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			INTRODUCTION

			Teaching anti-corruption in educational institutions is something new. It is uncommon – almost a taboo – to find people using the word corruption itself, although they may refer to examples of it, in their efforts to raise awareness of corruption in different sectors of society. 

			This book is the distillation of real-life experiences in classrooms, lecture halls, consortiums and conferences, which involved students, experts in the field, non-experts, professionals, peers and family members as well. It will offer a clear framework which anyone can relate to, simplifying the complicated legalese.

			The aim of this book is to describe the fields of corruption and anti-corruption. It is the decision of readers how they will conceptualize what they learn from their reading, what they do with it and where it takes them. Hopefully they will learn how to reason organically until they arrive at their own unique conclusions.  

			The book is arranged as follows. Chapter one offers a theoretical framework and discusses the origins of anti-corruption. Chapter two focuses on ways of preventing and dealing with it, describing the legal framework, legal instruments, case examples, investigative and competent authorities. Chapter three outlines the United Nations Convention Against Corruption and its importance. Chapters four, five and six offer in-depth, real life examples of anti-corruption in the fields of education, healthcare, and in the humanitarian sector. Finally, the last section presents conclusions and suggests the way forward.

		

	
		
			CHAPTER ONE:

			WHAT IS CORRUPTION? 

			1.1 Origins of Corruption

			There is a well-known saying: “If it stings, it upsets you!”. We are not all exposed to the same level of corruption, but even if one is not suffering directly from it, it is better to be prepared before it stings. And even if there is no chance of it stinging, at least one should acquire the necessary skills to help others understand, deal with and overcome it.

			In order to understand something, you must know where it came from. What is the origin of the term “corruption”? What does it look like? To answer these questions, it goes without saying that corruption has always been deeply rooted in the social, historical and political structure of states.(1) It is as old as human history, and it mutates. 

			Any attempt to analyze the concept of corruption must contend with the fact that even in international languages such as English and Arabic, the word “corruption” has a history of vastly different meanings and connotations(2) and the nuances do not allow a single historical conclusion. Its meaning continues to evolve even as these words are written. However, a discussion of the theoretical and historical perspectives of corruption as shown in its different forms over time sheds some light on what it means in reality.

			Just as fish moving underwater cannot possibly be found out either as drinking or not drinking water, so government servants employed in government work cannot be found out (while) taking money (for themselves).(3)

			These words were penned by the philosopher Kautilya, also known as Chanakya or Vishnugupta, in his treatise known as the Arthashastra, which was written in India and dates back to the fourth century B.C. In a passage of remarkable and characteristic precision in this treatise, Kautilya states that there are “forty ways of embezzlement” and goes on to enumerate them. Clearly, corruption is a complex problem as well as an ancient one.(4) As Kautilya shows, corruption in one form or another has always been with us. It is a phenomenon that permeates every social structure, with consequences that are difficult to measure in economic terms. However, it is far from uniform. It has had variegated appearances at different times and in different places. As mentioned previously, it has mutated, with varying degrees of damaging consequences. While the tenacity with which it persists in some cases leads to despair and resignation on the part of its combatants, a whole range of policy measures can and have helped to assuage the effects of corruption.  

			The concept of corruption will be explored from the secular derivatives of human antiquity, particularly in Babylonian, Egyptian, Chinese, Greek and Roman cultures as well as from religious/non-secular derivatives by exploring divinely-inspired texts that contribute to the definition. Religion impacts many human beings and different faiths speak about the origin of corruption in different terms. Therefore, the chapter also examines the religious texts of Judaism, Christianity and Islam. The result is a deeper understanding of corruption, its effect on society and where this ancient concept may be headed.
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			1.2 Secular Derivatives 

			An interest in justice and awareness of the negative effects of administrative, political and social wrongdoing is evident from the very beginnings of civilization itself. Once nomadic tribal peoples began to settle in permanent organized societies, they began to create rules to regulate and govern their behavior that might enable them to avoid complete anarchy and the arbitrary abuse of power.(5) The development of writing permitted such rules to be written down and recorded as laws.(6) Archaeologists have discovered fragments of the earliest legal documents and collections from ancient Egypt and Mesopotamia.(7) These include the Sumerian Code of Ur-Nammu (c. 2100-2050 B.C.), the codex of Lipit-Ishtar (c. 1930 B.C.) and the Akkadian Laws of Eshnunna (c. 1770 B.C.).(8) These historical documents illuminate some of the earliest recorded instances of corruption in ancient governments. 

			This section will give examples of corruption from several eras, starting with the cradle of civilization, the Babylonian Empire, and then the subsequent dynasties: the Egyptian, Chinese, Greek and Roman Empires.

