more recent trend to supplement these strategies with sectoral approaches, either related to government agencies which are considered highly vulnerable to corrupt activities (tax, customs, ..) or sectors that are crucial for the achievement of the MDGs. For example, UNDP Mongolia is supporting the Ministry of Health in improving its ethics, accountability and transparency infrastructure and the governance structure that supports that sector. Anti-corruption initiatives that focus on the sub-national levels are also being piloted in a number of countries (e.g. Philippines).  A sectoral approach can help combat corruption especially in those countries plagued with systemic corruption. When corruption is widespread, it makes sense to devote the limited anti-corruption resources of the government and civil society to those pillars that are considered most vulnerable. The approach may have positive spillover effects on combating corruption in other sectors.
The need for a comprehensive approach to fighting corruption is also reflected in the Action Plan of the Asia-Pacific Anti-Corruption Initiative, which builds on the following three pillars: 
	Pillar 1: Develop effective and transparent systems for public service

· Integrity in Public Service

· Accountability and transparency

Pillar 2: Strengthen Anti-Bribery Actions and Promoting Integrity in Business Operations

· Effective Prevention, Investigation and Prosecution

· Corporate Responsibility and Accountability

Pillar 3 – Support Active Public Involvement

· Public discussion of corruption

· Access to information

· Public participation


Recent reports that have been submitted by the various countries and members to the Asia Pacific Anti-Corruption Initiative  reveal serious progress. Much remains however to be done as major legal gaps and loopholes persist, and the capacity of anti-corruption institutions remains insufficient in many jurisdictions. What can we learn from the implementation of the plan and what are the priorities defined by most countries in the region in terms of designing and implementing AC plans and policies? 
While there is indeed a general trend towards a more strategic and integrated approach to anti-corruption and governance reform, differences can be observed in the level of attention that is paid to certain aspects of the plans. Overall, preventive measures in the public sector, and institutional capacity building receive generally much more attention than government efforts that involve or target non-state actors, including the private sector and politicians.

Public sector reform 

Enhancing integrity and transparency in the public sector has been identified by all countries in the region as crucial to successfully preventing and combating corruption and, as such, has remained a cornerstone of their anti-corruption policies. It clearly shows that corruption, in most countries, is still considered to be a problem that exists mainly within the bureaucracy. Initiatives to enhance public sector integrity, to varying degrees, relate to the transformation of the civil service into a merit-based and professional workforce, the development of codes of conducts that address conflict of interest concerns - often with the support of the Anti-Corruption Agencies (ACAs) as is the case in Hong Kong, Malaysia and Korea -  system reviews  to reduce opportunities for corruption and limit discretion in public decision making, as well as initiatives aimed at increasing transparency, notably in public procurement. An increasing number of countries recognize the importance of training in ethics and corruption issues for public officials, often conducted by the ACAs (Hong Kong; Pakistan; Singapore, Malaysia). Internal and external control and audit systems remain high on the agenda, and a priority area of support by the international financing institutions. Today, in many countries in the region (Bangladesh; Cambodia; Fiji Islands; Hong Kong; India; Indonesia; Japan; Nepal; Pakistan; the Philippines; Thailand) the supreme audit institutions enjoy constitutional status, but limited financial resources and restricted powers and independence threaten the effectiveness of the institutions in many countries.

An important development is the extended use of modern information technology to dehumanize and standardize routine administrative procedures and thus help to reduce opportunities for corruption. For example, in Korea, Singapore, Thailand, and Hong Kong, the Internet is gaining importance as a means of informing potential candidates of job opportunities in the public sector. E-governance also focus on the modernization of procurement procedures in several countries in the region (Australia, India, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Pakistan, the Philippines, Thailand). 

Although not entirely new, more attention is being paid to systems for screening public officials’ assets and liabilities with the aim of detecting unjustified wealth as an indicator of corrupt behavior. So far, the results of these policies have been mixed and approaches vary substantively in terms of scope and transparency. Some countries (Bangladesh, Fiji Islands, India, Malaysia, Mongolia, Nepal, Pakistan, the Philippines, Singapore, Vanuatu) require all public officials to regularly disclose information about their assets and liabilities. Others like Australia, China, Indonesia, Japan, Korea, Papua New Guinea, Thailand, and Vietnam oblige only officials at higher levels to file such declarations. 
I would like to take the opportunity here to reflect on some of the findings of a World Bank research that was conducted in 42 countries, analyzing the impact of asset declaration laws on the countries’ levels of corruption. In sum, the study reveals the following:

1. Whether the obligation to declare assets was backed by a constitutional provision or not appeared to be of little significance, in other words, such a constitutional provisions did not translate into reduced levels of corruption.

