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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY   
 

One of the best known specialised anti-corruption institutions - the Hong Kongôs Independent 

Commission against Corruption - was established in 1974. The Commission has contributed significantly to 

Hong Kongôs success in reducing corruption. Inspired by this success story, many countries around the world, 

including in Eastern Europe, decided to establish specialised bodies to prevent and combat corruption. 

Establishing such bodies was often seen as the only way to reduce widespread corruption, as existing 

institutions were considered too weak for the task.  

Recent international treaties against corruption require their member states to establish specialised 

bodies dedicated to fighting and preventing corruption. The United Nations Convention against Corruption 

requires the existence of two types of anti-corruption institutions: 

¶ a body or bodies that prevent corruption;  

¶ a body, bodies or persons specialised in combating corruption through law enforcement. 

 

Both the prevention of corruption and combating corruption through law enforcement involves a large 

number of multidisciplinary functions. When considering establishing or strengthening anti-corruption 

bodies, countries need to take into consideration the full range of anti-corruption functions, including the 

following: 

¶ Policy development, research, monitoring and co-ordination. These functions encompass research 

of trends and levels of corruption, and assessment of effectiveness of anti-corruption measures. They 

further include policy development and co-ordination, including elaboration of anti-corruption 

strategies and action plans and monitoring and co-ordination of implementation measures. Another 

important function is serving as a focal point for international co-operation. 

¶ Prevention of corruption in power structures. These functions focus at promoting ethics inside 

public institutions and include elaboration and implementation of special measures concerning public 

service rules and restrictions, and administering disciplinary punishment for non-compliance with 

them. More specifically, these functions may include prevention of conflict of interest; assets 

declaration by public officials, verification of submitted information and public access to 

declarations. Besides, these function aim to prevent corruption through state financial control, anti-

money laundering measures, measures in public procurement and licensing/permits/certificates 

systems. Finally, preventive functions aim to promote transparency of public service and public 

access to information and ensure effective control of political party financing. 

¶ Education and awareness raising. This area includes developing and implementing educational 

programmes for public, academic institutions and civil servants; organising public awareness 

campaigns; and working with the media, NGOs, businesses and the public at large. 

¶ Investigation and prosecution. Firstly, these functions aim to ensure a legal framework for effective 

prosecution of corruption, including dissuasive sanctions for all forms of corruption. Secondly, they 

aim to ensure effective enforcement of anti-corruption legislation throughout all the stages of 

criminal proceedings, including identification, investigation, prosecution and adjudication of 

corruption offences. In doing so, it is also important to ensure transition between criminal and 

administrative proceedings. Thirdly, these functions include overseeing interagency co-operation and 

exchange of information on specific cases and outside such cases (among law enforcement bodies 

and with auditors, tax and customs authorities, the banking sector and the financial intelligence unite 

(FIU), public procurement officials, state security, and others). Fourthly, these functions include 

acting as a focal point for mutual legal assistance and extradition requests. Finally, maintaining, 
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analysing and reporting law enforcement statistics on corruption-related offences is another important 

function. 

 

The responsibility for the above anti-corruption functions must be clearly assigned to specific existing or 

newly created institutions. The standards established by the international conventions will probably further 

accelerate the creation of new anti-corruption bodies. However, there is no strong evidence that existence of 

anti-corruption bodies always helps to reduce corruption. In order to ensure that the specialised anti-

corruption bodies are effective in their operations, the authorities must ensure that they have all the necessary 

means.  

Both the United Nations and the Council of Europe anti-corruption conventions establish criteria for 

effective specialised anti-corruption bodies, including independence, specialisation, adequate training and 

resources. In practice, many countries face serious challenges in making these broad criteria operational. 

Available experience provides further guidance.  

¶ Independence primarily means that the anti-corruption bodies should be shielded from undue 

political interference. To this end, genuine political will to fight corruption is the key prerequisite. 

Such political will must be embedded in a comprehensive anti-corruption strategy. The level of 

independence can vary according to specific needs and conditions. Experience suggests that it is the 

structural and operational autonomy that is important, along with a clear legal basis and mandate for 

a special body, department or unit.  This is particularly important for law enforcement bodies. 

Transparent procedures for appointment and removal of the director together with proper human 

resources management and internal controls are important elements to prevent undue interference. 

Independence should not amount to a lack of accountability; specialised services should adhere to the 

principles of the rule of law and human rights, submit regular performance reports to executive and 

legislative bodies, and enable public access to information on their work. No single body can fight 

corruption alone; inter-agency co-operation, co-operation with civil society and business are 

important factors to ensure their effective operations.  

 

¶ Specialisation of anti-corruption bodies implies the availability of specialised staff with special skills 

and a specific mandate for fighting corruption. Forms of specialisation may differ from country to 

country; there is no one successful solution that fits all. For instance, the Council of Europe Criminal 

Law Convention on Corruption clarifies the standard for law enforcement bodies, which can be 

fulfilled by the creation of a special body or by the designation of a number of specialised persons 

within existing institutions. The study of international trends indicates that in OECD countries 

specialisation is often ensured at the level of existing public agencies and regular law enforcement 

bodies. Transition, emerging and developing countries often establish separate specialised anti-

corruption bodies due to high level of corruption in existing agencies.  In addition, in these countries, 

creation of separate specialised bodies is often in response to pressure by donor and international 

organisations. 

¶ Resources and powers should be provided to the specialised staff in order to make their operations 

effective. Training and budget are the most important requirements. Another important element 

required to properly focus the work of specialised anti-corruption bodies is the delineation of 

substantive jurisdictions among various institutions. Sometimes, it is useful to limit jurisdiction to 

important and high-level cases as well. In addition to specialised skills and a clear mandate, 

specialised anti-corruption bodies must have sufficient power, such as investigative capacities and 

means for gathering evidence; for instance they must be given legal powers to carry out covert 

surveillance, intercept communications, conduct undercover investigations, access financial data and 

information systems, monitor financial transactions, freeze bank accounts, and protect witnesses.  

The power to carry out all these functions should be subject to proper checks and balances. 
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Teamwork of investigators and prosecutors, and other specialists, e.g. financial experts, auditors, 

information technology specialists, is probably the most effective use of resources.  

 

Considering the multitude of anti-corruption institutions worldwide, their various functions and actual 

performance, it is difficult to identify all main functional and structural patterns. It is impossible to identify 

ñbest modelsò or blueprints for establishing anti-corruption institutions. Any new institution needs to be 

adjusted to the specific national context taking into account the varying cultural, legal and administrative 

circumstances. However, some trends can be established and main models identified. A comparative 

overview of different models of specialised institutions can be summarised and analysed according to their 

main functions, as follows: 

¶ Multi -purpose agencies with law enforcement powers and preventive functions;  

¶ Law enforcement agencies, departments and/or units;  

¶ Preventive, policy development and co-ordination institutions.  

 

 Multi -purpose agencies. This model represents the most prominent example of a single-agency approach 

based on key pillars of repression and prevention of corruption: policy, analysis and technical assistance in 

prevention, public outreach and information, monitoring, investigation. Notably, in most cases, prosecution 

remains a separate function. The model is commonly identified with the Hong Kong Independent 

Commission against Corruption and Singapore Corrupt Practices Investigation Bureau. It has inspired the 

creation of similar agencies on all continents; this model exists in Lithuania (Special Investigation Service), 

Latvia (Corruption Prevention and Combating Bureau), New South Wales, Australia (Independent 

Commission against Corruption), Botswana (Directorate on Corruption and Economic Crime) and Uganda 

(Inspector General of Government). A number of other agencies (e.g. those in Korea, Thailand, Argentina 

and Ecuador), have adopted elements of the Hong Kong and Singapore strategies, but follow them less 

rigorously. 

 

 Law enforcement type institutions. The law enforcement model takes different forms of specialisation, 

and can be implemented in detection and investigation bodies or in prosecution bodies.  This model can also 

combine specialised anti-corruption detection, investigation and prosecution in one body. This is perhaps the 

most common model applied in Western Europe. Examples of such models include Norway (Norwegian 

National Authority for Investigation and Prosecution of Economic and Environmental Crime - Økokrim), 

Belgium (Central Office for the Repression of Corruption), Spain (Special Prosecutors Office for the 

Repression of Economic Offences Related Corruption), Croatia (Office for the Prevention and Suppression of 

Corruption and Organised Crime), Romania (National Anti-Corruption Directorate) and Hungary (Central 

Prosecutorial Investigation Office). This model could also apply to internal investigation bodies with a 

narrow jurisdiction to detect and investigate corruption within the law enforcement bodies. Two good 

examples of such bodies include Germany (Department of Internal Investigations) and the United Kingdom 

(Metropolitan Police / Anti-corruption Command). 

 

 Preventive, policy development and co-ordination institutions . This model includes institutions that 

have one or several corruption prevention functions, such as research and analysis, policy development and 

co-ordination, training and advising various bodies on risk of corruption and available solutions, and other 

functions. These bodies normally do not have law enforcement powers. However, they may have other 

specific powers, for instance agencies in charge of control of asset declarations of civil servants may have 

specific powers allowing them to assess confidential information. Examples of such institutions include 

France (Central Service for the Prevention of Corruption), ñThe former Yugoslav Republic of Macedoniaò 

(State Commission for Prevention of Corruption), Albania (Anti-corruption Monitoring Group), Malta 

(Permanent Commission against Corruption), Montenegro / Serbia and Montenegro (Anti-corruption 

Agency), the United States (Office of Government Ethics), India (Central Vigilance Commission), the 

Philippines (Office of the Ombudsman)and Bulgaria (Commission for the Co-ordination of Activities for 

Combating Corruption). 
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As mentioned above, there is no strong evidence that the existence of anti-corruption bodies always 

helps reduce corruption. While the number of anti-corruption institutions worldwide is growing, a review of 

these institutions indicates more failures than successes. Assessing the performance of anti-corruption 

agencies is a challenging task. Many countries that face a serious corruption problem lack the expertise and 

resources required for this task. At the same time, showing results might often be the crucial factor for an 

anti-corruption institution to gain or retain public support and fend off politically-motivated attacks.  

The methodology for assessing the performance of anti-corruption bodies has yet to be developed, and 

should be adjusted to each country and institution. The performance of an anti-corruption institution should 

be measured against a carefully designed set of quantitative indicators (statistical data and measures of public 

perceptions) and qualitative indicators (expert assessment and surveys) deriving from the functions that the 

institution carries out. Statistical data (e.g. number of complaints received, investigations and prosecutions 

opened and completed, convictions achieved, administrative orders, guidelines and advice issued, laws and 

regulations drafted or reviewed) are objective indicators that provide valuable information. However, a bit of 

healthy scepticism is called for in regard to such statistical data.  Taken alone, these data reveal little about 

the quality of justice or governance. Quantitative and quantitative indicators, including statistical data, have to 

be complemented by monitoring evaluations from international bodies, such as the Council of Europe Group 

of States against Corruption (GRECO) and the OECD.  

This report provides comprehensive descriptions of selected specialised anti-corruption institutions operating 

in different parts of the world, presented in a comparable framework. The description includes both the 

formal basis for operation and main achievements in practice. The report also provides practical examples 

and possible solutions to common problems, based on the experience of the following agencies and countries: 

 

¶ Multi -purpose bodies: Hong Kong, Singapore; Latvia and Lithuania; 

¶ Law enforcement bodies, including specialised prosecution services: Spain, Romania, Croatia; and 

specialised police services: Belgium, Norway and the United Kingdom; 

¶ Policy, co-ordination and prevention bodies: France, Slovenia, Macedonia and Albania. 

 

The report builds on research and analysis of information gathered from public sources and input 

provided by the institutions themselves. Main sources of information include international conventions, 

recommendations, OECD and GRECO country reports, national legislation and regulation, activity reports 

and other information produced by participating institutions, various publicly available studies, scientific and 

press articles. It should be noted that the report does not provide an evaluation of the performance of the 

institutions presented. 
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Abbreviations 

ACMG Anti-Corruption Monitoring Group (Albania) 

ACPO Special Prosecutors Office for the Repression of Economic Offences Related to 

Corruption (Spain) 

 

ACU Anti-Corruption Unit 

CPC Commission for the Prevention of Corruption (Slovenia) 

CPIB Corrupt Practices Investigation Bureau (Singapore) 

EBRD European Bank for Reconstruction and Development 

KNAB Corruption Prevention and Combating Bureau (Latvia) 

GCFAC Governmental Commission of the Fight against Corruption (Albania)  

GRECO Group of States against Corruption 

ICAC Independent Commission Against Corruption (Hong Kong)  

NAD National Anti-corruption Directorate (Romania) 

NAPO National Anti-Corruption Prosecutorôs Office (Romania) 

OCRC Central Office for the Repression of Corruption (Belgium) 

 

OECD 

 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 

ØKOKRIM The National Authority for Investigation and Prosecution of Economic and 

Environmental Crime (Norway) 

 

PACO Programme against Corruption and Organized Crime in South-Eastern Europe 

SCPC Central Service for Prevention of Corruption (France) 

STT Special Investigation Service (Lithuania) 

TI Transparency International 

UNCAC United Nations Convention against Corruption 

USKOK Office for the Suppression of Corruption and Organized Crime (Croatia) 

 



11 

 

INTERNATIONAL STANDA RDS AND MODELS  

OF ANTI -CORRUPTION INSTITUTI ONS   
 

 

SOURCES OF INTERNATIONAL STANDARDS 
 

In the mid-1990s the problem of corruption was recognised as a subject of international concern and 

drew the attention of numerous global and regional inter-governmental organisations. The last decade 

witnessed a growing constellation of international ñhard lawò (treaties and conventions) and ñsoft lawò 

(recommendations, resolutions, guidelines and declarations) instruments elaborated and adopted within the 

framework of organisations such as the United Nations, the Council of Europe, the OECD, the Organization 

of American States, the African Union, and the European Union. The multitude of international legal 

instruments on corruption varies in scope, legal status, membership, implementation and monitoring 

mechanisms. However, all aim to establish common standards for addressing corruption at the domestic level 

through its criminalisation, enforcement of anti-corruption legislation and preventive measures. In addition, 

international legal instruments also aim to identify and promote good practices and facilitate co-operation 

between member states.  

