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11.  Internal Oversight

Jacquelyn L. Williams-Bridgers, Moderator
Inspector General
Department of State
United States of America

Michael Bromwich
Inspector General
Department of Justice
United States of America

Rodrigo Moraga Guerrero
Chairman, General Government Internal Audit Council
Chile

Miria R. K. Matembe
Minister of Ethics and Integrity
Republic of Uganda

George Baramidze
Minister of Parliament
Chairman of the Anticorruption Investigations Commission
Republic of Georgia

The Specialty Session on Internal Oversight: Prevention, Detection and
Investigation met at the Department of State.

This Specialty Session offered an international perspective on internal
government oversight mechanisms.  Discussion included strategies to prevent,
detect and investigate fraud, waste and misconduct, as well as common
challenges in the oversight process.

The text of remarks summarized below by George Baramidze of
Georgia, the text of the prepared statement by Miria R. K. Matembe of Uganda,
delivered at the Plenary Session on “Ethics Regimes in the Public Sector;” and a
paper prepared by Rodrigo Moraga Guerrero on “Actions to Strengthen
Government Policy in the Area of Public Transparency and Integrity,” may be
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found in the appendix.

Jacquelyn Williams-Bridgers, the Moderator, offered a brief discussion of
the role of the United States offices of Inspectors General to assist the executive
and legislative branches of government in maintaining the public trust.

Other participants provided brief overviews of their national organizations,
including mission and responsibilities, scope of authorities, reporting channels of
the Executive, Legislative or Judicial branches of government, and a discussion
of their independence from potential impediments, to integrity and products.
Following their brief overview, the panelists engaged in general discussion on
internal oversight from their unique perspective.

Overview of National Structure by Panelists

A.  Michael Bromwich, Inspector General, Department of Justice, United
States of America.

Inspector General Michael Bromwich outlined the general framework and
functions of Inspectors General in the Federal government.  There are some 27
Inspectors General appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate
serving in each of the major cabinet level departments and agencies.  These
Inspectors General can only be fired by the President upon a showing of cause
to the Congress.  This is one aspect of ensuring the independence of Inspectors
General in addition to a number of other aspects of their operations such as
having a separate appropriation and dual reporting responsibilities both to the
Congress and to the head of the agency in which they serve.  Mr. Bromwich’s
office, for example, reports both to the Congress and to the Attorney General.

The major functions of each of these Inspectors General include audit,
investigative and, in many cases, an inspection like functions somewhat akin to
an audit but which may not adhere to Yellow Book standards of an audit and
have a somewhat different policy review focus.  The Department of Justice (DOJ)
Office of Inspector General (OIG) also has a special investigations review unit
that handles more complex investigations utilizing multi-disciplinary teams of
auditors, investigators, and lawyers.

The principal mission of the OIG at the Department of Justice is to detect
and deter fraud, waste and abuse in programs and operations, and fraud or
misconduct on the part of DOJ employees.  All federal lawyers in DOJ are
included in the scope of the OIG mandate –approximately 110,000 employees
nationwide.  There are roughly 400 employees in the Office of Inspector General.
Most of their work involves field investigations and includes criminal and
administrative reviews.  In addition, the OIG has audit entities throughout the
country and an inspection division.  Part of an OIG function is to investigate and
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serve as a fact finder.  A dual investigative function is to work with DOJ
prosecutors to develop the cases for prosecution as well as to provide oversight
for the employees of DOJ.

B.  Rodrigo Moraga Guerrero, Chairman, General Government Internal
Audit Council and Special Advisor To the President of Chile.