2. The study also found that those countries with a longer tradition of asset declarations had significantly lower corruption than countries with newer laws.

3. In about half the sample countries, asset disclosure was required for all public officials, yet the difference in corruption levels was not significant compared to countries that only required declarations for the high level officials. In other words, the decision to have all public servants declare their assets does not translate into lower levels of corruption. This could imply that corruption reduction at the top levels has a powerful demonstrative effect on lower level officials. But it could also mean that petty corruption (usually practiced by lower level officials) has less effect on corruption ratings than grand corruption (usually committed by top level officials).

4. Countries that effectively verify the asset declarations have significantly lower levels of corruption than countries where there is no such verification of asset declarations.

5. But most importantly, the study also found that there is a direct correlation between lower levels of corruption and public access to the asset declarations. Countries that provide public access to the asset declarations of public officials had significantly lower levels of corruption than the group that restricted such public access.

Hence, where expertise and capacity is limited, it would be recommended to target only specific groups of public officials (such as elected or appointed political officials, high-level civil servants as well as those that are employed in sectors that are prone to high levels of corruption, such as procurement officers, tax and customs officials).

Political corruption 
Throughout the world, the public has suffered a tremendous loss of confidence in politicians. Measures to address the problem of political corruption seem to have had only limited success and it is not uncommon to see politicians at all levels being re-elected despite allegations corruption offences. The hesitation and delay in dealing with political corruption also resulted from a deliberate decision within the donor community to treat corruption as a bureaucratic problem, distinct from its political connections, for which most development agencies had no explicit mandate.   This explains why the initial focus of the anti-corruption measures was on the public servants and institutional development within the bureaucracy. While public administration reform remains a core priority in most countries, the more recent focus on good governance in all its administrative, legal and political dimensions inflicted gradual change and donors and recipient countries have recently begun to tackle the more sensitive issue of “political corruption”. These reforms concern notably the setting up of regulations that strive for the transparency and integrity of political parties, on the one hand, and codes of conduct for elected officials and parliamentarians, on the other. In addition, parliamentarians themselves have taken the initiative to improve their accountability to the electorate, as witnessed by the establishment of NEAPAC and SEAPAC in 2003 and 2005. 
Australia, India, Indonesia, Japan, Korea, Mongolia, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Singapore and Thailand have specific laws to regulate the status and obligations of political parties, including specific regulations on the financing of political parties. Most of these countries make declarations on the income of political parties publicly available (except for Singapore). 

Codes of conduct for politicians have also been developed in some countries (e.g. Japan, Mongolia, Vanuatu, Thailand) but the enforcement of these codes of conduct seem to pose specific problems, in particular regarding the procedures and competent authority to terminate the mandate of elected politicians who violate those codes.

Private sector 

The role of governments in addressing corruption in the private sector is twofold. On the one hand, governments impose regulations to which companies must comply, including auditing and reporting requirements; and they scrutinize their compliance. On the other hand, governments can also play an important role in promoting and supporting the private sector’s own initiatives to improve corporate governance. 
But corruption prevention in the private sector has been significantly lower on the governments’ reform agendas. Today, only a few countries in the region promote business ethics and corporate compliance programs (Hong Kong; Indonesia; Japan; Korea; Singapore; and Thailand). Similarly, Malaysia is engaged in integrity and ethics training for company executives and staff of the Anti-Corruption Agency assists them in ethics and anti-corruption matters. KICAC in Korea has also established a Business Ethics Centre for this purpose. 