From the very beginning of this process, it was apparent that merely strengthening legislation would not 

be sufficient to effectively control corruption.  The complex, multifaceted phenomenon of corruption signals 

a failure of public institutions and good governance. There is consensus within the international community 

that anti-corruption legislation and measures need to be implemented and monitored through specialised 

bodies and/or personnel with adequate powers, resources and training. Mechanisms need to be in place to 

secure a high level of structural, operational and financial autonomy of institutions and persons in charge of 

the fight against corruption to guard them from improper political influence. As stated in the Conclusions and 

Recommendations of the First Conference for law enforcement officers specialised in the fight against 

corruption, which took place in Strasbourg in April 1996, ñcorruption is a phenomenon the prevention, 

investigation and prosecution of which need to be approached on numerous levels, using specific knowledge 

and skills from a variety of fields (law, finance, economics, accounting, civil engineers, etc.). Each State 

should therefore have experts specialised in the fight against corruption. They should be of a sufficient 

number and be given appropriate material resources.ò  

In the European context, one of the first sources of ñsoftò international standards that highlighted the 

need for specialised institutions and persons in the area of detection, investigation, prosecution and 

adjudication of corruption offences were the Twenty Guiding Principles for the Fight against Corruption, 

adopted in 1997 within the Council of Europe. In 1998 most of these standards were translated into the 

Council of Europe Criminal Law Convention on Corruption. Anti-corruption instruments initially focused on 

promoting specialisation of law enforcement and prosecution bodies, aiming at more effective enforcement of 

anti-corruption legislation. It was the United Nations Convention against Corruption (UNCAC) adopted in 

2003 that put prevention in the spotlight and, as the first global international treaty in the area of corruption, 

required member states not only to ensure specialisation of law enforcement, but also to establish specialised 

preventive anti-corruption bodies. A few key articles of these international instruments are listed below. 
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Twenty guiding principles for the fight against corruption
1
 

 

Principle 3. Ensure that those in charge of the prevention, investigation, prosecution and adjudication of 

corruption offences enjoy the independence and autonomy appropriate to their functions, are free from 

improper influence and have effective means for gathering evidence, protecting the persons who help the 

authorities in combating corruption and preserving the confidentiality of investigations;  

 

Principle 7. Promote the specialisation of persons or bodies in charge of fighting corruption and to 

provide them with appropriate means and training to perform their tasks.  

 

Council of Europe Criminal Law Convention on Corruption
2
 

 

Article 20 ï Specialised authorities 

Each Party shall adopt such measures as may be necessary to ensure that persons or entities are 

specialised in the fight against corruption. They shall have the necessary independence in accordance 

with the fundamental principles of the legal system of the Party, in order for them to be able to carry out 

their functions effectively and free from any undue pressure.  The Party shall ensure that the staff of such 

entities has adequate training and financial resources for their tasks. 

 

United Nations Convention against Corruption
3
 

 

Article 6 ï Preventive anti-corruption body or bodies 

1. Each State Party shall, in accordance with the fundamental principles of its legal system, ensure the 

existence of a body or bodies, as appropriate, that prevent corruption by such means as: 

(a) Implementing the policies referred to in article 5 of this Convention and, where appropriate, 

overseeing and co-ordinating the implementation of those policies; 

(b) Increasing and disseminating knowledge about the prevention of corruption. 

2. Each State Party shall grant the body or bodies referred to in paragraph 1 of this article the necessary 

independence, in accordance with the fundamental principles of its legal system, to enable the body or 

bodies to carry out its or their functions effectively and free from any undue influence. The necessary 

material resources and specialized staff, as well as the training that such staff may require to carry out 

their functions, should be provided. 

3. Each State Party shall inform the Secretary-General of the United Nations of the name and address of 

the authority or authorities that may assist other States Parties in developing and implementing 

specific measures for the prevention of corruption. 

 

Article 36 ï Specialised authorities 

Each State Party shall, in accordance with the fundamental principles of its legal system, ensure the 

existence of a body or bodies or persons specialized in combating corruption through law enforcement. 

Such body or bodies or persons shall be granted the necessary independence, in accordance with the 

fundamental principles of the legal system of the State Party, to be able to carry out their functions 

effectively and without any undue influence. Such persons or staff of such body or bodies should have 

the appropriate training and resources to carry out their tasks. 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
1
 Resolution (97) 24, adopted by the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe on 6 November 1997. 

2
 Adopted: 4 November 1998; entered into force: 1 July 2002. 

3
 Adopted: 31 October 2003; entered into force: 14 December 2005. 



13 

There are other regional instruments that include provisions relating to specialised institutions.  These include 

the following: 

 

African Union Convention on Preventing and Combating Corruption
4 
 

 

Paragraph 5 of Article 20 

State parties are required to ñensure that national authorities or agencies are specialized in combating 

corruption and related offences by, among others, ensuring that the staff are trained and motivated to 

effectively carry out their duties.ò 

 

Southern African Development Community (SADC) Protocol against Corruption
5 
 

 

Article 4 

Amongst other preventive measures ñan obligation to create, maintain and strengthen institutions 

responsible for implementing mechanisms for preventing, detecting, punishing and eradicating 

corruptionò is listed.  

 

Inter -American Convention against Corruption
6
  

 

Paragraph 9 of Article III  

Calls are made for ñoversight bodies with a view to implementing modern mechanisms for preventing, 

detecting, punishing and eradicating corrupt acts.ò 

 

The sources of international standards, although different in scope, contents and objectives, define a 

clear international obligation for the countries to ensure institutional specialisation in the area of corruption. It 

is worth noting that the obligations on institutional specialisation under the Council of Europe Criminal Law 

Convention on Corruption and the UNCAC are mandatory. The UNCAC further requires that countries 

ensure the specialisation in two areas, prevention (including education and public awareness) and law 

enforcement. States are therefore obliged to secure the existence of 

¶ Specialised bodies in charge of prevention of corruption; and 

¶ Specialised bodies or persons in charge of combating corruption through law enforcement. 

There is, however, a notable difference between the two areas. According to the UNCAC, prevention 

needs to be addressed at the institutional level, by creation or dedication of a specialised body (or bodies) 

with anti-corruption prevention and co-ordination functions. Criteria on specialisation in the area of law 

enforcement, according to the UNCAC and the Council of Europe convention, can be fulfilled either by 

creation of a specialised body or by designation of an adequate number of specialised persons within existing 

institutions.  

The international standards also set basic benchmarks for specialisation. The main benchmarks are the 

following: independence and autonomy, specialised and trained staff, adequate resources and powers.  

 

Finally, international standards neither offer a blueprint for setting up and administering a specialised 

anti-corruption institution, nor advocate a single best model or a universal type of an anti-corruption agency. 

From this perspective, provisions of international law relating to the institutional framework for prevention 

and suppression of corruption are considerably less developed and precise than, for instance, provisions 

                                                      
4
 Adopted: 11 July 2003; entered into force: pending. 

5
 Adopted: 14 August 2001; entered into force: 6 July 2005. 

6
 Adopted: 29 March 1996; entered into force: 6 March 1997. 

http://www.africa-union.org/root/au/Documents/Treaties/treaties.htm
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relating to the elements of corruption offences, such as active and passive bribery or offences concerning 

trading in influence and abuse of official position. However, the aforementioned conventions define features 

and set important benchmarks according to which anti-corruption institutions should be established. 

Furthermore, international monitoring mechanisms have developed a valuable body of assessments and 

recommendations, which provide a useful set of best international practice in this area.
7
  

 

ELEMENTS OF INTERNATIONAL STANDARDS 

This section reviews the main features of the specialised anti-corruption bodies according to 

international standards and practices.
8
 These elements include mandate and functions; forms of specialisation; 

independence, autonomy and accountability; adequate material resources, specialised and trained staff; 

adequate powers; co-operation with the civil society and the private sector; inter-agency co-operation. 

Main anti-corruption functions 

International instruments identify the following main anti-corruption functions: investigation and 

prosecution; prevention; education and awareness raising; co-ordination; and monitoring and research. 

These functions are reflected in the following anti-corruption tasks: receive and respond to complaints; gather 

intelligence, perform monitoring, and conduct investigations; conduct prosecutions; issue administrative 

orders; implement preventive research, analysis, and technical assistance; provide ethics policy guidance, 

compliance review, and scrutiny of asset declarations; provide public information, education; ensure 

international co-operation and outreach; and other tasks. These tasks can be assigned to one or more 

specialised institutions. 

The mandate of investigation and prosecution provide for the enforcement of anti-corruption legislation, 

with the focus at the criminal law. It is usually performed by separate specialised structures within the 

existing institutions ï the police (or the multi-purpose agency) and the prosecution service. Depending on the 

fundamental principles of national criminal justice system, the prosecution service can also employ 

investigators; on the other hand, very few investigation services also have powers to prosecute. The main 

challenge of institutions mandated to fight corruption through law enforcement is to specify their substantive 

jurisdiction (offences falling under their competence), to avoid the conflict of jurisdictions with other law 

enforcement agencies and to ensure efficient co-operation and exchange of information with other law 

enforcement and control bodies.  

ñCorruptionò is not an exact criminal law term. For the purposes of substantive jurisdiction of 

specialised law enforcement bodies it needs to be further defined, e.g. by enumerating offences under their 

competence such as serious forms of passive and active bribery, trading in influence, abuse of powers etc. 

However, these criminal offences are often committed in concurrence with other financial and economic 

crimes as well as in the course of organised criminal activity. In many countries the investigation and 

prosecution of financial and economic crimes are the responsibility of other specialised law enforcement 

departments. To address this problem, specialised law enforcement institutions for the fight against corruption 

are sometimes combined with specialised economic or organised crime services. This option can have its 

own pitfalls and can dilute anti-corruption priorities in the larger context of the fight against economic and 

organised crime.  

                                                      
7
 GRECO has in the first evaluation round between 2000 and 2002 focused on compliance with Guiding principles 3, 6 

and 7. A review of the evaluations and recommendations is presented in Esser, Albin & Kubiciel Michael (2004), 

Institutions against Corruption: A Comparative Study of the National Anti-corruption Strategies reflected by GRECOôs 

First Evaluation Round. Public reports of the evaluation for all member states can be accessed at www.greco.coe.int.  
8
 On this subject see also the introductory chapters of the following publications: Council of Europe (2004); UNDP 

(2005).  

http://www.greco.coe.int/
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Another important question is to what extent the jurisdiction of such a law enforcement body should be 

mandatory. Experience shows that mandatory jurisdiction results in overburdening the institution with cases 

and in particular with ñstreet corruptionò cases. One of the solutions is to limit the jurisdiction of the service 

to important and high-level corruption cases. If this approach is adopted, it is crucial that the law prescribes 

precisely the factors for determining such jurisdiction to avoid abuse of discretion and conflicts of jurisdiction 

with other bodies.  

Another issue related to jurisdiction is how much discretion the anti-corruption agency should exercise 

in selection of cases and whether its focus should be retrospective (dealing with acts committed before the 

establishment of the institution). In many countries, including transition economies in Eastern Europe, 

specialised anti-corruption institutions have been created after the change of government which gained power 

on a strong anti-corruption platform. As a result, there are political and public expectations not only to ensure 

good governance of the new administration, but also to pursue abuses of the previous governments. While 

this expectation might be highly legitimate in some circumstances, focus on the past give rise to two 

important caveats: it can taint (rightfully or wrongly) the newly established anti-corruption institution with a 

label of pursuing politically motivated persecutions. It can result in a disproportionate allocation of resources 

of the newly established institution on the past cases ï making it impossible to pursue current cases 

effectively. Accordingly, as much as possible, the jurisdiction should be prospective and oriented towards the 

future.  Its retrospective focus should be limited to only the most severe and clearly indicated cases.  

Preventive functions are so numerous and diverse, covering all aspects of good governance, that they 

cannot be performed by a single institution. A usual range of corruption prevention topics (as addressed in the 

UNCAC) consists of: prevention of the conflict of interest, declaration of assets, ethics and transparency of 

public service, prevention of money laundering and financial control over the use of public funds. 

Consequently, in various countries, many of those functions are already performed by the auditing 

institutions, ombudsman, public administration agencies, ethics commissions, commissions for the prevention 

of the conflict of interests, specialised services or departments for the prevention of corruption and anti-

money laundering bodies. There is a broad range of other tasks, such as developing educational and training 

programmes; organising public awareness campaigns; working with media, civil society and business; 

serving as focal points for international co-operation, which are often dispersed among many institutions, but 

require adequate attention as well.  

Co-ordination, monitoring and research are three additional functions which are considered necessary 

for comprehensive national anti-corruption strategies and require institutionalisation through specialised 

bodies. Co-ordination is required at two levels: policy co-ordination and co-ordination of implementation 

measures.  Monitoring and analysis of implementation and research are vital supporting functions, which are 

required for the success of anti-corruption policy and implementation measures. Where different law 

enforcement agencies are responsible for detection and investigating of corruption, a co-ordinating function is 

essential.  Even where a single law enforcement specialised body has jurisdiction to investigate and prosecute 

corruption, institutionalised co-ordination with other state control bodies is needed, e.g. tax and customs, 

financial control, public administration. Furthermore, any comprehensive national anti-corruption strategy, 

programme or action plan requires a multidisciplinary mechanism charged with overseeing and co-ordinating 

its implementation and regular progress reports. Such a mechanism will have to be institutionally placed at an 

appropriate level to enable it to exercise its powers throughout different state institutions.  Ideally, it would 

also include civil society representatives. 