Mr. Moraga briefly described the governmental structure in Chile which is
an executive or Presidential system of government.  There are 29 ministries and
95 thousand public employees with a “small” public sector.  He explained that
“small” means that the public sector is only 20 percent of the economy. The
balance, 80%, is in the private sector.  As in the United States, the role of the
central government is principally regulatory.  Its major function is to provide
services.  Processes and practices in providing these services in Chile are not
necessarily standardized.  It would be beneficial to have uniform national
standards for processes and services and a system of internal government
controls.  The system of internal auditing in each of the major ministries of
government provides a mechanism to identify problems and evaluate the
systems in place to see how we could operate more efficiently.  The reports of
the internal auditors, or ministry auditors, go to the President to ensure that
programs will be developed that will address the systemic problems.

Each year the President establishes a broad set of areas for focus or
review by the internal auditors.  These are usually based on problems identified
in previous years or new initiatives to address programs of the government that
need to be changed or adjusted in terms of their practices and processes for
delivery of government services.  The legislature also receives copies of these
reports and may request the Ministers to come forward to answer questions that
the legislature may have.  The primary force for change in government programs,
however, is through the comprehensive programs established by the President.

C.  Ms. Miria R. K. Matembe, Minister of Ethics and Integrity, Republic of
Uganda.

The recently established Minister of Ethics and Integrity is a new approach
to encourage adherence to codes of conduct in Uganda.  After 10 years of
working on laws to establish a legal framework and a judicial structure to hold
people accountable for any corrupt activities, a new directorate was instituted to
address the underlying structure of corruption.  The directorate was developed as
a model to fight the decadence and reinforce the moral fiber in Uganda and
foster adherence to codes of conduct.  The ministry serves as a structure to
establish standards and codes of conduct for public officials, and to instill ethical
values through formal and informal education.
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The Ministry is part of the Ugandan government.  Its mission is to help
minimize opportunities for corruption and create a corruption free society.  Its
mandate is to restore systems and institutions that were destroyed during the
war, and to reestablish standards and uniform policies that were once governing
Ugandan society and guiding Ugandan professionals.  The Ministry has several
functions.  First, to formulate policy and a governmental framework to fight
corruption.  Second, to put this strategy and structure in place. Third, to ensure
compliance with recommendations to fight corruption.  For example, the
legislature may recommend that a Minister does “xyz”, but if that does not
happen, our ministry must follow-up with that person at the highest levels of
government.  Fourth, the Ministry coordinates all the activities - all
recommendations of all organizations have a focal point for actions to happen.
Fifth, it is the Ministry’s job to put out information for government officials and to
reach them in the mainstream with a coherent and consistent interpretation of the
various laws concerning codes of conduct and adherence to ethical standards.
The Ministry coordinates anticorruption laws, educates the public and provides it
with core assistance in anticorruption programs.  Attempting to reinvigorate the
values once held by Africans before the Continent was broken apart by
colonization – to identify a core system of values as Ugandans and network with
other civil societies to share best practices – is critical.

D.  Mr. George Baramidze, Minister of Parliament and Chairman of the
Anticorruption Investigations Commission of the Republic of Georgia.

Mr. Baramidze served two years as Chairman of the Anticorruption
Investigations Commission established by the Parliament in 1996.  The
Commission is authorized to summon and question any government official, to
receive any materials and information necessary to investigate corruption
practices, and instruct Ministries.  The Commission may investigate individual
corruption cases.  Final reports are given to the legislature and the media.  In
cases involving ministers and other high level officials, the Commission is
authorized to begin impeachment procedures as appropriate.  Investigation
materials could also be sent to the corresponding Minister for prosecution
through the judicial system.

The Commission can receive information from non-governmental
organizations, not just from government officials.  The primary goal of the
Commission is to carry out work on behalf of the Parliament, however, it can
undertake whatever other investigations are appropriate.  The Commission
participated in the resignation process of five Ministers that were initiated by
Parliament and the impeachment of the Ministers of Communication, Energy,
and Finance among others.  It is also involved in fighting corruption in private
companies when, for example, they have ignored procurement regulations which
are required to ensure appropriate competition in contracting.  Depending on the
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complexity of cases, the working group is composed of three to six members, by
one or two experts, with an administrative staff of ten.