			1.2.1 The Babylonian Empire

			A bright thread runs between corruption, offerings and sacrifices. It bears investigation because we should naturally distinguish between customs and usages, although this may be nothing more than a mere matter of nuance.(9) In this sense, the ancient Babylonian empire represents the main reference for understanding the concept of corruption as it relates to customs. The types of symbolic scheme that dominated political and economic decisions of the time and the methods of exchange used by some of the parties involved show this connection.(10)

			In the age of the Sumerians and Semites, King Urukagina (or Uruinimghina) of Lagash, the ancient city-state of Sumer, reorganized the state administration in order to put an end to the abuses of its officials and judges. He regulated payments for ceremonies and stood against the corruption and greed of the clergy, accusing them of avarice for taking bribes in administering the law and for oppressing farmers and fishermen. These measures rid the administration of corrupt officials, establishing laws that regulated the taxes paid to the temples and protecting King Urukagina’s people against extortion.(11)

			After the kings of Sumer and Akkad (Sumer was the south and Akkad the north of the region of Lower Mesopotamia, two great divisions which made up Babylon in that period), the rulers struggled to maintain order in Mesopotamia, and the old Babylonian empire emerged.(12) Forms of corruption were preserved by the existing systems within social classes, and written systems upheld corruption as quid pro quo.(13) In essence, a religious practice such as sacrifice constitutes, with all the distinctions and caveats that we might apply to a ritual and its attendant symbolisms, a form of quid pro quo,(14) a Latin phrase meaning “something for something”. It is an exchange of acts or things of approximately equal value.(15)

			This concept of sacrifice as quid pro quo is also known as the “law of reciprocity” and there are other illustrations of it in Hammurabi’s code.(16) According to this code, corruption appears through “bending the bond of reciprocity” as phrased by American judge John Thomas Noonan in his book entitled Bribes.(17) It happens when there is a failure to offer equal value in exchange for value received, which in turn defies the logic of exchange and constitutes a violation of the concept.(18)

			Most of Hammurabi’s English editors entitle this section of the laws of Babylon “The Corrupt Judge”.(19) There are a number of instances of such corruption in Hammurabi’s legislation,(20) exemplified in the notion of “tatu”.(21) This is when a judge delivers a decision and then changes his mind. He may be a judge who receives a bribe, gives the expected verdict, and then reneges. The word “tatu” used in the text of Hammurabi in this section generally indicates an offering made by a subordinate.(22)

			According to historical texts, offerings and corruption merge one into the other, creating a grey area where “corruption” is often considered utterly normal and even preferred. A more generalized condemnation of corrupt giving would only arrive later, in the modern age. The notions of sacrifice and favor and the concept of corruption must be kept quite separate, particularly bearing in mind the historic and religious rules which are followed and revered by devotees.(23) From a secular and historical standpoint, an example of corruption appeared in the fact that Hammurabi’s editors state that there were no instances of the Babylonian judge’s being bribed, yet it occurred in the background. The custom of gift giving was widespread, and consequently it is hard to be sure that Hammurabi intended in his Code to prevent cases of the corruption of judges.(24) It is possible, instead, that the punishment mentioned had to do with verdicts not being applied, or even cases of judges who had not done their part in exchange for a gift.(25)

			From a very different perspective to that of Hammurabi, Kautilya, the Brahmin of the fourth century B.C., wrote a fascinating book on the art of government entitled Arthashastra, quoted earlier at the beginning of this chapter. It is an important source on this topic. His treatise may be translated as “Instructions on Material Prosperity”,(26) but the Indian economist Amartya Sen has suggested a simpler translation: “Economics”. The Sanskrit text, discovered in 1905, explores the vast and evergreen phenomenon of corruption.(27) Although it was and still is difficult to prove dishonesty, since it does not have a material manifestation and resides within the heart and intention of human beings, yet, as per Kautilya’s adages, those who govern use every means to achieve their objectives. Rules of rigor and honesty seem to apply,(28) at least in substance, only to their subjects. 

			Originally included in Noonan’s aforementioned book Bribes, and updated by Baruch Ottervanger for the State Archives of Assyria Cuneiform Texts series, is “The Poor Man of Nippur”,(29) an ancient folk tale transcribed by Olivier Robert Gurney.(30) This story, which revolves around the idea of quid pro quo, also known as “reciprocity”, originates from about 1500 B.C. in ancient Mesopotamia.(31) Reciprocity was then strictly respected, since breaches in the logic of exchange led to punishment.(32) Therefore, the misdeed lay not in the act of making a gift, but rather in failing to offer value in exchange for the value received. 

			In Bribes, Noonan comments that the most serious misdeed lay not in the act of corrupting, but in the effect of corruption: breaking one’s word in a society where keeping one’s word was a divine characteristic.(33) 

			Of particular note is The Tale of the Poor Man of Nippur. This story is purely secular. No god is named or invoked, and the moral structure is supplied by the rule of reciprocity. The tale revolves around a poor man who, when wronged by the governor of Nippur, cunningly takes revenge on his abuser and wrongdoer. Gimil-Ninurta, the poor man, gives the mayor his goat in an attempt to improve his lot.(34) The mayor then announces that he will hold a feast,(35) but when the feast is held, all that Gimil-Ninurta receives is a bone and sinew of the goat. He asks the meaning of such treatment, but in reply, he is beaten on the mayor’s orders. He departs, vowing retaliation. Gimil-Ninurta executes his revenge through activating the notion of reciprocity. He visits the king of Nippur and offers him a mina of gold in return for loan of his chariot for a day. Using the chariot, Gimil returns to Nippur and is received as a well-respected official at the mayor’s residence. Gimil claims that an amount of gold in the chariot has disappeared. The mayor, lacking the temerity to defend himself, placates Gimil with a gift of two minas of gold.(36) Gimil-Ninurta returns triumphant in the royal chariot, unrecognized by the mayor as the man he had mistreated!