Within the private sector itself, progress also has been slow. Chambers of Commerce in the region appear to play only a small role in promoting business ethics.  Initiatives to enhance corporate governance have come, to a varying extent, from outside the business sector itself, mainly through regional and global initiatives (OECD, World Bank and the UN Compact). 
Law-enforcement and responsible institutions
The institutional settings of the law-enforcement system has also been an important  focus of reform in many countries, with the establishment, in a growing number of countries, of centralized and specialized agencies explicitly entrusted with combating corruption and taking over from other law-enforcement agencies that were perceived to be too much involved in corruption themselves. Hong Kong; Malaysia; Nepal; Singapore; and Thailand had already established such specialized agencies; Indonesia, Mongolia, Sri Lanka, Bhutan, Bangladesh, Afghanistan and Pakistan have done so more recently, and others (e.g. Cambodia) are still debating the pros and cons of such decision. 
But despite particular attention to this institutional aspect, many agencies lack the necessary resources and the political support to successfully implement their mandate. 
Other countries like Japan, Vietnam, the Philippines and China depend on multiple agencies to curb corruption. Most of these countries face problems of duplication, lack of coordination and turf wars. 
In any case,  whether taking a single or a multiple agency approach, anti-corruption institutions depend largely on good cooperation and communication with, and the proper functioning of, other law-enforcement agencies, especially the police, public prosecutors, and the courts. 
The judiciary is thus a cornerstone of a successful anti-corruption strategy. Unfortunately, in many developing countries, corruption within the court system itself constitutes a serious obstacle to anticorruption law- enforcement. Transparency International’s Global Corruption Report 2007 on corruption in judicial systems sees corruption in the justice sector as one of the main signs that corruption in the country is tolerated by the governing elites. The report claims that too much development assistance has focused on court administration and capacity building of judges, while ignoring more fundamental problems related to judicial independence and accountability, hence resulting in making court administrations in corrupt countries more efficient but also more efficiently corrupt .
The model of Singapore and Hong Kong has been copied by many, but successes remain sparse. While independence continues to be cited as one of the main success factors, experience from around the world actually suggests that “focus” is probably as much a critical factor as the need for operational independence.  The agency needs to be strategic in defining its focus in a way that will maximize its effectiveness. Except where massive resources are available (Hong Kong which has a huge and expensive agency), no agency can cope with an unlimited mandate.  The ICAC in New South Wales deals only with matters that have the potential to expose significant and/or systemic corruption or which otherwise involve matters of significant public interest. Indonesia’s KPK investigates, indicts and prosecutes corruption cases that involve law enforcement officers, government executives … that have drawn the attention of the general public and /or involve loss to the state of at least 1 billion Rupiah.  The Anti Corruption Office in Argentina can select and pursue cases within its jurisdiction and uses tree main criteria to guide the selection of cases: economic, social, and institutional. For example, based on the social criteria, a corruption case will be investigated when it is likely to affect a significant number of people who are supposed to receive services from an institution under investigation.

Apart from the institutional aspects, reforms in many countries today also seeking to modernize anti-corruption provisions and ensure that it better complies with international standards, with the UNCAC now operating as the new universal benchmark. 
Recent international trends show a move towards covering transnational bribery where this is not yet dealt with, and to include offences such as illicit enrichment. Active bribery of foreign public officials is criminalized in only a few countries (Australia, Japan, Korea, and Singapore). Hong Kong and Singapore are among the few jurisdictions that have penalized active and passive bribery of members of parliament. Bribery and corruption between private sector entities, commonly referred to as private-to-private corruption, is not an offence in almost all countries that have endorsed the ADB-OECD Action Plan.

Difficulties encountered in detecting corruption, have led some countries to criminalize the very possession of unexplained wealth by public officials. To facilitate prosecution India, Malaysia, Nepal, Pakistan, the Philippines, and Thailand have partly shifted the burden of proof to the public officer or employee accused of having acquired property that is manifestly disproportionate to his income. 
The repatriation of the proceeds of corruption is an issue of great concern. The articles dealing with asset recovery are probably among the more sensitive sections of the UNCAC and probably also one of the reasons why certain developed countries have not yet ratified the convention. Some of these OECD countries are fiscal safe havens whose banking sectors manage billions of dollars in private wealth often from dubious sources. The Asia Pacific Wealth report 2006 estimates the total assets held by wealthy Indonesians living in Singapore to amount to a staggering US$87 billion. Indonesian government officials, suspicious of the origin of those assets have been critical of the lack of cooperation from their Singaporean counterparts when it comes to anti-money laundering and extradition of fugitives.  Singapore’s Prevention of Money Laundering Act of 2002 requires financial institutions to report suspicious transactions to the authorities. But the scheme only applies to transactions linked to serious crime or terrorism, and revenues derived from illegal logging or other forms of corruption may well fall outside its scope. 
Civil society