Forms of specialisation 

Specialisation is essential for the effective fight against corruption. Corruption needs to be approached at 

various levels and requires specific expertise, knowledge and skills in a variety of fields, including law, 
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finance, economics, accounting, civil engineering, social sciences, and other domains.
9
 There are few 

criminal phenomena, if any, that require such a complex approach and a combination of diverse skills. These 

skills are normally scattered across various institutions, but are rarely concentrated in any particular body 

concentrated on tackling corruption. When all these skills are brought together in a specialised institution, this 

brings a level of visibility and independence to those dealing with corruption.  Without an adequate level of 

independence, the fight against serious corruption is destined to fail. 

Specialisation may take different forms. International standards do not imply that there is a single best 

model for a specialised anti-corruption institution. The international standards, while requiring the 

establishment of specialised bodies or persons in the field of prevention and law enforcement, do not directly 

advocate for institutional specialisation at the level of courts. Furthermore, there is no strict requirement of a 

dedicated institutional entity for the fight against corruption through investigation and prosecution. Strictly 

speaking, a designation of an adequate number of specialised persons within existing structures meets the 

requirement of international treaties. It is the responsibility of individual countries to find the most effective 

and suitable institutional solution adapted to the local context, level of corruption and existing national 

institutional and legal framework.  

A comparative overview of different types of specialised institutions encompasses a multitude of 

approaches and solutions. Various approaches can be summarised and analysed according to their main 

functions, as follows: 

¶ Multi -purpose agencies with law enforcement powers and preventive functions;  

¶ Law enforcement agencies, departments and/or units;  

¶ Preventive, policy development and co-ordination institutions.  

 

The first model is possibly the only one that would ï strictly speaking ï live up to the name ñanti-

corruption agencyò as it combines in one institution a multifaceted approach of prevention, investigation and 

education. For this reason, a multi-purpose single-agency model has attracted most visibility and triggered 

discussions in international arena. Normally, when literature and reports refer to specialised anti-corruption 

agencies it is this model that they have in mind.  

The law enforcement model takes different forms of specialisation in the field of investigation and 

prosecution or the combination of the two. Sometimes the law enforcement model also possesses some 

important elements of preventive, co-ordination and research functions. What distinguishes the latter from the 

first model is the level of independence and visibility as it is normally placed within the existing police or 

prosecutorial hierarchy.  

The last model from the above list is the most diverse one and covers a variety of institutions with 

various degrees of independence and organisational structure. Within this model additional sub-categories 

could be identified: services responsible for conducting and facilitating research in the phenomena of 

corruption, reviewing and preparing relevant legislation, assessing the risk of corruption, being the focal point 

for international co-operation as well as proving a link with the civil society; control institutions with 

responsibilities related to the prevention of the conflict of interest and the declaration of assets; commissions 

tasked with monitoring and co-ordination of the implementation and update of the national and local anti-

corruption strategic documents and action plans. Many such institutions do not even have terms ñcorruptionò, 

ñintegrityò or ñethicsò in their name (e.g. National Audit Office, Ombudsman, Inspectorates of Government, 

Public Service Commission). 
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Independence and accountability 

Independence of a specialised anti-corruption institution is considered a fundamental requirement for a 

proper and effective exercise of its functions. Reasons why the independence criteria rank so high on the anti-

corruption agenda are closely linked with the nature of the phenomena of corruption. Corruption in many 

respects equals abuse of power. In contrast with other illegal acts, in public corruption cases at least one 

perpetrator comes from the ranks of persons holding a public function; the higher the function, the more 

power the person exercises over other institutions. The level of ñrequiredò independence of a given anti-

corruption institution is therefore closely linked with the level of corruption, good governance, rule of law 

and strength of existing state institutions in a given country. Prosecution of ñstreet corruptionò (corruption of 

rather low level public officials, for instance traffic police officers, with little or no political influence) does 

not normally require an institution additionally shielded from undue outside political influence. On the other 

hand, tackling corruption of high-level officials (capable of distorting the proper administration of justice) or 

systemic corruption in a country with deficits in good governance and comparatively weak law enforcement 

and financial control institutions is destined to fail if efforts are not backed by a sufficiently strong and 

independent anti-corruption institution.  

While formal and fiscal independence is required by international instruments and is an important factor 

influencing the institutionôs performance, it does not in itself guarantee success. Any kind of formal 

independence can be thwarted by political factors.
10

 It is genuine political commitment, coupled with 

adequate resources, powers and staff, which are as crucial as formal independence, if not more so, to the 

success of an anti-corruption institution. Consequently, in light of international standards, one of the 

prominent and mandatory features of specialised institutions is not full independence but rather an adequate 

level of structural and operational autonomy secured though institutional and legal mechanisms aimed at 

preventing undue political interference as well as promoting ñpre-emptive obedienceò
11

. In short, 

ñindependenceò first of all entails de-politicisation of anti-corruption institutions.  

The adequate level of independence or autonomy depends on the type and mandate of an anti-corruption 

institution. Institutions in charge of investigation and prosecution of corruption normally require a higher 

level of independence than those in charge with preventive functions
12

; multi-purpose bodies that combine all 

preventive and repressive functions in one single agency call for the highest level of independence, but also 

the most transparent and comprehensive system of accountability.  

The question of independence of the law enforcement bodies that are institutionally placed within 

existing structures in the form of specialised departments or units requires special attention. Police and other 

investigative bodies are in most countries highly centralised, hierarchical structures reporting at the final level 

to the Minister of Interior or Justice. Similarly, but to a lesser extent, this is true for prosecutors in systems 

where the prosecution service is part of the government and not the judiciary. In such systems the risks of 

undue interference is substantially higher when an individual investigator or prosecutor lacks autonomous 

decision-making powers in handling cases, and where the law grants his/her superior or the chief prosecutor 

substantive discretion to interfere in a particular case. Accordingly, the independence of such bodies requires 

careful consideration in order  to limit the possibility of individualsô abusing the chain of command and 

hierarchical structure, either to discredit the confidentiality of investigations or to interfere in the crucial 

operational decisions such as commencement, continuation and termination of criminal investigations and 

prosecutions. There are many ways to address this risk. For instance, special anti-corruption departments or 

units within the police or the prosecution service can be subject to separate hierarchical rules and appointment 

procedures; police officers working on corruption cases, though institutionally placed within the police, 

should in individual cases report only and directly to the competent prosecutor.  
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 Meagher, Patrick (2004). 
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 Esser, Albin & Kubiciel Michael (2004), p. 37. 
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Specific preventive functions could also influence the level of independence and condition the 

institutional placement of the body.  For instance, a central control institution that is responsible for 

declarations of assets and prevention of conflicts of interest, which collects and inspects information on all 

elected and high-level officials, including members of the government, parliament, judges and prosecutors, 

cannot be situated within the government as this could amount to the breach of the separation of powers.  

A number of factors determine the independence of an anti-corruption body:  

Legal basis   

An anti-corruption institution should have a clear legal basis governing the following areas:  mandate, 

institutional placement, appointment and removal of its director, internal structure, functions, jurisdiction, 

powers and responsibilities, budget, personnel-related matters (selection and recruitment of personnel, special 

provisions relating to immunities of the personnel if appropriate, etc.), relationships with other institutions (in 

particular with law enforcement and financial control bodies), accountability and reporting, etc. The legal 

basis should, whenever possible, be stipulated by law rather than by-laws or governmental or presidential 

decrees. Furthermore, internal operating, administrative, and reporting procedures and codes of conduct 

should be adopted in legal from by regulations and by-laws.  

Institutional placement 

 

A separate permanent institutional structure ï an agency, unit or a commission ï has per se more 

visibility and more independence that a department or a unit established within the institutional structure of a 

selected ministry (interior, justice, finance, etc.).  Similarly, a body placed within an institution that already 

enjoys a high level of autonomy from the executive (e.g. the Prosecution Service, the Supreme Audit 

Institution, the Ombudsman, the Information Commissioner, the Public Administration Reform Agency, etc.) 

could benefit from such existing autonomy. 

 

Appointment and removal of the director
13

  

 

The symbolic role played by the head of an anti-corruption institution should not be underestimated.  In 

many ways the director represents a pillar of the national integrity system. ï The selection process for the 

head should be transparent and should facilitate the appointment of a person of integrity on the basis of high-

level consensus among different power-holders (e.g. the President and the Parliament; appointment through a 

designated multidisciplinary selection committee on the proposal of the Government, or the President, etc.). 

Appointments by a single political figure (e.g. a Minister or the President) are not considered good practice. 

The directorôs tenure in office should also be protected by law against unfounded dismissals. 

 

 Selection and recruitment of personnel 

 

The selection and appointment of personnel should be based on an objective, transparent and merit-

based system; in-depth background and security checks can be used in the recruitment procedures.  Personnel 

should enjoy an appropriate level of job security in their positions. Salaries need to reflect the nature and 

specificities of work. Measures for protection from threats and duress on the law enforcement staff and their 

family members should be in place. 

 

Budget and fiscal autonomy  
 

Adequate funding of a body is of crucial importance. While full financial independence cannot be 

achieved (at minimum the budget will be approved by the Parliament and in many cases prepared by the 

                                                      
13

 UNDP (2005), p.5; Transparency International (2002). 



19 

Government), sustainable funding needs to be secured and legal regulations should prevent unfettered 

discretion of the executive over the level of funding . 

 

Accountability and transparency 

 

The ñindependence criteriaò prescribed by different international instruments varies significantly and 

remains highly controversial. No state institution can be fully autonomous and due consideration should be 

given to the need to preserve accountability and transparency of the institutions, especially if it possesses 

intrusive investigative powers. All anti-corruption bodies do eventually depend on and are accountable to 

those in power, and few, if any, have constitutional status equivalent to that of the judiciary or an ombudsman 

ï such a level of independence is not required, nor advocated by the international standards.  

Whatever the form of specialisation and institutional placement, specialised anti-corruption institutions 

need to be integrated in the system of checks and balances essential for democratic governance. The 

explanatory report to the Criminal Law Convention on Corruption rightfully states that ñthe independence of 

specialised authorities for the fight against corruption, should not be an absolute one. Indeed, their activities 

should be, as far as possible, integrated and co-ordinated with the work carried out by the police, the 

administration or the public prosecutors office. The level of independence required for these specialised 

services is the one that is necessary to perform properly their functions.ò
14

  

Independence should not amount to a lack of accountability: in the discharge of its duties and powers, 

specialised services should strictly adhere to the principles of the rule of law and internationally recognised 

human rights. Forms of accountability of specialised institutions and persons must be tailored to the level of 

their specialisation, institutional placement, mandate, functions and most of all, their powers against other 

institutions and individuals. In all instances, such institutions are required to submit regular performance 

reports to high-level executive and legislative body and enable and proactively facilitate public access to 

information on their work.
15

 Law enforcement institutions must be subject to prosecutorial and court 

supervision. An example of a good practice in a single multi-purpose agency is to employ special external 

oversight committees, which can include representatives of different state and civil society bodies. 

Accountability and independence reinforce each other. Practice in many countries attests that the support 

of the public, which in turn is conditioned by the integrity of the anti-corruption institution, is crucial in times 

when the body comes under politically-motivated attacks.  

Adequate resources and powers 

Setting up and sustaining specialised anti-corruption institutions are costly. However, in the long run it is 

even more costly to set up a specialised body and then fail to provide it with adequate resources, hence 

hindering its performance.  This consequently results in the failure to obtain and maintain public confidence. 

The requirement to provide anti-corruption institutions and their personnel with adequate training and 

sustainable financial resources is an obligation included in all international legal instruments cited in the 

previous section. The composition of personnel of an anti-corruption institutionðthe number of staff 

members, their professional profiles--should reflect the institutionôs mandate and tasks. For instance, 

enforcement bodies should not only employ prosecutors and/or investigators, but also forensic specialists, 

financial experts, auditors, information technology specialists, etc.  

While this seems an obvious requirement, in practice many institutions face serious difficulties with 

recruiting adequate numbers of staff and/or attracting specialised experts. Reasons for this are not always 

linked to economic considerations or limited resources in a given country, but more often reflect either a lack 
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of genuine political commitment to address the problem of corruption or decision-makersô ignorance of the 

complexity of the phenomena of corruption.  

Special professional training is one of the most crucial requirements for the successful operation of a 

anti-corruption body, whether it is newly established or already existing.
16

.  Corruption is a complex and 

evolving phenomenon; prevention and prosecution of corruption require highly specialised knowledge in a 

broad variety of subjects. Furthermore, in-service training should be a norm. International exchange of best 

practices is often a valuable source of know-how for newly established bodies. 

International standards on adequate training and resources apply also to the institutions generally 

excluded from specialisation ï the courts. Specialisation of courts needs to be approached with great caution 

so as not to open the door for ñspecialò courts with double standards of justice. Some countries choose to 

establish specialised panels for complex economic offences, presided by experienced judges trained in 

relevant areas. However, in many countries this solution cannot be used as it may contradict constitutional 

norms. Therefore, adequate efforts and resources are required to devise and implement corruption-offences 

specific training programmes for judges normally presiding over such cases. It is of little effect if only one 

institution (e.g. the police or the prosecution) is properly equipped and trained; if the carefully prepared and 

investigated case falls apart due do to lack of know-how and resources at the level of prosecution or  because 

of backlogs in the judicial system. 

With regard to the law enforcement bodies, the UNCAC and the Council of Europe conventions 

underline the need for effective means for gathering evidence (including different forms of covert measures / 

special investigative means, access to financial information, efficient measures for identification, tracing and 

seizure of proceeds from corruption), for protecting the persons who help the authorities in investigating and 

prosecution corruption (procedural and non-procedural witness protection measures), and for raising the 

incentives for persons to report corruption and co-operate with the authorities (ranging from whistleblowersô 

protection to the possibility of granting limited immunities and reduction of punishment to collaborators of 

justice). Specialised law enforcement institutions for the fight against corruption are often granted even more 

extensive and intrusive powers that regular police. Such broad and intrusive powers, should, however, be 

strictly scrutinised in the light of international human rights standards and should be subject to external 

oversight.  