			Here it can be seen that the misdeed lay not in the act of making a gift in one’s own interest, but rather in the receiver failing to offer value in exchange for value received. Gimil expected something in return, yet the mayor defied the logic of reciprocity and became the villain when he took what was given and failed to reciprocate adequately. Furthermore, another implied form of corruption appears in the silence of the king against the background of the mayor’s wrongdoing to Gimil. This, in and of itself, can be construed a form of unjust, corrupt behavior.

			1.2.2 Egyptian Dynasties

			At the time of the ancient Egyptian empire, corruption was linked to Pharaonic ritual. Due to a well-known Pharaonic belief in life after death, when the dead could interact with the living, Egyptian tombs were filled with furniture, clothes, jewelry, food and drink, and tomb robbing occurred. Criminals in the late Ramses period testified to everything from the theft of objects from tombs to the looting of precious metals from coffins and mummies, and even to robbing the royal corpse. Other texts record carousing on royal burial equipment and blasphemous activity by individuals. Such behavior suggests that at least part of the population had little fear of repercussions from human authorities in this world or from godly ones in the next. Morality was articulated as the sum of actions, good and bad, and as fulfilling social norms, not as faith or piety. Judgment was presented postmortem.(37) The Egyptian dead were judged on the weighted balance between their good and bad actions,(38) depicted as the weighing of the heart after death. The requirement was that their hearts were lighter or equal in weight with the Maat-feather (linked with the goddess Maat, who symbolized justice and truth).

			As in the Babylonian age, corruption was found in the Egyptian judiciary.(39) A man’s confession dated c.1110 B.C. described not only how the tombs were robbed, but also how easy it was to escape punishment if arrested and return to one’s comrades to rob again.(40),(41) Pharaonic Egypt was centered around absolute power vested in one person, “Pharaon”. Pharaon was the supreme head of state as well as all the authorities, executive, legislative, judicial and religious. Lack of separation of powers resulted in bureaucratic corruption for more than two thousand years of the Pharaonic period.(42) In the late Pharaonic and Ptolemaic periods, in particular, the legislature took over the duties of the judiciary. Pharaon served as supreme judge and the greatest priest. This consequently marked increasing bureaucratic penetration and standardization of process, but did not represent real structural efficiency or consistency.(43) 

			1.2.3 Ancient China

			“A big rooster eats no small rice,” and “money falls into the hands of yamen [also known as state office] secretaries”. Both these Chinese proverbs show how corruption has left its mark on the Chinese language and culture.(44)

			The Criminal Code of the Quin Chinese dynasty (221-207 B.C.) mentions the phenomenon of corruption and records extremely harsh punishments for the practice.(45) Yet power had special implications in the social life of ancient China, because it could enrich an individual in “ways much faster than other avenues”. A couple of popular Chinese sayings reveal the special function of power in Chinese society. The first, “sheng guan fa chain”, translates to “get promoted and then become rich” and “sannian qinzhifu, shiwan baihuayinw” translates to “a three-year term of office could earn an extra income of 100,000 tales of silver even for a clean magistrate”.(46) Surprisingly, the Confucian concept of renzhi or “people’s government” largely contributed to widespread corruption throughout China.(47) In Confucian’s view, a true and honest state bureaucrat should be guided by moral principles(48) and therefore, striving for material wealth was considered inappropriate. However, this was not seen in practice. Wang Anshi, the famous Chinese economist of the Song dynasty, wanted to introduce reforms in monetary institutions that would reduce corruption and nepotism, but his ideas were dismissed by the Confucian elite.(49) As a result, corruption continued to exist on an even larger scale, involving the court itself and the local elite. In practice, it meant that the more important an issue was, the deeper one would need to reach into one’s pocket. During the Ming Dynasty, a powerful bureaucrat did not believe, even when in jail, that he would be sentenced, because of a nepotistic sentiment: “all the senior officials of the royal court are my friends and relatives”. It is notable that according to Confucius, a good minister is “one who follows the way, he does not follow the rules”.(50)

			1.2.4 Ancient Greece(51)

			In ancient Greece, corruption was often equated with violating the law to ensure personal advantage. Both Plato and Thucydides offer portraits of the perfect city, but then point towards corruption required in such cities. Without corruption, they argue, these cities cannot maintain perfection, as they suffer transformations in a world of constant change. Socrates, according to Athenian accusations, corrupted the youth of Athens, urging them not to support the political agenda of the city any longer. Both the Athenians and Socrates attempted to eliminate the cause of potential corruption, Socrates by the power of the word and the Athenians by putting Socrates to death.(52) According to Demosthenes, a Greek statesman and orator of ancient Athens, those who accepted bribes, or who offered them, or corrupted others through promises at the expense of people in general or any citizen, were punished by the Athenian law by deprivation of rights. Their possessions were confiscated and the same punishment was applied to their sons.(53) Corruption was one of the most serious crimes. In ancient Greece, to reduce the scourge of corruption, Plato proposed capital punishment for officials or dignitaries who accepted gifts to do their duties. The rise of corruption damaged the prestige of priests and the sanctuary. Priests of Delphi oracles held a privileged position and influenced the course of Greek policy.(54)