 General Discussion

Mr. Bromwich opened the general discussion on how Inspectors General
decide what work to do and how to develop both criminal and administrative
cases.  He then discussed special investigative teams to handle large complex
topics and then closed his presentation with a discussion of the manner in which
Inspectors General report their findings and the overall importance of this public
disclosure to the work of their office.  He noted that first and foremost, an
Inspector General must have independence in determining what issues to
pursue.  Indeed, he pointed out, it is very rare that an agency head could start or
finish OIG work.  For example, only the threat of compromising national security
or interference with another criminal investigation would cause his office to
refrain from starting or completing an ongoing investigation.  This happened only
once in his career.  In this instance, intervention by the Attorney General in
ongoing work of the OIG resulted in a notification to Congress.

Mr. Bromwich pointed out that, not unlike other OIGs, he solicits ideas
from other agencies as to what programs would be of greatest value to review.
This is very important since managers often have a clearer picture of problem
areas or patterns in operations or functions that may suggest an area ripe for
review.  Mr. Bromwich considers agency suggestions seriously for the OIG work
plan.  Concerning the unusual dual-reporting requirement in the Inspector
General statute, i.e. that Inspectors General report both to the agency head and
to Congress, Mr. Bromwich noted that the reporting relationship with Congress
ensures independence.  In addition, Congressional oversight can assist in the
compliance process since Congressional committees may use OIG reports
during hearings and during their consideration of budgets and appropriations for
the various offices.  Congress wants to know whether these managers are
managing their resources in an efficient and effective manner.  The Inspector
General statute requires each Inspector General to prepare a Semi-Annual
Report to the Congress and each IG must publish reports on the Internet for the
public as well.  Congress holds hearings on OIG reports and OIGs reserve the
right to take this information directly to the public as well, when appropriate, on
issues of public interest.

Mr. Bromwich discussed the way in which his office develops cases.  His
office received approximately 7,000 complaints last year.  With only 400 in his
office and only 104 in the investigations office, they must look carefully at
complaints.  These complaints come from a wide variety of sources, from agency
employees, from managers, or from individuals outside DOJ who have contact
with employees who believe that DOJ employees have been involved in some
form of misconduct.  Complaints may also come from Congress, from Members
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and committee staff, and from the media.  They may see stories in the press that
describe serious misconduct which his office would then look into.  Mr. Bromwich
noted that his office must assess these complaints and consider them for
possible criminal prosecution.  His office also tries to analyze these complaints
and compare them to other allegations received to see if there is a pattern to
complaints.  He noted that Inspectors General are different than other
investigative entities in that they look for patterns to address systemic problems,
not just individual cases.  His office undertakes this analysis so that he can make
recommendations that will fix or eliminate the potential for corruption.  In this
manner, his office hopes to address the more systemic problems and contribute
to making government function better.

The Department of Justice OIG has 17 field offices in major cities, with
agents trained to handle both criminal and administrative cases.  The agents
have full law enforcement authority including executing search warrants.  The
office oversees a wide range of cases including bribery of officials, smuggling of
narcotics, management of federal prisons or other kinds of prison corruption, and
immigration issues.

Inspectors General work closely with prosecutors.  IGs do not prosecute
cases; Department of Justice Assistant US Attorneys (AUSA’s) prosecute cases.
IGs are required to report to the Justice Department when they deem there is
reasonable grounds to believe that a law has been violated.  IG agents meet
early on with the prosecutor to ensure that cases are worth pursuing, and to
ensure that the information an AUSA needs to prosecute is gathered and that the
case is developed in a manner that is most useful to the prosecutor.  An IG may
also pursue these as non-criminal administrative cases if the case is declined for
prosecution.  In these instances, employee misconduct is not prosecuted, but the
employee is punished by agency disciplinary action based on an IG referral of
the matter.  IG offices spend a great deal of time on administrative cases.  These
cases are not necessarily criminal matters insofar as they may involve violations
of regulations, but these cases are important since they uphold accountability for
the standards of conduct.