The question of adequate powers (to request documents, conduct inspections, hearings, etc.) is also 

relevant for preventive bodies, which have certain control functions in such areas as prevention of the conflict 

of interest, political party financing, and the declaration of assets of public officials.  

Co-operation with civil society and private sector, inter-agency co-operation 

Even comprehensive institutional efforts against corruption are prone to fail without the active 

involvement of the civil society and the private sector. Accordingly, one of the important features of 

specialised bodies promoted by different international instruments is co-operation with civil society. This 

standard applies not only to the preventive and education bodies, but also to the law enforcement bodies. 

An anti-corruption body cannot function in a vacuum and none can perform all tasks relevant for the 

suppressions and prevention of corruption alone. Efforts to achieve an adequate level of co-ordination, co-

operation and exchange of information should take into account the level of existing ñfragmentationò of the 

anti-corruption functions and tasks divided among different institutions. However, even multi-purpose anti-

corruption agency with broad law enforcement and preventive powers cannot function without 

institutionalised (and mandatory) channels of co-operation with other state institutions in the area of 

enforcement, (financial) control and policy-making. Co-operation is naturally of crucial importance in 
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systems with a multi-agency approach where preventive institutions are not institutionally linked with law 

enforcement bodies.  

Strong and well-functioning inter-agency co-operation and exchange of information among different 

state law enforcement bodies and control institutions (e.g. financial control institutions, tax and customs 

administration, regular police forces, security services, financial intelligence units, etc.) are among the last, 

but important, features defined in international standards. Problems in this area are plentiful and range from 

overlapping jurisdictions and conflicts of competencies to the lack of competencies (where institutions refuse 

jurisdiction in sensitive cases and shift responsibilities to other institutions). If this area is overlooked (as it 

often is) in the process of designing the legal basis of the new institution, it will likely seriously hinder the 

performance of the institution and taint its relations with other state institutions in the future. 

Sometimes law enforcement officials, especially in countries with a centralised prosecution office, 

believe that the code of criminal procedure provides sufficient framework for co-ordination of investigation 

and prosecution of criminal offences. Experience indicates that such general rules alone are not adequate for 

securing a proper level of co-operation in dealing with complex corruption cases. General rules cannot 

address issues that may arise outside the investigation of specific cases, such as analysis of trends and risk 

areas, co-ordinating policy approaches and proactive detection measures. Furthermore, such rules do not 

address co-operation between law enforcement and preventive institutions, which is also important. In 

different countries these issues are addressed either through creation of special multidisciplinary co-

ordinating commissions, through special legal provisions on co-operation and exchange of information or by 

signing special agreements and memorandums among relevant institutions on co-operation and exchange of 

information.  

MODELS OF SPECIALISED ANTI -CORRUPTION INSTITUTIONS  
 

The first specialised anti-corruption bodies appeared a long time ago, before the establishment of the 

Singaporeôs and Hong Kong commissions in the 1950s and 1970s. But it is the example of these two agencies 

that gave rise to the popular image of the successful, independent multi-purpose anti-corruption agency. 

However, there are many more types of anti-corruption bodies which exist and operate in various countries. 

As already discussed, the question of corruption gained international importance in the late 1990s, and 

was accompanied by the growing debate about the role of specialised anti-corruption institutions. This 

process has been closely linked with the process of political democratisation and economic liberalisation in 

many parts of the world, including Eastern Europe, Asia, Latin America and Africa. It is also related to the 

efforts of building the rule of law and good governance in many post-authoritarian and post-conflict 

environments, as economic and political transitions offer fertile ground for corruption.  

Responding to this challenge, various anti-corruption bodies, agencies, commissions and committees 

have mushroomed throughout the last decade, often established in an ad hoc manner without a 

comprehensive strategy, adequate resources and personnel; and sometimes aimed primarily at appeasing the 

electorate and the donor community. Not surprisingly, today there are only a few specialised anti-corruption 

institutions in Western Europe, while most transition and developing countries have one or many ï most of 

them with questionable performance profile.  

Considering the multitude of anti-corruption institutions worldwide, their various functions and in 

particular the arguments about their actual performance, it is difficult to identify all main patterns and models. 

However, some trends can be established based on different purposes of anti-corruption institutions (viewed 

through their functions) These trends are reflected in different types / models of institutions. These models 

and presented below. 
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Multi -purpose agencies with law enforcement powers 

This model represents the most prominent example of a single-agency approach based on key pillars of 

repression and prevention of corruption: policy, analysis and technical assistance in prevention, public 

outreach and information, monitoring, investigation.  Notably, in most cases, prosecution remains a separate 

function to preserve the checks and balances within the system (given that such agencies are already given 

broad powers and are relatively independent).  

The model is commonly identified with the Hong Kong Independent Commission against Corruption 

and Singapore Corrupt Practices Investigation Bureau. It has inspired the creation of similar agencies on all 

continents; this model exists in Lithuania (Special Investigation Service), Latvia (Corruption Prevention and 

Combating Bureau), New South Wales, Australia (Independent Commission against Corruption), Botswana 

(Directorate on Corruption and Economic Crime), and Uganda (Inspector General of Government). A number 

of other agencies (e.g. those in Korea, Thailand, Argentina and Ecuador), have adopted elements of the Hong 

Kong and Singapore strategies, following them less rigorously.
17

  

Law enforcement type institutions 

The law enforcement model takes different forms of specialisation, and can be implemented in detection 

and investigation bodies, in prosecution bodies.  This model can also combine specialised anti-corruption 

detection, investigation and prosecution in one body. Sometimes the law enforcement model also includes 

elements of prevention, co-ordination and research functions. This is perhaps the most common model 

applied in Western Europe.  

Examples of such model include: Norway (Norwegian National Authority for Investigation and 

Prosecution of Economic and Environmental Crime - Økokrim), Belgium (Central Office for the Repression 

of Corruption), Spain (Special Prosecutors Office for the Repression of Economic Offences Related 

Corruption), Croatia (Office for the Prevention and Suppression of Corruption and Organised Crime), 

Romania (National Anti-Corruption Directorate), and Hungary (Central Prosecutorial Investigation Office). 

This model could also apply to internal investigation bodies with a narrow jurisdiction to detect and 

investigate corruption within the law enforcement bodies. Two good examples of such bodies include  

Germany (Department of Internal Investigations) and the United Kingdom (Metropolitan Police / Anti-

corruption Command). 

Preventive, policy development and co-ordination institutions   

This model includes institutions that have one or more corruption prevention functions. They can be 

responsible for research in the phenomena of corruption; assessing the risk of corruption; monitoring and co-

ordination of the implementation of the national and local anti-corruption strategies and action plans; 

reviewing and preparing relevant legislation; monitoring the conflict of interest rules and declaration of assets 

requirement for public officials; elaboration and implementation of codes of ethics; assisting in the anti-

corruption training for officials; issuing guidance and providing advise on issues related to government 

ethics; facilitating international co-operation and co-operation with the civil society, and other matters.  

Examples of such institutions include France (Central Service for the Prevention of Corruption), ñThe 

former Yugoslav Republic of Macedoniaò (State Commission for Prevention of Corruption), Albania (Anti-

corruption Monitoring Group), Malta (Permanent Commission against Corruption), Montenegro / Serbia and 

Montenegro (Anti-corruption Agency), the United States (Office of Government Ethics), India (Central 

Vigilance Commission), the Philippines (Office of the Ombudsman), and Bulgaria (Commission for the Co-

ordination of Activities for Combating Corruption). 
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Assessing the performance of specialised anti-corruption institutions  

Researchers and practitioners are still struggling with the crucial question: ñHow can we determine with 

any confidence the value-added of any anti-corruption institution (let alone of a particular model of such 

institutions) in carrying out its mission to contribute towards reducing corruption?ò No anti-corruption 

institution, notwithstanding its mandate, functions, powers and management will succeed alone to eradicate 

corruption in a given country. Its purpose is, however, to play a leading role in the reduction and control of 

corruption.  

Linking the success of an anti-corruption institution with the level of corruption in a given country 

entails a number of risks. With regard to measuring corruption, we primarily rely on perception studies (such 

as the well-known Transparency International Perception Index). On the other hand, the World Bank has 

developed and has been using the Governance Measurement System which includes a Rule of Law Index. 

Both produce rigorous, comparable scores, but do not provide much information about the performance of a 

single institution. Measuring performance of an anti-corruption institution is a complex task.  Many countries 

facing a serious corruption problem lack expertise and resources to carry out this task. At the same time, 

showing results might often be the crucial factor for an anti-corruption institution to gain or retain public 

support and fend of politically-motivated attacks.
18

  

The performance of an anti-corruption institution should be measured against a carefully designed set of 

quantitative indicators (statistical data and measures of public perceptions) and qualitative indicators (expert 

assessment and surveys) based on the functions that the institution carries out. Statistical data (e.g. on number 

of complaints received, investigations and prosecutions opened and completed, convictions achieved, 

administrative orders, guidelines and advice issued, laws and regulations drafted or reviewed) is an objective 

indicator that provides valuable information. However, there is a need for a grain of healthy scepticism in 

regard to such statistical data as they reveal little about the quality of justice or governance. Accordingly, this 

quantitative information has to be complemented with public perception and attitude studies, independent 

expert surveys, and monitoring evaluations from international bodies, such as the GRECO and the OECD.  

Even an incomplete inventory of different existing models illustrates that anti-corruption institutions 

worldwide are numerous and their ranks are growing; recently adopted international treaties requiring state 

parties to establish such institutions will likely accelerate the growth in numbers. At the same time, reviews of 

these institutions indicate more failures than successes. Analysts of anti-corruption institutions worldwide 

have identified various reasons why many initiatives to set up and administer specialised anti-corruption 

institutions fail.
19

 While the reasons differ in depth and length, they generally refer to a list of political, 

economic, governance, legal, organisational, performance and public confidence factors, also known as 

ñSeven Deadly Sinsò
20

:   

Political sins A lack of genuine political commitment (rather than supporting the anti-corruption agenda 

to appease the donor community, international monitoring bodies, foreign investors or domestic public) will 

hamper either the establishment or the proper functioning of any anti-corruption institution. 

Economic sins These include a variety of factors on the macro- and micro-economic level--the 

institution will more likely fail if it is operating in an environment of endemic corruption, in a highly state-

controlled economy, or in an environment that lacks basic macro-economic stability and a transparent tax 

system. Similarly, under-funding the institution would obviously thwart its effectiveness due to lack of 

adequate resources.  
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Governance sins No anti-corruption institution can work in a vacuum. An institutionôs effectiveness is 

closely linked to the overall performance of other institutions. If other public institutions are highly deficient 

or defective, the anti-corruption institution, even when perceived as an ñisland of integrityò will likely fail to 

carry its burden. 

Legal sins These include a number of factors related to the general state of the Rule of Law in a 

particular country, the functioning of the criminal justice system, and in particular the courts ï all of which 

has an indirect impact on the performance of any anti-corruption institution.  Similarly if an institutionôs 

status, responsibilities and powers are determined by an inadequate legal basis, the institution vulnerable to 

pressure. 

Organisational sins Inappropriate organisational structures (e.g. modelled on foreign models without 

adequate appreciation of local specificities), priorities and focus can significantly contribute to the failure of 

anti-corruption institutions. As mentioned above, there no one-size-fits-all solution. Often focus on 

investigation is detrimental to important preventive, analytical and educational measures. 

Performance sins Anti-corruption institutions often become victims of their own promises and public 

expectations. The establishment of an institution raises expectations and links its effectiveness to the 

questionable short-term perception of the rise or drop of the level of corruption, or is evaluated against 

unrealistic benchmarks and objectives. The performance is likewise often undermined by the lack of staff 

with relevant skills and experiences. 

Public confidence sins In the first place, the public should be aware of the existence, mandate, functions 

and performance of an anti-corruption institution. Well-established  civil society organisations, free media 

and a relatively high level of public confidence in the institution as well as the institutionôs openness to and 

co-operation with the civil society, are considered important barriers against improper political attacks. 

Assessment of the performance of specialised anti-corruption institutions needs to take into account the 

broader context in which they operate. Therefore, qualitative and quantitative indicators of the performance 

of a given institution, have to be complemented by indicators assessing ñSeven Deadly Sinsò in a given 

country. 

Rationales for establishing anti-corru ption institutions and selecting the model 

The obvious rationale for the establishment of any anti-corruption institution is to address a specific 

problem of corruption and to contribute to reducing corruption through a specialised institution. However, in 

democratic societies, traditional anti-corruption functions (detection, investigation and prosecution of 

criminal offences, ensuring transparency of public expenditure through financial control, securing open 

government through access to information and openness to civil society, preventing the conflict of interest, 

etc.) are usually available in existing institutions. However, these anti-corruption functions are scattered 

across many institutions, and there is not one single body, with a prominent name that indicates that it is 

responsible for fighting corruption. A specialised anti-corruption institution may be needed when structural or 

operational deficiencies among existing institutional framework do not allow for effective preventive and 

repressive actions against corruption.  

Accordingly, the underlying rationale for establishing a new anti-corruption institution is based on the 

expectation that, unlike existing state institutions, the institution ñ(i) will not itself be tainted by corruption or 

political intrusion; (ii) will resolve co-ordination problems among multiple agencies through vertical 

integration; and (iii) can centralise all necessary information and intelligence about corruption and can assert 
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leadership in the anti-corruption effort. This suggests that the main expected outcome of an anti-corruption 

institution should be an overall improvement in the performance of anti-corruption functions.ò
21

  

In contrast, experience points to distinct dangers in setting up a specialised anti-corruption institution.  