			One of the most notable measures against corruption and the accumulation of wealth was passed in Sparta by the legislator Lycurgus, a legendary lawgiver who took steps to eliminate inequality and differences in the wealth of the Spartans. When aristocrats resisted, he withdrew all gold and silver money from circulation and ordered the exclusive use of iron money. He then gave an insignificant value to even large amounts of iron, so any decent quantity of the new currency required a large space for storage in the home and an ox cart for transport. For those who might have wanted to gather, steal, or receive bribes or plunder, these iron bars would have been impossible to hide. Additionally, because they could not be used outside of Sparta, their value was null and void in the rest of Greece. So, when these iron bars became the currency, earnings inequality disappeared from Lacedaemon.(55)

			A robust bid to eradicate corruption and bribery in the state was also made by the Archon (Greek ruler). His oath upon taking office included the obligation not to accept bribes. Furthermore, any magistrate who was caught and convicted of bribery was bound to a gold statue in Delphi weighing the equivalent of the silver of the bribe money received. The ratio of gold to silver is 10:1, so these unfortunate individuals paid tenfold, through this old formula, for their bribe-taking.(56)

			Another aspect of anti-corruption is shown in the behavior of the Greek ambassador from Thebes, Pelopidas. In order to maintain relations with the Persian king Artaxerxes, the Thebans and Athenians sent their ambassadors to his court. The Thebans’ ambassadors were led by Pelopidas. Pelopidas, who had managed a win against the Spartans, was a favorite at the Persian court. Artaxerxes showered him with attention and honored him with gifts. Pelopidas, however, simply accomplished his diplomatic goals and returned to Thebes without accepting any of the gifts.(57) Subsequently, the Athenians convicted and executed their ambassador Timagoras, who had accepted gifts from Artaxerxes. Since these gifts were considered bribes and it was immoral to benefit from the enemy, he had officially abused his position for personal gain.(58)

			1.2.5 Ancient Rome(59)

			Under the ancient Roman system of rule, the resources of the vast Roman empire, including its law and religion, were used for senators’ interests. The senate controlled the supreme court and judiciary committees, which had been established to judge acts of corruption by the senators themselves. But the senators, who saw their peers’ behavior as natural, did not see a problem. Bribing voters was a common practice, but an even more perfidious form of corruption began to spread, in the form of fights with gladiators in arena shows, which represented the price paid for popularity by those who held the power of the State.(60) A law called Cincia de Donis et Muneribus was passed in 204 B.C., forbidding lawyers and magistrates from receiving any kind of payment or gifts for services offered, and regulating restitution. The law was updated and expanded in the imperial era under Augustus, Claudius and Nero.(61) But rampant corruption, despite the law, obliged republican Rome to adopt a series of laws to combat this scourge. These were the Calpurnia (149 B.C.), Acilia (123 B.C.), Servilia (110 B.C.), Cornelia (81 B.C.) and Yulia Repetundarum (59 B.C.).(62) Where laws were disobeyed more frequently than they were observed, the corruption of people of influence destabilized the administrative system and had a negative impact on the growth and welfare of the republic.(63) The first known case of a Roman official taking bribes occurred in 171 B.C., when a senator was exposed for taking handouts from a foreign diplomat in exchange for political favors. Neither had enough money to pay off all of those who came to know about the agreement and the news went public. Unfortunately, after this event, bribery became the norm in the republic’s foreign relations. As far as voting was concerned, a law was passed in 181 B.C. which declared that any candidate who was caught campaigning illegally would be ineligible to run for any political position for ten years. 

			To summarize, corruption existed in all ancient civilizations. There is a collective consensus that corruption is represented by actions deemed to be unacceptable and against common sense. Any act that prevents others from enjoying what is supposed to be granted is corruption.  

			Corruption also varies according to group/social standards. As time passes, it manifests in real life situations or in stories about people or ideas, as shown in the above-mentioned dynasties, and it is a serious and dangerous problem.

			1.3 Non-Secular Derivatives

			Just as water can get contaminated; spirit does too!

			From a religious angle, corruption was envisaged as contamination, a lack of virtue from a moral perspective and a decay of spirit expressed through disobedience towards God. There is extensive literature in every major faith — Judaism, Christianity and Islam — on values and legal codes of conduct; on the managing of business and the workplace; on the accumulation and use of wealth.

			Statistics show that more than 50% of people hold a belief or religion,(64) and two of the Abrahamic religions have scored the highest percentages in terms of followers. It is therefore important to discuss corruption in a religious context, since many people can identify with anti-corruption statements found within the three major monotheistic faiths. 

			In Judaism, the sources are The Torah, The Talmud and The Midrash. In Christianity, they are The Old Testament and The New Testament.(65) In Islam, the basis of codes and laws of conduct is the holy scripture, The Quran, the teachings of which are exemplified in the sayings and life of the Prophet Mohammed (The Hadith). 

			Regardless of the corruption manifested in society, the three monotheistic religions renounce corrupt actions and practices and punish those involved in them. In order to grasp the idea of corruption from a non-secular perspective, a non-exhaustive set of illustrations from the business sector will be discussed, focusing on bribery, fraud, cheating, discrimination and other forms of corruption. 