It is also important to remember that IGs do not impose sanctions.  IGs
collect information and conduct investigations.  They are finders of fact, not judge
or jury.  An IG may sometimes be asked what an appropriate punishment would
be and an IG would respond with a range of typical sanctions from other cases.

IG’s are unique insofar as type of professional/multidisciplinary capabilities
that they have in an OIG office.  In special investigations, this multidisciplinary
approach is particularly effective.  These special investigations provide a special
dedication of resources, people and time and are particularly important in
improving agencies insofar as they bring to bear the joint expertise of audit, legal
and investigative disciplines.  As an example, Mr. Bromwich cited an 18-month
investigation of a Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) crime lab.  In addition to
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citing poor scientific work, the IG accused the FBI of lying and fabricating
evidence in the lab for testimony before Congress.  The IG was able to recruit
scientists from around the globe and Canada to provide a full assessment of
scientific concerns.  The IG did not substantiate the allegations of fabricating
evidence, but issued 40 recommendations regarding the operation of the lab.
The FBI accepted and implemented all of the recommendations.

Public disclosure of the results of IG work and IG’s reporting requirements
to Congress sometimes puts the IG at odds with the agency’s management. It is,
however, extremely important that the public be informed when allegations are
made publicly that the issues are being addressed and appropriately handled.
The Semi-Annual Report to Congress includes all aspects of the IG work and
ensures that these activities are published and publicized on a regular basis.
Additionally, audit and inspection reports are generally available to the public in
hard copy and on the Internet unless there is a reason to withhold information
under the Freedom Of Information/Privacy Act statute.

The more difficult issues involve misconduct that is not disclosed by virtue
of the public prosecution process.  Where an administrative case results in
administrative action, the Privacy Act places restrictions on disclosure of
investigations of low level personnel whose actions are not deemed to be public
figures in the same way higher ranking officials would be. This is a difficult
balance because there is a strong interest in privacy particularly if it is minor
misconduct by low ranking officials.  The IG community continues to re-examine
this but the general rule allows for disclosure.  With 20 years of IGs in the
Federal government, since 1978, and with 10 years at the Department of Justice,
the independent work of the IGs has been of enormous value in upholding the
integrity of government officials and improving the processes of our government.

A question was posed to Mr. Bromwich concerning disclosure, for
example, in the case of the FBI’s counterterrorism mandate where there might be
information that is sensitive but is not protected by a national security exemption.
Mr. Bromwich noted that the FBI has its own internal disclosure process,
however, the IG has limited jurisdiction over the FBI.  The IG determines whether
the IG or FBI should conduct an investigation.  The IG may do the investigation
that involves a classified matter.  On two occasions the Attorney General asked
the IG to complete the investigation and do the report.  In these cases, the
dissemination of the report is controlled.  Following completion of the work, the
OIG provided the information to the decision-makers and to Congress for
purposes of oversight, but the reports were not publicly disclosed.

A second question was asked about the process after a case is submitted
to a prosecutor but the case is not accepted for prosecution.  What happens if
the prosecutor does not want to pursue the case?  Mr. Bromwich responded that
it depends on the particulars of the case and how strongly the prosecutor feels
about the case.  The OIG works with prosecutors to persuade them as to the
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merits and deterrent value of a case.  Particularly in public corruption cases or
embezzlement, the actual dollar amount may be small, but OIG may argue the
importance of prosecution as a deterrent to the breach of public trust by the
person in this position. Ultimately, however, it is the prosecutor’s decision
whether or not to prosecute a case, but IGs can discuss and try to help them see
the merits and importance of a case.

Mr. Moraga provided an overview of the internal control framework in the
national government of Chile.  There are two systems: one external and one
internal.  The external system has three elements of control: (l) the laws passed
by Parliament, or regulations; (2) administrative controls by the Comptroller
General who is independent of the executive; and (3) the publication of
information and pressure exerted by the public on the government.