Let us now look more in particular to the role of civil society and the media in the AC plans and policies in the region. At the international level large non-governmental organizations (NGOs) such as TI and Global Witness have played a significant role in placing the issue of corruption firmly on the policy agenda. Civil society involvement is essential in terms of awareness raising and ensuring public participation in the fight against corruption, without which any anti-corruption strategy is likely to fail. 
The UNCAC therefore has specific provisions related to the participation of the society in fighting against corruption, including public information and education programmes, and promoting and protecting the freedom to seek receive, publish and disseminate information concerning corruption. 
Civil society’s contribution to a country’s fight against corruption can take various forms, from awareness raising and educational programs to active and officially recognized participation in the analysis of legislation or institutional procedures.  But while civil society’s contribution to anti-corruption efforts has increased significantly in a growing number of countries in the region policies in a number of countries in the region still reflect caution about the extent of civil society involvement in anti-corruption reform. The national anti-corruption reform agenda in a number of countries is still primarily determined by lawmakers, senior government officials, legal professionals, and other high-level stakeholders, with few opportunities extended to ordinary citizens to assist. 
Nonetheless, there are an increasing number of initiatives in the region, that show active involvement of civil society in fighting for more accountability and transparency. 
 The social audits in Pakistan, launched since 2002, have become a laboratory for people’s participation, similar to the Report cards that were initiated in Bangalore (India). 
In the Philippines, two observers – one from the private sector and one form civil society sit on the board entrusted with awarding tenders in the procurement process.
In Fiji, Korea, and Singapore government relies on consultations with representatives from the private sector and NGOs to learn about inefficient procedures and administrative weaknesses encountered by the public.

In Pakistan, civil society organizations take part in the National Anti- Corruption Strategy Project, an advisory body to the Government consisting of representatives from the public sector, civil society, business, media, and academic institutions. 
Nepal’s anti-corruption agency has developed programs that engage civil society organizations in monitoring the work of government offices in the administrative districts with a view to streamline the government service delivery system and curb corruption. 
In the Philippines, civil society organizations support the Ombudsman in monitoring the lifestyle of public officials and employees, to detect and eradicate possible corruption and graft. 
A recent study on corruption in decentralized Indonesia also found that the increasing handling of corruption crimes committed at the local level were the result of  reporting by civil society organizations rather than oversight, audit or justice institutions. Hence, civil society seem to be the driving force for public disclosure of corruption at the local levels. 

But overall, the role of civil society is mainly in the field of advocacy and awareness raising, through public perception surveys at the national/local level. These surveys are of critical importance as they help identify corruption-prone areas in need of institutional reform and, when published, generate public debate around the problem. The results are usually disaggregated in terms of gender, education, social status, religion etc. Social audits and report cards in particular seem to be successful in providing an effective citizen feedback channel. They increase civic activism and public awareness among citizens and service providers. They also offer an effective way to initiate change in the quality of public services, by identifying key issues affecting service delivery. Moreover, the discussion of their outcome and possible follow-up facilitate the development of partnerships between public institutions and civil society organisations, and forge sustained joint anti-corruption efforts and much needed coalitions. 
But the main conclusion that we can draw from all these experiences is that surveys and report cards will only instill change if all stakeholders are invited to discuss the findings and if sustained education-sensitisation efforts are carried out by the media, civil society organisations and also the public sector. Strong civil society organizations and political will are preconditions for enhanced use of the findings of empirical research in these areas.

The media also performs an important educational and watchdog function that can trigger investigations and thereby bring about the detection of corrupt acts. But a key condition for these to happen - free discussion and free access to relevant information—are not sufficiently prevalent in some countries. Some jurisdictions—Hong Kong; India; Korea; Malaysia; Nepal; the Philippines; Singapore; and Thailand, among others—use information technology, especially the Internet, to grant easy, quick, cheap, and direct public access to a growing number of documents.