			From a religious perspective, bribery is a sin. It corrupts conscience and perverts justice. Forms of corruption other than bribery are also considered immoral in religious scriptures.

			Religious texts which show how corruption was recognized and rejected will also be discussed. Instances of corruption according to Judaism, Christianity and Islam will be presented in chronological order.

			1.3.1 Judaism 

			The book of Psalms 26:10: “In whose hands is craftiness, and their right hand is full of bribes”; the book of Exodus 23:8: “And thou shalt take no gift; for a gift blinds them that have sight, and perverts the words of the righteous”(66) and the book of Isaiah 1:21-23: “Thy princes are rebellious, and companions of thieves; every one loveth bribes, and followeth after rewards; they judge not the fatherless, neither doth the cause of the widow come unto them”. These examples showcase how bribery was viewed in Jewish religious texts. It is clear from Leviticus 19:11 that cheating was an unacceptable act: “Ye shall not steal; neither shall ye deal falsely, nor lie one to another”. Moreover, cheating (defrauding by deceitful means) was also condemned in Amos 8:4-8: “Hear this, O ye that would swallow the needy, and destroy the poor of the land”. Other forms of unjust treatment were warned against in Deuteronomy 24:14: “Thou shalt not oppress a hired servant that is poor and needy, whether he be of thy brethren, or of thy strangers that are in thy land within thy gates”. This verse promotes non-discrimination. As mentioned earlier, corruption is considered to be moral decay, which is explicitly referred to in Genesis 6:11: “And the earth was corrupt before God, and the earth was filled with violence”.

			1.3.2 Christianity 

			In the Christian New Testament, Simon the sorcerer tried to buy the power that he perceived in the laying on of hands by the apostles, and Simon Peter chastised him, in Acts 8:20: “But Peter said unto him, thy money perish with thee, because thou hast thought that the gift of God may be purchased with money”. The essence of the offence was addressed by Peter in the words: “because thou hast thought that the gift of God may be purchased with money”. 

			All people are considered important and are to be treated fairly; the New Testament cautions against making distinctions between people based on wealth, real or imagined. Also, in the Old Testament, it is stated in Proverbs 29:2 (CSB): “When the righteous flourish, the people rejoice, but when the wicked rule, people groan”, and in 28:15: “Like a roaring lion or a charging bear is a wicked ruler over a poor people”.

			1.3.3 Islam 

			The holy Quran, in verse (“aya”) 188 of Surat Al Baqara, says:

			And do not consume one another’s wealth unjustly or send it [in bribery] to the rulers in order that [they might aid] you [to] consume a portion of the wealth of the people in sin, while you know [it is unlawful].(67) 

			Moreover, in the sayings of the Prophet Mohammed, there is specific mention of bribes: “the person who gives a bribe and the person who takes a bribe, both will burn in hell”. In Islamic writings, a great deal of emphasis is placed on honest dealings. The government or authority is charged with ensuring that traders don’t defraud their customers in weights, etc. The Quran is strict in making the point that traders and businesses who indulge in fraud are committing a sin in the eyes of God: “God permits trade but forbids usurious gain” (Quran 2:275).(68) “Give just measure and weight, nor withhold from the people the things that are their due” (Quran 11:85)(69) and “He who cheats is not one of us” (saying of the Prophet Mohammed). Discrimination based on race, ethnicity, etc., is generally considered abhorrent in the teachings of all faiths, and the Islamic scriptures on discrimination are clear. All forms of discrimination are considered unjust and are opposed in private business and the public domain, as explicitly stated in the Quran: “O mankind! We created you from a single (pair) of male and female, and made you into nations and tribes, that you may know each other” (Quran 49:13),(70) and also in the Prophetic saying: 

			No Arab has superiority over any non-Arab and no non-Arab has any superiority over an Arab; no dark person has superiority over a white person and no white person has a superiority over a dark person. The criterion for honor in the sight of God is righteousness and honest living. 

			There is an explicit mention of corruption in the Quran 2:205 (Surat Al Baqara): “But whenever he prevails, he goes about the earth spreading corruption and destroying [man’s] tilth and progeny: and God does not love corruption”.(71)

			***

			Just as it is impossible not to taste the honey (or the poison) that finds itself at the tip of the tongue, so it is impossible for a government servant not to eat up, at least a bit of the king’s revenue.

			Kautilya wrote these words thousands of years ago. The sentiment continues to be true, and although politicians in various countries have not always historically spurned corruption, yet most modern governments nowadays do. At long last, religion and politics are closer to an agreement on corruption, even as they continue to evolve. All religions, regardless of their provenance, condemn what is evil and praise the good, and the law in every nation does so too. Corruption has been declared to be one of the worst diseases of mankind(72) and it is perceived as a problem that discredits governments.(73) 

			1.4 Definition of Corruption 

			

			As indicated in the previous section, the phenomenon of corruption has existed for a long time, and therefore the concept of corruption has been dealt with and theorized in various ways. When it comes to defining it, there are three common approaches, particularly in anti-corruption academic literature.

			The first approach is to refer to definitions from dictionaries, competent authorities and global organizations. These are trusted resources which have defined corruption after wide exposure to various corruption cases around the world. Moreover, there are a number of scholars who have invented a definition of it based on formulas.