The Chilean public services are not accustomed to publicizing corruption.
Yet, the best manner of getting rid of corruption is to publicize it.  Public servants
are normal people who are basically honest.  However, there is small fraud and
transactions that are not transparent to the public.  Even though they may be
providing good public services, there still may be problems of corruption or
inefficiencies within the system.

The President of the Republic has used instruments of internal control to
address transparency issues.  For example, each year the President sends an
order with a broad framework for programs for all parts of government to each of
the Ministries, e.g., all purchases for a given item are to be done in a certain way.
Often, there is a wide range of existing regulations with a patchwork of confusing
or conflicting guidelines to do the same thing.  The President wanted to establish
uniform procedures for all types of contracts and wanted a law to make it simpler.
In 1997 he used outside consultants to establish procurement regulations and
publicized the findings of a review of contracting procedures.  He asked the
ministries to look more closely at the small transactions that were occurring and
to identify patterns that could lead to identifying systemic problems in
procurement.  External auditors then developed recommendations.

Last year the internal control system was implemented.  This year the
President asked how this procurement review project turned out.  The Ministers
presented their responses. The Ministers all responded with their programs,
presented their reports to the President and included all of the work.  The
Ministries gave these reports to the President with a great deal of confidence in
their findings because of the process of external auditors bringing outside
expertise to the process.  In another example of using outside expertise, in April
1998, Chile signed a Memorandum of Understanding with the Secretary of State
for a cooperative exchange of information and expertise with the State
Department Inspector General.
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Chile has an Executive based system which is distinct from the US system
of Inspectors General who report to the Congress as well as to the Executive.
The Chilean Ministry auditors are part of the government, reporting to the
President. This is a serious difference between the two systems.  If fraud is found
in a Ministry, it is the responsibility of the Minister to address the fraud and to
inform the President.  If Minister “X” commits fraud and if the Minister does not
report fraud, the President can remove the Minister.  The Executive based
system of government in Chile operates differently than the Inspector General
concept, but it arrives at the same end of improving the functions of government.

Ms. Matembe said that the views, aspirations, and challenges of the
Ministry of Ethics and Integrity of the Republic of Uganda are similar to those of
the Office of Government Ethics in the United States.  When the office was
initially established, it was received enthusiastically.  Those who established the
office thought that this is really something that will bring justice and catch all
those who are doing something wrong.  There were great expectations that the
office would do a great deal and catch all the money being taken from the
government.

The Ministry wanted to work differently from other government
organizations because it wanted to have the trust of the people. The office
wanted to build a civil society and public activism to enable results.  In order to
establish trust the public was asked to define its goals during a three-day
brainstorming workshop.

Another major challenge is to define the operation of the office with the
knowledge that it is not possible to fight corruption alone.  In addition to the
Ministry of Ethics and Integrity, other independent agencies exist as well as an
anticorruption office in the Office of the President.  The Ethics and Integrity office
is independent of the President’s office.

The Judiciary must be independent.  The Ministry can arrest people, but
when they go to court, the court can release the person on bail.  Movement is
being made to collaborate with the Judiciary so that there is a more united effort
in anticorruption efforts.

The real challenge is to find leadership.  Ethics is on the agenda.  Before
the Ministry was established, there was little attention to ethics.  Ministers are
now taking notice of the power of the Ministry and know that they will not be
spared if they are unethical. This is a big challenge and the Ministry must act
without fear or favoritism.  Leadership is key, people must be hired who are not
corrupt.

There are constraints on the activities of the office due to limits on
resources such as staff and equipment.  Resources are needed to conduct
investigations.  People are working very hard just to get food to eat.  So it is
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difficult to design programs and write all policies, and find skilled people and
equipment.  There is no doubt that the country has the political will, but resources
are lacking.  The spirit is willing, but the body, that is the economic body, is weak.