But reluctance to grant freedom of information and a culture of secrecy in the public service is still widespread, justified by state security, privacy, or tradition. Secrecy laws further restrict the scope of access to information (Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore, and Thailand, for example, have enacted such provisions recently or are in the process of doing so).

But there is progress as the link between effective anti-corruption policies and a conducive environment for access to information is no longer contested. In fact, of the ten best performers in the TI’s CPI, eight countries, most if not all have legislation in place for access to information. Of the ten worst performers in the CPI, few if any country has effectively enacted and implemented legislation to secure Citizens’ Right to Information. 
In 1990, only 13 countries, had right-to-information laws; by 2007 the number had risen to 70. Among these there are eight Asia-Pacific countries (Australia, Pakistan, Thailand, India, Japan, South Korea, New Zealand, China (for the latter legislation will come into force in 2008). The Philippines, although not having specific legislation in this regard, has also put in place measures to ensure access to (public) information to the wider public.
Even in some of the most information-closed societies we gradually see a trend towards increased openness. While Freedom of Information Laws may be premature for certain countries, a more vigurous culture of openess, a strong civil society and government supported public information campaigns can produce real advances even without a law being in place. The UNCAC invites states to take the necessary measures to enhance access to information to the general public. 
But there is also reason for some caution. First, a field study undertaken by the Open Society Justice Initiative in 14 countries in South America, Africa and Europe revealed that, even in the countries that have freedom of information laws, there are frequent failures on the part of government to respond to requests for information, with about 38  percent of the requests made being left unanswered (compared to 56% in countries without freedom of information laws). 
The study also revealed that making significant amounts of government information available in reports and on government websites could well turn out to being a much more cost-effective way of securing access to information than responding to individual requests. But and alarming finding is that poor people appear to be less  likely to receive a response than journalists or NGO people, probably because there is less threat that they would appeal or complain. 

Second, although the role of the press is crucial, the integrity of the profession also needs to be protected. It is not a secret that bribery is also a plague in the media sector. A survey among journalists in Indonesia in 2001 found that 70 up to 90% of journalists in some provinces were taking envelopes of cash from their news sources. Similarly, in the Philippines, the Philippine Centre for Investigative Journalism polled 100 reporters in Metro Manila and found that about 70% of them had been offered money by their sources. 
Why did so many policies fail? What are some of the conditions for success?  
Among the main conditions for a successful implementation of a comprehensive anti-corruption strategy, I would highlight the following six: 

· political will

· understanding or taking into account the governance and political context 

· understanding and anticipating resistance

· proper timing and sequencing 

· sufficient resources and a mandate that is commensurate with these resources
· building proper coalitions 
First, political will  ‘is a critical starting point for sustainable and effective anti-corruption strategies and programmes. Without it, governments’ statements to reform remain mere rhetoric. Political will also reinforces the legitimacy of the core integrity institutions. 
Second, an effective anti-corruption strategy necessarily requires a detailed understanding of a country’s governance and political environment. There can never be  a one-size-fits-all to the corruption problem, mainly because of the historical, political, economic, and social differences among countries. Understanding where, when, why, and how corruption occurs in each country and how it is maintained is fundamental to appraising and enhancing anti-corruption policies and programs. There is general agreement on this, yet many countries continue to copy standard models often under strong donor pressure.  
Third, it is also imperative to accept that corruption is often a political problem, that affects (or is nurtured by) power-relationships.  Managing the implementation of anti-corruption strategy requires a keen understanding of where, when and how resistance to these plans can be overcome. Many anti-corruption programs fail because they do not anticipate the nature, location, organization, and strength of the resistance to the reforms, which can either come from inside or outside the bureaucracy (or both) – which is usually the case in countries with poor governance. 
Fourth, timing and sequencing of implementation matters. Speed may not necessarily be good, and delay may not necessarily be bad. A gradual approach could be appropriate, a way of detecting  forces of resistance, assessing their relative strength, and gaining time to gather resources to overcome opposition and build capacity. One of the ways in which sequencing may be done is using “diagnostic surveys of households, businesses, and public institutions to identify priorities for anti-corruption action and to design remedial programs.” 
Fifth, and linked to the above, substantive resources are needed that are commensurate with the scope of the mandate of the anti-corruption institutions. The lack of focus and the overly ambitious mandates of some anti-corruption bodies that try to imitate Hong Kong’s ICAC is often at the heart of the failure problem.  
Finally, the success or failure of anti-corruption policies depends on the quality of governance in the country, which also affects the probability of being able to build strong anti-corruption coalitions. 
To conclude, a solid national anti-corruption program should have taken into account the following building blocks:

· Compilation of all known information on extent, nature, location, perceptions and drivers of corruption in the country concerned.
· Articulation of the ill-effects/costs of corruption in relation to a country’s development objectives.