			Most dictionaries list the basic meaning of corruption as originating, via middle English and old French, from the Latin corruptio. The word is the past participle of corrumpere, meaning “mar, bribe, destroy”, from cor (“altogether”) and rumpere (“to break”). The Oxford Dictionary defines corruption as: 

			i)	dishonest or fraudulent conduct by those in power, typically involving bribery; 

			ii)	the action or effect of making someone or something morally depraved;

			iii)	the process by which a word or expression is changed from its original state to one regarded as erroneous or debased; 

			iv)	the process by which a computer database or program becomes debased by alteration or the introduction of errors; and/or,

			v)	the process of decay; putrefaction.(74) 

			Deﬁnitions pertaining to the moral decay that corruption may engender are also likely to provide consensus when discussing its effects, but continue to cause difﬁculty when determining its meaning.(75)

			Similarly, in the Cambridge Dictionary: “illegal, bad, or dishonest behavior, especially by people in positions of power”. It further defines corruption in business, which will be tackled in later chapters, as the following: “dishonest or illegal behavior involving a person in a position of power, for example, accepting money for doing something illegal or immoral”.(76) Likewise, the Merriam-Webster Dictionary defines corruption as:

			i)	dishonest or illegal behavior especially by powerful people (such as government officials or police officers): depravity;

			ii)	inducement to wrong by improper or unlawful means (such as bribery), the corruption of government officials; 

			iii)	a departure from the original or from what is pure or correct, the corruption of a text, the corruption of computer files; and/or, 

			iv)	decay, decomposition, the corruption of a carcass.(77)  

			As far as global organizations and competent authorities are concerned, the United Nations Global Program Against Corruption defines corruption as: “the abuse of power for private gain”.(78) Transparency international (TI) describes it as “the abuse of entrusted power for private gain”.(79) The World Bank identifies corruption as “the use of public office for private gain”.(80) The INTERPOL definition of corruption is “any course of action or failure to act by individuals or organizations, public or private, in violation of law or trust for profit or gain”.(81) The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) regards corruption as “active or passive misuse of the powers of public officials (appointed or elected) for private financial or other benefits”.(82)

			The second approach to defining corruption follows the notion that it is impossible to reach unity in defining it. For example, the United Nations’ Global Program Against Corruption asserts that there is no single, comprehensive, universally accepted deﬁnition.(83) Most scholars and experts in the field have their legitimate and logical reasons for adopting this position. They even limit the definition of corruption to acts of abuse of power by government.(84)

			Professor Robert Klitgaard has defined corruption in an equation: Corruption = Monopoly Power + Discretion – Accountability.(85) In addition, he has defined it as misuse of office for unofficial ends.(86) Klitgaard uses this formulation to identify and analyze situations conducive to bureaucratic corruption. Officials can use the prospect of lucrative contracts to extract corrupt payments, for example, if they can exploit a monopoly – power to award contracts not available elsewhere – and discretion – the ability to choose from among bidders.(87)

			The United Nations Development Program (UNDP) has this equation: Corruption = (Monopoly Power + Discretion) – (Accountability + Integrity + Transparency).(88) 

			Some recent analyses have defined corruption as behavior which is opposite to “ethical universalism”(89) or “impartiality” in the exercise of public power. The conceptualization of corruption as officials turning “public goods” into private goods for their own benefit may be a debatable one. However, the approach is useful for its comprehensiveness.(90) The majority of scholars have pointed out “that there are many ways to define corruption in detail. But no definition can be applied to all research purposes”.(91)

			Defining corruption is complicated, owing to the fact that there is “no fixed disciplinary allegiance”, and analysts have ransacked the cupboards of anthropology, economics, organization theory, philosophy, political science and sociology in their efforts to find ways of making the concept more robust and useful.(92)

			The third approach consists of the belief that corruption can be defined through illustrations and examples of its different forms. This will be explored in the next section. 

			The United Nations Convention Against Corruption (UNCAC) is the most comprehensive international anti-corruption treaty to date. It does not define corruption as such. It rather defines specific acts of corruption and urges states to criminalize these acts in their jurisdictions. It lists a range of corruption offences, including the active and passive bribery of domestic and foreign public officials, obstruction of justice, illicit enrichment and embezzlement.(93)

			1.5 Forms of Corruption 

			What are the common forms of corruption? Corruption mutates and comes in numerous forms, on different levels, across all sectors. At least six billion people worldwide live in countries considered to be corruption-ridden. Sixty-eight percent are considered to have serious corruption problems.(94) According to Heidenheimer,(95) corruption has shades, ranging from white through grey to black, depending upon the opinions of elite segments of society as well as mass opinion in different kinds of communities.(96) It is important to be aware of all its shades and forms. This section will deal with various categorizations adopted by different players in the anti-corruption field, ranging from “petty” to “grand” forms of corruption. Where petty corruption takes place on a small scale, it is often viewed as a mere annoyance. It frequently occurs at the juncture between public officials and the public they are supposed to serve. This may come in the form of accepting small gifts, which are improper, due to the giver’s expectation of favors.(97) As for grand corruption, this is corruption which pervades the highest levels of national government, leading to a broad erosion of confidence in good governance, the rule of law and economic stability.(98) As stated earlier, corruption manifests itself in different ways in different circumstances. However, there are some forms of corruption which reoccur in every system. These are grand corruption, petty corruption, active corruption, passive corruption, political corruption, systematic corruption and other unique classifications created by experts in the field.