The big challenge is that the norm now is all too often what is unethical.
Bribery is widely accepted.  It is difficult to reverse this trend.  The people need to
internalize anticorruption messages and give it the right name.  People would say
that everyone is corrupt.  But if you call someone a thief, this is not acceptable.
The right vocabulary needs to be used so unethical conduct is not acceptable.

Poor leadership by corrupt leaders is a real problem.  If public property is
taken, and if the stolen public property is shared with the people in the village,
the thief is well received.  This is because government property is seen as
belonging to the people, to everyone.  Theft from the government may be
misperceived as being good.  Theft of a neighbor’s property, however, is bad.
The challenge is to teach people that property belonging to the government must
be protected and not given back to people.

The Ministry’s responsibility is to educate citizens and to explain that
accepting stolen government property constitutes corruption and if they
participate, they are assisting corruption.  Public affairs is an important aspect of
work.  The public needs to know that if money is stolen from the government,
there will be a corresponding reduction in public services.  Corruption must be
linked to services that the public will not receive because government money was
stolen.  The public needs to know that the government is working for them.

Mr. Baramidze noted that in 1990, independence was restored to Georgia
after being part of the Soviet Union.  During the period before independence, the
public learned not to respect the government because it was not “our state.” So
there was a problem similar to what Ms. Matembe described, in the concept of
understanding why an anticorruption program was needed.  There was long a
sense that whatever was government property should be returned to the people.
As Ms. Matembe described, everyone wanted to have government property
returned to the people.

Steps need to be taken to cure the corrupt system.  Indeed, the best way
is to strengthen democracy, to establish open society. Transparency is important
in all aspects of government and the legislature.  The public must have
information about the government’s functions and there must be open public
hearings in the legislature as well.

Mr. Baramidze referred to one major case brought against corrupt
practices in one Ministry where people lost lives as well as their jobs.  This case
was unusual and a turning point for Georgia since before 1990, it was impossible
to say bad things about Ministers.  So this case was a catharsis and gave the
government credibility.  Moreover, the case had a positive impact on the public
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acceptance of my anticorruption commission.  This case established a basis of
public support for our efforts.   With the publicity surrounding this case, the
independent newspapers became established and heightened the impact of this
case.

The Georgian Cabinet is considering increased transparency.  The
President has initiated legislation that is being considered to focus on small
organizations.  Public support is essential to change the overall culture of ethics
in government.  Indeed, public opinion is as important as any law to provide
support from citizens to solve problems of corruption.  Otherwise corruption is
really a threat to national security.

Mr. Baramidze noted that while political, economic and social reforms had
provided rapid growth with moderate inflation over the past five years, a high
level of corruption has prevented Georgia from maintaining economic indicators
at these levels.  The President acknowledged that corruption represents a major
threat to national security, and reform measures have been implemented by one
of the most reform-minded parliaments of Eastern Europe and Central Asia, with
the enthusiastic support of the population.

The Anticorruption Investigations Commission of the Parliament, which
Mr. Baramidze chaired for two years, was created in 1996, as a part of the
legislative branch accountable to Parliament.  It has authority to summon and
question any government official, and require production of materials or
information necessary to investigate corrupt practices.  Working groups in the
committee manage individual investigations.  In the case of corruption involving
ministers or other senior officials, the committee is authorized to initiate
impeachment procedures; in other cases, committee resolutions and
substantiating materials are delivered to the Office of the Public Prosecutor and
law enforcement ministries.

The Commission uses information from various sources, including
government agencies, non-governmental organizations, citizens and the media.
The most important case considered by the Commission involved decisions by a
former Prime Minister and two Vice Prime Ministers.  Another Commission
investigation led to dismissal of the Chairman and the Gas Department.