These dangers need to be considered in this process; (i) a new institution can create yet another layer of 

ineffective bureaucracy; (ii) its can divert resources, attention and responsibilities from existing control 

institutions and donor resources from priority areas of reform; (iii) it can invoke jurisdictional conflicts and 

turf battles with other institutions; and (iv) it can be abused as a tool against political opponents.
22

  

The question of which model of anti-corruption institution a particular country should endorse is very 

difficult to answer. Any country that considers establishing a specialised anti-corruption institution and 

discusses the selection of the model must acknowledge a proven fact: institutional transplants from foreign 

systems are likely to fail if they are not adequately adapted to the local political, cultural, social, historical, 

economic, constitutional and legal background. It is noteworthy that the centralised multi-purpose agencies of 

Hong Kong, Singapore, and even Latvia and Lithuania, which are often cited ï and sometimes lauded by 

international experts ï as examples of good models, function in a very specific context (e.g. in small countries 

where corruption has been a problem, but not an always endemic one, at a particular stage of democratisation, 

transition and integration into the global markets). Efforts to copy this model in bigger or federal states, or 

countries with endemic corruption and other important different characteristics have so far brought mixed 

results.  

Accordingly, the first rule is to adapt the model and form of specialised anti-corruption preventive and 

repressive functions to the local context.
23

 The following factors should be taken into consideration: 

¶ Estimated level of corruption in the country   For example, a low level of corruption would not 

necessarily mandate a response in the form of a strong multi-purpose agency with extensive 

powers. By contrast, endemic corruption might overwhelm a minor agency. 

¶ Integrity, competence and capacities of existing institutions The anti-corruption institution 

should perform or strengthen those functions that are missing or particularly weak in the existing 

overall institutional framework. Low integrity of existing institutions may require higher level of 

independence of the new anti-corruption institution as an ñisland of integrityò or ñisland of 

competenceò. 

¶ Constitutional framework In many countries, creating an independent institution would face 

constitutional barriers. 

¶ Existing legal framework and the national system of criminal justice Criminal justice systems 

worldwide differ significantly in the exact distribution of competencies and responsibilities 

among different actors ï police, prosecution, investigative magistrates, courts ï especially in 

relation to preliminary investigation and pre-trial phase. 

¶ Available financial resources Reforming or creating new institutions is a costly task. It is 

important to assess beforehand whether the national budget and other sources can provide 

sufficient and sustainable funding for such institutional measures, especially in cases when 

decision is taken to establish a strong central multi-purpose agency. 
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It is crucial that the decision to set up a specialised anti-corruption body and the selection of a specific 

model be based on analysis and strategy. The country must first take stock of where it is, decide on where it 

wants to go, and finally elaborate a detailed roadmap. While these steps might seem obvious, it is surprising 

that many countries have established anti-corruption agencies without proper evaluation or strategy in a 

context where basic legal, structural and financial prerequisites were not in place. The initial vicious circle (in 

the absence of a specialised institution there is no one to perform a credible evaluation and draft a viable 

strategy, prerequisites for the establishment of the specialised institution) does sometimes present a problem, 

but should not present an excuse.  

As stated above, the proper establishment of a new body should start with the elaboration of an anti-

corruption strategy. At the outset, it is important to clarify the type of the new body and its institutional 

placement. Further, its mandate should be developed, with clear identification of functions and tasks, as well 

as rules on inter-agency co-operation. A sound legal basis governing the institution, which should elaborate 

upon financial, personnel, procedural and operational issues related to the agency needs to be adopted. 

Adequate budgetary resources need to be allocated. Appointing a politically independent head of the 

institution through a transparent process is an important step for a new body. Preparation of internal 

organisational structures and regulations including the internal code of conduct; initiating the process of 

recruitment of staff; working out internal administrative, operating and reporting procedures, and establishing 

manageable work plans and benchmarks come next. Staff training is a very important factor for a success of 

an anti-corruption body, including initial and in-service training.  

 

The box below presents one of the most recent examples of establishing a new anti-corruption agency. 

While it is too early to describe this newly emerging body in the study, it is interesting to observe how 

countries can learn from the vast experience of anti-corruption agencies operating worldwide. 
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Box 1. New Central Anti-corruption Office in Poland 

On 12 May 2006 the Lower Chamber of the Parliament voted in the law establishing the Central Anti-

corruption Office (Centralne Biuro Antykorupcyjne - CBA) in Poland.   

In Poland, prevention of corruption falls within a scope of activities of a dozen institutions, including the 

Ministry of Interior and Administration; the Ministry of Finance; the Supreme Chamber of Control (NIK); the 

Commissioner for Civil Rights Protection; the Office of the Civil Service; the Public Procurement Office; and the 

Police and Internal Security Agency. Attention should be drawn to the fact that after the establishment of the CBA, 

Internal Security Agency will no longer be charged with powers to combat corruption. 

In previous years, a number of important changes aimed at strengthening the anti-corruption legislation have 

been introduced in Poland. The Law on Countering the Introduction to the Financial Circulation of the Assets Coming 

from Illegal or Undisclosed Sources, new Public Procurement Law, the Law on the Access to Public Information, 

new Electoral Law and the Law on Political Parties, Law on Responsibility of Corporate Entities, as well as several 

other important amendments and anti-corruption provisions of the Penal Code were adopted. Poland has ratified the 

Council of Europe Criminal and Civil Law Conventions and the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention.    

In September 2002, the Council of Ministers of Poland endorsed the first Programme for Combating Corruption; 

the majority of its aims were completed in 2 years. New Anti-corruption Strategy for 2005 - 2009 aims: to prevent 

corruption and develop effective counter-measures; co-ordinate actions aimed to ensure implementation of anti-

corruption legislation; limit social tolerance for corruption by raising awareness and promoting suitable models of 

behaviour; and create transparent and citizen-friendly public administration system. 

 Notwithstanding the above-mentioned legal and policy developments, corruption is still perceived as a 

widespread problem in Poland. A public opinion survey carried out by the Stefan Batory Foundation indicates that the 

percentage of Poles who admit offering bribes was 14-17% from 2000-2004 and 15% in 2004.
 
Bribes are most often 

solicited within public health service (56%), traffic police (12%), local governments (8%), while seeking a job (5%) 

and to school teachers (5%)
24
. Polandôs ranking in the Transparency International Corruption Perception Index table 

has decreased from 45 in 2002 to 70 in 2005 ï lowest among EU countries ï with a score ranging from 3.5 to 4 out of 

10 over the last four years.  

In September 2005, the new conservative government, led by the Law and Justice party, came to power after 

winning elections on a platform including promises to limit corruption. The government designated the fight against 

corruption to be its key priority. In November 2005, plans were announced to establish the CBA ï an ñinvestigative 

task forceò ï to fight corruption. The government nominated Mariusz KamiŒski, a member of parliament from the 

Law and Justice party, to be in charge of preparations of a new anti-corruption strategy and draft bill on CBA. The 

bill was adopted by the government in January and by the Parliament in May 2006.   

Once the law enters into force, it is planed that the new anti-corruption body will be the focal point for 

combating corruption in Poland. The agency will have functions to prevent corruption, including monitoring of 

income declarations, and possessing investigatory powers, including the use of special investigative techniques, 

vested in the police, tax inspection, Internal Security Agency, as well as the Supreme Chamber of Control. Plans are 

under way to restructure Internal Security Agency transferring corruption offences to a different jurisdiction. The 

CBA would have approximately 500 staff members and an annual budget of 70 million PLN (circa 17.7 million 

EUR). The CBA will report directly to the Prime Minister.
 25 
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MULTI -PURPOSE AGENCIES WITH LAW ENFORCEMENT POWERS 

Hong Kong Special Administrative Region: Independent Commission against Corruption

  

The Independent Commission against Corruption (ICAC) of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region 

was established in 1974 as an independent multidisciplinary body. Its mandate is a combination of three main 

tasks: pursue the corrupt through effective detection and investigation; eliminate opportunities for corruption 

by introducing corruption-resistant practices; and educate the public on the harms of corruption and foster 

their support in fighting corruption. The ICAC reports directly to the head of the government. At the end of 

2004, 76% of Commissionôs staff worked in the investigative branch. 

Background Information  

The decision to set up an independent multidisciplinary institution to effectively curb corruption from 

law enforcement, preventive and educational sides was a direct result of a report from a commission of 

inquiry into corruption in Hong Kong conducted in 1973. The report concluded that corrupt practices had 

seriously infiltrated many spheres of Hong Kong public life and that corruption was particularly serious 

within the police force. Accordingly, the report clearly pointed out that ñresponsible bodies generally feel that 

the public will never be convinced that Government really intends to fight corruption unless the Anti-

Corruption Office is separated from the Police.ò  

Following the report, the ICAC was established in February 1974. Since its inception, the ICAC 

mandate covered three main functions: investigation, prevention and education. To be effective, the ICAC 

was from the outset endowed with necessary investigative powers ï such as arrest, search and seizure, access 

to financial information and confiscation of assets. 

From the very beginning of its operations, the ICAC attached great importance to raise public 

confidence and establish credibility and effectiveness of the institution. Accordingly, one of the first priorities 

of ICAC was the apprehension and conviction of an infamous high-ranking police officer, suspected of 

corruption, who fled Hong Kong, and was in the public eyes a symbol of the corrupt police force and 

ineffectiveness of law enforcement institutions. Within a year the officer was extradited back to Hong Kong, 

successfully prosecuted and convicted. In the following year the ICAC successfully cracked down on a 

corruption syndicate involving police officers. The ICACôs early successes gave a boost to public confidence 

in its anti-corruption work. Already by 1977, three years after the establishment of ICAC, the proportion of 

non-anonymous corruption reports (complaints about corruption) made to ICAC already surpassed that of 

anonymous reports. 

Legal and Institutional Framework 

The ICAC derives its status from the Independent Commission against Corruption Ordinance
26

. The 

institution is a dedicated anti-corruption agency independent of the public service, other law enforcement 

agencies or prosecutorial service, combining investigative, preventive and educational tasks. Its independence 

is guaranteed by the Basic Law, Hong Kongôs mini-constitution, which states that the ICAC is accountable to 

the Chief Executive.
27

 In addition, the ICAC is given specific legal powers and tasks, which can be perceived 

through two other laws: Prevention of Bribery Ordinance, Elections (Corrupt and Illegal Conduct) Ordinance. 
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 Ordinance is a law or statute enacted by the Parliament.    
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  Chief Executive is the head of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region or the head of the Government. 
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Independent Commission against Corruption Ordinance 

¶  Establishes the ICAC and prescribes the duties of the ICAC Commissioner; 

¶  Sets the parameters of the ICACôs investigation work, the procedure in handling an arrested 

person  and in the disposal of property connected with offences; 

¶  Gives the ICAC the powers of arrest, detention and granting bail; 

¶  Confers on the ICAC the powers of search and seizure; 

¶  Vests ICAC with the power of taking non-intimate samples from an arrested person for forensic 

analysis;  

¶  Empowers the ICAC to arrest persons that are referred as prescribed officers (they are listed 

below) who commit the offence of blackmail by or through misuse of office as well as any persons 

who commit crimes connected with or directly or indirectly facilitated by suspected offences 

under the Prevention of Bribery Ordinance and the Elections (Corrupt and Illegal Conduct) 

Ordinance.  

Prescribed officers include any person holding an office of remuneration, whether permanent or 

temporary, under the Government; and  

(i)  any principal official of the Government appointed in accordance with the Basic Law;  

(ii)  the Monetary Authority appointed under Section 5A of the Exchange Fund Ordinance and any 

person appointed under section 5A(3) of that Ordinance;  

(iii)  Chairman of the Public Service Commission;  

(iv)  any member of the staff of the Independent Commission Against Corruption;  

(v)  any judicial officer holding a judicial office specified in Schedule 1 to the Judicial Officers 

Recommendation Commission Ordinance and any judicial officer appointed by the Chief Justice, 

and any member of the staff of the Judiciary) 

Prevention of Bribery Ordinance 

¶  Specifies the offences of bribery involving government, public body and private sector employees; 

¶  Gives the ICAC powers, with the order of court, to unravel and identify the transactions and assets 

concealed in different guises by the corrupt. The powers include searching bank accounts; 

searching and seizing documents; and requiring the suspects to provide details of their assets, 

income and expenditure; 

¶  Confers on the ICAC the powers, with the order of court, to detain travel documents and restrain 

disposal of property in order to stop the corrupt from attempting to flee Hong Kong or laundering 

their ill -gotten gains so as to avoid forfeiture by the courts; and 

¶  Gives the ICAC the power to protect confidentiality of an investigation. 

Elections (Corrupt and Illegal Conduct) Ordinance  

¶  Prevents corrupt and illegal conduct at elections; 

¶  Specifies offences involving the elections to elect the Chief Executive (the head of the Hong Kong 

Special Administrative Region Government), members of the Legislative Council, District 

Councils, Heung Yee Kuk, the Chairman or Vice-Chairman or members of the Executive 

Committee of Rural Committees, and Village Representatives. 
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Box 2. The Procedure of Investigating and Prosecuting Corruption Crimes by ICAC 

1. ICAC Report Centre receives a complaint  (by individuals, legal persons, ICAC Regional Offices or by other 

governmental departments) about corruption; 

2. The complaint is examined by ICAC and categorized with a view to pursue or not pursue further action; 

3. For complaints with further action recommended, investigations will be carried out by ICACôs Operations 

Department; 

4. For complaints with substantiated evidence, relevant details will be submitted for the institution of prosecution 

to the Secretary for Justice, head of the Department of Justice of the Hong Kong Special Administrative 

Region Government;   

5. Prosecution of corruption will be conducted by the two ICAC sections (public sector and private sector 

corruption) of the Commercial Crime and Corruption Unit, Prosecutions Division, Department of Justice. It 

advises ICAC and handles its prosecutions. 