			The Transparency International classification is based on the relative size and frequency of acts, from petty to grand corruption.

			1.5.1 Petty Corruption  

			Petty corruption, as defined by Transparency international (TI), is the everyday abuse of entrusted power by low- and mid-level public officials in their interactions with ordinary citizens, who often are trying to access basic goods or services in places like hospitals, schools, police departments and other agencies. It distorts the functioning of central government.(99) It is a situation where a public official demands or expects money for performing an act which he or she is ordinarily required by law to do, or when a bribe is paid to obtain services which the official is prohibited from providing.(100) 

			1.5.2 Grand Corruption

			Grand corruption involving public officials is referred to as kleptocracy.(101) It occurs when a high level government official commits acts which distort policies or the central functioning of the state, enabling him/her to benefit at the expense of the public good.(102) It is a form of corruption which pervades the highest levels of national government, leading to a broad erosion of confidence in good governance, the rule of law and economic stability.(103) Transparency International (TI) defines it as the abuse of high-level power that benefits the few at the expense of the many and causes serious and widespread harm to individuals and society. It often goes unpunished.(104)

			1.5.3 Systematic Corruption 

			This occurs where corruption permeates the whole of society, to the point of being accepted as a means of conducting everyday transactions.(105) It is a situation in which the major institutions and processes of the state are routinely dominated and used by corrupt individuals and groups, and in which many people have few practical alternatives to dealing with corrupt officials.(106) It affects institutions and influences individual behavior at all levels of a political and socio-economic system. This type of corruption is embodied in specific socio-cultural environments and tends to be monopolistic, organized and difficult to avoid.(107)

			1.5.4 Active/Passive Corruption

			The terms active or “meat eaters” and  passive or “grass eaters” were coined in relation to corruption by the Commission to Investigate Alleged Police Corruption (known informally as the Knapp Commission, after its chairman Whitman Knapp) in 1970.(108) However, in criminal law terminology, the terms active and passive can be used to distinguish between a particular corrupt action and an attempted or incomplete offence. For example, “active” corruption would include all cases where payment and/or acceptance of a bribe had taken place. It would not include cases where a bribe was offered but not accepted, or solicited but not paid. In the formulation of comprehensive national anti-corruption strategies which combine criminal justice with other elements, such distinctions are less critical. Nevertheless, care should be taken to avoid confusion between the two concepts. In discussions of transactional offences such as bribery, “active bribery” usually refers to the offering or paying of a bribe. According to the meat eaters concept, police officers who aggressively use their position of power to gain personal profits or acquire favors can be referred to as “meat eaters”. This would be the form of corruption typically characterized in popular movies and television shows. A cop shaking down a business owner for protection money or a group of detectives who skim some evidence off the top for their own personal use – these examples typify a meat eater.(109) On the other hand, “passive bribery” refers to the receiving of a bribe.(110) Police officers who do not seek out personal benefits – but also do not wave them off with a “no thanks” – can be considered grass eaters. What’s the harm in accepting a free coffee and Danish pastry from the corner market? If nothing else, this officer would not be maintaining the appearance of propriety. Would this shop owner receive preferential treatment in the future? Would the police officer stop by this shop more often than usual, to the detriment of the rest of his “beat”? It’s impossible to tell for sure, but the mere fact that these concerns can be raised calls the officer’s objectiveness into question.(111)

			1.5.5 State Capture Corruption

			After the collapse of Communism, almost all transition economies faced the task of building entirely new governance structures and mechanisms. With their policy capacity unbalanced and accountability structures underdeveloped, one would expect them to score high on both counts of corruption — decentralized administrative corruption and centralized state capture. Weak state structures seem to favor both kinds of corruption, whereas strong centralized states create more fertile ground for state capture than for administrative corruption.

			State capture suggests that the system acts massively and deliberately to set the rules of the game in ways that maximize rent-seeking behavior for those enjoying political power. Under these circumstances, corruption feeds on itself by fueling counterproductive, corruption-generating regulations.(112) The World Bank has intensively debated corruption and two of the most reoccurring themes were administrative corruption and state capture. 

			i)	Administrative or bureaucratic corruption

				While state capture encodes advantages for particular individuals or groups in the basic legal or regulatory framework, administrative corruption refers to the intentional imposition of distortions in the prescribed implementation of existing laws, rules and regulations, to provide advantages to either state or non-state actors, as a result of the illicit and non-transparent provision of private gains to public officials. The classic example of administrative corruption is that of a hapless shop owner forced to pay bribes to a seemingly endless stream of official inspectors, so that they will overlook minor (or possibly major) infractions of existing regulations. Beyond such forms of extortion, administrative corruption also includes familiar examples, such as “grease payments” — bribes to gain licenses, smooth customs procedures, win public procurement contracts, or to be given priority in the provision of a variety of other government services. Finally, state officials can simply misdirect public funds under their control for their own or their families’ direct financial benefit. At the root of this form of corruption is discretion on the part of public officials to grant selective exemptions, to prioritize the delivery of public services, or to discriminate in the application of rules and regulations.(113) Bureaucratic corruption denotes the circumvention of laid down rules and establishes procedures within the performance of responsibilities of public office to obtain personal gain, usually monetary.(114)

			ii)	State capture or selling the state

				State capture is defined firstly as the efforts of firms to shape the very institutional environment in which they operate, and secondly, as public procurement corruption, the payment of kickbacks for securing public contracts.(115) In an extreme case, a single powerful monopoly could generate a much higher level of state capture than a larger number of less powerful firms competing to buy off state officials.