· A continuing program of public education (through media, educational institutions and other communication means, e.g. civil society (religious groups) on magnitude, trends and evils of corruption.

· Measures to improve legal/regulatory framework to enhance prevention detection and punishment.

· Autonomy and financial resources for public accountability institutions.

· Measures to increase disclosure, media freedom and civil liberties.

· Processes for building a coalition of civil society, government, private sector and media to help design, monitor, implement and evaluate an NACP.

· A program of high priority interventions selected on the basis of diagnostic surveys and in-depth studies.

· Arrangements for monitoring, evaluation and reporting systems that will keep public interest and confidence level in the NACP high.

Conclusion 

Corruption remains an increasingly complex issue. When looking at the comprehensive and fundamental shifts mandated by the UNCAC it becomes evident how massive the task is for all States Parties, in particular for the more developing and fragile countries where there may well be a need for substantive amendments to existing legislation, customs and institutions. When considering the implementation of the non-mandatory UNCAC provisions,  the task becomes even more impressive.

But in all this, let us never forget that the prevention and control of corruption are not ends in themselves, but part of a larger strategy aimed at development and poverty reduction, enhancing the effectiveness of service delivery, and improving the overall quality in life, to further enhance Domestic Happiness, as one would say in Bhutan. 

Since quality of life is not a bureaucratic indicator but a people’s indicator, the designing of anti-corruption policies and the measuring of their implementation would remain incomplete if it did not capture the citizens' perceptions, as they are above all an essential indicator for the public's trust in the state and its institutions. 

I thank you for your attention and wish you all a very pleasant and successful workshop. 
Thimphu, 20 August 2007
Sources
- Bhargava, Vinay & Bolongaita, Emil, Challenging corruption in Asia, case studies and framework for action, The World Bank, 2004. 

- Ferdinand, Peter, Party funding and political corruption in East Asia: the cases of Japan, South Korea and Taiwan. 

- Indonesia, Identification of gaps between the Laws and Regulations of the Republic of Indonesia and the UNCAC, Corruption Eradication Commission, Djakarta, November 2006. 

- Larmour, Peter, Corruption and Accountability in the Pacific Islands, Australian National University, 2005.   

- Mongolia, The UN Convention Against Corruption, Implications and Consequences on national legislation and Policies, The National Legal center, Ulaanbator, 2005

- Mongolia, The UN Convention Against Corruption, Implications and Consequences on national legislation and Policies, The National Legal center, Ulaanbator, 2005

- Passas, Nikos, development efforts and the UNCAC, International Cooperation workshop on Techncial Assistance for the Implementation of the UNCAC, Montevideo, May 2007. 

- Transparency International, National Integrity Systems, Regional Overview South East Asia,  2006

- Transparency International, National Integrity Systems, Regional Overview South Asia,  2004.

- Transparency International, Mapping of Corruption Measurement Tools in Asia Pacific , 2005. 

- UNDP Mongolia, Transparency in the Health Sector, Project Document, 2005. 

- UNODC, Workshop on measuring and monitoring corruption and anti-corruption, Sofia, June 2005. 

- The World Bank, Combating Corruption in Decentralised Indonesia, 2006.
- ADB-OECD, Anti-corruption policies in Asia Pacific, Progress in legal and institutional reform in 25 countries, June 2006 
- Quah, John, Curbing Corruption in Asia, An impossible dream?, Singapore, Eastern University Press, 2003. 
- Mukherjee, Ranjana & Goksecus, Omer, Asset Declaration Laws, Do they prevent corruption? 

- UNDP Regional Centre in Bangkok, Institutional Arrangements for Fighting Corruption – A comparative study, Bangkok, 2006.  

PAGE  
20