6. Report will be subsequently made to ICACôs Operation Review Committee.  

Source: ICAC, Department of Justice 

Organisationally, the ICAC comprises the office of the Commissioner and three functional departments - 

Operations, Corruption Prevention and Community Relations - serviced by the Administration Branch. 

Operations Department receives, considers and investigates complaints alleging corrupt practices. Corruption 

Prevention Department examines practices and procedures of government departments and public bodies to 

reduce corruption opportunities and offers corruption prevention advice to private organisations upon request. 

Community Relations Department educates the public against the threats of corruption and enlists public 

support in combating corruption. Among different sections of the Operations Department there is a Witness 

Protection and Firearms Section, International Liaison Section, Financial Investigation Section and Computer 

Forensics and Research Development Section (see the organisational chart below).  

Human, Training and Material Resources  

In its first year of operation the ICAC hired 369 people through open recruitment. Experienced people 

were attracted and hired from various local sources and the United Kingdom police forces, in addition to 

specialists headhunted from the accounting and other professions in the private sector. At present, the ICAC 

employs about 1 200 staff (see the organisational chart below). 

More than half of the staff currently working in the ICAC has served in the Commission for more than 

10 years. Interest in working for the ICAC has been high since its establishment and the Commission never 

has problems with staffing from that perspective. One of the reasons for this lies in the overall public support 

to seriously curb corruption, as well as in the credibility that ICAC has gained through effective 

implementation of its mandate and tasks.  

Throughout the years the ICAC has developed an elaborate system of training for its personnel.  

Basic training. During their first tour of duty, all new recruits undergo an extensive Induction Course 

according to the line of work to which they will be assigned (e.g. investigations, prevention, education). On 

completion of the first part of the Induction Course, newly recruited investigators undergo a 12-month 

attachment to an Investigation Branch for on-the-job training. They then return to the Training School for 

Stage II of the Course with focus on practical investigation training. At the end of Stage  II training, they go 

through a further 12-month cross-Branch posting before Stage III training which covers more advanced 

practical investigation skills.   
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Continuous training. Continuous professional training cover such subjects as financial investigation, 

interview technique, report writing and management skills. The investigators Operations Departmentôs 

investigators are given continuous professional training addressing the changing commercial environment, 

technological advances and the latest developments in criminal investigation techniques.
28

 Given the 

increasing number of cases requiring financial and computer data analysis, ICAC is increasing professional 

training for its investigators on financial investigation, computer analysis and forensics, as well as experience 

sharing with law enforcement agencies abroad.
29

   

In addition to professional training, officers also receive training on team building, leadership, stress 

management, change management, quality management and personal effectiveness. To keep in pace with the 

rapid development in information technology, ICAC provides a range of computer training for their officers 

(training on software applications, solving hardware and software problems, system administration, and 

information technology security). 

ICACôs officers also receive professional and management training abroad.  

Budget-wise the ICAC is one of the most envied anti-corruption agencies in the world. The annual 

budget of the Commission amounts to 85 million US dollars, which is about 12 US dollars per capita of the 

Hong Kong SAR.  

Accountability 

The work of the ICAC comes under the scrutiny of four independent advisory committees, comprising 

community leaders or responsible citizens and appointed by the Chief Executive of the Hong Kong Special 

Administrative Region Government:  

¶ Advisory Committee on Corruption;  

¶ Operations Review Committee;  

¶ Corruption Prevention Advisory Committee; and  

¶ Citizens Advisory Committee on Community Relations 

 

The committees respectively offer advice and improvement proposals on the overall policies of the 

Commission as well as the work of its three functional departments. In addition, the ICAC produces annual 

reports, which are available on its web page. Also, statistics including corruption reports, election-related 

corruption reports, and prosecutions are also uploaded for the free access of the public.  

Practice and Highlights 

Box 3. Performance Standards employed by ICAC 

All tasks are performed within ñperformance standardsò in which the ICAC staff is 

committed to:  

 

¶ Respond to a report of corruption within 48 hours;  

¶ Respond to a report which does not involve corruption within 2 working days;  

¶ Respond to a request for corruption prevention advice within 2 working days; and  

¶ Respond to a request for anti-corruption education or information within 2 working 

days 
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Receiving corruption complaints. In recent years, the number of corruption complaints that are submitted 

to the ICAC ï called corruption reports ï range from 3,500 to 4,500 a year, excluding complaints related to 

elections. The total number of election-related reports range from around 200 to 700 per election year. 

Comparison of corruption complaints in 1975 and 2004 allows seeing that there is significant drop in 

complaints about public sector, in particular about police, but also other public institutions and an increase of 

complaints about private sector. To receive the reports from public, a Report Centre operates 24-hours. In 

2004, the centre dealt with 5,717 reports and enquiries.  

Pro-active Investigation of Corruption Cases. The Operations Department that is responsible for 

investigations is the largest department of ICAC. It has started, over recent years, to employ proactive 

investigation techniques to identify instances of corruption that might otherwise go unreported. The strategy 

includes the use of undercover operations and broader and more effective use of intelligence and information 

technology.
30

 This approach has been proven effective in uncovering many serious cases of corruption.
31

 

Figure 1. Number of persons prosecuted and cautioned, 1974-2004 
 

 

Advising on corruption prevention. The Corruption Prevention Department each year conducts about 

300 studies to help government and public bodies to identify and eliminate management and organisational 

weaknesses that breed corruption loopholes. Its Advisory Services Group provides free, confidential and 

tailor-made corruption prevention advice to private organisations. Furthermore, the ICACôs Community 

Relations Department puts efforts to tailor-make education campaigns for different target groups including: 

Public sector. In spearheading integrity programmes for staff of public institutions, they work with 

the Civil Service Bureau (CSB), in charge of government staff policy and matters. To further enhance the 

promotion of ethical management in government departments, the ICAC and the CSB launched the Civil 

Service Integrity Entrenchment Programme in January 2004.  About half of the departments had requested 

a joint visit by the ICAC/CSB outreach team to discuss practical issues concerning civil service integrity 

and strategies in fostering an ethical culture in their respective departments.  A large-scale Leadership 

Forum 2005 ï Successes through Ethical Governance, co-organised by the ICAC and CSB in June 2005, 

drew about 1,000 senior public officials and business leaders to examine key ethical challenges; 

Business community. In mid-1990s, a business ethics campaign was launched to reach over 2,000 listed 

and major companies, and trade and professional associations. As a result, 70% of these organisations 

contacted adopted corporate codes of conduct. In 1995, with the support of six major chambers of commerce, 
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the Hong Kong Ethics Development Centre was set up to promote business ethics on a long-term basis. 

Meanwhile, anti-corruption seminars and training sessions are regularly held for managers and employees in 

various trades, including the financial services, construction and tourism industries, and professionals such as 

accountants, engineers, surveyors and architects.  

Youth. To sustain a culture of probity in our society, they inculcate the values of honesty and integrity 

amongst their younger generation. To build bridges to reach young people, they have partnered with various 

youth bodies, district organisations, schools and universities. In addition to school talks, they also use more 

interactive means such as drama performances and D.I.Y. (ñDo It Yourselfò) projects for students to create 

their own video presentations. 

Box 3. Anti-Corruption Efforts in Hong Kong Infrastructure Projects  

One of the most extensive and noted ICAC projects, addressed the construction of the new airport in Hong Kong. The 

Airport Core Programme was designed involving substantial reclamation of land, construction of an airport, associated 

bridges and railway systems, a cross-harbour tunnel, expressways and a new town. ICAC adopted a proactive approach 

to prevent corruption in this mega-size public development project. ICAC involvement started early, at the legislation 

stage, to ensure that corruption prevention safeguards were incorporated in the systems. The staff of the Agency 

maintained close liaison with the senior management of the implementing agencies to provide advice during the 

procedures formulation stages as well as during the implementation of the project. 

 

 Source: ICAC 

 

Educating the public and raising awareness on corruption. In pursuing their tasks, the ICAC co-operates 

with relevant public institutions and non-government organisations to provide corruption prevention 

education and convey anti-corruption messages through various means.  

Face-to-face contact aside, the use of mass media has proven to be an effective strategy to educate the 

public against the evils of corruption.  Each year, Community Relations Department produces theme-based 

announcements of public interest to draw the publicôs attention to the work carried out by the ICAC.  In 

recent years, the Department has also widely used Internet to keep the public posted of ICAC news and 

developments.   

Apart from the corporate website (www.icac.org.hk), the Department has developed three other web 

pages ï Hong Kong Ethics Development Centre (www.icac.org.hk/hkedc); Teensland  

(www.icac.org.hk/teensland); and the Moral Education website (www.icac.org.hk/me) ï dedicated,  

respectively to the business sector, the youth, and teachers specialising in moral education.  In June 2004, a 

web-based audio-visual platform, ICAC Channel, was launched to provide latest information through 

multimedia productions. Meanwhile, TV drama series, a signature product that the ICAC produced at an 

interval of two to three years, continued to attract a wide audience.  Each of the five episodes of ñICAC 

Investigators 2004ò broadcast in 2004 had an average of 1.5 million audience. 

 Contact information   

The Independent Commission Against Corruption (ICAC) 

 SAR Hong Kong  

 Email: general@icac.org.hk,  

 Website: http://www.icac.org.hk 

http://www.icac.org.hk/
http://www.icac.org.hk/hkedc
http://www.icac.org.hk/teensland
http://www.icac.org.hk/me
mailto:general@icac.org.hk
http://www.icac.org.hk/
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Singapore: Corrupt Practices Investigation Bureau 

 

The Corrupt Practices Investigation Bureau (CPIB) was established in 1952 as an independent anti-

corruption agency. Its mandate is to investigate and prevent corruption in the public and private sector. 

The main functions of the CPIB are to receive and investigate complaints alleging corrupt practices; 

investigate malpractices and misconduct by public officers which raise a suspicion of bribery and 

corruption-related offences; and  prevent corruption by examining the practices and procedures in the 

public service to minimise opportunities for corrupt practices. 

 

Background Information  

Singaporeôs CPIB was established in 1952 as an independent body responsible for the investigation 

and prevention of corruption. CPIB evolved from another body ï Singaporeôs Police Force known as the 

Anti-Corruption Branch. Prior to 1952, this small unit was in charge of investigating all corruption cases.  

The main reason which led to the establishment of CPIB was the fact that corruption was perceived as 

a way of life in the forties and early fifties in Singapore. The CPIB was set up by the government as an as 

an independent body, separated from the Police, to investigate all corruption cases. In the early days, the 

CPIB faced a number of difficulties. The anti-corruption laws were inadequate and this had slowed down 

the gathering of evidence against corrupt individuals. Another problem was the lack of public support. 

Citizens did not co-operate with the CPIB as they were sceptical of its effectiveness and were afraid of 

reprisals.  

According to the CPIB, this situation changed with the new of Government which took power in 

1959. Firm action was taken against corrupt officials, many of whom were dismissed from the service. 

Public confidence in the CPIB grew as people realised that the Government was sincere in its anti-

corruption drive.    

In sixties, a more effective legislation against corruption was introduced in Singapore. The anti-

corruption law, namely, the Prevention of Corruption Act, was overhauled. Additional powers of 

investigation were given to the CPIB: new legislation also increased the level of punishment for corruption 

offences. The Prevention of Corruption Act, Chapter 241, today provides the CPIB with all the necessary 

powers to fight corruption. In 1989, the Corruption (Confiscation of Benefits) Act was passed. The Act 

empowers the court to freeze and confiscate properties and assets obtained by corrupt offenders. In 1999, 

the Corruption (Confiscation of Benefits) Act was replaced with a new legislation called the Corruption, 

Drug Trafficking and Other Serious Crimes (Confiscation of Benefits) Act. New legislation against money 

laundering has been introduced in addition to giving the same powers to the court for the freezing and 

confiscation of properties and assets by offenders.
32

 

Legal and Institutional Framework 

The CPIB derives its powers of investigation from the Prevention of Corruption Act, Chapter 241 

forming its legal basis. CPIB is an independent governmental body. Its mandate is to investigate and 

prevent corruption in the public and private sectors in Singapore.  
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The main functions of the CPIB are to: 

¶ Receive and investigate complaints alleging corrupt practice; 

¶ Investigate malpractices and misconduct by public officers with an undertone of corruption; and 

¶ Prevent corruption by examining the practices and procedures in the public service to minimise 

opportunities for corrupt practices. 
 

The CPIB is responsible solely for the investigation of corruption-related offences involving bribery. 

Other economic crime offences (e.g. such as embezzlement) fall under the jurisdiction of the Commercial 

Affairs Department of the Singapore Police Force. While CPIB investigates offences falling within the 

ambit of the Prevention of Corruption Act, prosecutorial powers reside with the Attorney-General. The 

Courts discharge the adjudication function. 

While primary function of the bureau is to investigate corruption under the Prevention of Corruption 

Act, it is also empowered to launch an investigation into any other serious criminal offences that was 

discovered in the course of a corruption investigation.  

Besides investigation of corruption offences, the bureau carries out corruption prevention. The CPIB 

reviews the work methods and procedures of corruption-prone departments and public bodies to identify 

administrative weaknesses in the existing systems, which could facilitate corruption and malpractices, and 

recommends remedial and prevention measures to the heads of departments concerned. Also in this regard, 

officers of the bureau regularly conduct lectures and seminars to educate public officers, especially those 

who come into contact with the public, on the pitfalls of and the avoidance of corruption.  

It is also charged with the responsibility of checking on malpractices by public officers and reporting 

such cases to the appropriate public institutions for disciplinary action. The bureau is responsible for 

safeguarding the integrity of the public service and encouraging corruption-free transactions in the private 

sector.  