			1.5.6 Arnold Heidenheimer Typology

			Heidenheimer isolated three ideal-types of corruption: public office-centered, market-centered and public interest-centered.

			i)	Public office-centered

				behavior which deviates from the formal duties of a public role because of private-regarding (close family, personal, private clique) pecuniary or status gains; or violates rules against the exercise of certain types of private-regarding influence.(116) 

			ii)	Market-centered

				a corrupt civil servant [or business administrator – added by Gallup] regards his (public) office as a [separate] business, the income of which he will seek to maximize. The office then becomes a maximizing unit. The size of his income depends upon the market situation and his talents for finding the point of maximal gain on the public’s [or clients’] demand curve.(117) 

			iii)	Public interest-centered

				a pattern of corruption can be said to exist whenever a powerholder who is charged with doing certain things, i.e. who is a responsible functionary or officeholder, is induced to perform corrupt acts by monetary or other rewards not legally provided for.(118)

			1.5.7 Johnston Classification(119) 

			Michael Johnston described four corruption syndromes called “influence markets”, “elite cartels”, “oligarchs and clans” and “official moguls”. These syndromes and the names suggesting their distinctive aspects reflect frequently encountered combinations of stronger or weaker participation of institutions.

			i)	Influence markets

				Indicates access to, and influence within, strong state institutions; often politicians serve as middlemen, putting their connections out for rent in exchange for contributions both legal and otherwise.(120)

			ii)	Elite cartels (a.k.a Big Men)

				Where democratic institutions are weaker, politics and markets become more competitive, and networks of elites use corrupt incentives and exchanges to shore up their positions.(121)

			iii)	Oligarchs and clans

				In cases of major political and economic liberalization with poorly integrated transitions, weak public-private boundaries have opened up a wide variety of opportunities for corruption, in a context of weak institutions.(122)

			iv)	Official moguls

				Institutions are very weak, the political system remains undemocratic or is opening up only slowly, but the economy is being liberalized at least to a degree. Civil society is weak or non-existent. Opportunities for enrichment and new risks for the already wealthy abound, but political power is personal and often used with impunity. Here, the entrepreneurs with most leverage, or their clients, will be top political figures. Officials may become economic moguls; would-be moguls need official backing.(123)

			Other scholars, like Mark Robinson, identify three forms of corruption: firstly, “incidental” corruption, which is confined to wrongdoing on the part of the individual. This takes place in the covert form of bribery by abusing one’s position, with the intention of gaining an undue advantage from the public servant. Secondly, “institutional” corruption refers to certain institutions that may be riddled with corruption, due largely to the absence of controls; and lastly, “systemic” corruption reflects situations where corruption is deeply entrenched and pervasive throughout society.(124) Robinson also refers to political corruption, which is the manipulation of policies, institutions and rules of procedure in the allocation of resources and financing by political decision makers, who abuse their position to sustain their power, status and wealth.(125) Further, another dichotomy is “centralized” and “decentralized” corruption, depending on the level of control exercised by the political elite over local officials.(126) Different behaviors have been identified as constituting corruption. These include “bribery,(127) extortion,(128) abuse of office,(129) fraud,(130) embezzlement,(131) money laundering(132) and nepotism”.(133),(134) 



OEBPS/font/TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT.ttf


OEBPS/font/Calibri.ttf


OEBPS/font/ArialMT.ttf


OEBPS/image/Anti-Corruption-page3.jpg
VWhat You
Should Know
About

Anti-Corruption

Dr. Reem Ali Al-Anssari

HAMAD BIN KHALIFA UNIVERSITY PRESS EAEXN





OEBPS/font/TimesNewRomanPSMT.ttf


OEBPS/font/TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT.ttf


OEBPS/image/Anti-Corruption-COVER.jpg
VWhat You
Should Know
About

Anti-Corruption

Pr:Reem:AliAl-Anssari







OEBPS/image/Anti-Corruption-page4.jpg
Hamad Bin Khalifa University Press
P.O. Box 5825
Doha, Qatar

www.hbkupress.com
All rights reserved.
No part of this publication may be reproduced or transmitted in any form or by any means,
electronic or mechanical, including photocopying, recording, or any information storage or

retrieval system, without prior permission in writing from the publishers.

No responsibility for loss caused to any individual or organization acting on or refraining
from action as a result of the material in this publication can be accepted by HBKU Press
or the author.

The opinions expressed in this book do not necessarily reflect the opinion of
Hamad Bin Khalifa University Press.

First English edition in 2022
ISBN: 9789927155642

Printed in Doha-Qatar








OEBPS/image/Figure_1.jpg
Corruption
Origins

Secular Non-secular Corruption
Derivatives Derivatives Fundamentals

Babylon Definition

Egyptian

Christianity Forms

Islam

Chinese

Greek

Roman