Transparency in this Commission had increased government credibility
and promoted popular interest in fighting corruption.  As Chairman of the
Commission, Mr. Baramidze implemented a project with the United Nations and
World Bank which created the “Center for Corruption Investigation,” a non-
governmental organization.  As a result of its advocacy efforts, the parliament
had at the beginning of this year overwhelmingly enacted Georgia’s first conflict
of interest law.  This Center also assisted in preparation and passage of a 1998
law on lobbying.  Anticorruption efforts in the Commission involved both majority
and opposition parties; although its procedures provided for majority vote, in
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practice the Commission had always operated by consensus.  The President was
now considering a further legislative initiative to establish a special institution to
fight corruption.

A representative of the Ministry of Solicitor General in Canada reflected on
the comments by Ms. Matembe and Mr. Moraga.  He noted that we can’t just
look at government corruption, because this only eliminates one player in
corruption.   He noted that in Canada, the same problems with government
officials are found in the private sector.  For example kickbacks in private
companies cause a problem especially if these private companies are involved in
government procurements.  So it is behavior patterns overall that need to be
addressed.  Corruption in the corporate sector may be concealed since corporate
leaders don’t want shareholders or people who purchase goods produced by
these companies to know about corruption.

We need to do more in government than in private sector, but we need to
work equally vigorously with private sector.  The private sector is fragmented and
difficult to identify.  If you de-regulate, you have a proliferation of problems.
There needs to be regulation of the private sector as well.  When you see a bank
system collapse, it is very indicative of pain and price that the public pays. This is
an observation and theme.

Mr. Moraga responded: You are absolutely right.  In context of corruption,
unfortunately, this is associated as if it is a function only of public officials, but
there is certainly fraud or corruption in private sector as well.   Whatever its form,
corruption needs to be rooted out.  If you eliminate the government, you don’t
eliminate corruption or fraud.  We are criminalizing corruption in the public sector
and so one is susceptible to being someone who is corrupt or a thief.  We need
to address the systemic problems with internal controls that make it difficult to
accomplish fraud on the government.  In this sense, we need to get talented and
competent people and keep them honest. There is also a danger that
government can become so over regulated that a person cannot manage a
government program because there are so many rules and regulations.  If that
person can’t properly manage a program, then you are really destroying the
ability of the government to serve the public or to govern.  So this is a matter of
balance.

Ms. Matembe added that the private sector is also involved in corrupt
activities.  However, corrupt activities are easier to identify in a state with
regulations.  If production is moved to the private sector, corruption is more
difficult to detect.  A private person is wooed in the same way as public official to
affect the exercise of their discretion as say in the area of contracts.  This is a
corrupting behavior with the same effect on all parties.  The government can be
more transparent than the private sector. The point is that moving the problem off
the plate of government won’t necessarily clear up the problem.
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Ms. Matembe added that the definition of corruption is perhaps wrong and
should be broadened to include the public sector.  Clearly, a public officer has a
special contract of public trust since the officer is employed and paid by public to
serve the public.  Hopefully a public officer is aware that they are employed to
improve the lives of the citizens.  It is precisely because of this contractual
relationship that the concept of public corruption arose.  As the role of the state
has diminished and is increasingly taken over by transnational entities
governments need to rethink their approach.  Developing countries need the help
of developed countries in this regard.

 Panel Findings

Participants in this session reported the following findings:

1. To serve the people, government must operate free from the waste and
uncertainty that fraud and corruption creates.

2. In countries where large-scale privatization is replacing government-
provided services, anticorruption efforts must also encompass the private
sector.

3. In newly independent nations an additional challenge to anticorruption
efforts is to build a sense of ownership where there was once widespread
distrust of a government that had been externally imposed.

4. Whatever a government’s structure, transparency in government
functions is essential to creating and maintaining the public’s confidence
in government and in the integrity of public officials.

5. In countries where bribery has become a way of life, and graft is
perceived as a necessary way of sustaining a family, corruption must be
linked to a loss of public services that the government can provide.

6. International cooperation against corruption is essential to ensure there is
no safe haven or financial advantage for the gains associated with corrupt
practices.
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