Under the Law on Prevention of Corruption, CPIB has the following powers:
33

  

Powers of arrest. The Director or any special investigator may without a warrant arrest any person 

who has been concerned in any offence under Prevention of Corruption Act or against whom a reasonable 

complaint has been made or credible information has been received or a reasonable suspicion exists of his 

having been so concerned. The Director or a special investigator arresting a person may search such person 

and take possession of all articles found upon him which there is reason to believe were the fruits or other 

evidence of the crime. 

Powers of investigation. In any case relating to the commission of: 

 

(a) an offence under the Penal Code, such as public servant obtaining any valuable thing, without 

consideration, from person concerned in any proceeding or business transacted by such public servant, 

taking gifts, assisting an offender to evade justice, offering gift or restoration of property in consideration 

of assisting an offender to evade justice, taking gift to help to recover stolen property or of any conspiracy 

to commit, or of any attempt to commit, or of any abetment of such an offence; 
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(b) an offence under the Prevention of Corruption Act; the Director or a special investigator may, 

without the order of the Public Prosecutor, exercise all or any of the powers in relation to police 

investigations into any offence given by the Criminal Procedure Code:  

Special powers of investigation. If the Public Prosecutor considers that there are reasonable grounds 

for suspecting that an offence under the Prevention of Corruption Act has been committed, he can issue an 

order to authorise the Director or any police officer to make an investigation in the matter in such manner 

or mode as may be specified in that order. The CPIB is responsible solely for the investigation of 

corruption-related offences involving bribery in Singapore. While CPIB investigates offences falling 

within the ambit of the Prevention of Corruption Act, prosecutorial powers reside with the Attorney-

General. The Courts discharge the adjudication function. 

The order may authorise the investigation of any bank account, share account, purchase account, 

expense account or any other account, or any safe deposit box in any bank, and shall be sufficient authority 

for the disclosure or production by any person of all or any information or accounts or documents or 

articles as may be required by the officer so authorised. Any person who fails to disclose such information 

or to produce such accounts or documents or articles to the person so authorised shall be guilty of an 

offence and shall be liable on conviction to a fine not exceeding 2 000 USD or to imprisonment for a term 

not exceeding one year or to both.  

Powers of investigation authorised by Public Prosecutor. The Public Prosecutor may issue an order to 

authorise the Director or a special investigator to exercise, in the case of any offence under any written 

law, all or any of the powers in relation to police investigations given by the Criminal Procedure Code.  

Public Prosecutorôs power to order inspection of bankersô books. The Public Prosecutor may, if he 

considers that any evidence of the commission of an offence under the Prevention of Corruption Act or of 

the commission of above mentioned offences under Penal Code or of a conspiracy to commit, or an 

attempt to commit, or an abetment of any such offences by a person in the service of the Government or of 

any department thereof or of a public body is likely to be found in any bankerôs book relating to that 

person, his wife or child or to a person reasonably believed by the Public Prosecutor to be a trustee or agent 

for that person, by order authorise the Director or any special investigator named in the order or any police 

officer of or above the rank of assistant superintendent so named to inspect any book and the Director, 

special investigator or police officer so authorised may, at all reasonable times, enter the bank specified in 

the order and inspect the books kept therein and may take copies of any relevant entry in any such book.  

Public Prosecutorôs powers to obtain information. On the above mentioned grounds the Public 

Prosecutor may, notwithstanding anything in any other written law to the contrary, by written notice:  

(a) Require that person to furnish a sworn statement in writing enumerating all movable or 

immovable property belonging to or possessed by that person and by the spouse, sons and 

daughters of that person, and specifying the date on which each of the properties enumerated 

was acquired whether by way of purchase, gift, bequest, inheritance or otherwise; 

(b) Require that person to furnish a sworn statement in writing of any money or other property 

sent out of Singapore by him, his spouse, sons and daughters during such period as may be 

specified in the notice; 

(c) Require any other person to furnish a sworn statement in writing enumerating all movable or 

immovable property belonging to or possessed by that person where the Public Prosecutor has 

reasonable grounds to believe that the information can assist the investigation; 

(d) Require the Comptroller of Income Tax to furnish, as specified in the notice, all information 

available to the Comptroller relating to the affairs of that person or of the spouse or a son or 
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daughter of that person, and to produce or furnish, as specified in the notice, any document or a 

certified copy of any document relating to that person, spouse, son or daughter which is in the 

possession or under the control of the Comptroller; 

(e) Require the person in charge of any department, office or establishment of the Government, 

or the president, chairman, manager or chief executive officer of any public body to produce or 

furnish, as specified in the notice, any document or a certified copy of any document which is 

in his possession or under his control; 

(f) Require the manager of any bank to give copies of the accounts of that person or of the 

spouse or a son or daughter of that person at the bank.  

Every person to whom a notice is sent by the Public Prosecutor under the previous provisions shall, 

notwithstanding the provisions of any written law or any oath of secrecy to the contrary, comply with the 

terms of that notice within such time as may be specified therein and any person who wilfully neglects or 

fails so to comply shall be guilty of an offence and shall be liable on conviction to a fine or to 

imprisonment for a term not exceeding one year or to both.  

Powers of search and seizure. Whenever it appears to any Magistrate or to the Director upon 

information and after such inquiry as he thinks necessary that there is reasonable cause to believe that in 

any place there is any document containing any evidence of, or any article or property relating to above 

mentioned offences the Magistrate or the Director may, by warrant directed to any special investigator or 

police officer not below the rank of inspector empower the special investigator or police officer to enter 

that place by force if necessary and to search, seize and detain any such document, article or property. 

Engagement in the civil service reform: As part of the on-going civil service-wide reforms initiated in 

May 1995 under the broad umbrella of the initiative called ñPublic Service in the 21
st
 Centuryò, CPIB aims 

to enhance process-control so as to better manage investigations, principally through the introduction of 

performance indicators involving ñstretch targetsò directed towards the mission of ñswift and sure actionò, 

case management system, case conference, and a full review of all investigative processes as part of 

fulfilling ISO 9000 requirements. Enhance personnel practices through the improvement of career 

opportunities and training, resulting in CPIB being conferred the People Excellence Award. Create an 

organisational culture characterized by an adherence to the core values of tenacity, result-oriented 

management, devotion, daring, innovativeness, impartiality and teamwork. A system of peer appraisals and 

staff opinion surveys encouraged public officials to align themselves to these values. Consequently, CPIB 

performed well operationally (see below statistics on investigations).
34

 

Accountability  

CPIB is directly subordinated to the Prime Ministerôs Office. The bureau is headed by a Director who 

is directly responsible and report to the Prime Minister. There is no known external supervision nor are 

there advisory bodies charged with supervision of the CPIB.  

Human, Training and Material Resources  

The Director of the Corrupt Practices Investigation Bureau is an officer appointed by the President of 

Singapore. Cabinet or a Minister acting under the general authority of the Cabinet advises or recommends 

the President a candidate. The President can, however, acting in his discretion, refuse to appoint or revoke 

the appointment of the Director if he does not concur with the advice or recommendation. In addition, the 

President appoints the Deputy Director of the Corrupt Practices Investigation Bureau. He also creates 
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different grades and appoints assistant directors and special investigators. He may appoint such number of 

assistant directors and special investigators as he may think fit.  

Any powers conferred on and duties to be performed by the Director under the Prevention of 

Corruption Act may - subject to the orders and directions of the Director - be exercised or performed by the 

Deputy Director or an assistant director of the Bureau. The Deputy Director and an assistant director of the 

Bureau may exercise the powers conferred by the Prevention of Corruption Act on a special investigator. 

The Director, Deputy Director, assistant directors and special investigators of the Corrupt Practices 

Investigation Bureau are public servants within the meaning of the Penal Code.  A certificate of 

appointment signed by the Director is issued to every officer of the CPIB. 

Practice and Highlights 

Four-pillar Framework: Singaporeôs CPIB follows a four-pillar framework to combat corruption 

through effective enforcement; anti-corruption laws; adjudication and administration. 

 A strategy involving enforcement, legislation, judiciary and administrative measures to combat 

corruption was adopted in the first years after Singapore became independent in 1959. These reforms were 

reinvigorated through fresh initiatives periodically. Greater powers were given to the investigators. 

Amending the law to remove loopholes to make the detection and conviction of offenders easier appeared 

efficient, as it resulted in more effective adjudication and enforcement. Independence of action was assured 

by subordinating the CPIB directly to the Prime Minister with the aim to prevent undue interference and to 

ensure that CPIB does not favour any particular government department or public institution. Under the 

supervision of the Prime Ministerôs Office, CPIB was able to operate without fear or favour and 

ñregardless of colourò. It was this independence that enabled CPIB to take action against ministers and 

high-ranking civil servants.  

The reform programmes were driven top-down by 

Government
35

. Personal example set by the Government 

provided moral authority for the anti-corruption 

movement. After some 40 years, it is believed that 

corruption in Singapore is very much under control. 

Transparency International ranks Singapore amongst the 

five least corrupt countries in the world
36

 while the 

Political and Economic Risk Consultancyôs Corruption 

in Asia Report ranked Singapore as the least corrupt 

country in Asia since the inception of the survey in 1995. 

Political will is the corner-stone of any anti-corruption efforts. According to CPIB, the combination of 

effective enforcement, anti-corruption laws, adjudication and administration are necessary to help ensure 

success in any anti-corruption movement, if there is political will to serve as strong foundation.   
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Box 4. Four Pillars of Corruption Control in 

Singapore 

Effective Law-enforcement 

Effective Anti-Corruption Legislation 

Effective Adjudication 

Effective Administration 

 

Source : CPIB  
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 Contact information  

 Corrupt Practices Investigation Bureau 

 2 Lengkok Bahru 

 Singapore 159047 

 Fax: + 65 62 700320 

 Website: http://www.cpib.gov.sg 

 

 Sources: 

1. Chua Cher Yak, Singaporeôs three-pronged program to combat corruption: enforcement, legislation: 

www1.oecd.org/daf/asiacom/pdf/nl02-cpib.pdf, 14 October 2004. 

2. CPIB: About Us: http://www.cpib.gov.sg/aboutus.htm. 

3. http://statutes.agc.gov.sg/non_version/cgi-bin/cgi_retrieve.pl?actno=REVED-

241&doctitle=PREVENTION%20OF%20CORRUPTION%20ACT%0a&date=latest&method=part. 

http://www.cpib.gov.sg/aboutus.htm
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Lithuania: Special Investigation Service  

 

The Special Investigation Service (SpecialiȎjȎ tyrimȎ tarnyba ï STT) is a multi -purpose anti-corruption 

body established in 2000, with possesses a broad mandate in the anti-corruption fields of investigation, 

prevention and education. Institutionally, the STT is an independent body accountable to the President of 

the Republic and the Parliament. In addition to law enforcement and criminal intelligence powers related 

to bribery and corruption-related offences, the STT has general functions in the field of prevention and 

education, co-ordination and implementation of the National Anti-corruption Programme. However, the 

STT is generally perceived as a law-enforcement institution. In 2006, the service employed some 215 staff 

in the central office and regional departments, most of they employed in investigation divisions. The STT is 

recognised as one of a few successful copies of the Hong Kong model. 

 

Background Information 

In the period from regaining its independence in 1990 to becoming a member of the European Union 

and NATO in 2004, Lithuania has succeeded in building one of the most comprehensive anti-corruption 

systems in Europe, based on a multifaceted approach of preventive and repressive, legal and institutional 

measures. This can be attributed to a number of factors, amongst others the political commitment of 

successive governments, strong outside incentives and reform requirement during the accession process to 

the EU, as well membership in international anti-corruption monitoring mechanisms such as the Council of 

Europeôs GRECO. The process of legislative reform in the area of corruption has also been facilitated by 

Lithuaniaôs accession to major international treaties in the field of corruption and its participation in 

different technical co-operation and evaluation programmes, including those of the OECD.  

The STT was initially established in 1997 under the Ministry of Interior; it had intelligence and 

preventive functions regarding corruption in the public sector.
37

 Recognising the need to address corruption 

through a multifaceted approach of repression, prevention and education, Lithuania further explored 

various models of anti-corruption institutions, and decided to follow the well-publicised Hong Kong model. 

In 2000 a Law on the STT was adopted which created an independent institution with a broad mandate in 

the fields of investigation and prevention of corruption. Building on the material and human resources of 

its predecessor, the new institution become operational within a month of the adoption of the law.  

The STT has been designed as the focal anti-corruption body to detect, investigate and prevent 

corruption offences, to provide education in the field of corruption, to ensure co-ordination of the anti-

corruption measures between state bodies as well as with the civil society and the private sector, and to co-

ordinate anti-corruption strategies on national and local level. The main objectives of the STT are to create 

a national system of corruption prevention, to improve the legal framework against corruption, to develop 

corruption data and analyses and to develop international relations to combat corruption.
38

 

The STT, however, is the most visible part of an otherwise complex legal and institutional framework 

of the Lithuanian anti-corruption system. The National Anti-corruption Programme, adopted by the 

Parliament (Seimas) in 2002, bases the fight against corruption on three pillars: prevention, investigation 
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and enforcement and public education. The Programme is a comprehensive document, listing 

approximately 200 specific measures to be undertaken by 2007. It also provides for monitoring and review 

mechanism enabling regular updating of the measures, setting of priorities, and foresees the adoption of 

sector and institution specific anti-corruption strategies. Preventive aspects of the system are on a general 

and strategic level addressed by the Law on the Prevention of Corruption adopted in 2001. Corruption and 

transparency measures are further regulated by different laws and regulations that cover all common 

corruption prevention topics: prevention of the conflict of interest, declaration of assets, ethic and 

transparency of public service, prevention of money laundering and financial control over the public usage 

of public funds. 

In addition to the STT, there are other specialised anti-corruption bodies in the field of prevention and 

co-ordination in Lithuania: 

The Chief Institutional Ethics Commission (CIEC). The CIEC was established in 1999 as an 

independent body accountable to the Seimas consisting of five members (the President of the Republic, the 

President of the Seimas, and the Prime Minister each appoint one member, and the Minister of Justice 

appoints two) assisted by a small permanent Secretariat. Under the Law on the Adjustment of Public and 

Private Interests and the Law on the Prevention of Corruption the CIEC is the main control institution in 

the area of prevention of the conflict of interest of high-level public officials and the central authority in 

the field of analysing ethical problems confronting the civil servants, providing expertise and 

recommendation concerning anti-corruption programmes and reform of legislation in this field. It receives 

and within its scope of jurisdiction investigates complaints from the general public, and can initiate 

investigation on the basis of information received. While performing investigations it has the right to 

access information and documents from all other institutions, and may refer cases to the prosecution 

authorities or courts. 

The Seimas Anti-corruption Commission (SACC). The SACC is a parliamentary body set-up in 2001. 

Its functions are described in the Law on Seimas Anti-corruption Commission and consist of monitoring of 

the implementation of the National Anti-corruption Programme, hearing reports of different institutions on 

their work in the anti-corruption field, analysing and elaboration of legislative proposals in the area of 

corruption, and other financial and economic crimes. The Commission also receives complaints by citizens 

and has powers to request documents and experts assistance from other state institutions, to invite present 

and past state officials to give explanations on matters under elaboration, as well as to propose to other 

institutions to conduct inspections and resolve issues under their competence.  

Interdepartmental Commission for Co-ordinating the Fight against Corruption (ICCFC). The ICCFC 

is a non-permanent body set-up in 2003 under the Government consisting of high representatives of 

different ministries and other bodies, e.g. the STT, which meets periodically to review and discuss co-

ordination of the implementation of the National Anti-Corruption Programme, as well as other activities of 

central and local government institutions and agencies in the areas of corruption prevention and detention 

of corruption-related violations of law. 

Department of Organised Crime and Corruption within the Prosecutor Generalôs Office (DOCC). 

The DOCC is a specialised prosecution service with jurisdiction to commence and conduct prosecution 

against organised crime and corruption related offences; to conduct, co-ordinate or supervise pre-trial 

investigations in this area. Specialised divisions within the Prosecutors Service with jurisdiction over 

organised and corruption offences have been created already in 1993. In 2001 these were restructured into 

the DOCC, which is a separate department within the General Prosecutorôs Office. Furthermore, the 

DOCC has five regional Divisions integrated in the regional prosecutorôs offices.   
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Finally, there are specialised law enforcement bodies within the Ministry of Interior or the 

Government, which competencies in parts overlap with the STT functions: the Financial Crime 

Investigation Service, Police Organised Crime Investigation Service, and the State Security Department. 

However, while the development of this rather complex institutional and legal system has produced 

positive results and improved, over the course of the last decade, the situation in the country, corruption in 

Lithuania undisputedly persists as a notable problem facing society at large, the private businesses and 

ordinary citizens. This fact has been over the last years continuously attested by a number of studies or 

evaluation carried out by the international monitoring mechanisms, international and local NGOs, and by 

Lithuanian authorities.
39

 

Legal and Institutional Framework 

The main legal basis governing the objectives, main tasks and functions, organisation, financing, 

accountability and the rights and duties of the officers, of the STT is the Law on Special Investigation 

Service adopted in 2000. Further tasks of the service are prescribed by the Law on the Prevention of 

Corruption, while its investigative powers derive from the Law on Operational Activities and the Criminal 

Procedure Code. 

Article 2 of the Law on the STT establishes that it is ña state law enforcement agency functioning on 

the statutory basis, accountable to the President of the Republic and the Seimas, which detects and 

investigates corruption-related criminal acts, develops and implements corruption prevention measures.ò   

The Law also provides for a definition of corruption as ña direct or indirect seeking for, demand or 

acceptance by a public servant or a person of equivalent status of any property or personal benefit (a gift, 

favour, promise, privilege) for himself or another person for a specific act or omission according to the 

functions discharged, as well as acting or omission by a public servant or a person of equivalent status in 

seeking, demanding property or personal benefit for himself or another person, or in accepting that benefit, 

also a direct or indirect offer or giving by a person of any property or personal benefit (a gift, favour, 

promise, privilege) to a public servant or a person of equivalent status for a specific act or omission 

according to the functions of a public servant or a person of equivalent status, as well as intermediation in 

committing the acts specified in this paragraphò. This definition is important since it frames the 

ñjurisdictionò of the STT in the performance of its tasks.  

Under Article 8 of the law, the STT is performing the following functions:   

¶ carry out intelligence activities in detecting and preventing corruption-related criminal acts; 

¶ conduct a pre-trial investigation of corruption-related criminal acts; 

¶ co-operate with other law enforcement institutions in the manner laid down by legal acts; 

¶ collect, store, analyse and sum up the information about corruption and related social and 

economic phenomena; 

¶ on the basis of the available information prepare and implement corruption prevention and other 

measures; 

¶ jointly with other law enforcement institutions implement crime control and prevention 

programmes; 
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¶ report in writing , at least twice a year, to the President of the Republic and the Chairman of the 

Seimas about the results of the Serviceôs activities and submit its proposals how to make the 

activities more effective. 

 

Article 15 of the Law on the Prevention of Corruption gives the STT further specific functions in 

relation to the co-ordination and implementation of the National Anti-corruption Programme on national 

and local level, such as to: 

¶ participate in the development of and, together with other State and Municipal agencies, 

implement the National Anti-Corruption Programme; 

¶ put forward proposals to the President, the Seimas and the Government as to the introduction and 

improvement of new legislation necessary for the implementation of corruption prevention 

activities; 

¶ take part in the Governmentôs discharge of its functions of co-ordination and supervision of State 

and Municipal agenciesô corruption prevention activities; and 

¶ together with other State and Municipal agencies, implement corruption prevention measures. 

 

One of the additional notable tasks of the STT is to carry out ñvetting processò (or background 

checks) of officials before they are appointed to certain public functions, depending on the level of 

clearance required. 

In spite of broad mandate in the field of prevention and co-ordination, the STT is predominantly 

characterised as a law enforcement body. It has original ï but not exclusive ï jurisdiction over detection 

and investigation of corruption-related offences as enumerated in the Article 2 of the STT law, including 

abuse of authority, tampering with official records, misappropriation/embezzlement of property, and 

others.  

The investigative powers and the conduct of criminal investigation by the STT are governed by the 

Criminal Procedure Code (CPC) and the Law on Operational Activities.  

Corruption offences are processed in the same manner, and before regular criminal courts, as all other 

criminal offences. Accordingly, the difference in investigation and prosecution of corruption offences does 

not lie in the specific procedural powers of the main actors, but in the specialised institutions that are 

tasked with detection and investigation (STT) and prosecution (DOCC) of corruption offences. Normally, 

it is the STT ï either on the information, complaint received or due to the servicesô own pro-active activity 

ï that initiates preliminary investigation into most corruption offences. When another law enforcement or 

security service (e.g. Financial Crime Investigation Service, Police Organised Crime Investigation Service, 

State Security Service, Tax or Custom Administration) detects a corruption offence, they normally inform 

the STT or the DOCC to take over. As stated above, the STT does not have exclusive jurisdiction over 

corruption offences and there seems to be some outstanding issues in this field, especially in relation to 

conflicting competencies in cases of concurrence of corruption, financial and organised crime offences.
40

 

The Law on STT, the Law on Operational Activities and the CPC gives the STT a wide range of 

investigative powers. These include access to financial data and special investigative means such as covert 

interception of telecommunications, covert observation, deployment of undercover agents and simulated 

corruption offences (the Constitutional Court has in year 2002 limited the application of provocation and 

entrapment). While there are no special provisions related to the protection of informants or collaborators 
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of justice in corruption cases, the CPC prescribes for a number of procedural protective measures for 

witnesses, including anonymity; furthermore a special law on the protection of witnesses and other 

participants in the criminal procedure and operational activities can be applied to corruption cases. 

All pre-trial investigations are conducted under the supervision of the prosecutor ï in cases of 

corruption a prosecutor from a regional division of the DOCC ï who formally commences and directs the 

pre-trial investigation. In cases of conflicting jurisdiction of law enforcement agencies (e.g. a case of 

corruption with elements of organised crime or other economic crime) it is the prosecutor who co-ordinates 

different agencies, can form join investigation teams, and can ask further expertise (e.g. in financial field) 

by other state institutions. In 2001 the Prosecutor General and heads of all law enforcement, control and 

security bodies of Lithuania signed a memorandum on mutual co-operation and exchange of information in 

operational investigative activities.  

All corruption offences investigated by the STT fall under the jurisdiction of the DOCC regional 

prosecutors. The most important, complicated and urgent cases, as well as those of high public interest, 

such as offences against the state, major organised crime offences, particular corruption offences or 

offences committed by or against high-level state officials, may be taken over by the central DOCC office 

within the Prosecutor Generalôs Office.  

Internally, the STT is structured to reflect its tasks and consists of departments on intelligence 

activities, prevention and education on a central level and investigative divisions on regional levels. The 

STT has a central office in Vilnius and 5 regional departments. 

Figure 3. STT Organisational Structure 

 
 Source: STT   

Human and Material Resources 

In 1997, when the service was first set-up within the Ministry of the Interior, the STT employed 86 

persons and the number has steadily risen over the years to some 215 staff members in 2005 ï out of which 

close to 90% had university or higher academic degrees.
41

 Most of the personnel have prior law 
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enforcement and security background which attest the law enforcement nature of the service. The majority 

of the STT staff carries out investigation, and a smaller proportion is dedicated to prevention and 

education.  

The independent status of the STT is secured also through the process of appointment of the serviceôs 

top management and regulation on the recruitment, selection of its officers as well as procedures for their 

dismissals. The Director is appointed for a term of 5 years by the President of the Republic by and with the 

consent of the Seimas; and can only be dismissed by the President with the consent of the Seimas. The first 

Deputy Director and the Deputy Director of the STT are appointed and dismissed by the President on the 

suggestion of the Director. In six years of operation, the STT had two directors; generally the fluctuation of 

the staff is not high.   

The Law on STT prescribes detailed rules for the screening and recruitment of the STT officers and 

rules on the prevention of the conflict of interest. There is also an internal Code of Conduct of the 

employees of the STT. Furthermore, the Law on STT grants specific immunity to all STT officers. 

According to Article 17, a criminal investigation against a STT officer can only be initiated by the 

Prosecutor General or his Deputy; the STT officer in the course of the performance of his/her duties as a 

rule cannot be subject to arrest and searches by the regular police except; information on personal data of 

STT officers are considered state secrets; STT officers and their family members can benefit from special 

protective measures against threats. 

Staff members are subject to continuous in-service training; according to the STTôs 2005 annual 

report, 163 of the personnel underwent different training events abroad and in the country.
42

 The STTôs 

annual budget represents to approximately 0.1% of the Lithuanian state budget, approximately US $ 5.57 

million. During 2004-2005 the budget of the STT has increased by 11%.  

According to the international monitoring reports, the STT is considered a rather well functioning and 

well-managed professional body; the same reports however indicated the need to strengthen and streamline 

its preventive and educations functions and increase the expertise in the area of financial investigations, 

proceeds from crime and liability of legal persons for the acts of corruption.
43

 

Accountability  

The STT is accountable to the President of the Republic and to the Seimas, to which it has to provide 

semi-annual and annual performance reports. It does not report to the Government. Operationally, the STT 

is also supervised by the prosecution service ï DOCC. The public oversight is limited to the openness of 

the service though its public relations activities and regular publications of its reports and major activities. 

In spite of this, however, and especially in the light of its law enforcement nature, the STT has since its 

establishment maintained rather open and close co-operation with the civil society, e.g. the national chapter 

of the Transparency International. 

Practice and Highlights 

Detection and Investigation of Corruption Related Crimes. During 2005, the STT initiated 79 pre-trial 

investigations, including 48 investigations (61%), which were started after the STT officers detected 

elements of crime, and 31 investigation (39%) after they received a complaint or statement about a crime 

committed.  
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In 2005, the STT disclosed 139 persons, suspected of crimes committed, including 62 civil servants 

and 5 legal entities. Out of all the civil servants and public officials suspected, 22 officials were from the 

system of the interior (7 Criminal Police officers, 7 Uniformed Police officers, 7 other officials from the 

system of the interior and 1 municipal police officer), 9 civil servants were from the health care sector, 4 

civil servants were from the customs, 3 civil servants were from land management, 2 civil servants were 

from municipalities, 2 officials were from incarceration institutions, 1 civil servant was from the 

educational sector, 1 civil servant from defence and 8 civil servants represented other areas.  

 
Figure 4. Number of Suspects in Criminal Acts Disclosed by STT, 2001-2005 

In 2005, the STT detected 234 corruption related crimes, 

including 54 cases of bribe-taking, 48 cases of the abuse of 

office, 38 cases of bribe-giving, etc. On average, the STT 

detects about 200 criminal offences per year.  

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
Figure 5. Number of Criminal Acts Detected by STT, 2001-2005 

In 2005, in criminal cases where pre-trial 

investigation was conducted by the STT, 33 

persons were convicted and 8 persons were 

acquitted. Last year, the STT divisions received 

709 requests and complaints (including 110 

submitted anonymously) from the public. These 

requests and complains were dealt with in 

compliance with the procedure established by the 

Law on Public Administration of the Republic of 

Lithuania  

 
Figure 6. Number of Requests and Complaints Received by STT, 2001-2005 

 

Out of 709 requests and complaints received 

in 2005, 517 were examined and resolved 

administratively, 130 were transferred to other 

institutions according to their competence, 42 

investigations are still continued and other requests 

and complaints were returned to residents 

unexamined.  

Prevention of Corruption. In 2005, the STT 

paid more attention to qualitative, rather than 

quantitative measures to prevent corruption. Anti-

 

 


